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ABSTRACT 

This research considers the relationship between possession 

centrality to self and perceptions of control on the antecedents, 

events, and consequences of the disposition, separation, giving up, and 

loss of possessions. The following dispositional behaviors are 

explored: (1) etic motivations of disposition; (2) methods of 

disposition; (3) emotional reactions to disposition; (4) etic meanings 

of disposition; and (5) replacement factors. Structured by a two-by-

two, within-subjects research design, survey questionnaires and in-depth 

interviews are used to elicit retrospective data concerning four 

dispositional experiences; one from each cell in the research design. 

These data are then compared between high and low centrality 

possessions, high and low control dispositions, and their interactions. 

Although this study is exploratory, it provides suggestive evidence that 

possession centrality and perceptions of control are key dimensions 

which affect dispositional experiences. Furthermore, methods of 

disposition, possession types, and transitional events appear to 

coincide with these dimensions. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The circuitous consumption process consists of three phases: (1) 

acquisition; (2) usage; and (3) disposition (Belk 1984a; Holbrook 1987a; 

Nicosia and Mayer 1976). Innumerable consumer behavior researchers have 

studied acquisition. Recently, some have begun to study usage in greater 

depth. Yet still overlooked is disposition; an integral part of consumer 

behavior and the circuitous consumption process. 

Disposition in the consumer behavior literature has traditionally 

been defined as "getting rid of things we don't want" (Jacoby, Berning, 

and Dietvorst 1977). This simplistic definition is relatively unappealing 

since it implies that dispositional experiences are limited to momentary 

and voluntary acts of disposing of "mass-produced products" or "garbage" 

of minimal or no import. As such, this definition may have contributed 

to the prevailing lack of dispositional research in the consumer behavior 

literature. 

Nonetheless, this perspective is understandable since we live in 

a disposable society (Melosi 1981), in which the average person produces 

over 1700 pounds of trash annually (Neal and Schubel 1987). We surround, 

protect, and seal "products" in layers upon layers of packaging which are 

instantly and constantly thrown into garbage receptacles, now staple 

fixtures in almost every room; ready-reminders of the ever-presence of 
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something to be disposed of. 

However, to view our society as merely a disposable society is to 

overlook the breadth of dispositional behavior. Disposition entails much, 

much more than taking the trash out. Dispositional experiences, as they 

are defined in this thesis, encompass any disposition, separation, giving 

up, or loss which is literally (or metaphorically) felt in any experience 

which signifies an actual or symbolic ending of a "possessor-possession 

relationship." This definition includes "typical" conceptualizations of 

dispositional experiences such as selling houses, trading cars, donating 

heirlooms, losing pets, and dying. Furthermore, this definition includes 

transitional experiences such as school graduation, geographic relocation, 

divorce, and retirement. Finally, this definition includes more abstract 

conceptualizations of disposition, such as finishing a thesis or letting 

go of an accustomed self-image; both of which necessitate surrendering an 

attachment of some kind (and which may instigate separation reactions). 

This more expansive definition of dispositional experiences conceives of 

disposition as more than just a form of consumer behavior; it conceives 

of disposition as a requisite form of human behavior (Belk 1987a), and 

extends well beyond merely "getting rid of things we don't want." 

Stated in the broadest of terms, the goal of this research is to 

explore the experience of disposition from the individual's perspective. 

This is an adventure into terra incognita; the vast and hitherto unknown 

realm of the disposition, separation, giving up, and loss of possessions. 

Specifically, this research postulates that dispositional experiences are 

an essential tenet of human behavior and, given this presupposition, asks 
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the fundamental question: "How is the disposition, separation, giving up, 

and loss of possessions manifest?" 

To structure this inquiry, the process of disposition is divided 

into three stages: (1) antecedents; (2) events; and (3) consequences. As 

with all "stage" conceptualizations, the aforementioned stages should not 

be interpreted as being necessarily sequential, mutually exclusive, or 

compulsory. To rephrase, any of the these "stages" may be omitted or may 

re-appear as part of the process of disposition. Furthermore, because of 

the breadth of dispositional experiences, it is impracticable to attempt 

to explore all facets of dispositional behavior which might reside within 

these three "stages." Instead, this research focuses on five aspects of 

of dispositional behavior which are believed to be particularly important 

to the advancement of our understanding of dispositional behaviors: (1) 

etic themes of the motivations of disposition; (2) methods of disposition; 

(3) emotional reactions to disposition; (4) etic themes of the meanings 

of disposition; and (5) replacement factors. Illustration A, at the end 

of this chapter, provides an overview of the two-by-two, within-subjects 

research design which is used to guide this investigation. 

The present chapter, Chapter One, "Introduction," serves to orient 

the reader to the scope of this thesis, and outlines the organization and 

presentation of this research. Chapter Two, "Literature Review," provides 

a critical review of literature from select social and behavioral science 

disciplines, and consists of four primary subheads: (1) Perspectives from 

Consumer Behavior; (2) Perspectives from the Psychology of Separation and 

Loss; (3) Perspectives from Thanatology; and (4) Additional Perspectives; 
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to include Perspectives from Research of Altruism, Perspectives from 

Criminology and Victimology, and, finally, Perspectives from Disaster 

Research. This breadth and depth of coverage provides an extensive, 

(albeit not exhaustive), review of literature deemed relevant to the 

dispositional experiences encountered in this thesis. As expected, the 

informants' dispositional stories extend well beyond the disposition of 

"mass-produced products" and, in this respect, this literature review 

dramatically departs from most conceptualizations of disposition seen in 

"traditional" consumer behavior frameworks. 

Chapter Three, "Constructs, Theory, and Hypotheses," articulates 

and discusses five major subheads: (1) Possession Centrality to Self; (2) 

Perceptions of Control; (3) A Priori Method Hypothesis; (4) A Priori 

Emotion Hypotheses; and (5) A Priori Replacement Factor Hypotheses. The 

first subhead, Possession Centrality to Self, introduces the construct of 

possession centrality (Belk 1988) as an independent variable that is used 

here as one key dimension which characterizes and defines dispositional 

experiences. The construct of possession centrality to self is perhaps 

best described as "possession attachment" (Belk 1989), and emanates from 

Belk's (1988) theory of the extended self. Briefly, Belk (1988) posits 

that we gradually incorporate possessions into our self-identities such 

that our possessions figuratively become parts of our selves. In other 

words, our possessions become meaningful (attached) to us principally by 

serving as symbolic vehicles which are used to extend (present, reinforce, 

or control) our social selves and our environment. Thus, possessions are 

acquired, displayed, consumed, disposed of, connected to, and otherwise 
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imbued with meaning relevant to what we desire to project to ourselves and 

others about who we were, are, or want to be. Since possessions represent 

both trivial and centrally-important aspects of our self-identities (Belk, 

Wallendorf, and Sherry 1989; Young and Wallendorf 1989), it is intuitively 

appealing to differentiate between our high and low centrality possessions 

when exploring dispositional experiences. 

The second subhead, Perceptions of Control, introduces Fiske and 

Taylor's (1984) construct of perceptions of control as an independent 

variable that is used here as a second key dimension which characterizes 

and defines dispositional experiences. The construct of perceptions of 

control refers to an internal and subjective state concerning people's 

perceptions that their behaviors are unconstrained and/or freely chosen. 

Inextricably linked to notions of personal freedom, power, and mastery 

(Fisher 1984), all of which are determinants of feelings of possession 

(Furby 1978; Tuan 1984), it is theoretically appealing to differentiate 

between dispositional experiences that engender high versus low control 

(from the possessor's perspective). 

Following the theoretical and conceptual articulation and review 

of the two independent variables used to structure the research design--

possession centrality to self and perceptions of control--Chapter Three 

ends with three subheads: A Priori Method Hypothesis; A Priori Emotion 

Hypotheses; and A Priori Replacement Factor Hypotheses. Together, these 

three subheads communicate the development and detailed exposition of the 

ten a priori hypotheses which are explored in this research. Since this 

research uses a combination of both a priori theory and emergent theory, 
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several variables are grounded In the data and are not discussed until 

Chapter Five, "Results." 

Chapter Four, "Methodology," concentrates on the methods used in 

this research. It consists of four primary subheads: (1) Informants; (2) 

Data Collection: Phase One; (3) Data Collection: Phase Two; and (4) Data 

Collection: Phase Three. The first subhead, Informants, briefly discusses 

the selection of the 52 informants who participated in this research. The 

second subhead, Data Collection: Phase One, explains the introduction to 

this research, as it is presented to the informants. The third subhead, 

Data Collection: Phase Two, explains the nature and implementation of the 

semi-structured, in-depth interviews. The last subhead, Data Collection: 

Phase Three, illustrates and describes the construction and implementation 

of the survey questionnaires which complete the data collection. 

Chapter Five, "Results," presents the culmination of results from 

interviews and surveys with fifty-two informants--each of whom discussed 

four possessions--yielding data for 208 dispositional experiences. This 

chapter has six primary subheads: (1) Introduction; (2) Etic Themes of the 

Motivations of Disposition; (3) Methods of Disposition; (4) Emotional 

Reactions to Disposition; (5) Etic Themes of the Meaning of Disposition; 

and (6) Replacement Factors. 

The first subhead, Introduction, presents quantitative analyses 

of manipulation checks for possession centrality to self and perceptions 

of control to confirm that the operationalization of these two independent 

variables is successful. Manipulation checks for possession centrality 

are particularly important because of the debate (discussed in Chapter 
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Three) which has surrounded the definition and operationalization of this 

construct (Belk 1989; Cohen 1989). Manipulation checks for perceptions 

of control are also important (as discussed in Chapter Three) because they 

provide insight into linkages between perceptions of control, which is an 

important determinant of feelings of possession (Furby 1978; Tuan 1984), 

and attributions of causality, a more complex formulation of perceptions 

of control (Roseman 1984; Smith and Ellsworth 1985; Weiner, Russell, and 

Lerman 1979). The first subhead, Introduction, also discusses "possession 

type," as it is categorized in this thesis. As shown in Chapter Five, the 

categorization scheme used for "possession type" coincides with dimensions 

of possession centrality to self and perceptions of control. 

The second subhead, Antecedents: Etic Themes of the Motivations 

of Disposition, provides interpretative analyses of informants' interview 

transcripts for the goal of probing the question: "Whv do people dispose?" 

Obviously we dispose to get rid of things, but Young and Wallendorf (1989) 

suggest that there may be more universal reasons why people dispose (e.g., 

as a form of communication, as a means of achieving stability). These 

more global reasons are labeled "motivations" in this research, (distinct 

from causes), and are considered antecedents of dispositional experiences, 

(where antecedents are defined as the feelings, thoughts, and actions that 

precede dispositional events). This section identifies and discusses etic 

themes of motivations for the disposition, separation, giving up, and loss 

of possessions. Motivations for disposition are distinct from causes of 

disposition in that the former are internally-driven, whereas the latter 

are externally-driven. This section focuses on etic themes (which are 
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elemental and global), rather than emlc themes (which are unique to each 

informant's situation). This section represents a continuation of a key-

direction for dispositional research suggested by both Jacoby, Berning, 

and Dietvorst (1977) and Young and Wallendorf (1989), and is similar to 

the research of Tauber (1972), who probed a comparable question: "Why do 

people shop?" This interpretative section is particularly valuable since 

no comprehensive models of dispositional experiences have been put forth 

to date. Therefore, the emergent themes arising from this research are 

necessary to the development of more expansive models of dispositional 

behavior in the future. 

The third subhead, Events: Methods of Disposition, discusses the 

results of quantitative analyses of frequencies of methods of disposition 

which are the most prevalent in each cell of the research design. Methods 

of disposition are considered to be associated with dispositional events, 

(where events are defined as feelings, thoughts, and actions which occur 

during the actual physical disposition of possessions). This section is 

a continuation of one of the directions for future dispositional research 

suggested by Burke, Conn, and Lutz (1978), Jacoby, Berning, and Dietvorst 

(1977), and Young and Wallendorf (1989), and provides strong evidence that 

methods of disposition are associated with possession centrality to self 

and perceptions of control. 

The fourth subhead, Consequences: Emotional Reactions to 

Disposition, discusses the results of quantitative analyses of the effects 

of possession centrality and perceptions of control on emotional reactions 

to the disposition, separation, giving up, and loss of possessions for the 
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aim of probing the question: "How does the disposition, separation, giving 

up, and loss of possessions feel?" This section is inspired by research 

of Holbrook and Hirschman (1982) (among others) who note that the role of 

emotional components in all types of consumption experiences has emerged 

as a vital, but neglected topic of interest in consumer behavior research. 

Emotional reactions, in this research, are measured only as a consequence 

of dispositional experiences, (where consequences are defined as feelings, 

thoughts, and actions which follow physical disposition of possessions). 

Alternatively, emotions could be measured as antecedents of dispositional 

experiences--or as parts of the dispositional events themselves--but this 

research focuses on emotional reactions as a consequence of dispositional 

experiences. The analyses shown here imply that the emotional character 

of dispositional experiences is a useful means of comparing or contrasting 

dispositional experiences and serves to increase our understanding of the 

emotional and affective reactions to the disposition, separation, giving 

up, and loss of possessions. In addition to the quantitative analyses in 

this section, a few quotes from informants' interviews--both joyful and 

tearful--are added to enrich the text with emic perspectives. This entire 

section is a continuation of a direction for dispositional research which 

is suggested by Westbrook and Wallendorf (1985) and Young and Wallendorf 

(1989). 

The fifth subhead, Consequences: Etic Themes of the Meaning of 

Disposition, presents an interpretative analysis of informants' interviews 

for the purpose of exploring the question: "What does the disposition, 

separation, giving up, and loss of possessions mean?" Distinctions among 
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motivations and meanings of dispositional experiences are often difficult 

to uncover. This research promulgates the viewpoint that motivations are 

antecedents of dispositional experiences (i.e., that which is desired), 

whereas meanings are consequences of dispositional experiences (i.e., that 

which finally happens). To illustrate, consider the following quote from 

Laura (WF 21), discussing the reasons she moved out of an apartment (i.e. , 

motivations): 

L: "I was living [in the apartment] with a roommate and she 
decided to move in with her boyfriend so I was stuck there by 
myself...The rent was too high [so] therefore I moved." 

M: "You didn't feel forced into leaving?" 
L: "No. I decided to move. I...could have lived there. If I 

loved the place so much that I really wanted to stay, I could 
have financially afforded it. I had control. It wasn't that 
I was being evicted. It wasn't that there wasn't a place for 
me to stay. It wasn't that I couldn't find a roommate. I 
decided to move. It was my choice." 

This quote, analyzed from Laura's standpoint, implies that her motivations 

for leaving her apartment were primarily financial. Furthermore, she does 

not indicate that she was attached to her apartment and seems to feel high 

perceptions of control over her decision to move. In contrast, consider 

the next interview excerpt, in which Laura is discussing her reactions to 

leaving her former apartment (i.e., meanings): 

L: "I missed the apartment a little bit. I didn't like the new 
place as much [after] I moved in there. I unpacked all my 
boxes. Although I had all my same things and I set them up 
in the same manner, it didn't feel like the same place. It 
wasn't home. I had a hard time sleeping the first night. 
Nothing was familiar. I didn't recognize anything. I didn't 
know anybody. It wasn't home to me. I had lived at the other 
place for so long. I could go home. It was home. I knew 
where things were. I knew who was going to be there. I knew 
who I was going to see. I couldn't decide whether I liked the 
[new] place. It was a cute little place and I liked it when 
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I first saw it, but once I moved in there, I don't think I 
liked it as much. It's a place to hang my hat, to sleep, to 
shower, but it [isn't] something that I [am] really in love 
with." 

M: "What did leaving the old apartment mean to you?" 
I: "It meant giving up a place of security. [It meant giving up] 

a place where I felt comfortable. It wasn't exactly a palace, 
but I felt comfortable there. It was the first place I [had] 
lived [at] other than home with my parents. It was the first 
time I was ever out on my own. It was my place." 

This quote, analyzed from Laura's standpoint, suggests that leaving her 

former apartment meant more to Laura than she expected. It appears that 

what Laura thought was merely a move for financial convenience actually 

meant a loss of security, familiarity, and comfort. In addition, there 

are indications that Laura linked her first apartment with a symbolic 

passage into adulthood, but found this symbolic meaning to be lacking in 

her second apartment. Comparing and contrasting the two quotes, it is 

apparent that there are distinct differences between the motivations for 

the disposition, separation, giving up, and loss of possessions, and what 

these dispositional experiences mean to people afterwards. Meanings of 

dispositional experiences have been addressed briefly by Belk (1988), 

Belk, Wallendorf, and Sherry (1989), and Young and Wallendorf (1989), but 

have not received any systematic attention until now. 

The final subhead, Consequences: Replacement Factors, tentatively 

explores factors concerning the replacement of possessions. This section 

is inspired by the research of Bolin (1982), who, in a study of possession 

losses associated with natural disasters, provided provocative evidence 

that the perceived replaceability of possessions is a key determinant of 

emotional reactions to dispositional experiences. The central limitation 
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of Bolin's (1982) research is that it is confined to natural disasters; 

random occurrences which typically evoke very low perceptions of control. 

This section extends Bolin's (1982) construct of perceived replaceability 

to dispositional experiences which evoke both high and low perceptions of 

control. Also, because this thesis explores the disposition, separation, 

giving up, and loss of both high and low centrality possessions, questions 

are asked to determine informants' desires to replace their possessions. 

For those possessions which are replaced, additional questions are asked 

to measure whether replacements were procured prior to, concurrent with, 

or following dispositional experiences, as well as levels of satisfaction 

with replacements. The inclusion of replacement factors in this research 

represents an initial attempt to begin defining relationships between the 

three elements of the circuitous consumption process (acquisition, usage, 

disposition), and therefore epitomizes the integrative approach to the 

study of consumer behavior which is promoted in this thesis. 

Chapter Six, "Conclusion," consists of three primary subheads: (1) 

Summary; (2) Limitations; and (3) Implications for Future Research. The 

first subhead, Summary, provides a recapitulation of the findings advanced 

in this thesis, and explains the value of these findings for consumers and 

academicians--emphasizing that this research is intended to be both a 

conceptual and empirical contribution to parallel disciplines (to include 

the discipline of consumer behavior). The second subhead, Limitations, 

details the restrictions and caveats that apply to theories, methods, and 

results advanced in this research. The third subhead, Implications for 

Future Research, recommends several improvements for future studies of the 
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disposition, separation, giving up, and loss of possessions, and calls for 

comprehensive, integrated models of dispositional experiences across the 

social and behavioral sciences. 

Thus, to summarize the major points of this introductory chapter, 

this research uses semi-structured in-depth interviews and questionnaires 

to explore the impact of possession centrality to self and perceptions of 

control on all types of dispositional experiences. Illustration A, on the 

next page, shows the five facets of dispositional experiences investigated 

in this research: (1) etic themes of the motivations of disposition; (2) 

methods of disposition; (3) emotional reactions to disposition; (4) etic 

themes of the meaning of disposition; and (5) replacement factors. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Perspectives from finngnmer Behavior 

Dispositional research within the consumer behavior literature is 

very sparse. Although several scholars have begun to consider the topic, 

it has not received much systematic attention until now. This section of 

the "Literature Review" outlines key findings from six consumer behavior 

studies of dispositional behavior which are particularly relevant to this 

research: (1) Jacoby, Berning, and Dietvorst (1977); (2) Burke, Conn, and 

Lutz (1978); (3) Hanson (1980); (4) Andreasen (1984); (5) Westbrook and 

Wallendorf (1985); and (6) Young and Wallendorf (1989). This discussion 

of this research is chronological to illustrate how the field of consumer 

behavior has advanced or, rather, failed to advance, our understanding of 

dispositional behavior. A handful of other consumer behavior studies of 

disposition-related phenomena are not applicable to this research and are 

therefore not reviewed here (Belk, Wallendorf, and Sherry 1988; Gygi and 

Powell 1989; Stevens and Powell 1989). 

The first study which is reviewed in this section, and the seminal 

paper on this topic, is that of Jacoby, Berning, and Dietvorst (1977) who 

investigated the disposition of six types of products: (1) refrigerators; 

(2) stereos; (3) bicycles; (4) records; (5) toothbrushes; and (6) wrist 

watches. For each type of product, the authors measured (1) the frequency 
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of disposition (i.e., how often the product was disposed of); and (2) the 

method of disposition. 

One of the key findings to emerge from this study is the existence 

of a relationship between type of product and method of disposal. As an 

example, "throw away" is the preferred method of disposition for records, 

wrist watches, and toothbrushes. In contrast, respondents prefer to "give 

away" bis. cles and "sell" stereos and refrigerators. 

Although these findings are interesting, the authors fail to test 

determinants, other than product type, which could account for observed 

variations in methods of disposition. For example, 31% of the respondents 

prefer to "throw away" watches, but this doesn't explain why 69% of the 

respondents choose other methods of disposal. Thus, the question remains: 

"What are the underlying dimensions that determine dispositional methods?" 

As discussed in Chapters Three and Five, this research provides evidence 

that possession centrality to self and perceptions of control are related 

to methods of disposition; quite possibly in a etiological manner. 

Another limitation of the Jacoby et al (1977) study is that it is 

confined to the voluntary disposition of mass-produced consumer products. 

Although the Jacoby et al (1977) focus on mass-produced consumer products 

is consistent with a marketing perspective, it fails to capture the depth 

and breadth of dispositional behavior as it relates to the broad spectrum 

of human existence. In contrast, dispositional experiences of all types 

of possessions are considered in this thesis because this research seeks 

to contribute to parallel disciplines. Also, as noted above, the scope 

of the Jacoby et al (1977) study is confined to "voluntary" dispositional 
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experiences, overlooking the vast realm of dispositional experiences that 

may be perceived of as "involuntary." In contrast, this research includes 

dispositional experiences which are perceived to be both "controlled" and 

"uncontrolled." As discussed in Chapters Three and Five, perceptions of 

control are closely, although not exactly, related to classifications of 

dispositional experiences as "voluntary" versus "involuntary," or as Belk 

(1988) terms it, "intended" versus "unintended." 

An additional limitation of the Jacoby et al (1977) research is 

the authors' operationalization of methods of disposition. The authors 

categorize methods of disposal into a nine-group taxonomy consisting of: 

(1) convert; (2) store; (3) throw away; (4) give away; (5) trade; (6) 

sell; (7) rent; (8) loan; and (9) other. Based on in-depth interviews, 

Young and Wallendorf (1989) posit that store, rent, loan, and other are 

not methods of disposition, but instead, methods of continued usage (or 

predispositional behavior) since none of their informants mention these 

as methods of disposition. 

Appendix F, reprinted from Young and Wallendorf (1989), proposes 

an eight-group taxonomy of "voluntary" methods of disposition: (1) give 

away; (2) recycle; (3) trade; (4) sell; (5) use up; (6) throw away; (7) 

abandon; and (8) destroy. Similarly, Appendix G, reprinted from Young and 

Wallendorf (1989), proposes a five-group taxonomy of "involuntary" methods 

of disposition: (1) used up; (2) legally transferred; (3) misplaced or 

lost; (4) illegally transferred; and (5) destroyed. As discussed in 

Chapter Five, modified versions of these taxonomies (which include three 

additional methods of disposition, yielding a total of sixteen methods) 
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emerge from the data collected in this research, and therefore are used 

in the statistical analyses presented in this thesis. 

One of the key directions for future research proposed by Jacoby 

et al (1977) is the authors' discussion of the conditions for disposition. 

The authors divided these conditions into three categories: (1) possessor 

factors (e.g., the possessor's personality); (2) possession factors (e.g., 

the age of the possession); and (3) situational factors (e.g., financial 

constraints). Although the topic of conditions for disposition is only 

laconically discussed in the Jacoby et al (1977) research, it is the key 

inspiration underlying the search for emergent themes of etic motivations 

for disposition in this thesis; (a search which proceeds in a manner that 

is similar to the research of Young and Wallendorf 1989). Etic themes of 

the motivations for controlled (voluntary) dispositional experiences are 

discussed in detail in Chapter Five. Etic themes of the motivations for 

uncontrolled (involuntary) dispositional experiences are not explored in 

this research since it is assumed that no (conscious) motivations exist 

from the informants' perspectives. 

A second consumer behavior study of dispositional behavior which 

is relevant to this research is that of Burke, Conn, and Lutz (1978), who 

study the disposal of small electric appliances, a research focus which 

suffers from some of the same limitations (which are noted above) of the 

Jacoby et al (1977) research. Burke et al (1978), following one of the 

key directions for future dispositional research proposed by Jacoby et al 

(1977), concentrate on the effects of possessor factors on dispositional 

experiences. Specifically, the authors employ psychographic and lifestyle 
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measures as independent variables, hypothesizing that some combination of 

possessor factors predicts variance in their dependent variable, methods 

of disposition of small electric appliances. The authors use discriminant 

analysis to combine the psychographic and lifestyle measures into factors 

(which represent seven distinct consumer profiles): 

1. "Cynics"--People who are skeptical regarding the durability 
and repairability of small electric appliances and of the 
motives of manufacturers of such products. 

2. "Hedonists"--People who are convenience-oriented and will 
replace working small electric appliances with more stylish 
ones. 

3. "Careless Consumers"--Those who do not put much effort into 
purchasing or caring for small electric appliances. 

4. "Trashers"--People who show a proclivity to discard an 
appliance as soon as it malfunctions. 

5. "Anti-Repairists"--People who feel the small appliance repair 
industry is a rip-off. 

6. "Pack Rats"--People who show a tendency to not dispose of 
small electric appliances. 

7. "Consumerists"--People who endorse the concerns of the 
consumerism movement. 

The only factors which distinguish between methods of disposition 

of small electric appliances are the "Trasher" and "Pack Rat" dimensions. 

(See Appendix A for the scale items of these two dimensions.) These less 

than satisfactory results assumably arise from weaknesses in Burke, Conn, 

and Lutz' (1978) research design. The central weakness is the authors' 

operationalization of their dependent variable, methods of disposition. 

The authors first attempt to use a poorly-defined, four-group taxonomy of 

methods of disposition consisting of: (1) discard; (2) store; (3) sell, 
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to yield significant results, the authors employ an even more ill-defined, 

two-group taxonomy consisting of: (1) discard; and (2) other. Although 

the "Trasher" and "Pack Rat" dimensions uncover statistically significant 

differences between these two methods of disposition (discard and other), 

this truncated operationalization of methods of disposition offers few 

insights. 

The key finding to emerge from the Burke et al (1978) study is: 

(1) the proclivity of "Trashers" to dispose of small electric appliances; 

and (2) the proclivity of "Pack Rats" to dispose of appliances in some 

other way. Although these results provide weak evidence to support Burke, 

Conn, and Lutz' (1978) contention that possessor factors are a determinant 

of methods of disposition for small electric appliances, the merit of the 

results is severely limited by the scale items for "Trashers" because the 

scale items are precisely related to the proclivity to discard (as shown 

in Appendix A). Thus, in a tautological fashion, the authors illustrate 

that people who are likely to discard of things discard of things. 

This research circumvents problems of this nature by considering 

the "possessor-possession relationship" (possession centrality), rather 

than simply considering possession factors (as in Jacoby et al 1977), or 

possessor factors (as in Burke et al 1978). As discussed later in this 

section, consumer behavior studies of disposition by both Westbrook and 

Wallendorf (1985) and Young and Wallendorf (1989) suggest that variables 

which measure "possessor-possession relationships" are superior predictors 

of dispositional behavior. 
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A third consumer behavior study of dispositional behavior relevant 

to this thesis is that of Hanson (1980), who summarizes the work of Jacoby 

et al (1977) and Burke et al (1978), and offers an information-processing 

perspective on disposition decision-making. Similar to research of buyer 

behavior (acquisition decision-making), Hanson (1980) posits a sequential 

timeline that frames the disposition decision-making process: (1) problem 

recognition; (2) search and evaluation; (3) the disposition decision; and 

(4) post-disposition outcomes. Although the framework presented by Hanson 

(1980) is little more than a variation of typical cognitive approaches to 

acquisition decision-making processes, it succeeds in instilling a helpful 

suggestion about the worthiness of examining dispositional experiences as 

processes rather than events. 

This thesis adheres to Hanson's (1980) recommendation by grouping 

(categorizing) the disposition process into three loosely-bounded stages: 

(1) antecedents; (2) events; and (3) consequences. A processual framework 

(orientation) broadens knowledge of how antecedents affect the events and 

consequences of disposition, separation, giving up, and loss experiences. 

To illustrate, we justifiably expect different consequences if, on the one 

hand, the sale of a house is motivated by familial pressures placed on the 

owner to sell the house or, on the other hand, is motivated by the owner's 

disaffection toward the house. In the first scenario, the owner may feel 

compelled to sell the house, and as a result, may experience feelings of 

anger, bitterness, or helplessness. In the second situation, the owner 

may simply dislike the house, and as a result, may experience no feelings, 

or feelings of relief and joy at separation. It is necessary to emphasize 
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that, (although the processual character of dispositional experiences is 

explored in this research), no specific relationships between antecedents, 

events, and consequences of the disposition, separation, giving up, and 

loss of possessions are explicitly analyzed in this thesis. Nonetheless, 

this research seeks to uncover a veritable wealth of constructs which will 

influence subsequent theories of dispositional behavior in accordance with 

processual orientations; the latter (processual orientations) being deemed 

to represent one of the most provocative directions for future research 

of dispositional behavior. 

A fourth consumer behavior study relevant to this research, albeit 

not specifically pertinent to dispositional behavior, is that of Andreasen 

(1984) whose study focuses on the effect of life status changes on changes 

in consumer preferences and satisfaction. In brief, Andreasen (1984) uses 

telephone surveys to collect data from 286 subjects for three independent 

variables, two intervening variables, and two dependent variables. The 

independent variables include: (1) the frequency of life status changes 

in the past six months; (2) the evaluations of each life status change as 

positive or negative; and (3) the evaluations of each life status change 

as major or minor. (See Appendix B for a list of Andreasen's (1984) 23 

life status changes.) 

Life status changes are hypothesized to provoke a state labeled 

"readiness to change" (Andreasen 1984, p. 785): 

"For many people, the break with the past that is inherent in the 
occasion of a [life] status change can represent an opportunity 
to rethink and reorganize their lives. Existing patterns along 
at least one dimension are broken, inertia is upset, and the 
individual mav take the opportunity to change other dimensions in 
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wavs not directly related to the result of the plven fllfe status! 
change. That is, households may decide to change their interests 
and priorities in marginal or significant ways. For example, a 
household moving to a new community may decide to get that new car 
or refrigerator even though they do not truly 'need' one; the head 
of a household changing jobs may decide to take up a new hobby; 
or the newly divorced adult may decide to become a vegetarian or 
study yoga." 

Note that all of Andreasen's (1984) aforementioned examples of life status 

changes (i.e., moving, changing jobs, and divorce) represent dispositional 

experiences which, as Andreasen (1984) notes, give rise to acquisitional 

experiences. This is a simple restatement of the "circuitous consumption 

process" discussed in Chapter One; a process by which acquisition, usage, 

and disposition are inextricably linked together. 

Andreasen's (1984) construct of "life status changes" is closely 

related to innumerable dispositional experiences which are encountered in 

this thesis. Such life status changes may represent antecedents, events, 

or consequences of dispositional behavior. However, it is prudent to note 

that only 13 of the 21 life status changes in Andreasen's (1984) study are 

likely to be evaluated as being primarily dispositional experiences, while 

the remaining 10 are more apt to be apprehended as primarily acquisitional 

experiences. Yet, one could contend that any life status change, (whether 

the birth of a first child or the death of a first child), represents the 

disposition, separation, giving up, and/or loss of some possessions. As 

a cautionary note, the 23 life status changes explored by Andreasen (1984) 

are not intended to portray an exhaustive and comprehensive compilation 

of all potential life status changes; rather, they are a condensation of 

a master list of 102 life events, developed and discussed in research of 
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Dohrenwend and Dohrenwend (1974) and Dohrenwend, Krasnoff, Askenasy, and 

Dohrenwend (1973). 

To continue, Andreasen (1984) posits that his combined measure of 

the frequency of life status changes, the valences (positive or negative), 

and the intensities (major or minor) act as one independent variable which 

affects his intervening variables: (1) the frequency of lifestyle changes; 

and (2) stress levels. Andreasen (1984) regards "life status changes" and 

"lifestyle changes" to be separate, sequential constructs. (See Appendix 

B for a list of his 23 "life status changes" and compare this to his list 

of 12 "lifestyle changes" in Appendix C.) To illustrate, Andreasen (1984) 

suggests that a divorce (a life status change) may provoke a new hairstyle 

(a lifestyle change). Although one could contend that the key difference 

between Andreasen's (1984) definition of life status changes and lifestyle 

changes is just a function of dissimilarities in the magnitudes of their 

impact (wherein a divorce--a life status change--has more impact than a 

new hairstyle--a lifestyle change), the author's operationalization of his 

variables supports his contention that they represent separate constructs. 

However, Andreasen's (1984) standpoint that "life status changes" 

precede "lifestyle changes" is debateable, both within his own study, and 

when viewed within the context of other research (e.g., McAlexander and 

Schouten 1989). McAlexander and Schouten's (1989) research challenges the 

research of Andreasen (1984) by offering compelling evidence that suggests 

that a new hairstyle--a lifestyle change--might be used to instigate and 

hasten a divorce--a life status change--by suppressing stress associated 

with an upcoming divorce. Therefore, regardless of whether these changes 



38 

take place on conscious or subconscious levels, an obfuscatlon of temporal 

relationships between life status changes, lifestyle changes, and changes 

In stress levels becomes apparent when comparing and contrasting the work 

of Andreasen (1984) with the research of McAlexander and Schouten (1989). 

(See Appendix D for a list of Andreasen's (1984) 6 stress measures.) In 

this respect, Andreasen's (1984) position that life status changes precede 

lifestyle changes and changes In stress levels Is tenuous. Also, and more 

important to this research, the aforementioned obfuscatlon highlights the 

difficulties inherent in attempting to differentiate between antecedents 

and consequences of dispositional experiences. Do new hairstyles act as 

antecedents which hasten impending divorces (dispositional experiences) 

by making people feel more confident in their abilities to deal with the 

upcoming vicissitude? Or, in contrast, do new hairstyles take place as 

consequences which hasten restoration of equilibrium following divorces 

(dispositional experiences) by making people feel more attractive during 

the pursuit of replacements? 

Lengthy discussions, in Chapter Five, of the etic themes of the 

motivations of disposition and the etic themes of meanings of disposition 

emphasize that these types of questions present a difficult challenge to 

interpretative researchers who try to distinguish between antecedents and 

consequences of dispositional experiences. This thesis asserts that most 

interpretative analyses of antecedents and consequences (which gingerly 

interpret causal relationships) are superior to deterministic analyses of 

antecedents and consequences (which readily perpetuate inflexible causal 

relationships). Furthermore, Chapter Four cautions that a reliance on 
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retrospective accounts of dispositional experiences, the methodology which 

is employed in both Andreasen's (1984) research and the present research, 

renders it impossible to make conclusive statements about temporal cause 

and effect relationships between antecedents, events, and consequences. 

Suggestive implications are offered, yet it is expected that longitudinal, 

naturalistic research is much more capable of pursuing temporal cause and 

effect relationships. Regardless, it is the philosophical perspective of 

this thesis that, regardless of the methodologies employed, research of 

any cause and effect relationships between the antecedents, events, and 

consequences of dispositional experiences are less interesting than those 

inquiries which are independent of cause and effect relationships. 

To continue, Andreasen (1984) finally hypothesizes that lifestyle 

changes and changes in stress levels act as intervening variables which 

mediate the effects of his independent variable--life status changes--on 

his two dependent variables: (1) the frequency of all brand changes in 13 

product categories in the past six months; and (2) purchase satisfaction. 

(See Appendix E for a list of the 13 product categories.) Regardless of 

the aforementioned limitations of Andreasen's (1984) research, his results 

generally validate the author's central proposal that life status changes 

set some people apart from other (similar) people as being more inclined 

to alter, at least in the short term, their consumer attitudes, behaviors, 

needs, and wants. 

A prominent point presented in Andreasen's (1984) research is the 

author's discussion of the role of stress effects. Andreasen (1984) notes 

that, on one hand, elevated stress levels may make people more susceptible 



40 

to the suggestions of others, leading people to make hasty purchases that 

will be regretted later. However, on the other hand, the author says that 

elevated stress levels may make people more averse to change, effectuating 

situations in which people cling onto familiar consumption patterns as a 

means of coping with the chaos elsewhere in their lives. As borne out in 

the data analysis, life status changes which are negatively evaluated are 

conclusively tied to elevated stress levels, but there is no relationship 

between elevated stress levels and the frequency of change in consumption 

patterns (Andreasen 1984). These results indicate that elevated stress 

levels do not consistently provoke or retard changes in consumers' brand 

preferences, either as a direct result of life status changes or as an 

indirect result of intervening changes in lifestyles. However, elevated 

stress levels do lead to increased purchase dissatisfaction, although it 

is unclear whether this is a result of the stress effects themselves, or 

because life status and lifestyle changes may not be reflected in brand 

changes. Thus, although Andreasen's (1984) research suggests several 

interesting relationships, it provides inconclusive results concerning 

the linkages between changes in stress, brand preferences, and overall 

purchase satisfaction. 

This research augments and extends Andreasen's (1984) research in 

several directions, despite the fact that Andreasen's (1984) study is not 

specifically concerned with disposition. First, this research emphasizes 

numerous similarities between Andreasen's (1984) life status changes and 

the more expansive realm of dispositional experiences cultivated in this 

thesis. Of special import is the prevalence of dispositional experiences 
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which occur in conjunction with transitional events. Surprisingly, over 

forty-eight percent of the stories of the disposition, separation, giving 

up, and loss of possessions related by the informants in this study either 

represent transitional events in and of themselves or occur in conjunction 

with transitional events. This single statistic provides a great deal of 

insight into the nature of dispositional experiences. This relationship 

is discussed in detail in Chapter Five, in the section concerned with etic 

themes of the motivations for disposition. In addition, this thesis, even 

though it is not specifically designed to evaluate stress levels, measures 

anxiety and fourteen emotional responses to the disposition, separation, 

giving up, and loss of possessions. This combination of fifteen emotions 

is believed to provide more explanatory powar than the positive/negative 

dichotomy which Andreasen (1984) used to measure the overall favorability 

of life status changes. Last, this thesis, similar to Andreasen (1984), 

probes into possession replacement following dispositional experiences. 

A fifth consumer behavior study related to disposition is that of 

Westbrook and Wallendorf (1985). The authors use home interviews, asking 

informants to self-select "high and low attachment" articles of clothing. 

The authors then ask the informants to rate their emotional reactions to 

the acquisition, usage, and contemplation of disposition of these items 

of clothing. The informants' emotional reactions are measured using five-

point Likert scales for: (1) surprise; (2) interest; (3) sheepishness; 

(4) joy; (5) sadness; (6) anger; (7) contempt; (8) guilt; and (9) disgust. 

As the authors hypothesize, the more negative emotions--sadness, anger, 

contempt, guilt, and disgust--are felt when contemplating the disposition 
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of high attachment items. Conversely, the more positive emotions--joy, 

surprise, and interest--are felt when contemplating the disposition of low 

attachment items. 

It is debateable that it is correct to make inferences of people's 

reactions to actual dispositional experiences based on their contemplation 

of disposition. To illustrate, Young and Wallendorf (1989) propose that 

there exists a "Transition To Disposition;" a gradual process by which a 

meaningful possession become detached (becomes less meaningful) prior to 

voluntary disposition. The "Transition To Disposition" suggests that 

people may expect to feel sad while contemplating the disposition of high 

attachment items of clothing, but by the time of actual disposition, they 

have become sufficiently detached from the possession to preclude negative 

reactions. Also, Westbrook and Wallendorf's (1989) focus on contemplated 

disposition overlooks the multitude of experiential and consequential 

factors that develop during and after the disposition, separation, giving 

up, or loss of possessions, and which may influence emotional reactions 

to disposition. Therefore, this research focuses on actual dispositional 

experiences, and attempts to measure possession centrality (possession 

attachment) at the point of actual disposition. 

However, as an admonitory note, it needs to be acknowledged that 

measures of emotional reactions following dispositional experiences are 

subject to the same biases as measures of emotional reactions preceding 

dispositional experiences. Whereas Westbrook and Wallendorf's (1985) 

research is prone to error because informants have to trv to predict their 

emotional reactions, this research is prone to error because informants 
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have to try to remember their emotional reactions. Inferential processes 

and demand effects are likely to yield undesirable tenditiousness in both 

studies and, therefore, the results from both studies must be cautiously 

interpreted to account for this possibility. 

The central finding of Westbrook and Wallendorf (1985) is their 

recognition that differences in emotional reactions are not embedded in 

characteristics of the clothing items themselves (e.g., possession type), 

but rather in feelings about experiences with the items. This suggests 

that the possessor-possession relationship (e.g., possession centrality) 

may be a more valuable predictor of dispositional behavior than either 

intrinsic possession characteristics (e.g., possession type) or intrinsic 

possessor characteristics (e.g., lifestyle and psychographic measures). 

An important question to consider is the difference between the 

concept of possession attachment employed by Westbrook and Wallendorf 

(1985) and the construct of possession centrality to self propounded by 

Belk (1988, 1989). These constructs are interrelated, overlapping with 

constructs and theories of (for example): (1) deep meaning in possessions 

(Wallendorf and Belk 1987); (2) favorite things (Wallendorf and Arnould 

1988); and (3) sacred and profane possessions (Belk, Wallendorf, and 

Sherry 1989). Since no integrative models of these constructs exist in 

the consumer behavior literature, the standpoint adopted in this research 

is that of Belk (1989) who, in replying to comments by Cohen (1989) about 

Belk's (1988) theory of extended self, implies that possession centrality 

is most consanguineous to possession attachment. However, despite Belk's 

(1988) original work on possession centrality and the extended self, the 
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published comments of Cohen (1989), and Belk's (1989) reply to Cohen, the 

definition of possession centrality and methods of operationalizing this 

construct continue to be elusive. Chapter Three explores the construct 

of possession centrality in further detail, Chapter Four discusses the 

operationalization of possession centrality employed in this research, and 

Chapter Five presents reliability measures of manipulation checks employed 

in this research to discern differences between the following interrelated 

constructs: (1) meaningful; (2) important; (3) significant; (4) liked; (5) 

useful; (6) valuable; (7) central to self-identity; and (8) attached. 

The sixth, and final, consumer behavior study of disposition which 

is relevant to this research is that of Young and Wallendorf (1989). The 

authors use a post-positivist philosophy of science and employ in-depth, 

home interviews to redefine disposition, develop taxonomies of methods of 

disposition, and to suggest directions for future research of disposition. 

Young and Wallendorf (1989) define disposition as "processes of 

physical and emotional detachment of possessions from self." The authors' 

(1989) definition is similar to (albeit not precisely analogous to) the 

definition of disposition used in this research. Instead, this research 

defines disposition as: any disposition, separation, giving up, or loss 

which is actually or symbolically felt in any experience which literally 

or metaphorically signifies an end of a possessor-possession relationship. 

This refined definition of disposition includes Young and Wallendorf's 

(1989) processes of physical and emotional detachment of possessions from 

self, but is more complex, dynamic, and all-inclusive, and thus warrants 

additional discussion. 
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First, this definition implies that disposition, like death, is 

both a process and an event--bounded only by the self-imposed limitations 

of our subjective perceptions and our own mortality. These two meanings 

of disposition--as both process and event--represent polar extremes in a 

spectrum of dispositional experiences which includes many gradations in 

the potential for promoting growth versus producing stress. The use of 

the word "process" is somewhat misleading, because it evokes thoughts of 

long, drawn-out periods of detachment. To the contrary, processes of 

detachment may proceed very quickly (or even be entirely imperceptible); 

as typically occurs when we throw meaningless "garbage" into the trash. 

However, for those possessions to which we are most attached, processes 

of detachment may extend over several years or perhaps even the duration 

of one's lifetime--occasionally stagnating, occasionally racing forward, 

as frequently occurs when separating from one's parents or when facing 

particularly distressful losses. 

As Young and Wallendorf (1989) note, the definition of disposition 

consists of two distinct, yet intertwined, components of disposition: (1) 

physical detachment; and (2) emotional or affective detachment. Physical 

detachment involves: (1) the spatial distancing of possessions from self 

(Young and Wallendorf 1989); and/or (2) the structural transformation of 

possessions, (a concept which emerges in this thesis). 

In regard to spatial distancing, Young and Wallendorf (1989) note 

that possessions often are distanced from the self in a series of stages 

(e.g., from the kitchen to the garage, to the street curb, to the city 

dump). This distancing process is analogous to a series of concentric 
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circles, the first of which is one's own body. With succeeding circles, 

possessions are moved progressively further away from self, often becoming 

progressively more emotionally distanced from self as well. There are no 

universal definitions as to when processes of spatial distancing are ended 

and actual physical disposition has taken place. One person may consider 

something physically disposed of the instant it thrown in a wastebasket. 

Another person might not consider something physically disposed of until 

it is buried at a landfill many miles away. 

In other words, spatial distancing, in and of itself, is never 

conclusive proof of physical disposition. Consider the case of the war 

veteran who asserts that he/she "can never get far enough away" from the 

country of conflict. From the war veteran's viewpoint, the country can 

never be physically disposed of. In fact, from the standpoint of society 

as a whole, nothing can ever be truly physically disposed of. Laws of the 

conservation of matter and energy assert that matter cannot be created or 

destroyed. Transformations may take place, but mass is conserved. Thus, 

etic determination of actual physical disposition is dependent upon the 

emic viewpoint of the possessor; physical disposition occurs whenever the 

possessor thinks it has occurred (Young and Wallendorf 1989). 

In regard to structural transformations, although mass is always 

conserved, possessions may be altered (intentionally or unintentionally) 

in such a way that their physical integrity is lost--as in the case of 

homes demolished in an earthquake. The remaining rubble may not embody 

the homes which once existed (at least in the minds of their inhabitants), 

and physical detachment has been facilitated by devastating structural 
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transformations. This concept of structural transformations as a means 

of physical detachment is reminiscent of the oft-quoted phrase: "The sum 

of the parts does not equal the whole." To the individual homeowner, (who 

does not care about laws of the conservation of matter and energy), the 

home is gone. Perhaps the homeowner sees the house amid the rubble (or 

maybe mere rubble), but the home, as a home, is gone. A conceptualization 

of structural transformations as a means of physical detachment does not 

necessarily imply overt physical destruction as it is commonly envisioned. 

For example, consider the following quote from Jason (WM 21), discussing 

his realization that his father had succumbed to cancer: 

M: "When did it hit you that [your father] was actually dead?" 
J: "My mom woke me up at three in the morning and told me that he 

was in a coma... [We went to the hospital and it was] probably 
when I saw [my father] on that respirator [that 1 knew he was 
dead]. He wasn't breathing on his own. Zf you touched him, 
he was warm, but there was no response. He was brain dead... 1 
couldn't believe it." 

This quote illustrates a situation in which structural transformation did 

not involve overt physical destruction; however, structural change (in the 

form of internal physical damage) occurred, and led Jason to conclude that 

his father was dead. From Jason's perspective, physical detachment (and 

perhaps final physical disposition) was facilitated when his father lost 

brain functioning and was placed on a respirator. To rephrase, (although 

no spatial distancing occurred), a structural transformation significantly 

changed the physical qualities which gave meaning to Jason's "possession." 

His father was no longer his father, the man he knew and loved, but was 

now just a lifeless body. Again, as Young and Wallendorf (1989) comment, 
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etic determination of actual physical disposition is dependent upon the 

emic viewpoint of the possessor; physical disposition occurs whenever the 

possessor thinks it has occurred. 

Young and Wallendorf (1989) suggest that emotional or affective 

detachment is the second component of disposition. It is the perspective 

of this research that human beings are unique creatures in that we all 

live in a cultural, social order which "recognizes and ritualizes lifelong 

personal attachments" (Lewis 1987). Although the importance of lifelong 

attachments has been neglected in evolutionary theory as the "central 

biological source of humanity's lifelong difficulties with separation" 

(Lewis 1987), recent evidence about the origin of our species (from both 

fossil records and demographic analyses) suggests a hominid character 

organization which included intensified parenting and social relationships 

as the condition preceding the development of the human brain and advanced 

material culture (Lovejoy 1981). Lewis (1987, p. 535), reflecting on the 

essence of relationships between emotions and parent/infant attachment, 

extols: 

"We now know that there are specific, long-lasting, universal 
attachment emotions that arise in and accompany the affectional 
infant/caretaker interaction. Delight, joy, interest, pride, and 
laughter occur when attachment is maintained; humiliated fury, 
righteous indignation, shame, protest, anxiety, and guilt occur 
when attachment is threatened." 

This research extends the preceding theory of human biological attachment 

systems to the disposition, separation, giving up, and loss of all types 

of possessions (not just people). Attachment phenomena are readily seen 

in adults' ties to their jobs, homes, friends--all of their possessions. 
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Furthermore, research of Sugarman and Jaffe (1987) expands attachment 

spheres to include less apparent possessions such as fantasies, eating 

habits, and other symbolic domains. It is important to clarify, however, 

that this attachment-based perspective of human biological nature does not 

imply that all dispositional experiences will evoke emotional responses 

similar to those of the infants described above. Just like the processes 

of emotional or affective detachment by which a fearful infant may develop 

into a young adult eager to leave home, there exist processes of emotional 

or affective detachment by which a favorite sofa may be eagerly sold as 

a despised piece of furniture. Likewise, attachment-based perspectives 

do not offer universal proclamations of the nature, intensity, or duration 

of processes of emotional or affective detachment. They simply make a 

theoretical assumption that dispositional experiences require processes 

of emotional or affective detachment and that the disposition, separation, 

giving up, and loss of one's possessions represents a temporary state of 

flux that tends to evoke behavior designed to restore attachment systems; 

whether these behaviors entail simply recovering the original possessions, 

or replacing the original possessions (literally or symbolically) with 

other possessions. 

Emotional or affective detachment, as defined in this research, 

involves a psychological disassociation of one's thoughts and feelings 

from possessions. This psychological disassociation is hypothesized to 

be less cognitive-perceptual, and more emotional-motivational, taking 

place on a subjective, and often subconscious, psychological level (Bloom-

Feshbach and Bloom-Feshbach 1987). Including this emotional or affective 
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component in defining disposition raises problems as well as challenges. 

For example, it asks whether emotional or affective disposition requires 

that the possessor's memory of the possession be completely erased (Young 

and Wallendorf 1989). Indeed, the memory of a possession is a complex, 

problematic issue. This is where the analogy between humans and computers 

breaks down: they each have memories, but are fundamentally different. 

Human memory, unlike computer memory, cannot be erased, because it carries 

more than bits of information, cognitively stored and retrieved (Belk 

1984b). Instead, human memory carries feelings, thoughts, and emotions 

which may be experienced, re-experienced, and unpredictably evoked (Young 

and Wallendorf 1989). 

The case of the war veteran may be used to illustrate this point. 

The war veteran, at any given point in time, may believe the country of 

conflict and all associated memories have been physically and emotionally 

disposed of, but a moment of re-experiencing attachment may occur years 

later at the sound of a rifle or on the anniversary of a linking event 

(e.g., Pollock 1970). In other words, emotional or affective disposition 

is emicly defined in the moment and, (except in abnormal cases), cannot 

be erased in the way a computer erases or deletes a file. 

Let us reconsider the story of Jason's father. Jason, who was 

seventeen years old when his father died, made the following comments when 

asked about his immediate emotional and affective reactions to the death 

of his father: 

J: "It was a numb feeling like you wouldn't believe.. .The most 
basic tasks became impossible. I would...just sit in a 
daze...It was like I was cut off from the rest of the world. 
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Nothing else was sinking in. Nothing was entering. Nothing 
had any meaning anymore. I didn't care about anything...We 
were at [my father's] wake and I said to my grandpa, 'Will I 
be going home with my mom and dad?' 1 forgot. 1 forgot [my 
father] was dead. It just wasn't registering." 

This quote illustrates that processes of emotional or affective detachment 

(and/or disposition) are complex, dynamic, and not necessarily related to 

processes of physical detachment (and/or disposition). Jason indicated 

he knew his father was dead when his father lapsed into a coma and was put 

on life support. Yet, just a few days later, at his father's wake, Jason 

acknowledged that he momentarily forgot that his father had died. Again, 

etic determination of emotional or affective disposition is dependent upon 

the possessor's emic viewpoint; emotional or affective disposition occurs 

whenever the possessor thinks it has occurred (Young and Wallendorf 1989) . 

Most importantly, "claims" of emotional and affective "disposition" might 

change at any moment because memories of possessions may be unpredictably 

evoked. 

At this juncture in dispositional research, it is premature to 

suggest that the definition of disposition used in this research, which 

is derived from Young and Wallendorf (1989), is all-inclusive. In fact, 

the perspective and philosophy of this research begs that we do not search 

for an all-inclusive definition of disposition. Between the capacity of 

human memory and the laws of the conservation of matter and energy, this 

research asks that we view the disposition, separation, giving up, and 

loss of possessions as, yes, both a process and an event, but recognize 

that both the process and the event, as previously emphasized, are bounded 
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only by the self-imposed limitations of our subjective perceptions and our 

own mortality. 

That Jason's father is dead is verifiable and factual. However, 

whether or not Jason's father has been "disposed of" is a philosophical 

riddle which cannot be solved at any universal, atemporal level. To the 

extent that one wishes to equate death with disposition, then Jason's 

father has been disposed of. On the other hand, to the extent that one 

wishes to equate disposition with total annihilation, then Jason's father 

has not, and never will be, disposed of. At present, he exists in Jason's 

memory. Long after Jason has died, his father's remains (whether they are 

merely bones or great works of art) will continue to exist (whether merely 

in the ground or in an art museum). And long after the bones, the works 

of art, and the art museum are gone, his father will continue to exist, 

even if only in the form of molecular matter. 

The topic used to illustrate the "infinity" of possessions from 

an etic perspective need not be so morbid. Young and Wallendorf (1989), 

discussing the disposition of cars, observed: 

"From a macro perspective, one person's disposition is another 
person's acquisition. From the perspective of an individual 
owner, he or she [might choose to dispose] of a...car. Perhaps 
another person [will buy] [the car] and [drive] it until one day 
crashing into a guardrail. This person [might] consider the car 
disposed of [the moment] the tow truck pulls away. Then [the car 
will sit] in a junkyard awaiting yet another disposition. Without 
an emic point of view, there is no end to the story; it is an 
incessant circular process." 

This incessant, circular, processual nature of disposition is not limited 

to etic perspectives. Even in an emic framework, there are no unequivocal 
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boundaries between stages of acquisition, usage, and disposition because 

they represent a circuitous consumption process; the elements of which are 

neither discrete, nor mutually-exclusive. There are many predispositional 

behaviors which may arise during the usage stage (e.g., storing, renting, 

neglecting, or loaning) which may reflect partial physical or emotional 

detachment (Young and Wallendorf 1989). However, these behaviors are not 

conclusive evidence of an upcoming disposition. One can neglect something 

without disposing of it (La Branche 1973). Recognizing this, it is very 

difficult to distinguish between behaviors which represent normal usage 

behavior, and behaviors which are antecedents of (precursors to) the 

disposition, separation, giving up, or loss of possessions. To rephrase 

in more emphatic terms, we frequently are unable to differentiate these 

behaviors in ourselves, let alone in others. 

One of the key findings from the research of Young and Wallendorf 

(1989), as shown in Appendices F and G, is that disposition may be thought 

of using three foci: (1) a personal focus; (2) an interpersonal focus; and 

(3) a societal focus. A personal focus involves dispositional experiences 

for which no outside party is required in order for disposition to take 

place. An interpersonal focus requires one or more other people in order 

for disposition to take place. A societal focus refers to dispositional 

activities of a collective nature, in which numerous people are required 

in order for disposition to take place. For example, the personal focus, 

as it relates to the voluntary disposition of one's house, might involve 

committing arson (e.g., setting fire to one's own house) for the purpose 

of collecting insurance money. The interpersonal focus, as it relates to 
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the voluntary disposition of one's house, might involve selling the house 

to another person. The societal focus, as it relates to the voluntary 

disposition of one's house, might involve participating in a community 

donation of houses to provide shelter to the homeless and/or to make a 

philanthropic gesture. In this thesis, no constraints were imposed on 

the informants' concerning the foci of dispositional experiences, but all 

informants told stories that Young and Wallendorf (1989) would categorize 

as personal or interpersonal; primarily the latter. 

Appendices F and G also illustrate the central limitations of 

Young and Wallendorf's (1989) taxonomies of methods of disposition. One 

limitation is that Young and Wallendorf (1989) partitioned dispositional 

experiences into a simplified dichotomy consisting of voluntary versus 

involuntary disposition. The authors employed this organizational schema 

because they recognized that the methods of disposition are fundamentally 

different depending on whether a dispositional experience is voluntarily 

or involuntarily motivated. Unfortunately, this simple differentiation 

is sharper than dispositional experiences often are. The authors hinted 

at this by noting that the distinction between voluntary and involuntary 

disposition must be evaluated using the point of view of the possessor, 

but then contradicted themselves by giving static taxonomies and examples 

of dispositional experiences which represent either exclusively voluntary 

or exclusively involuntary disposition. In order to circumvent problems 

related to the subjectivity of distinguishing between those dispositional 

experiences which are voluntary and involuntary, this thesis substitutes 

the notion of "perceptions of control" for Young and Wallendorf's (1989) 
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inflexible dichotomy. From a theoretical perspective, one's perceptions 

of control are much more appealing than an inflexible dichotomy, however, 

as emphasized in Chapters Three and Five, this construct is difficult to 

operationalize (or measure) because informants express great difficulty 

deciding whether a disposition, separation, giving up, or loss experience 

engenders feelings of control or feelings of a lack of control. Also, as 

indicated in Chapters Five and Six, the methodologies used in this thesis 

largely fail to indicate that the voluntary/involuntary dichotomy employed 

by Young and Wallendorf (1989) is different from "perceptions of control 

of disposition," as they are operationalized and measured in this thesis. 

Another crucial limitation of the Young and Wallendorf (1989) 

taxonomies of methods of disposition is that the taxonomies are incomplete 

and ambiguous. As discussed earlier, Young and Wallendorf's (1989) eight-

group taxonomy of voluntary methods of disposition consists of: (1) give 

away; (2) recycle; (3) trade; (4) sell; (5) use up; (6) throw away; (7) 

abandon; and (8) destroy. Similarly, Young and Wallendorf's (1989) five-

group taxonomy of involuntary methods of disposition consists of: (1) used 

up; (2) legally transferred; (3) misplaced; (4) illegally transferred; and 

(5) destroyed. Based on the above taxonomies, the categorization of many 

dispositional experiences that arise in this thesis (e.g., quitting jobs, 

ending friendships, leaving cities, having pets run away, having friends 

take possessions without permission) is imprecise. Therefore, Chapter 

Five introduces the modified versions of the Young and Wallendorf (1989) 

taxonomies which are used in this research, and which include three added 

dispositional methods: (1) quit, leave, remove, end; (2) have informally 
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transferred; and (3) be forced/made to quit, leave, remove, or end. This 

modified sixteen-category taxonomy of methods of disposition is no more 

of a panacea than Jacoby, Berning, and Dietvorst's (1977) nine-category 

taxonomy of methods of disposition or the combined thirteen-category 

taxonomies of methods of disposition suggested by Young and Wallendorf 

(1989). As more categories are added, the definitions of methods of 

disposition become more precise, but quantitative analyses that implement 

these categorization schemes become less feasible. The point of view 

promoted in this thesis is that it is desirable to maximize homogeneity 

within categories and heterogeneity between categories, while minimizing 

the overall number of categories, and recognizing that no one categorical 

scheme is appropriate for all research. As Young and Wallendorf (1989) 

imply, a more focused study might need to subdivide the jaethod "give away" 

into multiple micro categories (e.g., bequeath, give as a gift, hand out, 

hand down, donate, will, provide, grant, contribute, etc). 

A key direction for future dispositional research discussed in 

Young and Wallendorf's (1989) research is the emergence of two underlying 

etic themes of motivations for dispositional behavior: (1) disposition as 

communication; and (2) disposition to achieve stability. To describe an 

example of the theme of disposition as communication, Young and Wallendorf 

(1989) referred to an informant who destroyed photographs from her former 

marriage to symbolize (to communicate to herself and others) that the 

relationship was over. Similarly, to describe an example of the theme of 

disposition to achieve stability, the authors described an informant who 

gave away a misbehaving, troublesome dog to some friends because of her 
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inability to control her pet and her desire to reestablish control over 

her own life. As noted earlier, one of the central goals of this thesis 

is to extend and elaborate on Young and Wallendorf's (1989) etic themes 

of the motivations for voluntary dispositional experiences. This topic 

is discussed at length in Chapter Five, "Results." 

Perspectives from the Psychology of Separation and Loss 

The psychology of separation and loss is a subfield of psychology 

which focuses on the myriad of complex and extensive roles separation and 

loss phenomena play in the course of human development/life transitions. 

This subfield assumes that separation and loss experiences are dualistic 

in nature: separations produce painful, but potentially growth-promoting 

experiences. As Bloom-Feshbach and Bloom-Feshbach (1987, p. 558) note: 

"Human development and the course of life transitions confront the 
individual with many experiences of separation and loss, on both 
the practical and the symbolic level. These experiences spur 
growth in the relinquishing of the familiar and habitual, and in 
the reaching forward to new possibilities. Developmentally 
appropriate and emotionally manageable separation experiences are 
healthy and growth-promoting while unexpected, severe, and 
developmentally asynchronous separations are psychologically 
problematic." 

To separate literally means "to set apart," to detach, to 

disengage, to divide, to sever. To lose literally means "to be deprived 

of," to misplace, to miss, to let slip by. This section reviews relevant 

literature from the subfield of the psychology of separation and loss and 

describes how this body of literature is applicable to consumer behavior 

perspectives of dispositional behavior. Perspectives from the psychology 

of separation and loss emanate primarily from developmental psychology and 
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psychoanalytic research, both of which focus on growth and development of 

humans from childhood throughout the course of adult life, but neither of 

which previously has been applied to consumer dispositional behavior. 

Therefore, this section provides a wealth of theoretical concepts and 

empirical data to assist our comprehension of the nature of experiences 

of the disposition, separation, giving up, and loss of our possessions. 

The subfield of the psychology of separation and loss originated 

in psychoanalytic theory and observation. Sigmund Freud initiated the 

supposition that early separation experiences have formative effects on 

personality development and the adult emergence of psychopathology (Freud 

1905/1953, 1917/1957, 1923/1961, 1926/1959), and detailed a hierarchy of 

dangers involved in separation: (1) the loss of the object itself; (2) the 

loss of the love of the object, and (3) the loss of the approval of the 

superego. The first danger, the loss of the object itself, is potentially 

applicable to all dispositional experiences; even those which involve low 

centrality possessions/high control dispositions. For example, it is not 

uncommon to give away a seemingly meaningless and useless possession, only 

to later discover that it is wanted and needed. A danger exists, then, 

concerning a loss of the object itself, even in the most apparently 

inconsequential dispositional experiences. Similarly, the third danger, 

the loss of the approval of the superego, is potentially applicable to all 

dispositional experiences (to the extent that any aspect of the experience 

conflicts with one's ideals of their self and their conscience). On the 

other hand, the second danger, the loss of the love of the possession, is 

limited to dispositional experiences which involve sentient beings--with 
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the exception of extreme cases of symbolic anthropomorphism, in which the 

possessor perceives that a non-sentient possession is "mad" or "unhappy" 

that it has been disposed of. Barring this exception--which is not as 

rare as one would think--it is apparent that Freud's hierarchy of dangers 

associated with separation, emanating from his research of interpersonal 

separation experiences, is easily extended to all types of dispositional 

experiences. These connections between foci so apparently disparate as 

psychological studies of parent/child separations and consumer behavior 

studies of throwing away clothing are not surprising--to the extent that 

one is willing to recognize that the adult who separates from clothing was 

once a child who separated from parents. All of our possessions, whether 

as important as our parents or as unimportant as our clothing, symbolize 

our individualized humanity (Bellah, Hadsen, Sullivan, Swidler, and Tipton 

1985) , and our collective unconscious (Jung 1935/1968) , and have potential 

to provoke separation reactions. 

Although much of Freud's work focused on oedipal phenomena (to the 

detriment of the earlier parent/child bond), an emphasis on pre-oedipal 

phenomena began in the 1940's and 1950's, as researchers accumulated a 

body of evidence pointing to separation experiences as central factors in 

early child development--primarily the span of childhood between birth and 

three years of age. This stream of research was spawned by the work of 

several psychoanalysts (e.g., Bender and Yarnell 1941; Bowlby 1940, 1944; 

Burlingham and Freud 1942; Levy 1937; Skodak and Skeels 1949; Spitz 1945), 

and was the catalyst for the nascence of the subfield of developmental 

psychology. Developmental psychology first emphasized the roles early 
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separation experiences perforin in the construction of a child's mental 

representations of self and objects (possessions). These internal, mental 

representations are presumed to be constructed through identification with 

love and attachment objects, primarily the child's parents and caretakers, 

but also security blankets, stuffed animals, and other objects of love and 

affection. These internal subjective representations are hypothesized to 

be crucial determinants of later reactions to separation or loss; acting 

as filters of individual perception which serve either to intensify or to 

lessen the severity of dispositional experiences. At first glance, this 

research does not seem immediately relevant to a consumer behavior point 

of view of dispositional experiences; however it underlies some subtle and 

intriguing aspects of the disposition, separation, giving up, and loss of 

possessions. First, it gives credence to Burke, Conn, and Lutz' (1978) 

attempt to seek possessor factors which influence dispositional behavior. 

If it is valid to assume that we have these internal, mental, subjective 

representations (which are developed at an early age and which are central 

determinants of reactions to separation and loss), then well-designed 

research should reveal individual consistencies in dispositional behavior. 

Although the Burke et al (1978) focus on methods of disposition and small 

electric appliances might not be the way to find these consistencies, a 

qualitative, naturalistic, longitudinal study may be much more successful. 

In fact, the discussion of this stream of research is evocative of a key 

thematic linkage which unexpectably appears in the informants' interview 

transcripts in this research. Briefly mentioned in Chapter Five--only 

briefly mentioned because this research is not designed to explore this 
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theme--informant discussions of the disposition, separation, giving up, 

and loss of pets (which account for approximately nine percent of all 

stories of dispositional experiences) reveal a very interesting theme: 

Informants who relate stories of putting pets "to sleep" often discuss 

long "life histories" of putting pets "to sleep." Similarly, informants 

who relate stories of having pets "run away" and informants who relate 

stories of "giving away" pets often discuss long histories of having pets 

"run away" or "giving away" pets. This theme emerges only in respect to 

pets, perhaps because pets are salient, central possessions, favorite 

topics of discussion, and, for most informants, are less difficult to talk 

about than people. Although the sample size and objectives of this thesis 

research are not sufficient for reaching saturation of this theme, the 

aforementioned data suggest that there is merit for research specifically 

designed to probe "life histories" of dispositional behavior in regard to 

specific categories of possessions as well as "disposer personalities" to 

uncover individual patterns in dispositional behavior. 

To continue, preeminent among the contributors to psychoanalytic 

research of the role of separation and loss during pre-oedipal development 

is the work of Mahler and her colleagues (Mahler 1952; Mahler and Elkish 

1953; Mahler and Gosliner 1955; Mahler, Pine, and Bergman 1975). These 

studies scrutinize how the developing child gradually becomes behaviorally 

independent while concurrently undergoing a psychological progression from 

a comparatively undifferentiated sense of self to an articulated mental 

representation of the self which is distinct from other objects. Thus, 

Mahler explores processes of detachment of children from parents in the 
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same manner that this research explores processes of detachment of people 

from all types of possessions. The primary contradistinction between the 

research of developmental psychology and research of consumer behaviorists 

is that developmental psychologists explore the functions and features of 

reactions to separation and loss experiences throughout the development 

of the self, whereas the few consumer behaviorists who have explored the 

functions and features of reactions to our separation and loss experiences 

research these phenomena as though they are restricted to momentary events 

that are unrelated to the course of our lives. The latter approach is a 

drawback of consumer behavior research in general--to include research of 

dispositional experiences and this thesis. This failure to incorporate 

longitudinal research of consumers' dispositional behavior is incongruous 

with the studies of Mahler and her collegues, all of which resulted in a 

proliferation of theories which hypothesize that adult transformations of 

childhood separation experiences result in labyrinthine, but predictable. 

emotional courses which may persist throughout one's life (Bloom-Feshbach 

and Bloom-Feshbach 1987). Not surprisingly, Bloom-Feshbach and Bloom-

Feshbach (1987, pp. 43-44) comment: 

"Secure attachment, cohesive self-experience, and object constancy 
all imply the capacity to tolerate rage toward the lost...object. 
When there are sufficient positive feelings toward the separated 
[object] to balance the negative feelings engendered by the loss, 
loss is less threatening and separation is facilitated. But the 
less one is loved, the more rage and anger are produced.. .Hence 
it is harder to become separate and harder to separate from 
relationships where loving internalizations are scarce." 

The terse, aforementioned quote conveys why marital abuse may not motivate 

divorce, why adolescents may find it more difficult to leave pathological 
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homes, and why Young and tfallendorf (1989) proposed that the "Transition 

to Disposition" is a thematic principal of many dispositional experiences: 

Emotional reactions to dispositional experiences--whether intentional or 

unintentional and which involve "meaningful" possessions--progress through 

processes of gradual detachment as individuals "come to terms" with these 

separations. 

Emotional reactions to separations from attachment objects exist 

at such a fundamental level of personality organizations of individuals 

that they may be educed at any time due to separations from any type of 

possessions, as Bloom-Feshbach and Bloom-Feshbach (1987, p. 2) remark: 

"[E]ven psychological phenomena such as attitudes, images, and 
dreams [may] become familiar attachments which prompt separation 
reactions--direct or defensive--at the threat of their loss." 

This perspective, consistent with the perspective of this research, is 

that any conceivable thing--tangible or intangible--may be regarded as a 

possession or "attachment" which has the potential to evoke separation 

reactions. Depending on the status of people's representational worlds, 

individuals may accord love and attachment properties to possessions such 

as their own bodies, sentient beings, inanimate objects, fantasies, or 

abstractions (Sugarman and Jaffe 1987). Thus, presuming it is appropriate 

to assume that separation reactions exist at a fundamental level of human 

existence, the question then arises: "Do separations and losses represent 

positive or negative experiences?" 

The literature from developmental psychology tends to focus on 

negative aspects of separation and loss experiences, yet acknowledges that 
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disposition, separation, giving up, and loss is essential to human growth 

and development. This dilemma creates somewhat of a Catch-22 situation, 

in that all people must give up old friends, self-concepts, habits, and 

other possessions to facilitate new growth and development, but are cursed 

by the ominous and ever-present fears (that beckon back to childhood) , of 

abandonment, isolation, and/or alienation in the face of change. Bloom-

Feshbach and Bloom-Feshbach (1987, pp. 2-3) comment: 

n[D]ifficulty with the emotional struggles that separations evoke 
may impede development in indirect or camouflaged ways. The 
individual's sensitivity to separation may be reflected in the 
ease of letting go of noninterpersonal attachments, relinquishing 
ties to old furniture, familiar buildings and neighborhoods, 
sports teams, or accustomed routes of travel; the pressured need 
to move on and continually experience new settings and 
relationships, a compulsion to separate and be separate, is yet 
another way of responding to similar internal issues." 

Augmenting contributions of early psychoanalysts and developmental 

psychologists is the research of John Bowlby, which has precipitated many 

paridigmatic shifts in the subfield of the psychology of separation and 

loss. Based on clinical observations of infants' emotional reactions to 

separation from their caretakers, Bowlby (1973) posits a simple, universal 

sequence of emotional reactions to separation: (1) protest (anger); (2) 

depression (sadness and mourning); and (3) detachment (often accompanied 

by defensive avoidance of the feelings associated with the loss). While 

Bowlby's (1973) three-stage model is not applicable to all dispositional 

experiences encountered in this research, (as discussed in Chapter Five), 

his parsimonious model is both elegant and wide-reaching. In comparison 

to Kubler-Ross' (1975) five-stage model of people's emotional reactions 
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to confrontations with death: (1) denial; (2) anger; (3) bargaining; (4) 

depression; and (5) acceptance, or Colin Parkes' (1986) seven-stage model 

of grief: (1) shock and realization of the loss; (2) a desire for the lost 

possession; (3) anger and guilt; (4) loss of self; (5) identification 

phenomena; (6) possible pathological variants; and (7) recovery, Bowlby's 

(1973) model seems superior, if only due to its simplicity. Although none 

of the sequential models proposed by either Bowlby (1973), Kubler-Ross 

(1975), or Parkes (1986) are incorporated into this research, they offer 

insight into dispositional phenomena as they appertain to a multitude of 

dispositional experiences--particularly high centrality possessions/low 

control dispositions. As operationalized in this study, "destroyed/died" 

are the prevalent methods of disposition, accounting for nearly 37% of the 

dispositional experiences, and are directly related to the models proposed 

by Bowlby (1973), Kubler-Ross (1975), and Parkes (1986). Further, stories 

which fit into the high centrality possessions/high control dispositions 

cell, as operationalized in this study, involve "ending relationships" and 

"separating from attachment possessions," both of which are related to all 

of the aforementioned models and support John Bowlby's (1973) propositions 

that emotional reactions to separation and loss are universal. Further, 

stories in the low centrality possessions/low control dispositions cell, 

as operationalized in this research, involve criminal and unwanted removal 

of possessions, (21% informally transferred, 21% illegally transferred, 

17% made to remove, end, quit, or leave, 13% destroyed/died, and 10% lost/ 

misplaced), all of which tend to evoke feelings of anger which suggests 

that Bowlby's (1973) separation reaction of protest (anger) is relevant 
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to all low control dispositional experiences, even for possessions that 

are not meaningful. Chapter Five discusses these relationships further. 

To continue, the contributions of Bowlby extend well beyond his 

three-stage model of emotional reactions to separation experiences. From 

his seminal paper "The Nature of the Child's Tie to His Mother" (1958), 

to his three-volume series which is comprised of: "Attachment" (1969), 

"Separation" (1973), and "Loss" (1980), Bowlby provids an alternative to 

theories of object relations as they are presented in the earlier theories 

of both psychoanalysts and developmental psychologists that he designates 

"attachment theory." Bowlby's (1973) attachment theory is very relevant 

to this research because possession centrality to self is best conceived 

of as possession attachment (Belk 1989). 

Bowlby's (1982) theory of an attachment behavioral system implies 

that a set of psychologically-derived structures exist to motivate people 

to maintain proximity to attachment objects. Bowlby (1982) proposes that 

this motivational system exists at the level of psychoanalytic instinct, 

propounding that "attachment motivations" are at least as powerful as our 

motivations for feeding, sexuality, and aggression, if not more so. In 

this respect, Bowlby (1973) departs from most alternative theories of loss 

or separation, to include Sigmund Freud's signal theory (1928/1959), Otto 

Rank's (1929) birth-trauma theory, Melanie Klein's (1932/1949) depressive 

and persecutory theories of separation anxiety, and theories of frustrated 

attachment suggested by William James (1890) and Suttie (1945). From John 

Bowlby's (1973) perspective, the central determinant of distress over the 

loss of a love object is simply the loss of the object itself. This idea 
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has been buttressed by masses of strong empirical support, ranging from 

Harlow and Harlow's (1965, 1969) classic studies of rhesus monkeys, to 

research of parent/child interactions (e.g., Ainsworth 1969; Ainsworth, 

Blehar, Waters, and Wall 1978; Lamb 1977, 1979; Sroufe 1983). Opposing 

Bowlby's (1973) theories, is the purely psychoanalytic perspective which 

emphasizes anger at the loss of attachment objects, and focuses on the 

complex and dynamic conflicts instigated by such anger. However, as the 

subfield of the psychology of separation and loss has matured, research 

now indicates that separation and loss is not experienced as anger, guilt, 

and anxiety alone. Rather, these studies indicate that the loss of self-

identity associated with dispositional experiences may surpass even anger, 

guilt, and anxiety in terms of their effects on emotional reactions and 

mental health as Bloom-Feshbach and Bloom-Feshbach (1987, p. xvi) comment: 

"When associated with narcissism in the form of normal self-esteem 
or exaggerated egocentricity, loss...may be experienced as 
deflating, fragmenting, humiliating, or shame-inducing. When 
associated with narcissism in the form of runaway ambition for 
money, power, or self-display...losing the tokens of success may 
be experienced as loneliness, isolation, the icy despair of 
internal bankruptcy." 

In fact, other researchers (e.g., Erna Furman 1974, 1978; Robert Furman 

1973; Krupnik and Solomon 1987) suggest that the Freudian responses of 

guilt, self-blame, and anxiety do not simply represent internalized rage, 

but instead act as defenses against the more upsetting reality that one 

is helpless and lacks control over threatening dispositional experiences. 

Thus, attachment theory is related not only to possession centrality to 

self, but also to perceptions of control. Bloom-Feshbach and Bloom-
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Feshbach (1987, pp. 555-556) remark: 

"The powerful gratification of feeling in control is reflected in 
a 'passive into active' defensive maneuver that renders the self 
an active initiator, rather than a passive victim, of abandonment. 
Although the motivation to achieve self-control and mastery over 
problematic affects and experiences [such as certain dispositional 
experiences] is a normal adaptation process, under extreme 
circumstances and for some individuals such efforts at control 
become self-destructive. Nevertheless, the suffering evoked by 
guilt and self-blame may feel preferable to the more painful 
experience of being a helpless victim. This neurotic defensive 
process is often evident in the way individuals cope with 
nonbereavement separations and losses as well." 

Consistent with aforementioned perspectives from the psychology 

of separation and loss, this research presumes (and proceeds to validate) 

the notion that both possession centrality to self (Belk 1988, 1989) and 

perceptions of control are key determinants of emotional (and cognitive) 

reactions to dispositional experiences. This viewpoint of dispositional 

experiences is far-reaching because attachments to possessions are the 

catalysts of much consumer behavior. Using this perspective, disposition 

represents the boundary, the end point, of possessor-possession attachment 

and is accorded symbolic as well as literal meanings. Hence, a possessor 

might experience separation and detachment even in the presence of the 

possession. This is not unlike feeling alone or isolated in the midst of 

crowds of people. Theoretically, then, this "attachment theory" viewpoint 

of behaviors involved in the disposition, separation, giving up, and loss 

of possessions is founded (in part) on the emotional, motivational wishes 

for merger and the comfort of union with possessions which are outlined 

by Bowlby (1969, 1973, 1980). In addition, this thesis research employs 

an integrated view of the psychology of separation and loss which rests 



69 

on the notion of cognitive/affective schemata, and has wide acceptance In 

attachment theory (internal working models) , the psychoanalytic literature 

(self representations or object representations), and in social psychology 

(scripts) (Bloom-Feshbach and Bloom Feshbach 1987). The combination of 

these multiple perspectives suggests that the disposition of possessions 

is simultaneously an experience, a developmental process, a dimension of 

life transitions, and a symbolic mental event. 

Despite the numerous commonalities between perspectives emanating 

from the psychology of separation and loss and the perspectives promoted 

in this thesis, this research deviates from some empirical foci which are 

mainstays of psychological inquiries into separation or loss phenomena. 

First, this thesis emphasizes non-interpersonal dispositional experiences 

(81% of the dispositional experiences discussed by the informants in this 

research), rather than interpersonal dispositional experiences (19% of the 

dispositional experiences discussed by the informants in this research). 

It is the philosophy of this research that this focus on non-interpersonal 

dispositional experiences is more relevant to consumer behavior research 

and belongs in the domain of consumer behaviorists; not in the domain of 

psychoanalysts and developmental psychologists who research dispositional 

phenomena. Second, this research, while recognizing that dispositional 

experiences often evoke negative reactions, emphasizes that dispositional 

experiences are equally (if not more) apt to represent positive or benign 

experiences which evoke positive or neutral reactions--particularly in 

retrospect. If this research were to promote any other perspective, it 

would be difficult to justify why people are willing to trade old cars for 
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new cars, sell former homes to acquire new homes, leave secure jobs to 

take challenging jobs, or throw away old clothing to make room for new 

clothing. Third, while extolling the need for research that takes a "life 

history approach" to the study of dispositional experiences, this research 

is not designed to provide confirmatory evidence in support of theories 

which presume that the construction of mental representations of the self 

(through merger with love and attachment possessions) continues throughout 

life--although it is suggested, based on psychological literature, that 

identification and merger with love and attachment possessions in early 

childhood persists in the patterning of intimacy-seeking (and disposition) 

into adulthood. For example, Bowlby (1973) observes that reactions to the 

separation or loss of attachment figures remains similar throughout life, 

but cautions that with advancing age, only longer separations will evoke 

significant responses (except in people who are particularly vulnerable 

to such losses). Behrends and Blatt (1985) take a stronger position that 

processes and mechanisms of psychological internalization that are spurred 

by separation and loss continue throughout life. The authors claim that 

these separations include experiences of possession loss and require the 

relinquishing old mental representations and building new structures in 

their place to recover from such experiences. Yet, the work of Behrends 

and Blatt (1985) is different than Bowlby's theories (1969, 1973, 1980), 

in that Behrends and Blatt (1985) imply that there are differences in the 

processes and mechanisms of internalization at different life stages. The 

authors reframe and extend Bowlby's (1969, 1973, 1980) theory that humans 

are motivated to maintain secure attachments (the wish for symbiosis) into 
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a theory which focuses on the more "adult" needs for coherence, order, and 

integration of self and identity. To rephrase, what to the infant is a 

motivation for symbiosis with one's parents is to the adult a motivation 

for secure attachment to meaningful possessions. Weiss (1982) annexes 

further conceptual and empirical support for the variety of propositions 

that "adult" attachment bonds have the same properties as parent/child 

relationships and continue to operate in adulthood. However, as stated, 

this research sidesteps the issue of relations among current dispositional 

behavior and "individual dispositional life histories" because it is not 

capable of fully exploring this question. Suggestive evidence is offered; 

conclusions are not. 

Perspectives from Thanatologv 

The field of thanatology, rooted in the disciplines of philosophy 

and psychology, focuses on the study of human death and dying. There is 

little doubt that the meaning of death (and its implications for the 

meaning of life) is the most discussed existential question of humanity 

throughout history (Thielicke 1970, 1983). Kastenbaum and Aisenberg 

(1976, p. 1) comment: 

"Our ancestors thought of death and of their own inner nature 
literally within the same breath. The 'soul or spirit' was 'that-
which-departed' from its bodily residence either temporarily (as 
in sneezes and dreams) or permanently (as in death). The Greek 
concept of 'psyche' to which we still remain indebted is derived 
from the image of 'that-which-departs.' Anticipated loss of a 
person's most intimate possession--his own psyche or soul--[has] 
generated not only the discipline of philosophy, but also its 
somewhat maverick offspring, psychology. Were death unknown to 
humanity, then perhaps we would not have become so aware of our 
own mental life; so self-conscious." 
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The preceding quote, drawing comparisons between "that-which-departs" and 

death, is theoretically exhilarating. In contrast to perspectives from 

the psychology of separation and loss, (which often focus on impermanent 

concepts of separations) , perspectives from the field of thanatology focus 

on the most ultimate disposition, human death--which surpasses all other 

dispositional experiences in terms of its universality, intensity, and 

finality. In other words, death epitomizes the transcendent separation 

of the self from the world. Accordingly, Backer (1973) remarks: 

"Of all the things that move man, one of the most significant is 
his terror of death." 

Thielicke (1983, p. 15-16) provides an even more foreboding commentary on 

the meaning of death: 

"[Death] makes us ask what we are apart from our relations to the 
world around us, and what we can take with us over the threshold 
of death. To put it in [other] terms, death [is for the rich man] 
a barrier that he [can] pass through only on his own and with no 
baggage. He [can] take nothing with him. When he [realizes] that 
he [is] rich and [does] not have to worry about the future, he 
[is] identifying himself, as it were, with his possessions. In 
this assumed identity he [is merging] what he [is] and what he 
[has] into a single entity. But death dispels this illusory 
identity. [Death] puts to him the question: What are vou on this 
last night apart from vour possessions, vour functions, and vour 
relations? What being remains, and will go with you, when you 
have to leave what you have? What is your ultimate identity? 
What are you as a person apart from those penultimate things and 
external attachments? What is left of you and your being when you 
are subjected to the subtraction of death? This is, as it were, 
the most pointed of all the questions that death puts to us." 

Consistent with the threatening soliloquy of Thielicke (1983), there is 

now strong unity among thanatologists that our fears of death include: (1) 

fears of the unknown; (2) fears of loss of self-identity; and (3) fears 
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of loss of control (Pattlson 1978). The latter two--fears of loss of 

self-identity and fears of loss of control--are directly related to the 

independent variables structuring this research. Although quantitative 

analyses of the informants' interview transcripts reveal that only 10% of 

the dispositional experiences discussed by the informants in this study 

involve human death, introspection suggests that the three fears of death 

outlined by Pattison (1978) may easily extend to innumerable dispositional 

experiences which do not Involve death. As an example, it is readily 

apparent that a dispositional experience such as a geographical move from 

one country to another may include fears of the new country, fears of the 

loss of self-identity which existed in the former country, and fears of 

loss of control over the antecedents, events, and consequences of moving. 

Even if the move is limited to selling one's house and movinp to another 

house in the same neighborhood, similar fears of loss may be experienced 

because homes and neighborhoods have been found to be potent sources of 

personal selfhood (e.g., Duncan and Duncan 1976; Gerson, Stueve, and 

Fischer 1977; Tuan 1978). 

At first, it may seem irreverent and insensitive to suggest that 

these dispositional experiences may (or should) be likened to human death. 

Yet the disposition of a sacred possession, while it may lack the horror 

of death, is sometimes just as painful, just as disruptive, and just as 

bereaving as death itself (Rosenblatt 1983). This has been confirmed in 

research of retirement, graduation, and moving (e.g., Rosenblatt, Walsh, 

and Jackson 1976), selling a home (e.g., Fried 1960), divorce (e.g., 

Kitson 1982; Triere and Peacock 1982), loss of body parts (e.g., Parker 
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1982), abortion (e.g., Stilllon 1985), and bodily assault and injury 

(e.g., Brownmiller 1975; Burgess and Holstrom 1976; Kutash, Kutash, and 

Schlesinger 1978). Despite the aforementioned comparisons between death 

and dispositional experiences, the consumer behavior literature has not 

addressed these relationships in regard to any types of dispositional 

experiences (see Young and Wallendorf 1989 for a brief exception), let 

alone in regard to all types of dispositional experiences. The point of 

view promoted in this thesis is that the disposition, separation, giving 

up, and loss of possessions is a defining feature, and a reflection, of 

attachment relationships. Viorst (1986, p. x) restates this much more 

eloquently: 

"It is the image in the mind that binds us to our lost treasures, 
but it is the loss that shapes the image." 

Thus, separation responses--whether compared to perspectives from the 

subfield of the psychology of separation and loss or to perspectives from 

the field of thanatology--serve as pivotal factors in studying possession 

attachment; a topic of growing interest in consumer behavior literature 

(e.g. Belk 1985, 1988; Belk, Wallendorf, and Sherry 1989; HcCracken 1986; 

Wallendorf and Arnould 1988; Wallendorf and Belk 1987). 

To support the notion that reactions to death and reactions to a 

broader concept of dispositional experiences are not as disparate as they 

might appear, consider the frequency of phraseological idiosyncracies in 

common speech which involve "inappropriate" references to death and dying 

(e.g., "she would rather be dead than lose the game," "he'll kill himself 

if he gives up his dream," or "the car died in the middle of the road"). 
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Linguistic relationships between death and "non-deadly" dispositional 

experiences are scintillating, revealing, and serve as startling evidence 

that interrelationships between theories of death and theories of 

dispositional experiences can and should be made. Therefore, this thesis 

incorporates theories from the field of thanatology; not for the purpose 

of studying death (a research focus which presumably belongs in the domain 

of thanatologists) , but for the goal of extending our understanding of the 

disposition, separation, giving up, and loss of all types of possessions 

(a research focus which, as is contended throughout this thesis, belongs 

in the domain of consumer behaviorists). 

The aforementioned viewpoint implies that conceptualizations of 

consumer behavior must be rebuilt to Include disposition and its aftermath 

because it is disposition, separation, giving up, and loss of possessions 

which implants the seeds for future acquisition, usage, and disposition. 

Young and Wallendorf (1989) implore: 

"The circuitous nature of the consumption process must be 
considered, for it is only at the end of the history of a 
possession that the totality of its existence can be discovered." 

Arnold (1983, pp. 3-4), in an essay on grief, assumably unintentionally 

offers an excellent description of the circuitous consumption process: 

"In its broadest sense, the experience of loss is a universal, 
continuing process, part of the life process. The process of life 
involves both gains and losses. A rhythmic pattern evolves; as 
time moves on and changes occur, one gets and gives up, one 
receives and gives away, one wins and one loses. We look forward 
to the gains. We delight in the joy of what is new and different; 
the freshness, specialness, uniqueness of each new experience or 
change within or about ourselves. Change, the process of growing 
and becoming, is preferred; it is valued highly. We celebrate our 
gains. But growing and becoming also means moving away from, 
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deCaching, letting go, giving up, losing. Losses are not greeted 
readily; indeed, they may be feared and denied. Ve search and 
long for what we have lost. Loss hurts. It is the loss in life 
that we hope to soothe, hope to quiet and cover, hope to repair 
and recover from as quickly as possible. It is difficult to 
welcome and accept losses; rather, we seek more to hold onto what 
we have." 

Rando (1988, p. 12), in another essay on grief, provides a description of 

the differences between literal and symbolic losses, supporting the notion 

that all types of dispositional experiences may represent loss: 

"Losses may be of two kinds. First, they may be physical. This 
means that they are tangible, something you can touch. Examples 
of a physical loss include losing your husband through death, 
having your car stolen, or your house burning down. Losses also 
may be symbolic. Symbolic losses are psychosocial in nature--
related to the psychological aspects of a person's social 
interactions. They are abstract, and cannot be seen or touched. 
Examples of a symbolic loss include getting a divorce, losing 
status because of a job demotion, or losing a friendship after an 
argument. A physical loss is easily recognized, but a symbolic 
loss often is not." 

In a similar vein, but from the perspective of thanatology and the study 

of death and dying, Thielicke (1983, p. 46) philosophizes: 

"A biography ought to begin with death rather than birth, and a 
biography of the world--a universal history--could really be 
written only at the end of the world, the consummated eschaton." 

The comments of Arnold (1983), Rando (1988), Thielicke (1983), and Young 

and Uallendorf (1989) indicate that all dispositional experiences (whether 

death or just selling an old appliance) are boundaries that demarcate end 

points (whether of life or of possession of the appliance). Furthermore, 

Arnold (1983), Rando (1988), Thielicke (1983), and Young and Uallendorf 

(1989) all indicate that dispositional experiences, (both the literal and 
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the symbolic, represent beginnings and endings. These perspectives are 

consistent with theories from the subfield of the psychology of separation 

and loss which imply that separations induce both growth and loss. The 

unifying theme linking all of these streams of research together is that 

disposition represents change: a dominating etic theme of the motivations 

for dispositional experiences which is discussed further in Chapter Five. 

The concept that change is a central tenet of all human existence, 

(and therefore a central tenet of all dispositional experiences), is not 

unique to recent research. Flourishing around 440 B.C., the pre-Socratic 

philosopher Empedocles stated that love and strife were the two organizing 

principles of the cosmos. More specifically, Empedocles postulated that 

elements are combined by love and separated by strife. Therefore, in 

Empedocle's vision of a world in perpetual flux, the forces of love and 

strife are the motivations of all change (McAdams 1988). 

More than 2000 years later, Sigmund Freud proposed a similar 

dichotomy to explain change; Eros and Thanatos. Freud (1930/1961, pp. 65-

66) comments: 

"Starting from speculations on the beginning of life and from 
biological parallels, 1 drew the conclusion that, besides the 
instinct to preserve living substance...there must exist another, 
contrary instinct seeking to dissolve those units and to bring 
them back to their primaeval, inorganic state. That is to say, 
as well as Eros there was an instinct of death. The phenomena of 
life could be explained from the concurrent or mutually opposing 
action of these two instincts." 

Eros and Thanatos, like love and strife, work at cross purposes. Eros 

seeks union. Thanatos seeks separation. Similarly, the acquisition and 

usage of possessions, like Eros, signifies union; and the disposition of 
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possessions, like Thanatos, signifies separation. These opposing forces 

of acquisition/attachment and disposition/detachment may be observed in 

the perpetual transformation of our worldly belongings as we continually 

acquire and dispose. 

Despite this incessant process of transformation, change often is 

regarded with apprehension, as Young and Wallendorf's (1989) "Transition 

to Disposition" illustrates. Our conflicts between desires to maintain 

the past and desires to reach out and adapt to the future (discrepancies 

which are inherent in many dispositional experiences) may make the present 

unbearably miserable as people vacillate between retaining or disposing 

of high centrality possessions. The tensions created by these conflictual 

desires may be experienced as hesitation and avoidance--which powerfully 

emerge from the informants' interview transcripts in this study--as well 

as in the work of Young and Vallendorf (1989). Not surprisingly, Marris 

(1974), (discussing reactions to the death of a loved one), notes that the 

more nakedly people are exposed to the anxieties of change which another's 

death evokes, the more people set up protective barriers to defend their 

precarious senses of self. Vhether barriers evoke acquisition, usage, or 

disposition is unclear; however, it is certain that change begets change, 

and all change is stress-inducing. Murphy (1985), in a study of reactions 

to widowhood, describes with facundity the severe impact of Marris' (1974) 

"anxieties of change" as they affect a widowed person in the aftermath of 

a spouse's death: 

"When a widow says life has no meaning anymore, she is expressing 
a literal truth; for the relationship which principally defined 
who she was and what she had to do is gone. The reformulation of 
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the essential meaning of one's life is a unique reassertion of 
identity which takes time to work out." 

Although the preceding quote is discussing reactions to death, Murphy's 

(1985) remarks may apply to any dispositional experience which involves 

high centrality possessions (e.g., giving up a hobby, quitting a job, 

being forced to move). Young and Wallendorf (1989) comment: 

"In disposing of our [high centrality possessions] , we participate 
in the death of [pieces] of our lives." 

Of particular importance are differences between individual reactions to 

change; in response to death, as well as other dispositional experiences. 

Interestingly, from a consumer behavior standpoint, and especially from 

the standpoint of materialism, Farkes (1986) remarks that people who are 

possessive may suffer the worst: 

"There are those who seem doomed to disappointment: intolerant of 
separation or change, they cling too hard to what they have, or, 
losing it, avoid all human involvement for fear of further 
disappointment." 

The preceding quote offers more evidence to support the theories of Burke, 

Conn, and Lutz (1978) and theories from the subfield of the psychology of 

separation and loss; both of which maintain there exist ongoing "possessor 

traits" which have consistent and predictable effects on reactions to many 

dispositional experiences. Given the abundance of support for this idea, 

this research contains questions about "possessor traits" of materialism, 

possessiveness, nongenerosity, and envy (Belk 1984b, 1985), in addition 

to demographic questions concerning age, sex, ethnic background, religion, 

and social class. (See Appendix Q for a list of demographic questions. 
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See Appendix R for a list of materialism questions.) All these questions 

are designed to seek ongoing possessor traits and their relationships with 

dispositional behaviors; however, it is recognized that longitudinal work 

involving "prolonged engagement" (e.g., Wallendorf and Belk 1989) is a 

better means of ascertaining relationships between ongoing (i.e., stable) 

possessor traits and their relationships with dispositional behaviors. 

Aside from the search for ongoing possessor traits, this research 

asserts that the processual nature of dispositional experiences--temporal 

patterns of dispositional experiences--are necessary for the development 

of models of dispositional behavior. It is in this regard that the field 

of thanatology is extremely beneficial. Similar to the consumer behavior 

research of Hanson (1980), who offered a sequential model of disposition 

decision-making processes, thanatologists have promulgated numerous models 

of the process of death and dying. Most of these so-called "stage 

theories" of death and dying suggest that people who are facing death 

gradually become emotionally detached and cognitively disassociated from 

the impending losses by proceeding through a series of cognitive/affective 

stages. (See Seguine 1985 for an alternative point of view.) However, 

unlike Hanson's (1980) perspective, "stage theories" of death and dying 

do not imply that progression through stages requires one-directional 

movement through mutually exclusive categories. Instead, the stages are 

non-sequential, non-compulsory, loosely-bounded categories that the person 

may or mav not pass through (Pattison 1977; Shneidman 1982; Weisman 1974). 

In other words, any of the stages may be omitted or may re-appear while 

confronting an impending death. The basic perspective of this research 



81 

is that none of the "stage theories" of death and dying are universally 

applicable to all dispositional experiences, however they contribute to 

our understanding of the disposition, separation, giving up, and loss of 

all types of possessions in two ways: (1) similar to the propositions put 

forth by Hanson (1980), "stage theories" of death and dying emphasize a 

processual orientation toward detachment and dispositional experiences; 

and (2) "stage theories" of death and dying are remarkably applicable to 

a wide variety of dispositional experiences--generally those that engender 

low perceptions of control and/or involve high centrality possessions, but 

which do not involve death. To restate the latter point, "stage theories" 

of death and dying are remarkably transmogrified into "stage theories" of 

detachment and disposition without anv refinement or alteration. This is 

not to propose that "stage theories" of death and dying are applicable to 

all dispositional experiences, nor that consumer behaviorists should not 

seek to improve such models, merely that these models are amazingly robust 

across dispositional experiences which are as disparate as divorcing one's 

husband or selling one's home. 

The well-known Kubler-Ross (1975) conceptualization consists of 

five stages: (1) denial; (2) anger; (3) bargaining; (4) depression; and 

finally (5) acceptance. Kubler-Ross (1975) asserts that the first stage, 

denial, is necessary in order for the individual to have time to come to 

terms with the reality of an impending loss. Denial may involve any or 

all of the following: (1) low cathexis (slight concern with an impending 

loss); (2) repression (exclusion of an impending loss from consciousness); 

(3) isolation of affect (the disassoclation of emotions from an impending 
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loss); and (4) an intellectual/emotional recognition of an impending loss, 

but continued behavior as if it were not so (Bolen 1982) . As observed in 

Chapter Five, interpretative analyses of informants' interview transcripts 

reveal that denial is closely associated with dispositional experiences 

which involve high centrality possessions/low perceptions of control--

whether or not these experiences involve death. 

Kubler-Ross' (1975) second category, anger, is the most puissant 

factor emanating from a factor analysis of the fifteen emotions measured 

in this research. Rosenblatt, Walsh, and Jackson (1976) discuss a large 

body of literature in support of the notion that feelings of anger are 

commonly experienced when someone close or important dies (e.g., Averill 

1968; Bowlby 1961; Dollard et al 1939; Freud 1926/1959; Glick, Weiss, and 

Parkes 1974; Hertz 1960; Hobson 1964; Kennell, Slyter, and Klaus 1970; 

Kubler-Ross 1969, 1975; Lindemann 1944; Parkes 1970, 1972; Vernon 1970). 

As discussed in Chapter Five, the results of this research indicate that 

feelings of anger are closely associated with dispositional experiences 

which involve high centrality possessions and/or low perceptions of 

control--whether or not these experiences involve death. This finding is 

consistent with the basic presupposition--which is maintained throughout 

this research--that people build long-term (and sometimes interdependent) 

relationships with possessions (that generate feelings of attachment and 

caring) , and that the termination of these relationships has the potential 

to produce great discomfort. 

Kubler-Ross' (1975) third stage, bargaining, is reminiscent of 

Young and Wallendorf's (1989) "Transition to Disposition" since it entails 
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attempts to avoid or delay Impending dispositional experiences. In fact, 

"bargaining" may be better-suited to dispositional experiences other than 

death: in that It is more difficult to bargain with (delay) an impending 

death than to bargain with (delay) the "typical" impending dispositional 

experience. 

Kubler-Ross' (1975) fourth category, depression, is identical to 

Bowlby's (1973) second category (of the same name). The mechanisms of 

depression are undoubtably varied and complex, but Rosenblatt, Walsh, and 

Jackson (1976) indicate that attempts to suppress (through self-control) 

the anger which dispositional experiences may evoke have the potential to 

contribute to feelings of depression following disposition, separation, 

giving up, or loss of some possessions. Kubler-Ross (1975) distinguishes 

between two types of depression in regard to such losses: (1) preparatory 

depression, which occurs as a person contemplates the forthcoming losses 

(i.e., anticipatory grief); and (2) reactive depression, which occurs as 

a person reflects upon the past losses. Although this research takes the 

standpoint that depression may be evoked by any dispositional experience, 

the questionnaires employed in this research measure sadness rather than 

depression--a milder form of depression which is presumed to be relevant 

to more of the dispositional experiences encountered in this research. 

Thus, to rephrase, true depression, as clinically defined, is a stronger 

sentiment than the typical dispositional experience is expected to evoke. 

Therefore, this research emphasizes sadness, which, as noted in Chapter 

Five, emerges as the second factor from a factor analysis of all fifteen 

emotions measured in this research. 



84 

The final stage proposed by Kubler-Ross (1975), acceptance, should 

not be mistaken for happiness; rather, it is a state of resignation which 

is void of almost all feelings. However, the concept of acceptance in the 

sense which Kubler-Ross (1975) intended (as the final step in the process 

of detachment) does not emerge from interpretative analyses of informants' 

interview transcripts. Rather, dispositional experiences perceived to be 

unacceptable remain unacceptable prior to, during, and following the 

disposition, separation, giving up, and loss of possessions--particularly 

for dispositional experiences which involve high centrality possessions/ 

low perceptions of control. It is only later, following the abatement of 

cognitive/affective reactions, when the state of indifference (acceptance) 

which Kubler-Ross (1975) discussed may occur. However, a state of being, 

(labeled "pseudo-acceptance" in this research), is closely associated with 

dispositional experiences which involve low centrality possessions/high 

perceptions of control. Pseudo-acceptance is distinguishable from Kubler-

Ross' (1975) concept of "true acceptance" in that pseudo-acceptance occurs 

in dispositional experiences which never involved a state of unacceptance; 

whereas "true acceptance," as envisioned by Kubler-Ross (1975), requires 

that a state of unacceptance was formerly involved. These findings are 

consistent with several of the criticisms of Kubler-Ross' (1975) concept 

of acceptance. Numerous scholars have argued that "true acceptance," as 

a state of being which is void all feelings, does not occur in response 

to one's own impending death. These critics contend that a discomforting 

state, labeled "resignation to fate," which is overflowing with repressed 

cognitive/affective reactions develops as the hopelessness of a situation 



85 

becomes apparent. Despite these very justifiable criticisms, Kubler-Ross' 

(1975) five-stage theory of the processes of coping with impending death 

may be fruitfully extended to numerous dispositional experiences; not for 

the aim of implying that confrontations with impending death equate to 

confrontations with impending sales of houses, but rather, for the aim of 

illustrating that detachment processes are universal across dispositional 

experiences. 

Whereas Kubler-Ross' (1975) theories relate to impending death, 

theories of grief are related to the aftermath of death. Interestingly, 

research of grief and other emotional reactions to the aftermath of death 

dominate thanatological literature to such an extent that "grief research" 

could be regarded as an isolated subfield within the field of thanatology. 

Grief, as defined in this research, is an engulfing, sorrowful sense of 

anxiety, anger, and despair following losses that are deemed irretrievable 

(Stephenson 1985). In contrast, bereavement is the state of experiencing 

grief (Rosenblatt, Walsh, and Jackson 1976), and mourning refers to the 

ritualistic, culturally defined, social expressions of grief (Stephenson 

1985). Grief is an intense reaction to loss, and should not be confused 

with sadness or depression. Sadness and depression may be a subset of the 

cognitive/emotional reactions termed grief, but they do not fully capture 

the elaborate constellation of grief-related vehemence--which may include 

reactions like retrospection, bewilderment, separation, and terror, among 

many others. During a period of grief, the present becomes meaningless. 

As Kuhn (1958) remarks: "The mourner has turned away from the real world 

of everyday life towards the past." As Marris (1974) describes it, the 
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"thread of continuity in the interpretation of life becomes attenuated or 

altogether lost." Therefore, people who relate fears of being destroyed 

by grief are closer to the truth than one might presume--as an underlying 

feeling of grief which many people are afraid to openly share is that of 

abysmal dread. However, the most characteristic feature of grief is not 

prolonged fear, sadness, or depression--but acute, abrupt, episodic pains. 

These pains, or pangs of grief, are best-described as episodes of severe 

anxiety and psychological distress (Parkes 1986). 

As with human death, grief may apply to the disposition of all 

significant beings, objects, and experiences (Stephenson 1985). Bowlby 

(1961), among others, has been a leader among many who talk about grief 

and mourning behavior following losses other than death. His hypotheses 

are supported in a recent discourse on grief by Parkes (1986, p. 31), who 

tramples on the presumed domain of consumer behaviorists when he asserts: 

"The reluctance to give up possessions, people, status, 
expectations--this, I believe, is the basis for grief." 

Rosenblatt, Walsh, and Jackson (1976) also invade parts of the territory 

of consumer behavior in their prodigious treatise on grief, which extends 

grief and grief-related behaviors to numerous dispositional experiences; 

several of which appear more appropriate to consumer behavior research of 

possessor-possession relationships. (As an aside, the use of the words 

"tramples" and "invade" in the preceding comments appear contadictory to 

the interdisciplinary viewpoint promoted in this thesis. To the contrary, 

the goal of using militaristic terminology is to metaphorically illustrate 

to the reader the negligence with which consumer behaviorists have dealt 
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with the topic of disposition.) To continue, and to illustrate one of the 

dispositional experiences Rosenblatt, Walsh, and Jackson (1976) probe, it 

is noted that the authors remark that a geographical "move which deprives 

one of the cues that are important to one's identity and way of life, and 

that makes it more difficult to carry on one's friendships, avocational 

activities, and familiar shopping routines may be quite disruptive and 

bereaving." This is consistent with the research of Fried (1960), who 

argues that losing a residence may itself produce feelings of bereavement. 

The research of Rosenblatt, Walsh, and Jackson (1976) and Fried (1960) 

suggests that the greater the amount of patterned activity disrupted by 

a dispositional experience, the more likely one is to experience grief, 

and the greater the grief experienced. Thus, strong bereavement may be 

more a sign of broken habitual patterns than of lost love. This subject 

is discussed in further detail in Chapter Five in the section concerning 

the meanings of disposition. As another Rosenblatt, Walsh, and Jackson 

(1976) example, the authors suggest that retirement itself may produce 

grief reactions. The authors indicate that "a person who retires can be 

expected to be bereaved as a result of the termination of so much habitual 

behavior, even if the job left was disliked." The authors add: "perhaps 

in the case of retirement, as in the case of death, there needs to be a 

final ceremony." The notion of a final ceremony, a funeral per se, is not 

as objectionable as it may appear. Consider the prevalence of retirement 

ceremonies, graduation commencement, military promotion ceremonies, and 

the ritualistic processes involved in ending interpersonal relationships. 

These may emanate from the psycho-biological propensity of humans to bury 
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(or otherwise ceremonially dispose of) the dead--a practice which began 

at least 60,000 years ago (Maringer 1960) and perhaps more than 100,000 

years ago (Leakey 1981), It is not surprising, then, that Young and 

Wallendorf (1989) remark: 

"Our central proposition is that the disposition of [meaningful] 
possessions is a symbolic, ritualistic event infused with 
meaning." 

A Durkheimian perspective would indicate that the ceremony and ritual of 

a funeral are invoked to establish conditions of social well-being when 

a group is confronted with the death of one of its members. A personal, 

psychological perspective implies that funerals serve to assist survivors 

in acknowledging losses and expressing emotions (Rosenblatt, Walsh, and 

Jackson 1976). Either way, there is a growing body of evidence which 

suggests that the disposition of meaningful possessions may entail formal 

structural events marked by ceremony and ritual reminiscent of funerals 

(Belk, Wallendorf, and Sherry 1989; Rosenblatt, Walsh, and Jackson 1976; 

Young and Wallendorf 1989). In this regard, Belk, Wallendorf, and Sherry 

(1989, p. 28), in their thought-provoking research concerning sacred and 

profane distinctions between possessions, comment: 

"[Transformation rituals are used to redefine the object's status 
with respect to the sacred/profane distinction. Because these 
rituals often precede the disposition of formerly sacred items, 
they may be seen as the divestment rituals that McCracken (1986) 
speculated might arise." 

McCracken (1986, p. 80), (which Belk, Wallendorf, and Sherry (1989) allude 

to above), in his commentary on divestment rituals, asserts: 
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"Individuals who draw meaning out of goods tend to view these 
meaning sources in personal terms, associating goods with their 
own personal properties. The possible confusion between consumer 
and consumer good encourages the use of the divestment ritual." 

McCracken (1986, p. 80) then continues: 

"[One type of] divestment ritual takes place when the individual 
is about to dispense of a good, either by giving it away or 
selling it. The consumer will attempt to erase the meaning that 
has been invested in the good by association." 

Although this research supports the perspectives of Belk, Wallendorf, and 

Sherry (1989) and McCracken (1986), transformation and divestment rituals 

are limited to high control dispositional experiences, in which a majority 

of the ritualistic behavior precedes disposition. This is quite different 

from the ceremonial and ritualistic behavior which occurs in the aftermath 

of a dispositional experience--as in a funeral. Thus, transformation and 

divestment rituals are part of antecedents, events, and consequences of 

dispositional experiences, although the aforementioned research of Belk, 

Wallendorf, and Sherry (1989) and McCracken (1986) concentrates on rituals 

solely as antecedents of dispositional experiences. Furthermore, it is 

extremely difficult to distinguish between the concepts of transformation 

and divestment rituals, and the cognitive/affective processes of physical 

and emotional detachment which are advocated in this thesis. Certainly, 

ritualistic behaviors frequently are part of detachment processes, but 

they are not necessary to detachment processes. One certain conclusion 

which can be reached by examining the aforementioned literature is that 

consumer behavior research must use processual perspectives to research 

detachment (Young and Wallendorf 1989), divestment rituals (McCracken 
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1986), and transformation rituals and desacralization (Belk, Wallendorf, 

and Sherry 1989). 

To continue, similar to the "stage theories" of confrontations 

with impending death, numerous researchers have offered "stage theories" 

of the aftermath of death--grief. Parkes' (1986) seven-stage model of 

grief: (1) shock and realization of the loss; (2) a desire for the lost 

possession; (3) anger and guilt; (4) loss of self; (5) identification 

phenomena; (6) possible pathological variants; and (7) recovery, is one 

of several "stage theories" of grief. 

Parkes' (1986) first stage, shock, refers to an alarm reaction in 

which a person feels a sense of disorganization and restless preoccupation 

with thoughts of the loss and with events leading up to the loss. Shock, 

as it is described by Parkes (1986) and Knapp (1986), is not encountered 

in many dispositional experiences; with the exception of stories involving 

destruction, criminal violation, or death. However, several less intense 

dispositional stories evoke comments concerning feelings of awe, surprise, 

and disbelief. In this respect, Parkes' (1986) shock, like Kubler-Ross' 

(1975) depression, may signify stronger sentiments than most dispositional 

experiences elicit. 

Parkes' (1986) second stage, a desire for the lost possession, is 

treated as a replacement factor in this study. In other words, did the 

possessor want to replace the possession? Quite unexpectedly, possession 

centrality has marginally statistically significant effects on desires to 

replace lost possessions, and perceptions of control have no statistically 

significant effects on desires to replace possessions. These results are 
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surprising and somewhat conflict with the research of Bugen (1979), who 

reports that the centrality of the relationship and the preventability of 

the loss are two key dimensions that determine the intensity and duration 

of grief in reaction to human death. These results also somewhat conflict 

with Murphy's (1985) position that the bereaved's belief that disposition 

was preventable is the most important factor in predicting the recovery 

outcome. Instead, it appears that possession centrality and perceptions 

of control--important in determining emotional reactions to dispositional 

experiences--do not determine desires to replace lost possessions; however 

this finding is prone to error because the use of the word "replacement" 

is not well-suited to people, pets, or symbolic objects. To illustrate, 

most people balk at the concept of "replacing" a grandmother who passed 

away, despite their desire for the return of their grandmother. This 

methodological difficulty is discussed in Chapters Five and Six. 

Parkes' (1986) third category, consisting of anger and guilt, is 

related to the section concerning Kubler-Ross' (1975) theory, at least in 

regard to anger. The discussion of anger is not reiterated here; however, 

a discussion of guilt is warranted since numerous informants mentioned 

feelings of guilt as prominent reactions to dispositional experiences. 

Guilt is generally considered to be a type of anxiety which is stimulated 

by the fear of the conscience, (either before or after the guilt-producing 

action), which is a result of the individual's turning of his/her anxiety 

and anger against himself/herself (Carroll 1985). This clarifies why 

Farkes (1986) combines anger and guilt into one stage; the emotions feed 

on each other. Carroll (1985) mentions three primary types of guilt; (1) 
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dispositional guilt; (2) persecutory guilt; and (3) depressive guilt. 

Briefly, Carroll (1985, p. 10) comments: 

"Dispositional guilt is anxiety that is deeply embedded in 
character. It is as if the individual were born with it; it is 
as inescapable as the color of his eyes. It infuses what he is 
and everything he does." 

Thus, dispositional guilt (dispositional in the sense of personality) is 

an innate possessor factor which -includes feelings of moral guilt, shame, 

failure, and inferiority. Persecutory guilt is similar in that, it too, 

is "characterized at root by a sense of indefinite and terrifying threat 

to the self from something inside" (Carroll 1985). Persecutory guilt is 

also referred to as functional guilt (Odier 1947), and neurotic, unreal, 

destructive, infantile, or false guilt (Toumier 1962). Persecutory guilt 

(unlike dispositional guilt) is less an innate possessor factor, and more 

likely to be evoked by environmental elicitors. The third type of guilt, 

depressive guilt, is closely related to separation anxiety and is the most 

relevant to research of dispositional phenomena. Carroll (1985, p. 68) 

states: 

"To be fearfully alone, to be forsaken by the person you depend 
on. ..such Is separation anxiety [and depressive guilt]...If 
persecution anxiety stems from powerlessness, separation anxiety 
stems from the feeling of being [unlovable or unloved]." 

Carroll (1985, p. 69) adds: 

"[In] pure form, [depressive guilt] casts its victims into a 
passive stage in which he sits, mopes, and waits. It is quite the 
opposite to [persecutory guilt], which drives men to action, to 
power and control." 

The purpose of this discussion of guilt is to emphasize to the reader that 
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guilt, measured in this research as one of fifteen emotions, is, in fact, 

a complex feeling which may masquerade in several forms. Regardless, it 

is quite observable in quotes from the informants' interview transcripts. 

Parkes' (1986) fourth stage, loss of self, is a natural correlate 

to the construct of possession centrality to self. Young and Wallendorf 

(1989) remark: 

"If we are what we have, then as our things die, so too do we.. .In 
disposing of our things, we [are participating] in the death of 
[pieces] of our lives." 

Mitscherlich and Mitscherlich (1975) add that, in many ways, the pain of 

grief is not for the loss of the possessions themselves; it is for the 

loss of self which the loss of possessions evokes. Possession centrality 

to self (and loss of self) is discussed in detail in Chapter Three, and 

therefore will not be introduced here. 

Parkes' (1986) fifth stage, identification phenomena, refers to 

the notion that one way of coping with grief from a loved one's death is 

to identify with the longed-for individual (Freud 1917/1957). In other 

words, identification phenomena involves symbolically bringing back and 

reconstructing elements of the lost possession within one's own behavior 

to diminish the pain of the separation or loss. To illustrate, a young 

man who lost his golf-playing father might suddenly take up golf in an 

attempt to mirror his father's behavior. In this sense, identification 

phenomena function to regain the lost sense of self which dispositional 

experiences may elicit. 

Parkes' (1986) sixth stage, pathological variants, is not explored 
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in this research, since the clinical determination of pathology is outside 

the objectives and capabilities of this thesis. Nonetheless, pathological 

variants are interesting in that they are outcomes of an inability to cope 

with the strenuous demands of enveloping grief--and may apply to numerous 

dispositional experiences which involve high centrality possessions, low 

control dispositions, or all-encompassing losses--such as those which may 

occur in extremely destructive natural disasters. 

Parkes' (1986) seventh stage, recovery, although not explicitly 

explored in this research, emerges from analyses of informants' interview 

transcripts. Informants differentiate between intense, initial reactions 

to distressing dispositional experiences, and the gradual detachment and 

dwindling intensity of emotions which occurs in the aftermath of losses. 

This is consistent with numerous "stage theories" of grief, all of which 

suggest that bereaved people "work through" their losses and at some point 

return to normal patterns of social life and psychological health (e.g., 

Freud 1959; Gorer 1965; Hertz 1960; Lindemann 1944). 

Thus, "stage theories" of grief provide yet another perspective 

on dispositional experiences. Unlike "stage theories of death and dying" 

which concentrate on processes Involved in confronting impending death, 

"stage theories of grief" focus on the processes involved in the aftermath 

of death. The central proposition of this section is that an illuminating 

analogy can-be drawn between "stage theories of death and dying," "stage 

theories of grief," and the cognitive/affective detachment processes which 

are instigated in numerous dispositional experiences--particularly those 

involving high centrality possessions/low perceptions of control. This 
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proposition implies that future research of dispositional phenomena should 

attempt to determine differences in the processual nature of dispositional 

experiences as a function of similarities/dissimilarities between various 

dispositional events. To rephrase, do we have unique processual scripts 

for various dispositional phenomena and, if so, how do they differ, and 

are they socially/culturally constructed? 

In addition, comparisons between "stage theories of death and 

dying," "stage theories of grief," and the cognitive/affective detachment 

processes which are instigated in numerous dispositional experiences allow 

us to see that dispositional experiences, like death, symbolize a paradox 

in which material life, (and thus human life), is a continuous flow of 

necessary losses and subsequent gains, inextricably mixed. These losses 

and gains are simultaneously destructive and creative--disposition forces 

us to terminate a former identity, and frees us to acquire a new identity. 

In a discussion of this dialectical character of death, Vaux (1978, p. 16) 

bloviates: 

"In one sense all nature shares in the paradoxical energies of 
vitality and decay, affirmation and negation, and life and death 
which heightens in man. The will to live and the willingness to 
die abide in tension in every living organism. Eros and Thanatos, 
biophilia and necrophilia--[all] influence human experience. To 
follow the Freudian picture, there [exists the] openness to life, 
to the new, to the future. There is also the desire for closure, 
going back, nostalgia, retention, stillness. In man, life and 
death intermingle. Conception is a kind of death, both of sperm 
and ova. Like the grain of wheat must fall to the ground and die 
before it can bring forth fruit... dying, we are told, even in 
clinical perspectives, is a kind of birth." 

Thus, comparisons between the "stage theories" of thanatologists and the 

research of dispositional experiences conducted by consumer behaviorists 
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permit us to confront and derive insight from the gradual processes of 

coming to accept the losses in our lives--from the antecedent stages of 

detachment to tie-breaking ceremonies and rituals, to grief, bereavement, 

and mourning. 

Finally, as a cautionary note, it must be mentioned that, in 

deference to criticisms of "stage theories" of death, dying, and grief 

(e.g., Pattison 1977; Shneidman 1982; Weisman 1974), this research takes 

the perspective that the multidimensionality and/or ambiguity of "stage 

theories" do not invalidate the stage concept but, rather, emphasize the 

complexity of the phenomena under investigation, and expose the limits of 

empirical methodologies. Although relevant epistemological issues cannot 

be addressed here, this research takes the perspective that amelioration 

and validation of "stage theories" of detachment processes--which exist 

in all situations involving the disposition, separation, giving up, and 

loss of possessions--will depend upon inferential, rather than empirical, 

modes of inquiry. Participant observation in naturalistic settings, in-

depth interviews, and a humanistic approach to this topic illustrates the 

"detachment process" in a manner that no sterile laboratory can reveal. 

The non-sequential, non-compulsory, loosely-bounded stages which 

are characteristic of "stage theories" are reminiscent of Jung's concept 

of synchronicity (see Progoff 1973 and Ribi 1989 for excellent reviews), 

in which "science" need not search for constant relations between cause 

and effect, but instead may be satisfied with "meaningful coincidences." 

Concepts of "synchronistic events" and "meaningful coincidence" refer to 

inner, personal experiences which happen whenever archetypal situations 
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are constellated and strong emotions occur. To rephrase, the emphasis 

here is on correlation, not causality; structure rather than sequence. 

The basic question is whether or not we have unique processual scripts for 

various dispositional phenomena, not necessarily causes (although we may 

seek causal factors), and not necessarily sequence (although we may note 

that some stages almost always precede others). This relaxation of the 

archaic concept of mutually exclusive and exhaustive, sequential stages 

is particularly important to retrospective accounts of the dispositional 

experiences in this research because all the variables (i.e., possession 

centrality to self, perceptions of control, etic themes of the motivations 

of disposition, methods of disposition, emotional reaction to disposition, 

etic themes of the meaning of disposition, replacement factors) are apt 

to be influenced by informants' "refraining" of dispositional experiences 

over time. To illustrate, a possession may become more central following 

a very distressful dispositional experience, perceptions of control may 

diminish if a satisfactory replacement is unavailable, or a dispositional 

experience, once emotionally painful, may later be marginally memorable. 

Precautions are taken to minimize such inconsistencies, but these problems 

are crucial drawbacks of all "stage theories" and retrospective accounts, 

as research from the field of thanatology has emphasized. This topic is 

discussed further in Chapters Four, Five, and Six. 

Additional Perspectives 

Thus far, this chapter has discussed relevant literature from the 

field of consumer behavior, the subfield of the psychology of separation 
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and loss, and the field of thanatology. It is believed that these fields 

have contributed the most (and have the most potential to contribute) to 

conceptual models of dispositional behavior. Yet, prior to confining this 

chapter to the aforementioned three fields, it is recognized that numerous 

other disciplines are also pertinent to the 208 dispositional experiences 

encountered in this research. However, an exhaustive review of literature 

from all of these disciplines is obviously impractical due to the breadth 

and depth of dispositional behavior as such behavior is conceived of in 

this research. To illustrate, whether we consider psychological research 

of separation anxiety (e.g., Fraiberg 1969; Viorst 1986; Winnicott 1965), 

sociological research of war and violence (e.g., Clausewitz 1832/1984; 

Freud 1939/1968; Keegan and Darracott 1981; Lorenz 1974; Offerbein 1970; 

Schellenberg 1982; Skogan and Maxfield 1981; Stoessinger 1982; Waitley 

1971; Ward 1978; Viano 1976; Zillman 1979), psychiatric research of the 

loss of body weight typified by anorexia nervosa (e.g., Bell 1985; Muuss 

1985; Spignesi 1983), anthropological research of cannibals (e.g., Geertz 

1973), or even the literary concept of editing (e.g., Becker 1982), we are 

always referring to dispositional experiences. Therefore, this chapter 

discusses only that literature which is the most relevant to a majority 

of the dispositional stories encountered in this research. Another study 

employing dissimilar informants or dissimilar independent and dependent 

variables would obviously require an entirely different literature review. 

Perspectives from Research of Altruism. 

As discussed in detail in Chapter Five, several of the informants 
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mentioned the dispositional method, "give away;" particularly in the low 

centrality/high control cell, where "give away" is the dominant method of 

disposition (accounting for 40% of all stories in this cell). This method 

of disposition is frequently referred to as "altruism" or "philanthropic 

behavior" and may include bestowing a gift upon a friend, giving furniture 

to a charity, donating a kidney to an ill relative, allotting skills to 

a social organization, or contributing money to a science museum. Tim 

Janes (1989, p. 17A), citing recent statistical findings, remarks that 

philanthropic behavior has a staggering impact on our society: 

"In 1987, according to an Independent Sector Survey, 80 million 
Americans donated an average of almost five hours a week, both 
formally to non-profit agencies and informally to neighbors and 
friends. Formal volunteerism alone accounted for a total of 14.9 
billion hours of donated time at an estimated worth of $150 
billion. In 1988, individuals, corporations, and foundations 
donated more than $104 billion to non-profit agencies, including 
universities and schools, religious institutions, health and human 
service agencies, arts and cultural institutions, and other 
philanthropic causes." 

Despite Tim Janes' (1989) contention that philanthropy represents the love 

of humanity, there is a contradictory body of evidence which suggests that 

that acts of altruism are not necessarily motivated by benevolence and/or 

kind-heartedness. Among others, Hobbs (1642/1973), Freud (1925, 1930), 

and Lorenz (1966) suggest that human beings are aggressive and egoistic 

by nature, and have only limited capacities for altruism, self-sacrifice, 

and unselfishly motivated behavior. Eisenberg (1986 p. 2) observes: 

"Altruism is considered to be but one subtype of prosocial 
behavior; that is, voluntary behavior intended to benefit another 
(regardless of motive). Although altruistic [and] prosocial 
behaviors generally are perceived as being moral, prosocial acts 
can be motivated by non-moral motives (e.g. , the desire for social 
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approval) or even Immoral motives (e.g., the desire to manipulate 
another for one's own benefit)." 

The following quote from the fictional writings of Somerset Maugham, in 

which the author describes an "altruistic character" from his book "The 

Narrow Corner," is an elegant literary depiction of the mysterious motives 

which underlie charitable behaviors and which serve to dramatically "bring 

to life" the startling observations made by Nancy Eisenberg (1986) that 

altruistic behavior may be motivated by non-moral or immoral motives: 

"He had great natural kindliness, but it was a kindliness of 
instinct, which betokened no interest in the recipient: he would 
come to the rescue if you were in a fix, but if there was no 
getting you out of it [he] would not bother you further. .. .Perhaps 
he was an intensely logical man. It could not be denied that he 
had led a good life...for he was charitable and kindly and he 
devoted his energies to the alleviation of pain, but if motive 
counts for righteousness, then he deserves no praise; for he was 
influenced in his actions neither by love, pity, nor charity." 

The ongoing debate concerning the motivations of philanthropic 

behaviors is particularly relevant to this research because of the very 

surprising finding that 62% of the instances of "give away" mentioned by 

the informants in this research fit into the low centrality/high control 

cell, while only 29% fit in the high centrality/high control cell. (See 

Table G for these data.) The fact that 71% of the instances of "give 

away" involve low centrality possessions suggests that people "give away" 

that which has little meaning--a finding which seems to contradict the 

taken-for-granted notion that "give away" is an admirable, benevolent, 

kind-hearted method of disposal. Furthermore, even when high centrality 

possessions are given away, quotes from informants' interview transcripts 
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suggest that the motivations for such dispositional experiences are self-

interested rather than other-interested. 

The contradiction between self-interests and other-interests in 

regard to philanthropic behaviors is a subject of discussion in several 

social science disciplines. For example, Albert Hirschman (1973) traces 

the way in which theories of societies held together by self-love rather 

than earlier normative theories of societies held together by other-love 

gradually evolved over the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries to occupy 

the central position in both political and economic theory. Douglas 

(1983, p. 73) comments: 

"Economists from the time of Adam Smith onward have assumed that 
each participant in the economy is motivated by the thought of his 
or her own gain. Similarly, political theorists and sociologists 
generally look for self-regarding motives for social actions." 

Amartya Sen (1977) draws a distinction between forms of altruistic 

behavior that enter into one's own utility function (pleasure at another's 

pleasure and pain at another's pain) from alternative forms of altruistic 

behavior which do not enter into one's own utility function and which may, 

in fact, run counter to it. He labels the former sympathy, and the latter 

commitment. Sympathy implies self-interested altruism, whereas commitment 

implies other-interested altruism. For example, a sympathetic professor 

may devote precious time to helping students because the professor wants 

to be evaluated as an outstanding teacher. On the other hand, a committed 

professor devotes precious time to helping students because the professor 

wants the students to learn as much as possible. Employing Sen's (1977) 

logic, the first is engaging in self-interested altruism, whereas the 
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second Is engaging In other-interested altruism. 

In contrast to Sen's (1977) aforementioned concept of altruism, 

Adam Smith (1976) promotes a theory of altruistic behavior which does not 

differentiate between sympathy and commitment, but instead, includes both. 

Smith (1976) suggests that economic behavior can be understood by narrow 

self-interests alone, but moral behavior cannot. Cognizant of the extent 

to which humans act in ways that are not purely self-interested, Smith's 

(1976) primary proposition is that altruistic behavior may involve both 

self-interests and other-interests; altruism need not be confined to one 

or the other. Smith (1976) teems altruism "benevolent affections," and 

proposes that sympathy and imagination are the two key motivating forces 

for altruism because they enable us to identify with others and to feel 

what they feel--to suffer at their hurt, to resent those who betray them, 

and to rejoice at their joy. 

The debate concerning motivations of altruistic behavior extends 

beyond social science perspectives, to include perspectives from biology 

and evolutionary research. For example, Arrow (1975) notes that people 

make present sacrifices for future generations, speculating that altruism 

may be a built-in evolutionary mechanism which aids in the survival of the 

species. From Arrow's (1975) point of view, a group whose members make 

altruistic sacrifices for the welfare of the entire group is less likely 

to become extinct than a rival group whose members place their own selfish 

interests first. 

However, Dawkins (1976) retorts that Arrow's (1975) theories of 

"group selection," which somewhat conflict with Charles Darwin's theories 
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of "survival of the fittest" (1859/1979), are associated with numerous, 

similar theories (e. g . ,  Ardrey 1970; Wynne-Edwards 1962) which have been 

"long assumed to be true by biologists not: familiar with the details of 

evolutionary theory." Dawkins (1976) contends that theories of "group 

selection" have been overtaken by theories of "individual selection" and 

argues that tendencies of humans toward selfishness, or, as theologians 

term it, "concopiscence," are implanted in us by our genes. In support 

of this, Hoffman (1975, 1976, 1982a), in a series of studies, indicates 

that children's helping behaviors are "egocentric;" that is, the children 

attempt to alleviate another's distress to alleviate their own distress. 

Hoffman (1976) labels this "quasihedonism." Dawkins (1976) adds that if 

we desire "to build a society in which individuals cooperate generously 

and unselfishly toward a common good, we can expect little help from [our] 

biological nature." However, on a less dysphoric note, he concludes that 

if we understand what our genes are up to, we can upset their designs, 

"something which no other species has ever aspired to." Eisenberg (1986, 

p. 41), adding further support to this notion, comments that relationships 

between empathy and prosocial behavior simply may not exist: 

"Despite the fact that many philosophers and psychologists have 
assumed that empathy/sympathy is an important mediator of altruism 
and other prosocial behaviors (e.g., Archer 1984; Batson and Coke 
1981; Blum 1980; Hoffman 1981, 1982a; Hume 1777/1966; Staub 1978), 
the empirical support for this assumption is mixed. In some 
studies a positive relationship has been noted; in many others, 
it has not (e.g., Eisenberg 1983c; Underwood and Moore 1982). 
Indeed, Underwood and Moore (1982) computed a meta-analysis.. .and 
found no significant relation between empathy and prosocial 
responding." 

Therefore, regardless of the scientific disciplines from which 
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propositions concerning altruistic and philanthropic behavior emanate, 

theories concerning the motivations of such behavior remain contrarious. 

This research takes the perspective, similar to Dawkins (1976) and Smith 

(1976), that dispositional experiences which involve the method "give 

away" are neither exclusively self-interested, nor exclusively other-

interested. Instead, this research posits that "give away" experiences 

operate within a continuum bounded by the hypothetical (but nonexistent) 

constructs of "pure self-interests" at one extreme and "pure other-

interests" at the opposite extreme. Using this perspective, a person who, 

after receiving a phone call from a charitable organization, permits the 

charity to come pick up a box of old clothing which was going to be thrown 

away anyway may or mav not be operating closest to the pure self-interests 

extreme. Similarly, a person who calls a charitable organization and asks 

to go to the charity to donate whatever clothing is needed mav or mav not 

be operating closest to the pure other-interests extreme. In other words, 

the etic determination of where a dispositional experience is located on 

this hypothetical continuum is dependent upon the emic viewpoint of the 

possessor--however, as borne out in the informants' interview transcripts, 

few informants recognize (or are willing to admit) that self-interests are 

the prominent motives underlying "give away" experiences. Conversely, few 

informants make more than a passing comment that other-interests are the 

primary motives underlying their "give away" experiences. In general, to 

conclude this section on altruistic behavior and "give away" experiences, 

the majority of informants expressed few cognitive-affective responses to 

"giving away" possessions. As discussed in Chapter Five, indifference and 
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apathy seem to be the typical responses to dispositional experiences which 

involve the method "give away." However, it must be acknowledged that a 

thorough investigation of this subject requires a more focused analysis 

than that which is presented in this research. 

Perspectives from Criminology and Victimology. 

As discussed Chapter Five, numerous informants referred to the 

dispositional method "illegally transferred." This is especially true in 

the low centrality/low control cell, in which "illegally transferred" and 

"informally transferred" are the two dominant methods of disposition, each 

representing 21% of the stories in this cell, and together, accounting for 

42% of the stories in this cell. The distinction between the first method 

"illegally transferred" and the second method "informally transferred" is 

that the former involves criminal intention, whereas the latter does not. 

To illustrate, if a stranger broke into your house and stole your stereo, 

this is an act of criminal intention which is categorized as "illegally 

transferred." Conversely, if your roommate took your stereo from your 

house assuming you would not care since you never used it, this is an act 

of non-criminal intention that is categorized as "informally transferred." 

Research of the method "informally transferred" assumably belongs in the 

domain of consumer behavior, although it has not been addressed until now. 

Conversely, research of "illegally transferred" assumably belongs in the 

domain of criminologists and victimologists, who have amassed a wealth of 

data on the topic. (For purposes of clarification, "legally transferred," 

distinct from "illegally transferred," is a method of disposition condoned 
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by federal, state, and local authorities. Examples of "legal transfers" 

may include having a car repossessed or losing custody of one's children 

in a divorce settlement.) 

The field of criminology focuses on all facets of research of 

crime and violence, in which a trilogy of research foci abound: (1) the 

motivations and causes of crime and violence (the criminal perspective); 

(2) the impact of crime and violence (the victim perspective); and (3) the 

function of the legal system to mediate between criminals and victims (the 

judicial perspective). Research within the field of criminology is based 

on perspectives from law, political science, psychology, psychiatry, and 

sociology, among other disciplines. Early research within the field of 

criminology centered on the criminal perspective. Later research focused 

on the judicial perspective. Throughout the last decade, and continuing 

into the present, research of criminologists has gravitated toward the 

"victimization perspective" (Lewis 1981). The most distinctive feature 

of this stream of research is that it views crime as an experience of the 

victim, not as an activity of the offender. Theoretical and conceptual 

implications arising from this recent shift have had dramatic effects on 

criminological research. For example, scholars are no longer confined to 

studying motivations or predispositions of offenders, but now may research 

the repercussion of crime on victims. The "victimization perspective" has 

spawned dozens of studies concerning effects of criminal violation; all 

of which reveal that fear, isolation, and precautionary behaviors are the 

universal reactions to victimization. Viano (1976, p. xiii) comments: 
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"In recent years the focus [of criminology] has shifted to crime 
itself, not only as a legal entity, but as a complex situation 
reflecting the interaction between [the] actors..., the cultural 
norms and expectations of society..., and the intricate interplay 
[among] emotional, rational, incidental, and situational factors." 

Lewis (1981, p. 12), elaborates on the "victimization perspective:" 

"[C]rime is a problem for people. It threatens them. It happens 
to them...While the study of criminal justice...is important, as 
is the study of criminals, [it]...has diminished the attention we 
give to the interaction between victim and offender. It is what 
happens between people which determines the nature of crime...The 
victimization perspective [is similar to] symbolic interactionist 
perspectives [in that both emphasize that] shared experience 
[creates] meaning. . .Crime, to recast Becker's formulation, is what 
people say it is. While this may be a complex, interactive 
process to investigate, it [places] the victim experience at the 
center of the criminological enterprise." 

The "victimization perspective" is the theoretical, conceptual standpoint 

of this research--since no informants mentioned participating in criminal 

actions directed toward others as dispositional experiences, but numerous 

informants mentioned that criminal actions directed toward themselves are 

dispositional experiences. 

To some extent, the aforementioned "victimization perspective" is 

dependent upon whether or not the victim develops the conception of being 

a "victim" and acts accordingly, or, conversely, rejects the label (Smith 

and Weis 1976). Although this conception is an individual and perceptual 

phenomenon, the concepts of victims and victimization is commonplace when 

viewed in an historical perspective. Viano (1976, pp. xiii-xiv) comments: 

"The concept of 'victim' appears among the most ancient ones of 
humanity. Inextricably connected with the idea and the practice 
of sacrifice, the notion of victim belongs to all cultures. Most 
religions, for example, are fundamentally sacrificial. Early 
ritual literature from all regions of the world offers abundant 
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clues to the study of sacrifice and of its victims--human, divine, 
animal, or inanimate. The epic and mythological sources provide 
sufficient evidence pointing to the existence of the different 
types of sacrifice and victims, and they contain a wealth of 
symbolic elements connected to those rituals and practices." 

Viano (1976) continues by defining a "victim" as: (1) any living creature 

killed and offered as a sacrifice to some deity or supernatural power; (2) 

a person put to death or subjected to torture by another; (3) a person who 

suffers severely in body or property; (4) a person who suffers under some 

oppressive or destructive agency; (5) a person who perishes or suffers in 

health; or (6) a person who suffers injury, hardship, or loss, or is badly 

treated or taken advantage of. All aforementioned definitions of victims 

require literal or figurative dispositional acts which involve perceptions 

of suffering. This notion is theoretically and conceptually exhilirating, 

particularly when viewed within the context of the research design guiding 

this thesis (with its emphasis on emotional reactions). In a sense, then, 

crime is not the topic explored in this research; instead, victimhood (or 

victimization) is the dominant focus. 

This focus is termed the field of "victimology" by Viano (1976), 

which has not yet evolved into the distinct discipline predicted by Smith 

and Weis (1976), but instead, is subsumed within the social and behavioral 

sciences. Dadrian (1976, pp. 40-41), attempting to define this fledgling 

discipline of "victimology," dictates: 

"Victimology is the study of the social processes through which 
individuals and groups are maltreated in such a way that social 
problems are created. Thus it has two integral areas of concern: 
the social context in which the victimization occurred, and the 
social consequences of such victimization. The social context 
refers to cultural values, traditions, and institutional 
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arrangements through which unequal statuses and correlative roles 
are imposed upon subjects, be they individuals, [groups, society 
at large, or all of humanity]." 

Despite the grandiose aims of the field of "victimology" which are 

trumpeted by Dadrian (1976) using his sociological perspective, Hanmer and 

Maynard (1987b, p. 1) dismally comment: 

"Despite the violent nature of the society and world in which we 
live, sociology has had little to say about the social causes, 
effects and, more importantly, the prevention or elimination of 
violence." 

Perhaps the failure of the social and behavioral science disciplines to 

achieve Dadrian's (1976) and Hanmer and Maynard's (1987b) goals is based 

on conjecture and confusion regarding the meanings of crime and violence. 

For example, Ramazanoglu (1987b, pp. 63-64) defines crime and violence in 

much broader terms than we commonly envision: 

"Violence is probably most often envisaged as physical assault, 
restraint, or the use of force in interpersonal relations. It is 
not generally accepted that, as in Pinthus' (1982) definition, 
'Violence should be understood as any action or structure that 
diminishes another human being'..." 

Ramazanoglu (1987b, p. 64) continues her innovative definition of violence 

by providing us with an example of violence which does not easily fit into 

our preconceived notions of violence: 

"A violent academic situation is not so much an experience of 
fisticuffs and flying chairs as one of diminishing other human 
beings with the use of sarcasm, raised voices, jokes, veiled 
insults, or the patronizing put-down." 

Likewise, crime does not necessarily involve thugs on the street--randomly 

and wantonly committing major acts of violence such as murder, kidnapping, 
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armed robbery, rape, and assault--all of which Involve the disposition or 

loss of something; one's life, one's body, or one's possessions. However, 

the majority of crime is of a so-called lesser nature--to include painting 

graffiti on subway trains, shoplifting, writing "bad" checks, "accidently" 

mowing over the neighbor's encroaching rose garden, throwing snowballs at 

pedestrians, stealing paperclips from work, or robbing homes. Furthermore 

many crimes or acts of violence are of a collective, drawn-out nature, not 

an individual, momentary nature. Levy-Leboyer (1984, pp. 6-7) relies upon 

vandalism as one example of this: 

"Some destructive acts take place on a massive scale...vandalism 
is... frequently the result of an accumulation of small-scale 
aggressive acts such as kicking open a.. .car door handle a hundred 
times a day, continuously leaving a telephone receiver dangling 
off the hook, or endlessly slamming a classroom door shut..." 

Van Vliet (1984, p. 30), in a continued discussion of vandalism, states: 

"[V]andalism is often a manifestly destructive behavior as well 
as a 'political statement,' a latent form of an attempt at 
communication and participation." 

The aforementioned quote hints at the aggressive, communicative nature of 

many acts of crime and violence. Obviously, these acts have an impact on 

their victims, whether the crime entails something as serious as rape or 

as seemingly inconsequential as mere vandalism. Van Vliet (1984, p. 30) 

comments with lucidity: 

"[The] issue of what gets labeled as vandalism, and what does not, 
is nicely captured in the observation: 'If a car hits a child, 
that is an accident, but if a child damages a car, that is 
vandalism." 

The most interesting aspect of the above quote, (for the purposes of this 
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research), is that van Vliet's (1984) two examples represent dispositional 

experiences. Therefore, crime and violence no longer need be confined to 

our stereotypical notions, but may be extended to any act which uses the 

methods "destroy," "have destroyed," or "illegally transferred." On the 

other hand, the dispositional method "informally transferred," although 

similar to the method "illegally transferred," does not signify an act of 

violence or crime and therefore is considered only indirectly comparable 

to the above methods despite the fact that they all tend to occur in the 

same cell of the research design. 

In this research, the low centrality/low control cell primarily 

consists of stories of burglarly, theft, and "informal transfers," which, 

as noted before, is the impetus for 42% of the informants' dispositional 

stories in this cell. None of the informants in this research mentioned 

major crimes; however, it might be the informants' perceptions of major, 

"headline crimes" which influence their perceptions and reactions to the 

lesser crimes encountered in this research (i.e., burglary, theft). 

Skogan (1981) indicates that people's perceptions of crime may be 

divided into three categories: (1) beliefs about crime; (2) perceptions 

of how likely one is to fall victim to crime; and (3) fears of crime. In 

regard to the first category, all people develop beliefs about crime based 

on direct and indirect experience--especially the influence of mass media. 

The most consistent belief about crime is that it is increasing, which is 

generally true. However, Tyler (1980) recognized that beliefs about crime 

are unrelated to what people actually do about crime. To rephrase, aside 

from our beliefs, perceptions, and fears of crime, we do not tend to take 
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the precautionary actions required to prevent it. On another interesting 

note, only one-third of serious crime is reported to police in the United 

States, England, Vales, and Scotland (e.g., Chambers and Tombs 1984; Hough 

and Mayhew 1983, 1985; Stanko 1987b). Although the reasons for this are 

complex, it is not unrealistic to posit that emotions provoked by serious 

crime, as well as the aftermath of police reports, court appearances, and 

unsatisfactory judicial retribution often paralyze the victim into a state 

of inaction. However, at the same time as reporting of crime remains low, 

assessments about the personal risk of victimization continue to increase 

(Stanko 1987b). Perhaps not surprisingly, these estimates incline toward 

inaccurate figures. Those people who reside in low-crime areas, who are 

past victims of crimes, or who know victims of crime tend to overestimate 

their personal risks of victimization (Furstenburg 1971)--while according 

to statistical data--the people who are most likely to be victims of crime 

are the economically disadvantaged, center-city residents, minorities, the 

elderly, and women (Lavrakas 1980). Stanko (1987b, p. 122) supports these 

findings to some extent, noting that: 

"Young, single, black, Hispanic, or Asian poor men who live in 
urban areas have the highest likelihood of being victims of 
interpersonal violence and have the greatest probability of 
sustaining injury as a consequence of that victimization." 

Furthermore, Hindelang et al (1978), Hough and Mayhew (1983), Gottfredson 

(1984), Skogan and Haxfield (1981), and Widom and Maxfield (1984) suggest 

that this population is typically victimized by individuals with similar 

characteristics. Stanko (1987b, p. 122) adds that many authors further 

suggest that exposure to victimization varies according to the lifestyle 
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of the victim (e.g., Hindelang et al 1978, p. 122). Stanko (1987b, p. 

124) explains this paradox as follows: 

"Criminal violence, largely robbery and assault, is one part of 
male-to-male interaction, particularly for young males who are 
single, spend several evenings out a week, and engage in social 
drinking (e.g., Maxfield 1984a; Gottfredson 1984)." 

Of particular import to this thesis is Skogan's (1981) contention 

that the first two categories (1) beliefs about crime and (2) assessments 

of the personal risk of victimization must be distinguished from the third 

category (3) fears of crime. He implies that the first two categories are 

cognitive/evaluative, whereas the third category is affective/emotional. 

This is a questionable conclusion which could be tossed about in the form 

of a cognitive versus affective debate forever. Instead of entering into 

this unwieldy realm, it is agreed that fear is a basic emotion (Shaver et 

al 1987) which: (1) induces fight or flight responses; (2) is associated 

with danger or peril (Stinchcombe et al 1978); and (3) may be experienced 

as a visceral, autonomic reaction that one has little or no direct control 

over (Baumer and Rosenbaum 1980). Perhaps not surprisingly, sex and age 

are strong correlates of both perceived risks of victimization and fears 

of crime itself, probably since women and the elderly are comparatively 

more vulnerable--especially to physical attack (e.g., Skogan 1979; Skogan 

and Maxfield 1981). In fact, researchers suggest that fears of criminal 

victimization focus on issues of personal safety--particularly safety from 

violent, personalized victimization--such as burglary, assault, and rape 

(Hindelang, Gottfredson, and Garofalo 1978; Maxfield 1984a). Skogan and 

Maxfield (1981) offer evidence to support the notion that people are most 
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fearful of crimes which entail physical contact or violence. Of interest 

to an understanding of victimology is Stanko's (1987b, p. 126) claim: 

"Overall, the most significant predictor in understanding fear of 
crime is being female (Balkin 1979; Hindelang et al 1978; DuBow 
1979; Riger and Gordon 1981; Haxfield 1984a, 1984b)." 

In explaining women's fear of crime, Skogan and Maxfield (1981) indicate 

that the fear of crime that women feel is related to their perception of 

their social and physical vulnerability. Not surprisingly, rape is the 

foremost violent crime among women's concerns (Benecke 1982; Brownmiller 

1975; Gordon et al 1980; Griffin 1971; Russell 1973, 1982, 1984; Stanko 

1985). Stanko (1987b, p.129), in a somewhat depressing commentary on 

women's fears of physical and sexual violence, remarks: 

"The gap between women's fear of crime and the objective, official 
estimates of women's experiences of interpersonal violence is not 
an anomaly for feminists working in the area of violence to women. 
Even casual analysis of official data on interpersonal violence 
underscores what women working in rape crisis centers and refuges 
for battered women have heard so often: physical and sexual 
violence are common experiences for many women." 

Stanko (1987) supports her aforementioned remarks with empirical research. 

To illustrate, Russell and Howell's (1983) research of 930 women in San 

Francisco, California found a 26% probability that a woman will be the 

victim of a completed rape in her lifetime, and a 46% chance that a woman 

will be the victim of a completed or attempted rape in her lifetime. It 

is statistics like these which contribute to widespread fears of crime, 

where "fears of crime" refer to consternation or panic in regard to the 

possibility of a personal encounter with crime. 

However, it must be cautioned that there is a crucial difference 
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between fears of crime prior to an actual victimization (thoughts of fear) 

and fears of crime after an actual victimization experience (experiences 

of fear). In this respect, it is believed that the retrospective accounts 

used in this research are superior to the research of Skogan and Haxfield 

(1981)--which measures thoughts of fear, not actual experiences with fear. 

Similarly, it is believed that a naturalistic inquiry which probes into 

actual victimization experiences is superior to laboratory investigations 

which use hypothetical or carefully controlled victimization scenarios. 

Additionally, despite the tendency of some researchers to focus on "major" 

crimes, numerous researchers contend that fears of crime extend to any and 

all emotion-arousing crimes. These specifically include "property crimes" 

like burglary or vandalism. Although burglary is merely a property crime, 

DuBow (1979) posits that it has a strong fear (emotion-arousing) component 

because burglary victims know that there was the potential for a physical 

confrontation in the intimacy of their own homes. Silberman (1978) notes 

that burglary victims generally feel tremendous disgust when their most 

private refuge is violated, evidencing their vulnerability in regard to 

their homes. That homes are sacred places is well-recognized (e.g., Belk, 

Wallendorf, and Sherry 1989; Jackson 1953; Kron 1983; Rapoport 1981, 1982; 

Saegert 1985). However, in regard to burglary and vandalism, it is not 

clear if it is a violation of one's sacred territory or just the loss of 

one's possessions which fuel intense emotional reactions following such 

incidents. For example, consider the following quote from Julie (tfF 21), 

as she discusses her reaction to a burglary of her family's home, in which 

nothing was taken but her own personal clothing: 
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"Well, my family had gone away on vacation and we had come home 
and found that our house was broken into, but the only thing 
that was taken from the house were my clothes, and they were 
personal items; underwear and bras." 
"Did you view this as a funny thing or did you view this as a 
scary thing?" 
"At first 1 viewed it as a scary thing and 1 guess probably a 
week or so went by and nothing else happened; no phone calls, 
obscene phone calls, or anything so 1 just figured it was just 
something funny. It was a joke. Initially I felt a lot of 
fear and anxiety. I thought maybe, you know, 1 thought 
somebody was, you know, a hint, you know that they were saying 
look out. It could have been a sexual maniac." 
"You were afraid it was a sexual maniac?" 
"At first I was. You know, I was kind of jumpy, kind of 
anxious." 
"None of your friends confessed to this?" 
"No....In fact it was during the summer and my best friends 
leave for the summer. So, the three of them are gone out East 
and there was [no one who knew our family was on vacation]." 

The preceding quote illustrates that dispositional experiences emanating 

from criminal activity are different from other dispositional experiences. 

The criminal element significantly changes the dispositional experience 

(e.g., Carrington 1975; Ellul 1969; Hanmer and Maynard 1987; Kelly 1988; 

Viano 1976). Julie did not mention the loss of her clothing, except in 

the beginning of the interview when she explained what occurred. Instead, 

her entire focus centered on who took her things and whether or not that 

person would return. In a way, this focus also signifies a dispositional 

experience; not of personal clothing per se, but of her personal security. 

To rephrase, Julie lost her personal clothing, but more importantly, she 

lost her feelings of personal security, freedom, and trust as well. This 

topic is discussed in Chapter Five in the section concerned with etic 
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themes of the meaning of disposition. 
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Perspectives from Research of Disasters. 

A third, (but rare), category of dispositional experiences which 

emerges from this research is the disposition, separation, giving up, or 

loss of possessions due to natural disasters such as floods, earthquakes, 

and tornados--or "human" disasters such as fires, plane crashes, and car 

wrecks. Natural disasters are distinguishable from human disasters since 

the former are not instigated by human activities, whereas the latter are 

frequently the result of human mishaps. The unique aspects of disasters, 

(unlike other dispositional experiences), are that disasters: (1) often 

often destroy all or most of our literal and symbolic possessions; and (2) 

often occur very swiftly. Gleser, Green, and tfinget (1981, p. 1) comment 

on the havoc which disasters wreak upon ourselves and our communities: 

"[T]he head count of victims and the cost in terms of property 
loss tell us little about the total impact of disasters on 
society. For each person killed there are several more left 
bereaved. Each house destroyed represents a major crisis for 
those who lived there..." 

The most severe emotional repercussion of disasters is labeled the 

"disaster syndrome." This often is a prolonged psychosocial disorder that 

is similar to the severe emotional breakdown of combat soldiers, formerly 

known as "combat fatigue," but now named "post-traumatic stress disorder." 

Although these three terms are essentially interchangeable, they are here 

referred to as the "disaster syndrome;" which is exemplified by people who 

might be described as shocked, stunned, or dazed following a disaster such 

as a hurricane or an airplane crash (Wallace 1956). It is widely accepted 

that the aforementioned symptoms signal the initial phase of psychological 
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consequences which may extend well beyond the occurrence of the disaster; 

affecting not only the survivors, but their relatives and rescue workers 

as well (e.g., Hocking 1970; Lifton 1967; Lifton and Olson 1976; Raphael 

1977). The discovery of the determinants of these psychological effects 

(and methods for reducing and controlling their impact) are two main foci 

of disaster researchers. Personal psychological effects may be manifest 

in numerous ways--to include anxiety, depression, anger, and nightmares. 

Psychosocial effects may be manifest as antisocial behavior, delinquency, 

unemployment, alcoholism, and divorce. Psychophysiological dysfunctions 

may be manifest as psychosomatic illnesses which involve disorders of the 

gastrointestinal, endocrine, metabolic, and the autonomic nervous system. 

Thus, in several ways, reactions to disasters are similar to reactions to 

death, (if not worse), as illustrated in the following poignant quote from 

a tornado victim (Cohen and Ahearn 1980, p. v): 

"When you die, you leave your things. In this case, your things 
[leave] you, and you die a little with them." 

Similarly, the research of Wolfenstein (1957/1977) is filled with poignant 

quotes from victims of disasters. The following series of brief interview 

excerpts are from people describing their reactions to tornados; from the 

initial reactions to tornado warnings, to the tornados, to the immediate 

aftermath of tornados, to later reflections: 

"We didn't have any place to go and didn't know which direction 
to run." (p. 20) 

"[W]hen I walked off that porch and walked to the car, something 
just told me so plain... 'You won't never go in that house no more' 
[because it will be destroyed by the tornado]." (p. 25) 
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"We don't have a storm cellar and of course we don't watch clouds 
here on that account. Because of course If we don't watch them 
we don't know how bad It's going to be." (p. 39) 

"1 figured It was just a lot of wind with some hail in it. It 
never entered my mind anything about a tornado." (p. 41) 

"I didn't realize. . .everything [was hit] and I thought, 'Why don't 
none of them come and help vis?" (p. 54) 

"You feel like you've lost your best friend." (p. 58) 

"You just feel completely lost." (p. 58) 

"It's a helpless lost feeling." (p. 58) 

"It's the loneliest feeling in the world." (p. 58) 

"You don't feel secure...with anybody or anything." (p. 58) 

"I dug out a body...and it kind of threw me." (p. 74) 

"It seemed like a strange place, another world. I felt like I was 
all alone." (p. 93) 

"I felt frustrated and angry that I thought there was something 
I could do and...I could do practically nothing." (p. 117) 

"It's an awful feeling, I'll tell you that right now. Just so 
many people there--you want to help them all and you can't help 
so many at once." (p. 118) 

"I just worked like mad. I never stopped.. .There wasn't anything 
in this house that wasn't covered with mud and that didn't need 
scrubbing and drying and picking up." (p. 119) 

"I didn't think about being killed, but I didn't want my car 
turned over by a silly wind." (p. 123) 

"I couldn't sleep. I kept seeing all those wounded people and I 
felt terrible." (p. 126) 

"It's a thing you try to dispel from your mind, but you just won't 
let it." (p. 136) 

"I can just see that wall coming apart and them windows coming in 
every time I shut my eyes." (p. 136) 
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"It doesn't bother me to talk about It as long as I don't lie down 
at night and think about it. Then I relive it..." (p. 136) 

"There was dead bodies lying all around...It's funny--I didn't 
think about it then. But later on when I thought about it, it 
made me weak-kneed." (pp. 137-138) 

"We can't talk about anything else. Ve just reminisce about this 
storm. And I don't know how long it will go on, but you don't 
know anything else...to talk about." (p. 139) 

"I just felt like screaming. 'Don't ever mention that storm 
again!' That's the way I felt." (p. 142) 

"[Before the tornado] I had company and I'd always enjoy it. And 
now when somebody comes, I just can't hardly wait for them to go. 
At times I act like I used to before the storm, and then again 
[it] seems like...all I do [is] just sit around and think about 
what I went through and everything." (pp. 148-149) 

"I think everybody out here...have such a horror of having to go 
through the same thing again...1 know that all my neighbors...and 
everybody 1 have talked to...say that when...a cloud [comes up] 
they just can't hardly stand it if it looks like there's any wind 
in it." (pp. 151-152) 

"We had friends that tried to get us not to rebuild on this lot. 
I said, 'Yes, sir, that's home to me and I'm going to build right 
here.'" (p. 168) 

"'Course naturally I think about the things I lost, you know, 
things I've had for years and would hardly part from any other 
way." (p. 174) 

"' Course I was awfully thankful that the family was all right, you 
know. There was none of us hurt. Of course it hurt me awful bad 
to think that our home was gone, because we had been ten years 
accumulating enough to buy us a home to have to raise our children 
in. And we didn't have a fine home, but we were awfully proud of 
it. And it hurt mighty bad to think that it was gone...To see it 
all go in a minute or two--well, it is might hard. But everybody 
would say, 'Oh, don't worry about that. Just be thankful you have 
your family left.' Well, of course there was people that didn't 
have families and I was thankful. But still you can't help being 
hurt when you have lost your home." (p. 175) 

"That's a very desolate feeling to know you haven't anything left 
except what you have on your back." (p. 176) 
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"I just felt like someone was trying to tear my heart out...just 
lik«J someone had a hold of [my] heart and was trying to tear it 
out." (p. 200) 

The above quotes trace the chronological path of the "disaster syndrome." 

Reading through them, (and other disaster research), it is apparent that 

disaster victims are likely to feel a transitory sense of worthlessness, 

their capacity for self-love is impaired, and they withdraw their interest 

from the rest of the world in order to concentrate on their own threatened 

selves (e.g., Cohen and Ahearn 1980; Gleser, Green and Winget 1981; Lifton 

and Olson 1976; Minnis and McWilliams 1971; Penick, Powell and Sieck 1976; 

Quarantelli and Dynes 1977; Taylor 1976; Wolfenstein 1957/1977). 

However, most research of disasters focuses on the community, not 

the individual perspective. Therefore, this literature has only limited 

applicability to this research. In addition, disaster research like crime 

research, is difficult to interpret because of problems separating effects 

of the disposition, separation, giving up, or loss of possessions from the 

trauma of the method of disposition. Erikson (1976) distinguishes between 

two separate types of trauma: (1) individual; and (2) collective. Erikson 

(1976) defines the first, individual trauma, as "a blow to the psyche that 

breaks through one's defenses so suddenly and with such force that one can 

not respond effectively," and defines collective trauma as "a blow to the 

tissues of social life that damages the bonds linking people together and 

impairs the prevailing sense of community." Cohen and Ahearn (1980, p. 

20) describe this myriad constellation of dispositional and psychological 

experiences as follows: 
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"It Is logical to assume that all disaster victims experience 
varying degrees of loss. The most serious, of course, is the loss 
of a loved one. The mourning and grieving over this loss is 
complicated by the chaotic aftermath, which may include additional 
loss due to property destruction, relocation, and unemployment. 
Many disasters do not cause large numbers of deaths, but they may 
rob victims of home, mementos, neighborhood, and income." 

One interesting finding which emanates from disaster research is that the 

victims of disasters whose homes are destroyed typically find the loss of 

their mementos and most treasured possessions to be much more disturbing 

than the physical destruction of their homes (e.g. , Bolin and Klenow 1981; 

Kilijanek and Drabek 1979). Homes are replaceable, but mementos are not 

(e.g., Bolin 1982; Trainer, Bolin, and Ramos 1977). This finding inspired 

a replacement factor question concerning the perceived replaceability of 

possessions. The findings are discussed in Chapter Five. 

Thus, this chapter entitled "Literature Review" concludes, though 

"concludes" may not be the appropriate word--"stops" may be more accurate. 

There is no limit to the amount of literature which is applicable to this 

research. The topic of disposition is so broad, so universal, so massive, 

that literature from virtually every academic discipline may be integrated 

into this research. Instead, this chapter focuses on the three areas that 

are particularly relevant to this research, and adds additional viewpoints 

from three other areas which contribute to this thesis. The three primary 

focal points are perspectives from the fields of: (1) consumer behavior; 

(2) the psychology of separation and loss; and (3) thanatology. The first 

area is relevant because the field of consumer behavior is the discipline 

from which this research arises, and the discipline to which this research 
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most hopes to contribute to. The second and third areas are relevant, In 

that they offer the most well-defined and elaborate models of disposition, 

separation, giving up, and loss of possessions--although, as noted before, 

both stress human interrelationships, (often in the context of families), 

rather than all types of possessor-possession relationships. Although the 

latter topic has been sporadically addressed by the aforementioned fields, 

consumer behavior perspectives of dispositional experiences are necessary 

to develop enlarged models of dispositional behavior. The three secondary 

focal points include perspectives from: (1) altruism; (2) criminology and 

victimology; and (3) disaster research. The first area is relevant since 

"give away" is the dominant method of disposition in the low centrality/ 

high control cell. Likewise, the second area is relevant since "illegally 

transferred" and "informally transferred" are the dominant methods in the 

low centrality/low control cell. Finally, disaster research is relevant 

since it is directly related to some stories encountered in this research 

(and because it is linked to theories from the subfield of the psychology 

of separation and loss and the field of thanatology). Therefore, it is 

appropriate to integrate it into the literature review. 

As a cautionary note, two areas of research are conspicuously 

absent from this literature review. The first area consists of research 

concerning divorce, separation, and the break-up of interpersonal sexual 

or non-sexual relationships. Although interviews concerning these topics 

offer some of the most illuminating quotes about motivations and meanings 

of dispositional experiences, the actual frequency of such stories is not 

substantial enough to warrant an in-depth section focusing on this topic. 
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Furthermore, most of the theoretical Insights to be gained from this topic 

are subsumed within the discussion of the subfleld of the psychology of 

separation and loss (which focuses on Interpersonal relationships). The 

second area consists of research concerning garbage, waste disposal, and 

related topics. Although these subjects offer exciting prospects for 

future research, (especially given our Increasing concern about the effect 

of waste management practices, or the lack thereof, on our environment and 

the future of our planet) , the Informants did not mention common "garbage" 

in their interviews. Presumably this is because "garbage" has virtually 

no centrality to self and, in a paradoxical manner, is the least salient, 

(although the most frequent), type of dispositional experience. In other 

words, our treatment of "garbage" is so rote or habitual that it does not 

"come to mind," even In the low centrality cells. Furthermore, research 

of "garbage" and waste management practices is most appropriately pursued 

using a societal focus, whereas the informants in this research primarily 

relate dispositional experiences using personal and interpersonal foci. 
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CHAPTER 3 

CONSTRUCTS, THEORY, AND HYPOTHESES 

Possession Centrality to Self 

As shown in Illustration A, the construct of possession centrality 

to self is one of the two independent variables used in this thesis. This 

construct consists of three elements: (1) possessions; (2) centrality; and 

(3) the self. The least amphibological element appears to be "the self;" 

if only because we think we know who we are. However, debates concerning 

selfhood and self-identity are rampant; especially in the disciplines of 

psychology, social psychology, and sociology. There exists no consensus 

regarding who (or what) the self is, how the self is constructed, or even 

if there is a self. Therefore, the concept which appears to be the least 

ambiguous element of "possession centrality to self" may, in fact, be the 

most ambiguous. 

Given this information, it is not surprising that theories of "the 

self" are of recent origin. Notions of personal selfhood were overlooked 

(or perhaps simply unfathomable) until the Middle Ages (Morris 1972), when 

struggles between "individualism" and the church (and conflicts regarding 

feudalism and master/serf relations) erupted into a full-blown questioning 

of social organization (e.g., Bloch 1961; Brinton 1953). Yet, the outcome 

of this dissatisfaction was only marginal since the medieval ego was just 

beginning to form and was "scantily concerned with individual sentiments," 



126 

as noted by Rosenthal (1971, p. 159). Later, during the Renaissance and 

Reformation, a growing sense of the self emerged in the form of "increased 

independent action, self-assertion, and 'intrusion' of the individual self 

into the world" (Logan 1987, p. 17). Nonetheless, individualists of the 

Renaissance were remarkably, (by today's standards), un-self-conscious and 

non-reflective. Weintraub (1978) explains that the Renaissance individual 

asserted individuality, but did not reflect on that fact. The notion of 

individualism did not actually begin to develop until seventeenth century 

Rationalism and eighteenth century Enlightenment--eras in which one beheld 

one's effects on the world, (and in one's skills, constructions, and ideas 

in dealing with the world). The self was starting to be examined as inner 

and personal--but more in the sense of the self as a rational, functioning 

entity--not in the sense of self prevailing today (e.g., Macmurray 1933). 

The era of nineteenth century Romanticism marked the awareness of 

the self as nmen that most people accept today as a simple, obvious given. 

Logan (1987, p. 21) comments: 

"On the heels of an era that had lionized rationalism, reason, 
systematic empirical observation, and the like (all reflecting the 
self as subject) came the Romantics, for whom the self had clearly 
become the object of their interest." 

Easton (1966, p. 631) clarifies the meaning of Logan's (1987) statements 

by remarking that Romantic writers were: 

".. .deeply interested in themselves, their reactions to the world, 
the effect of the world on them, and their innermost feelings, 
which they were willing to bare to the world." 
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Similarly, Logan (1987, p. 21) adds: 

"Thus, a concern with 'personality' as it is understood today 
began to emerge. The focus had begun to make a historic shift 
from 'How do I (subject) reason about and observe the world?', to 
'How does the world make me (object) feel?', and 'What has the 
experience made of me?'" 

Woolf (1933, p. 103), discussing Rousseau, states: 

"This idea of 'living one's own life,' and of the value of 'being 
one's self,' of developing one's own individuality, is a very 
modern one. Before Rousseau, hardly anyone seems to have had this 
modem sense of personality and of its value. That was partly 
because in the ancient world everyone regarded himself and other 
people primarily not as individuals but as members of classes." 

Thus, in the ancient world (and still thriving today) is the idea 

that the formation of self-identity is more of an external, social process 

than an internal, psychological process. Prominent academics assert that 

cultural and social class influences dominate the development of selfhood 

(e.g., Coleman 1983; Nicosia and Mayer 1976; Veblin 1899/1953). Cooley's 

(1902) theory of the "looking-glass self" postulates that self-identity 

is determined by feedback received from others in the social environment. 

Solomon (1983, p. 321), discussing Cooley's theory, comments: 

"For Cooley, the self is the result of the [person's] imaginative 
processes during interaction with others. The self is a reflected 
self composed of three elements--namely, 'the imagination of our 
appearance to the other person, the imagination of his judgment 
of that appearance, and some sort of self-feeling, such as pride 
or mortification' (Cooley 1902, p. 152)." 

Hallowell (1955, p. 76), an anthropologist, strengthens this perspective, 

stating: 

"Just as different people entertain various beliefs about the 
nature of the universe, they likewise differ in their ideas about 
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the nature of the self. We must assume that the Individual's 
self-image and his interpretation of his own experience cannot be 
divorced from the concept of self that is characteristic of his 
society." 

Likewise, many other scholars (e.g., Blumer 1969; Hewitt 1976; Margaret 

Mead 1934; McCall 1987) note that selfhood arises from the interactions 

between individuals and their social environments. 

The present twentieth century is marked by an increasing awareness 

of "the self" which is reflected in the rocketing growth of the field of 

psychology--which emphasizes our "inner selves"--and the rapid rise of the 

field of sociology--which emphasizes our "social selves." Although these 

viewpoints may seem divergent, they are not--given careful interpretation. 

Despite common misperceptions, theories of "the self" emanating from such 

renowned psychologists as Alfred Adler, Sigmund Freud, William James, Carl 

Jung, Melanie Klein, Heinz Kohut, Jacques Lacan, Harry Stack Sullivan, and 

Donald Winnicott are not so disparate from theories of "the self" emerging 

from such renowned sociologists as Herbert Blumer, Ernest Burgess, Auguste 

Comte, Charles Horton Cooley, Emile Durkheim, Erving Goffman, Karl Marx, 

George Lundberg, George Herbert Mead, C. Wright Mills, Talcott Parsons, 

Herbert Spencer, William Thomas, Lester Ward, and Max Weber. If anything, 

interactions between these two disciplines, in addition to interactions 

with numerous other disciplines, have created a blurring of the nature of 

"the self." One way to conceive of this blurring is as a nucleus within 

a circle within a circle. The nucleus is the hypothetical self as object 

of input ("me"). The inner circle is one's perceptual filter—the focus 

of much of psychology. The outer circle is the person's environment and 
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social interactions--the focus of much of sociology. The three function 

as a system, whereby the inner circle is the perceptual mediator between 

the internal nucleus ("me") and the external world ("everything else"). 

In explaining this point, it is useful to draw on the research of 

George Head (1943), who distinguishes between the separate concepts of "I" 

(subject or agent acting on the world) and "me" (object acted upon by the 

world). If a person functions as an independent beholding entity without 

beholdinp itself, then the person functions as an "I." Conversely, if a 

person is concerned primarily with himself/herself then the person exists 

as a "me." Although this research takes the perspective that a person is 

both subject and agent ("I"), while simultaneously being an object ("me"), 

the current trend (in the twentieth century) is toward the latter, ("me") 

perspective. (Structuralist theory in the field of psychology at the turn 

of the century focused on introspective awareness of oneself ("me"), while 

psychoanalysts intensively probed the psyche ("me") as a focus of research 

and Neo-Freudian psychoanalysts postulated alternate theories of identity, 

which also made the self ("me") the explicit focus of research.) As one 

example of a more integrative notion of "I" and "me," theories of operant 

conditioning recognize that people act as subjects or agents ("I") on the 

environment, while simultaneously acknowledging the consequences of their 

actions and the effects of reinforcements directed back toward the people 

as recipient objects ("me"). Thus, in a dramaturgical sense, "the self" 

may be both actor ("I") and audience ("me") on a mutually-shaped stage. 

However, despite the above rhetoric, the concept of "the self" is 

still quite nebulous. Regardless, we continue to pursue it--as if certain 
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that it is an entity that we can find, test, and measure. Redfield (1953, 

p. 19), an anthropologist, discussing differences in world views, leaves 

no doubt as to the viability of the concept of "the self," when he states: 

"Every world view starts from the man who is the viewer and includes the 

idea of a self..." Similarly, Gergen (1987, p. 54) abandons the complex 

theories of the self in favor of his succinct, though vague, declaration 

in which he comments: "Theories of the self are, after all, nothing less 

than definitions of what it is to be human." Following this proposition, 

Gergen (1987, p. 54-55) continues to expound on the topic of "the self," 

proclaiming: 

"At present, concern with self is substantial, persevering, and 
pervasive. But why? 1 would like to elaborate on one [answer]. 
For over a century the Western intellectual tradition has been 
strongly committed to an empiricist conception of knowledge. The 
empiricist view has been an optimistic one, for on its account we 
may anticipate the accumulation of properly warranted knowledge. 
Yet, the past several decades have witnessed a continuous erosion 
of confidence in the empiricist version of knowledge. Feyerabend, 
Hanson, Habermas, Kuhn, Popper, Quine, Taylor, and Winch are only 
a few of those who have been centrally responsible in philosophy 
for the demise of empiricist foundationalism. As it is said, we 
are now in a 'post-empiricist' phase. What is most apparent about 
this phase is that the concept of knowledge has been bereft of 
secure foundations. If the empirical basis of self-knowledge is 
torn away, what is to be made of the concept of self-knowledge? 
If the empirical coordinates for defining self are lost, what is 
to be made of the concept of self or identity? What are the 
sources of what we take to be self-definition?" 

Gergen's (1987) insightful questions reflect the importance of the 

debate of the meaning of "the self;" (one element comprising the construct 

of possession centrality to self). This research uses the perspective of 

Thielicke (1983, p. 15-16), a philosopher and theologian, who, as quoted 

earlier, posits that there is little self apart from the world around us: 
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"[Death] dispels [the self's] illusory identity. [Death] puts to 
[the self] the question: What are vou on this last night apart 
from vour possessions, vour functions, and vour relations? What 
being remains, and will go with you, when you have to leave what 
you have? What is your ultimate identity?" 

Compare Thielicke's (1983) key question: "What are you on this last night 

apart from your possessions, your functions, and your relations?" to the 

key question posed by Gergen (1987): "What are the sources of what we take 

to be self-definition?" In a sense, Thielicke's (1983) question answers 

Gergen's (1987) question. In other words, using the words of Belk (1988): 

"We are what we have." The corollaries to this perspective are: (1) We 

are not what we do not have; and (2) If we have nothing, we are nothing. 

The implications of this viewpoint of selfhood and self-identity possess 

resounding and potent ramifications for humans (i.e. , consumers), consumer 

behavior researchers, and the entire field of marketing. Our possessions, 

once narrowly perceived as mass-produced consumer products, have abruptly 

risen to become, from the broader point of view cultivated in this thesis, 

perhaps the kev source of "the self." selfhood, and self-ldentitv. This 

theory is consistent with that of William James (1890, pp. 291-292), who 

laid the foundations for modern conceptions of possession centrality to 

self, speculating that: 

"[A] man's Self is the sum total of all that he CAN call his, not 
only his body and his psychic powers, but his clothes and his 
house, his wife and children, his ancestors and friends, his 
reputation and works, his lands, and yacht and bank-account." 

Thus, "the self," in all its glory, is simply a conglomeration of one's 

possessions, where "possessions" are defined in the broadest of terms. 
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This leads to a consideration of the second element of "possession 

centrality to self;" namely, possessions. What precisely Is a possession? 

There are at least four categories of possessions which may be considered 

part of our "extended selves" according to Belk (1988): (1) our bodies and 

body parts; (2) other people and pets; (3) places, time periods, events, 

and experiences; and (4) objects and things. In addition, Bloom-Feshbach 

and Bloom-Feshbach (1987) assert that psychological or symbolic phenomena 

such as attitudes, images, and dreams become familiar attachments (i.e., 

possessions) which instigate separation reactions at the threat of their 

loss--separation reactions which may be just as powerful as the separation 

reactions which are experienced at the threat of losing a tangible object. 

Thus, to the extent that an informant (consciously or subconsciously) sees 

any "thing" as a possession, then this research accepts that "thing" as 

a possession. Despite this broad, and some would claim radical definition 

of possessions, over 50% of the informants' dispositional experiences from 

this research are coded and categorized as "primarily functional objects." 

However, informants discuss people, pets, and "primarily symbolic objects" 

as well. In this respect, this research departs from "typical," and some 

would claim narrow, consumer behavior conceptions of possessions in favor 

of the broader range of possessions accomodated by the concept of extended 

self (Belk 1988)--a metaphor comprised of not only those possessions which 

are considered to be "me," but also those possessions which are considered 

to be "mine." The notion that our possessions form part of our selves is, 

aside from Cohen's (1989) criticisms of Belk's (1988) concept of extended 

self, well-supported in research from anthropology, psychology, sociology, 
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and the other social and behavioral science disciplines (e.g., Baumelster 

1986; Burrldge 1979; Conger 1988; Lovlle 1982; Whltbourne 1986; Wlkse 

1977; Yardley and Honess 1987). As Belk (1989) states In his riposte to 

Cohen (1989), the self "Is perceptual and shaped by culture" (e.g., Head 

1934; Sutherland 1977). Thus, If we take the broadest possible point of 

view concerning what comprises possessions and If accept that our selves 

are "what we have," then the field of consumer behavior is poised on the 

edge of an historical disjunction—a disjunction which would distinguish 

contemporary consumer research from its predecessors. Possessions are no 

longer mere products. Possessions are the sources of what we take to be 

self-definition and self-identity--the answer to the questions posed by 

Gergen (1987) and Thielicke (1983). 

This leads to the consideration of the last element of "possession 

centrallty to self;" centrality. What is "centrality?" Belk (1988) notes 

that high centrality possessions are possessions that are perceived to be 

important contributors to and reflections of our self-identities. People 

refer to high centrality possessions as relatively important, meaningful, 

or significant. However, Belk (1989) posits that "possession centrality," 

(if it is construed to apply to past experiences, places, background, and 

group and individual possessions) is most closely related to "possession 

attachment." To rephrase, high centrality possessions are the possessions 

to which we are most "attached;" the possessions with which we merge; the 

possessions that form parts of our "extended selves." To Illustrate, in 

terms of people/pet relationships, the possessors (people) and their high 

centrality possessions (pets) together form a thing Goffman (1971, p. 19) 
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refers to as a "with:" 

"A 'with' is a party of more than one whose members are perceived 
to be together." 

Thus, the possessors and the pets are together. They are attached. They 

have merged. They are one. This is the meaning of possession centrality 

to self as it is conceived of in this research. At first glance, it may 

seem difficult to conceive of possessions as parts of our selves--however, 

recall the words of Murphy (1985): 

"When a widow says life has no meaning anymore, she is expressing 
a literal truth; for the relationship which principally defined 
who she was and what she had to do is gone." 

To rephrase, high centrality possessions are those possessions with which 

we have merged; completely or incompletely, in fulfilling or unfulfilling 

ways. Conversely, low centrality possessions might be construed as being 

relatively unimportant, meaningless, or insignificant, and represent the 

possessions that we are not "attached" to; they are not part of our self-

identities. 

To fully comprehend "possession centrality," it is necessary to 

understand how possessions become incorporated into our "extended selves" 

(Belk 1988). This process is suggested to occur via four methods (Sartre 

1943; Belk 1988); (1) by overcoming, conquering, or mastering them; (2) 

by creating them; (3) by knowing them; and (4) by being contaminated by 

them. The first three methods are active and intentional, and the last 

method is passive and unintentional. 

Pet ownership is a typical example of possession incorporation 
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through mastery (Belk 1988). Collections of artwork or needlepoint are 

typical examples of possession incorporation through creation (Belk et al 

1988). Friendship is a typical method of possession incorporation through 

"knowing" (e.g., HcHahon 1982; Rangell 1963). The violation of one's own 

personal space (e.g., Lyman and Scott 1967), such as that which occurs if 

one's home is burglarized, is a typical method of possession incorporation 

through contamination. These four methods of possession incorporation are 

not necessarily mutually exclusive. All methods may occur simultaneously. 

Whenever we incorporate, (or in psychoanalytic terms cathect), our 

possessions into our selves, we are psychologically incorporating symbolic 

representations of these possessions into our self-identities (e.g., Belk 

1988; Csikszentimihalyi and Rochberg-Halton 1981; Peck 1978). This is a 

process of symbiotic fusion in which possessor and possession become one. 

For example, consider a woman who plays basketball for a hobby. She loves 

playing basketball games. These basketball games mean a lot to her. She 

has cathected her basketball games. She considers them appealing; she has 

invested herself in them; she is committed to them--possibly so much that 

she may jump out of bed early Friday morning to play games, she may refuse 

to participate in other activities which interfere with her games, and she 

may even neglect her work for the opportunity to play games. Despite the 

fact that the games exist outside of her, through her cathexis, they also 

have come to exist within her. The meaning the games have for her are a 

part of her; a part of her identity; a part of her history; a part of her 

knowledge. By loving and cathecting these games she has incorporated the 

games within her, and by this incorporation, her self has become extended. 
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Thus, possessions Inherently cannot be labeled as high centrallty 

or low centrallty. Etlc determination of the centrallty of possessions 

Is based on emic perceptions. Furthermore, the centrallty of possessions 

to self typically cannot be determined at acquisition. The processes of 

incorporation occur through usage and ownership. Once incorporated, the 

possessions become important parts of our extended selves. As such, they 

serve as anchors for our identities and reduce fears that "our identities 

will be washed away" (Belk 1988). In fact, La Branche (1973) postulates 

that we frequently retain and accumulate possessions due to our "fear of 

annihilation of our current histories" if we were to dispose of our high 

centrallty possessions. 

Nowhere is this more evident than in our "near-idolation" of our 

most central possessions. These possessions hold storehouses of personal 

meaning (e.g., Belk, Wallendorf, and Sherry 1989; Wallendorf and Belk 

1987; Wallendorf and Arnould 1988). They represent our achievements, our 

dreams, our joys, our sorrows, our realities (e.g., Csikszentmihalyi and 

Rochberg-Halton 1981; Levy 1982; HcCracken 1986; Myers 1985). They serve 

to complement our functions and define our relationships (Mick 1986; Rook 

1985; Solomon 1983). They evoke our passions and emotions (Hirschman and 

Holbrook 1982; Holbrook and Hirschman 1982). 

Recognizing this, it has been suggested that the loss of our high 

centrallty possessions may represent the loss or lessening of aspects of 

ourselves (Belk 1988; Belk, Vallendorf, and Sherry 1989; James 1890; Young 

and Wallendorf 1989). When we think of loss, we envision involuntary loss 

such as that due to death, disaster, and crime. Yet losses are a far more 
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encompassing theme in life. We lose not only through involuntary events, 

but also by leaving and being left, by changing, letting go and moving on 

(e.g., Bowlby 1961; Harris 1974; Viorst 1986). Whenever we passionately 

.invest ourselves in our possessions we leave ourselves vulnerable to loss 

(e.g., Freud 1964; Parkes 1986). As Lifton (1975, p. vii) suggests: 

"There is no love without loss. And there is no moving beyond 
loss without some experiencing of mourning." 

But how do we respond to a loss of self? It has been hypothesized 

that we fear the disposition, separation, giving up, or loss of meaningful 

possessions (and the resultant loss of self) much as we fear death itself 

(e.g., Breakwell 1986; Belk 1988; Belk, Wallendorf, and Sherry 1989, Young 

and Wallendorf 1989). However, this hypothesis has not been tested in the 

context of all types of dispositional experiences in the consumer behavior 

literature or elsewhere. Thus, an important contribution of this research 

is that it addresses one of the most understudied subjects in contemporary 

consumer behavior research. Even more importantly, it extends across all 

types of possessions, borrowing from and contributing to all of the social 

and behavioral sciences. The disposition, separation, giving up, and loss 

of our possessions is viewed as both a defining feature and a reflection 

of "attachment relationships." As such, research of separation responses 

and dispositional experiences are pivotal factors in developing theories 

of possession attachment, possession replacement, and the impact of these 

factors on consumers' self-identities and behaviors. 
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Perceptions of Control 

As shown In Illustration A, perceptions of control of disposition 

represent the second independent variable In this research. Perceptions 

of control are Interchangeably referred to as: (1) a sense of control; (2) 

psychological control; (3) personal control, and (4) feelings of control 

(e.g., Averill 1973; Fisher 1984; Flske and Taylor 1984; Taylor, Llchtman, 

and Wood 1985; Thompson 1981). Perceptions of control are internal to the 

individual. They are subjective; not objective. Observers could attempt 

to guess about one's perceptions of control of a dispositional experience 

(based on knowing the person or the situation), but only the focal person 

actually knows his/her sense of personal control. Perceptions of control 

have been closely tied to feelings of possession (e.g., Furby 1978; Tuan 

1984; Belk 1985). In fact, McClelland (1951) suggested that possessions 

become viewed as part of our selves when we are able to control them, and 

Prelinger (1959) extended this idea to include possessions which control 

(i.e., impose their identity on) us. 

Perceptions of control are hypothesized to be one of the important 

dimensions of dispositional events for several reasons. First, "mine" is 

the dearest word and concept to many people, whether they have tremendous 

wealth or live from paycheck to paycheck: "my" car, "my" house, "my" wife, 

"my" dream--even "my" problem. It is this erroneous idea that possessions 

are "ours" which breeds an overwhelming sense of responsibility, a severe 

sense of anxiety, and an exaggerated fear of loss. Ownership, especially 

of people, is a delusion of control rather than a reality. "My" car can 

be stolen, "my" house can burn down, and "my" wife can leave. As Larsen 



139 

and Hegarty caution (1987): 

"At most, we can only be stewards of our relationships, let alone 
our belongings." 

Second, unlike acquisition, which is typically perceived of as a 

matter of choice, with the exception of getting gifts (e.g., Sherry 1983), 

disposition may or may not involve choice. Belk (1988) alluded to this 

by distinguishing between intended versus unintended disposition. Young 

and Wallendorf (1989) alluded to this by distinguishing between voluntary 

versus involuntary disposition. Unfortunately, the terms "intended" and 

"voluntary" both seem to infer "I did it," and the terms "unintended" and 

"involuntary" both seem to infer "You did it." These ways of separating 

dispositional events are misleading. People do many "voluntary" things 

involuntarily, and many "involuntary" things happen to people which might 

be considered voluntary. It is the subjective perception of people, as 

filtered through their representational structures, that determines their 

dispositional behavior--not the theoretically sterile dichotomy of "I did 

it"/"You did it." 

For example, a man could resign from his job. We typically think 

of resignation as a voluntary action (i.e., he did it). Therefore, to an 

outside observer, this man's resignation was an intended and voluntary act 

of disposing of his job. Since it was voluntary, it should have left him 

with strong perceptions of personal control. However, this man might feel 

that his resignation was "uncontrolled" because: (1) the job didn't pay 

enough and he needed more money; (2) his boss asked him to resign; (3) he 

had health problems and was unable to perform the job; or (4) he blames 



140 

everything on others and feels helpless to control anything. 

Similarly, a woman could get fired from her job. We typically 

think of getting fired as an involuntary action (i.e., it was done to 

her). Therefore, to an outside observer, this woman's firing was an 

unintended and involuntary act of having her job disposed of. Since it 

was involuntary, it should have left her with poor perceptions of personal 

control. However, this woman might feel that her firing was "controlled" 

because: (1) she was poised to quit in a matter of days anyway; (2) she 

was shirking and hoping to get fired so she could collect unemployment; 

(3) she wanted to leave, but was reluctant to resign; or (4) she always 

assumes responsibility and feels she is in control of everything that 

happens in her life. 

Since perceptions of control have been noted to be an important 

determinant of feelings of possession (e.g., Belk 1984b, 1985, 1987, 1988; 

Furby 1978; Tuan 1984), we may assume that perceptions of control are key 

determinants of dispositional behavior. The use of perceptions of control 

as a determinant of dispositional behavior may reflect an overly Western, 

masculine perspective (i.e., "If I can't control it, I'm frustrated and 

angry"). However, in contrast to this gender-specific perspective, there 

is an impressive compilation of evidence which implies that control is a 

fundamental human need (e.g., Bandura 1977; de Charms 1968; Fenichel 1945; 

Hendrick 1942; White 1959). Our perceptions of control are a cornerstone 

of much psychological thinking (e.g., Fiske and Taylor 1984), and may be 

particularly important under stressful circumstances or in response to 

unpleasant events (e.g., Fisher 1984; Fiske and Taylor 1984). 
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It was previously implied that dispositional experiences involving 

high centrality possessions frequently represent unpleasant events (e.g., 

Belk 1988; Belk et al 1988; Belk, Wallendorf, and Sherry 1989; Young and 

Vallendorf 1989). In addition, as indicated earlier, literature from the 

psychology of separation and loss, thanatology, altruism, criminology and 

victimology, and disaster research all suggest that so-called involuntary 

dispositional experiences like death, burglary, and property destruction 

are perceived to represent unpleasant events. Yet, it is unclear whether 

the unpleasantness of these events is due to a loss of self-identity, a 

loss of control, or interactions between both. The determination of this 

is one of the major contributions of this research. 

At this juncture, it is relevant to inquire into what leads to a 

loss of control. Fiske and Taylor (1984) suggest that a loss of control 

may occur if: (1) there is no apparent adaptive response to a situation; 

(2) existing freedoms are threatened by some outside force; or (3) some 

situation presents a threat in the form of a questionable outcome. Fiske 

and Taylor (1984, pp. 106-107) remark: 

"Each of us has no doubt experienced a personal blow that left us 
feeling lost and out of control: the death of a family member, the 
end of a personal relationship, a failure to achieve some 
important goal, or the experience of some external threatening 
event such as a burglary or rape. Often people will feel the 
repercussions of such an event for weeks or even months. 
Occasionally, one such event will affect a person for life." 

Note that each of the events which Fiske and Taylor (1984) use to describe 

a loss of control are dispositional events. 

Perceptions of control and attributions of control (to oneself and 



142 

to others) are closely intertwined. Both rest on the assumption that one 

had the ability to control something. To rephrase, the perception of the 

ability to control something is a precondition to the perception of one's 

own control. One does not attribute control to oneself for an act which 

one believes one cannot control (Fiske and Taylor 1984). To illustrate, 

imagine a city official declared one's house had to be demolished to widen 

a highway. In this situation, it is unlikely one would attribute control 

of the disposition of the house to oneself. 

An emerging problem in researching perceptions of control and/or 

attributions of control is that both are intermingled with attributions 

of freedom, attributions of causality, and attributions of responsibility. 

As one example, attributions of causality have been hypothesized to simply 

be a more complex formulation of attributions of control (e.g., Fiske and 

Taylor 1984; Roseman 1984; Smith and Ellsworth 1985; Weiner, Russell, and 

Lerman 1979). In other words, one must assume that an individual is able 

to control an action before one can attribute causality to that person 

(Heider 1958; Jones and Davis 1965; Kelley 1967). 

As another example, (within a dispositional context), attributions 

of causality may be categorized as to whether the cause of an outcome is 

attributed to oneself, others, the possession, the situation, or chance. 

To illustrate, using the aforementioned homeowner as an example, since we 

have assumed the homeowner does not attribute control of the disposition 

to the self, we may wonder to whom or to what the homeowner does attribute 

the causality of the disposition. Causality could be attributed to the 

city official, the location of the house, the community's desire to widen 
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the highway, or one's unfortunate luck to live on a street which needs to 

be widened. Depending on these causal attributions, one's dispositional 

behavior may be quite different. To rephrase, there is quite a difference 

between being unable to control the disposition of one's home when no one 

can control it, such as in a tornado, versus being unable to control the 

disposition of one's home when someone else controls it, such as the city 

official. 

Beyond attributions of control and attributions of causality are 

attributions of freedom (Fiske and Taylor 1984). One usually infers one's 

freedom by examining the alternatives available in a given context. The 

less alternatives one has, the less freedom one has, thus the less control 

one has. Thus, since the homeowner had no alternatives, the homeowner is 

apt to perceive that he/she had little or no freedom over the outcome. 

Finally, there is the issue of attributed responsibility. The 

less control, causality, and freedom one has over the disposition of one's 

home, the less likely one will feel responsible for the disposition of the 

home (e.g., Fiske and Taylor 1984). Thus, our perceptions of control, and 

their relationships with causality, freedom, and responsibility are a more 

complex formulation of the control dimension of disposition than the plain 

"voluntary/involuntary" and "I did it/You did it" distinctions employed 

by Belk (1988) and Young and Wallendorf (1989). Although attributions of 

causality, attributions of freedom, and attributions of responsibility are 

not the foci of this research, this discussion is included to illustrate 

the complexity involved in measuring perceptions of control. 

But how do people react to a loss of control? Fiske and Taylor 
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(1984), using perspectives from social psychology, suggest four possible 

reactions: (1) Information-seeking; (2) Increased reactions to stress; (3) 

reactance; and (4) helplessness. To Illustrate how these four reactions 

to a loss of control may be manifest, consider a woman who detects lumps 

in her breasts. This woman Is experiencing a loss of control, in that the 

onset of lumps in her breasts is, assumably, not consciously controllable. 

In addition, lumps represent an unacceptable state of health which require 

intervention (i.e., further losses of control) to correct. Using this as 

a hypothetical example, the first reaction, "information-seeking," refers 

to the desire to gain more information about the situation. Presumably, 

a woman who detects lumps will immediately seek medical information and 

advice. The second reaction, "increased reactions to stress," refers to 

events which are anticipated to be aversive. Presumably, this woman will 

be prone to gloomy thoughts of cancerous tumors, agonizing chemotherapy, 

hopeless radiation treatments, lengthy hospitalization, imminent death, 

and, (even if none of the above are applicable since the lumps are benign 

and harmless), this woman may experience an underlying sense that all the 

above "could suddenly happen at any moment." In other words, aside from 

the initial stress associated with the discovery of lumps In her breasts, 

this woman may set in place a chain of anticipated aversive events (actual 

or imagined) which may lead to increased feelings of a loss of control and 

amplified reactions to stress. Fiske and Taylor (1984, p. 107) offer one 

description of their concept of "increased reactions to stress" based on 

literature emanating from laboratory experiments: 
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"Laboratory studies In which subjects face shock, loud noise, a 
major test, or other stressors show that when people have no 
Information about the timing or onset of those events or have no 
action they can take to alter the event, they react more 
negatively. They often show high physiological reactivity, such 
as increases in adrenalin and its accompanying side effects (e.g., 
heart pounding, jitters); they also show reduced concentration for 
other tasks; and self-reports of pain or discomfort (e.g., Bowers 
1968; Corah and Boffa 1970; Geer, Davison, and Gatchel 1970, 
Holmes and Houston 1974; Kanfer and Seidner 1973; Staub and Kellet 
1972; Staub, Tursky, and Schwartz 1971). Not only is one's 
performance affected by uncontrollable stressors, but one can 
actually experience more symptoms. Uncontrollable noise of shock 
can lead to a heightened experience of sensations associated with 
the stressors (e.g., ringing in ears, sweating), [when compared 
to] controllable aversive experiences (e.g., Fennebaker, Buraam, 
Schaeffer, and Harper 1977; Weidner and Matthews 1978)." 

In essence, Fiske and Taylor (1984) are implying that, aside from stress 

associated with the original loss of control, people experience increased 

reactions to stress based on the anticipation of future losses of control. 

The third reaction, "reactance," refers to responses (typically 

anger and frustration) which occur when existing or expected control is 

threatened or withdrawn (e.g., Averill 1982; Neuman 1987; Zillman 1979). 

Presumably, the woman will at some point experience anger and frustration 

toward her predicament because the onset of the problem and the treatment 

of the problem are out of her control. Not surprisingly, Wicklund (1974) 

states that "reactance" implies that one's perceptions of personal freedom 

over one's own outcomes have been challenged, and Fiske and Taylor (1984) 

propose that "reactance" may develop (or become intensified) when outside 

agents restrict one's alternatives and exert pressure on one's choices. 

The fourth reaction, "helplessness," is in many ways the exact 

opposite of "reactance." This is a period of shock and fear, similar to 
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that which is experienced as an initial reaction to the death of a loved 

one (e.g., Parkes 1986). Presumably, the woman who detects lumps in her 

breasts will experience a great deal of shock and fear--feelings which are 

likely to increase to a state of near-paralysis if increasingly aversive 

information concerning the gravity of her condition becomes apparent. To 

rephrase, as opposed to responding with angry, frustrated "reactance" at 

her loss of control, an alternate response of feelings of uncertainty, and 

anxious, passive "helplessness" might occur (e.g., Harks 1978)--rendering 

the woman unable to take action on her own behalf. 

At this juncture, it is important to emphasize that, unlike the 

social psychology literature, this research is not studying perceptions 

of control as a general psychological phenomenon. Instead, it is studying 

perceptions of control of possessions during dispositional experiences. 

Further, this research is not limited to emotional reactions to losses of 

control. Emotional reactions are only one facet of dispositional behavior 

being considered here. Before turning to hypothesis development, it seems 

appropriate to caution that a simple characterization of all dispositional 

experiences based on two dimensions--centrality of possessions to self and 

perceptions of control--is theoretically troublesome, especially when one 

is researching disposition across such a wide variety of possessions. The 

use of dualistic extremes--high centrality/low centrality possessions and 

high control/low control dispositions--in addition to the use of a within-

subjects research design lessens the problems, but this research is still 

exploratory so some facets of dispositional behavior are not distinguished 

by these two dimensions. Therefore, it is necessary to acknowledge that 
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much of the emphasis of this research is on emergent themes arising from 

the data, rather than well-defined theory and a priori hypotheses. 

A Priori Method Hypothesis 

Chapter Five discusses the results of several statistical analyses 

of methods of disposition. As previously mentioned, this research employs 

modified versions of the two taxonomies of dispositional methods suggested 

by Young and Wallendorf (1989). As noted earlier, Appendix A, reprinted 

from Young and Wallendorf (1989), postulates an eight-group taxonomy of 

"voluntary" methods of disposition: (1) give away; (2) recycle; (3) trade; 

(4) sell; (5) use up; (6) throw away; (7) abandon; and (8) destroy. This 

research adds another "voluntary" method: (9) remove, end, leave, quit. 

Similarly, Appendix B, reprinted from Young and Wallendorf (1989), posits 

a five-group taxonomy of "involuntary" methods of disposition: (1) used 

up; (2) legally transferred; (3) lost; (4) illegally transferred; and (5) 

destroyed. This research adds two additional "involuntary" methods: (6) 

informally transferred; and (7) forced to remove, leave, quit, end. 

Since this research uses a dichotomous measure of perceptions of 

control (i.e., high control/low control), it is expected that the Young 

and Wallendorf (1989) voluntary methods of disposition will appear more 

often in dispositions which engender high perceptions of control and the 

Young and Wallendorf (1989) involuntary methods of disposition will appear 

more often in dispositions that engender low perceptions of control. 

HI: Voluntary methods of disposition are more likely to be used 
in dispositions which are perceived as representing high control. 
Involuntary methods of disposition are more likely to be used in 
dispositions which are perceived as representing low control. 
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No other a priori method hypotheses are offered. Unfortunately, 

the emergent results in Chapter Five indicate that the use of "voluntary" 

versus "involuntary" methods of disposition are almost perfectly related 

to perceptions of control of dispositional experiences. Thus, as depicted 

in Chapters Five and Six, the emphasis on "perceptions of control" in this 

research instead of simpler "voluntary" versus "involuntary" or "intended" 

versus "unintended" dichotomies signifies little conceptual or theoretical 

improvement. This is not to suggest that the inclusion of perceptions of 

control is wasted, as discussed in detail in Chapter Six. 

A Priori Emotion Hypotheses 

Emotions, feelings, and affective responses are assumed to signify 

adaptive responses to the demands of one's environment (e.g., Izard 1977; 

Flutchik 1980; Roseman 1984; Scherer 1982; Smith and Ellsworth 1985). As 

depicted in Illustration A, this research measures emotional reactions as 

a consequence of dispositional experiences. In this regard, disposition, 

separation, giving up, and loss of possessions acts as an antecedent which 

elicits emotional reactions. On the other hand, emotional reactions could 

be measured prior to dispositional experiences or as part of dispositional 

experiences themselves; but this research measures emotional reactions as 

consequences of dispositional experiences. 

This is a topic of interest not only to consumer behaviorists, but 

also to psychologists, several of whom have pointed out that emotions have 

been neglected in the past few decades (e.g., Averill 1982; Plutchik 1980; 

Scherer 1981b). This neglect may emanate from the "cognitive revolution" 
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which reached Its apex in the 1970's; a paradigmatic focus which focused 

on the so-called "rational" models of human behavior (e.g., Scherer 1986). 

As the preference for cognitive models of behavior has begun to shift to 

a preference for emotional models of behavior, debate has centered on the 

"chicken and egg" dilemma of whether cognition precedes affect, or affect 

precedes cognition. 

Many theorists contend that affect is a consequence of cognition 

(e.g., Lewis, Sullivan, and Michalson 1984; Mandler 1975, 1980; Royce and 

Diamond 1980; Schachter and Singer 1962). Some of these theorists opine 

that emotions are a result of individuals' appraisals of situations (e.g., 

Averill 1980; James 1884, 1890; Lazarus 1968; Lazairus et al 1970; Mandler 

1975, 1980; Reisenzein 1983; Schacter and Singer 1962; Tomkins 1963)--and 

that situations deemed positive (or benign) evoke positive emotions, but 

situations deemed negative evoke negative emotions. Other theorists say, 

using the same perspective, that emotions result from discrepancies and 

incongruities between external events and our subjective, internal mental 

representations (e.g., Berlyne 1960; Kagan 1978). 

Then, of course, there exist numerous theorists who contend that 

affect precedes and structures cognition (e.g., Darwin 1872/1965; Freud 

1933/1968; Izard 1977, 1984; Tomkins 1981; Zajonc 1980). These scholars 

imply that affect is primary and central to human functioning, and leads 

to behavior without much contribution from cognitive processing. 

However, in recent years, numerous researchers have attemted to 

extend beyond the issue of cognitive versus affective primacy to propose 

integrative approaches for conceptualizing the myriad interactions between 
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cognition and emotion (e.g., Cowan 1982; Izard 1984; Lewis, Sullivan, and 

Michalson 1984; Plutchik 1977). Although these conceptualizations differ, 

they all indicate that emotion and cognition are not completely separable; 

cognitive schemas are always accompanied by affect, and affective schemas 

are always accompanied by cognition. 

Although this research is not concerned with cognitive-affective 

debates, the issue arises anytime one measures emotions--particularly in 

studies which do not measure emotions as they are actually experienced. 

(See Harre 1986; Papanicolaou 1989; and Strongman 1987 for some current 

perspectives on this topic.) Despite the rhetorical arguments about the 

nature of emotions, some constants have remained apparent. For example, 

Ekman and Scherer (1984) provide a veritable catalogue of questions for 

emotion theorists; one of which is: "What is the nature of the antecedent 

situations which elicit emotions?" In regard to this question, Scherer 

(1986) remarks: 

"Ever since antiquity, the nature of the situation or event 
considered likely to evoke a specific emotion has been treated as 
part of the definition of emotion...The nature of the antecedent 
seems to play a major role in the psychology of emotion... [Yet] 
psychologists writing on emotion have been remarkedly uninterested 
in the role of the antecedent elicitors of specific effects. Most 
theorists have been concerned with the nature of the consequences, 
that is the specific experimental or physiological reactions once 
a specific emotion could be said to have been elicited...Clearly, 
then, the systematic study of the nature of antecedent events or 
situations that elicit specific emotions must be considered one 
of the most pressing issues for future research." 

The concept that possession centrality to self is one important 

determinant of emotional reactions is not unique to this research (e.g., 

Belk, Wallendorf, and Sherry 1989; Csikszentmihalyi and Rochberg-Halton 
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1981; Hirschman and Holbrook 1982; Holbrook and Hlrschman 1982; Levy 1982; 

McCracken 1986; Myers 1985; Vallendorf and Belk 1987). Likewise, the idea 

that perceptions of control are another important determinant of emotional 

reactions is not unique to this research. Several studies illustrate that 

perceptions of control are crucial in interpreting subjective experiences 

(e.g., Averill 1975; Bush 1973; Russell 1978; Russell and Mehrabian 1977). 

Not surprisingly, dimensions of control appear consistently in most recent 

research of emotional reactions (e.g., Roseman 1984; Scherer 1982). Yet, 

although all of the aforementioned research is valuable, none of it has 

combined possession centrality to self with perceptions of control, nor 

has it focused on consumers' dispositional experiences. 

However, one recent study of import to this research is that of 

Smith and Ellsworth (1985) who argue that emotional reactions vary along 

underlying dimensions and that there is a strong relationship between our 

appraisal of these dimensions and our emotional states of mind. Smith and 

Ellsworth (1985) contend that there are six dimensions which characterize 

our emotions: (1) pleasantness; (2) anticipated effort; (3) certainty; (4) 

attentional activity; (5) self-other responsibility and control; and (6) 

situational control. The authors' last two dimensions, (5) self-other 

responsibility and control and (6) situational control, are quite relevant 

to this research since perceptions of control of dispositional experiences 

are one of the independent variables structuring this research design. 

Whether or not emotional reactions previously have been researched 

as a consequence of perceptions of control during disposition, separation, 

giving up, or loss experiences is questionable. Westbrook and Wallendorf 
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(1985) is the only known exception which measures emotional reactions to 

dispositional experiences and specifically acknowledges that the subject 

of the research is disposition. However, this research used hypothetical 

dispositional experiences, and did not consider perceptions of control. 

Numerous other studies have measured or discussed emotional reactions as 

a consequence of dispositional experiences, (and sometimes even measured 

or discussed perceptions of control), but without acknowledging that the 

topic of the study was disposition. For example, emotional reactions have 

been researching concerning disasters (e.g., Wolfenstein 1977), injuries 

(e.g., Bulman and Wortman 1977), mastectomies (Taylor, Lichtman, and Vood 

1985), loss of limbs (e.g., Fisher 1960), and the death of pets (Keddie 

1977). These studies all involve dispositional experiences--and most 

involve dispositional experiences which engender perceptions of little or 

no control--however none of these studies measures possession centrality 

to self, perceptions of control, and emotions. Furthermore, none of the 

fields from which these studies originate have recognized the integrative 

notion of dispositional experiences as a common underlying issue. 

The type and intensity of fifteen emotions are explored in this 

thesis: (1) sentimentality; (2) longing; (3) happiness; (4) satisfaction; 

(5) hope; (6) relief; (7) frustration; (8) anger; (9) bitterness; (10) 

disgust; (11) sadness; (12) disappointment; (13) guilt; (14) regret; and 

(15) anxiety. Instead of providing separate hypotheses for each emotion, 

emotions which are expected to move in similar ways are presented together 

(i.e., combined into one hypothesis). However, to clearly Illustrate the 

meaning of each emotion, the emotions within each hypothesis are defined 
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and discussed separately. As seen in Chapter Five, all fifteen emotions 

are statistically analyzed twice within the research design. First, they 

are individually tested within the research design. Second, using factor 

analysis, all fifteen emotions are collapsed into a more parsimonious set 

of three "emotion factors," and again tested within the research design. 

The first two emotions, sentimentality and longing, are suggested 

to arise from the basic emotion of love (e.g., Shaver et al 1987) and are 

presented under one hypothesis. The first emotion, sentimentality, is a 

romantic feeling of nostalgia. It is a Utopian concept in which the past 

is given an ideological reality and viewed with reverence (Stewart 1984). 

The second emotion, longing, is an intense persistent wish for something. 

Longing, like sentimentality, has been suggested to arise from the more 

basic emotion of love (e.g., Shaver et al 1987), but is not as pleasant 

as sentimentality (e.g., Smith and Ellsworth 1985). Longing, the intense 

desire for a former possession, is one of the features of grief and, as 

such, may be more closely associated with sadness. As noted in Chapter 

Two, Parkes (1986) outlined seven features of grief, the second of which 

is labeled "a desire for the lost possession." Parkes (1986) notes that 

the recognition of exactly what is being longed for is rarely clear, and 

this insight may explain why it is difficult to determine if feelings of 

longing arise from sadness or from love: 

"Grief is the reaction to the loss [and] loneliness [is] the 
reaction to deprivation. Loss and deprivation are so inseparably 
bound together that it is not possible to study one without the 
other. In any bereavement it is seldom clear exactly what is 
lost. The loss of a husband for instance, may or may not mean the 
loss of a sexual partner, companion, accountant, and gardener. 
Moreover, one loss often brings secondary losses in its train." 
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Despite the above debate, sentimentality and longing are, for now, assumed 

to arise from the basic emotion of love and are united Into one hypothesis 

since they are expected to yield similar results. Because sentimentality 

is a romantic feeling and because longing is a desire for something, it 

seems intuitive that the disposition of high centrality possessions will 

lead to greater feelings of sentimentality and longing than disposition 

of low centrality possessions. This is not to imply that sentimentality, 

longing, and romantic feelings are associated with all high centrality 

possessions--merely that these feelings are less likely to be associated 

with low centrality possessions. Furthermore, because sentimentality is 

somewhat of a sad feeling and longing is an intense, unpleasant emotional 

reaction, it is expected that feelings of sentimentality and longing will 

be greater when disposition is perceived to represent low control. 

H2a: Levels of sentimentality and longing will be higher when 
disposition involves a high centrality possession rather than a 
low centrality possession. 

H2b: Levels of sentimentality and longing will be higher when 
perceptions of control of disposition are low rather than high. 

The next four emotions, happiness, satisfaction, hope, and relief, 

may arise from the basic emotion of joy (e.g., Shaver et al 1987) and are 

listed under one hypothesis. The first emotion, happiness, is a feeling 

of pleasure and contentment. There is no empirical evidence that feelings 

of happiness are associated with dispositional experiences. However, Belk 

(1988) suggests that consumers are inclined to dispose of possessions when 

the possessions are no longer are desired--yet, it is difficult to equate 

this with feelings of happiness. Furthermore, feelings of happiness in 
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response to dispositional experiences may be confounded with feelings of 

happiness in response to acquisition of replacements. The second emotion, 

satisfaction, refers to a feeling of gratification or the satisficing of 

a desire. The third emotion, hope, refers to a feeling of expectation or 

desire that certain events happen. Finally, the fourth emotion, relief, 

refers to a feeling of ease given by the removal of pain, anxiety, or a 

burden. Young and Wallendorf (1989) suggest that the disposition of many 

possessions represents relief, as does Belk (1988). Despite the confounds 

between disposition of possessions, acquisition of replacements, and the 

aforementioned emotions, since happiness, satisfaction, hope, and relief 

are essentially joyful emotions, it seems intuitive that the disposition 

of low centrality possessions will lead to greater feelings of happiness, 

satisfaction, hope, and relief than the disposition of high centrality 

possessions. Further, since all four emotions are joyful emotions, it is 

expected that feelings of happiness, satisfaction, hope, and relief will 

be greater when disposition is perceived to represent high control. 

H3a: Levels of happiness, satisfaction, hope, and relief will be 
higher when disposition involves a low centrality possession 
rather than a high centrality possession. 

H3b: Levels of happiness, satisfaction, hope, and relief will be 
higher when perceptions of control of disposition are high rather 
than low. 

The next emotions, anger, frustration, bitterness, and disgust, 

may arise from the basic emotion of anger (e.g., Shaver et al 1987) and 

therefore are listed under one hypothesis. The first emotion, anger, 

refers to a feeling of extreme displeasure. Anger has been recognized as 
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an emotional reaction to dispositional experiences. Anger and separation 

are intermingled--creating an inherent, dynamic conflict regarding loss. 

The feeling of anger itself requires a subjective state of distance from 

the object of conflict, and the lack of closeness experienced during anger 

is itself a separation experience. Thus, not only does loss evoke anger, 

but anger evokes additional feelings of distance and conflict, evoking 

more loss, evoking more anger, et cetera. In this bewildering manner, an 

intense cycle of feelings of anger and resultant separation behaviors may 

build to a climax of heightened rage, which, if left unexpressed, become 

transformed into feelings of depression and anxiety. It is this mosaic-

like puzzle or maze of affective reactions to dispositional experiences 

which makes emotional responses so difficult to measure. To continue, the 

second emotion, frustration, refers to a feeling that one is discouraged 

from doing what one intends to do. The third emotion, bitterness, refers 

to feelings of resentment and sorrow. The fourth emotion, disgust, refers 

to very strong feelings of dislike. Numerous researchers have recognized 

that anger, frustration, bitterness, and disgust are emotional reactions 

to many dispositional events (e.g., Averill 1973; Bowlby 1969; Freud 1959; 

Kubler-Ross 1969, 1975). Furthermore, Smith and Ellsworth (1985) indicate 

that anger and disgust are closely linked to feelings of loss of control. 

Because high centrality possessions are difficult to part with (Young and 

Wallendorf 1989), it is expected that the disposition of high centrality 

possessions lead to greater feelings of anger, frustration, bitterness, 

and disgust than the disposition of low centrality possessions. Further, 

since anger, frustration, bitterness, and disgust are essentially unhappy 
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emotions which may result from feelings that one Is being prevented from 

doing what one Intends to do, It Is expected that feelings of anger, 

frustration, bitterness, and disgust will be greater when disposition Is 

perceived to represent low control. 

H4a: Levels of anger, frustration, bitterness, and disgust will 
be higher when disposition involves a high centrality possession 
rather than a low centrality possession. 

H4b: Levels of anger, frustration, bitterness, and disgust will 
be higher when perceptions of control of disposition are low 
rather than high. 

The next emotions, sadness, disappointment, guilt, and regret, are 

suggested to arise from the basic emotion of sadness (e.g., Shaver et al 

1987) and therefore are listed under one hypothesis. The first emotion, 

sadness, refers to feelings of unhappiness and sorrow. Sadness, as well 

as the closely aligned emotions of disappointment, guilt, and regret are 

perhaps the most well-recognized emotional reactions to disposition that 

involves high centrality possessions/low perceptions of control (e.g., 

Bowlby 1969, 1973, 1980; Buber 1957; Rosenblatt 1983; Rosenblatt, Walsh, 

and Jackson 1976; Stephenson 1985; Viorst 1986; Young and Wallendorf 

1989). In its most intense form, sadness becomes grief (e.g., Izard 1977; 

Flutchik 1980; Roseman 1984; Scherer 1982; Shaver et al 1987; Smith and 

Ellsworth 1985). As explained in Chapter Two, grief is an overwhelming, 

sorrowful sense of anxiety, anger, and despair over losses that are deemed 

irretrievable (e.g., Stephenson 1985). True grief is an intense emotional 

reaction to loss, and must not be confused with milder emotional reactions 

such as feelings of sadness. Sadness is a discomforting or disconcerting 
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emotion, but grief is more debilitating, producing considerable distress 

and disorganization, and its most notable feature is that of crying (e . g . ,  

Rosenblatt et al 1976). 

It must be emphasized that this study is not designed to measure 

grief; although it does measure emotions which may be related to grief--

anger, guilt, sadness, disappointment, regret, and anxiety. Similarly, 

this research is not designed to measure depression; although it is 

recognized that sadness in its most intense form may be experienced as 

depression (rather than grief). Freud (1917/1957) distinguished between 

"normal" sadness and the pathological depression associated with grief, 

mourning, and melancholia. However, confirmations of clinical signs of 

depression are beyond the scope of this thesis. Therefore, although it 

is acknowledged that the primary emotion of sadness (Shaver et al 1987) 

is closely related to grief and depression, the hypotheses put forth in 

this section are confined to feelings of sadness, disappointment, guilt, 

and regret. Linkages to grief or depression should not be inferred. 

The extensive literature review in Chapter Two offers a multitude 

of empirical evidence that disposition, separation, giving up, and loss 

of possessions may result in feelings of sadness, unhappiness and sorrow; 

as well as the second emotion, disappointment; the third emotion, guilt; 

and the fourth emotion, regret. Therefore, it is hypothesized that the 

disposition of high centrality possessions will lead to greater feelings' 

of sadness, disappointment, guilt, and regret than the disposition, 

separation, giving up, or loss of low centrality possessions. Further, 

since sadness, disappointment, guilt, and regret are uncomfortable and 
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undesirable emotions, it is expected that these feelings will be greater 

when disposition is perceived to represent low control. 

H5a: Levels of sadness, disappointment, guilt, and regret will be 
higher when disposition involves a high centrality possession 
rather than a low centrality possession. 

H5b: Levels of sadness, disappointment, guilt, and regret will be 
higher when perceptions of control of disposition are low rather 
than high. 

The final emotion, anxiety, refers to troubled feelings of worry 

and nervousness. Anxiety is hypothesized to emanate from the more basic 

emotion of fear (e.g., Shaver et al 1987). In "Three Essays on the Theory 

of Sexuality" (Freud 1905/1953) suggests that anxiety is a reaction to the 

loss a loved object. Arlow and Brenner (1971) borrow from Freud's (1905/ 

1953) concept of mourning, designating signal depression--a sense of loss 

that has already occurred--to be on a par with signal anxiety--a sense of 

potential loss. Therefore, the difference between sadness versus anxiety 

is that sadness arises from living in the past, whereas anxiety emanates 

from living in the future. As such, it is expected that the disposition 

of high centrality possessions will lead to greater feelings of anxiety 

than the disposition of low centrality possessions. Further, feelings of 

anxiety will be greater when disposition is perceived to represent low 

control. 

H6a: Levels of anxiety will be higher when disposition involves 
a high centrality possession rather than a low centrality 
possession. 

H6b: Levels of anxiety will be higher when perceptions of control 
of disposition are low rather than high. 
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A Priori Replacement Hypotheses 

As previously noted, Bolin (1982), in a study of losses associated 

with disasters, found that the perceived replaceability of possessions is 

a vital determinant of reactions to loss. To date, there is little or no 

research concerning the replacement of possessions; thus, there is very 

little substantiation or guidance from the literature for the hypotheses 

put forth here. Nonetheless, for purposes of exploration, four a priori 

hypotheses are postulated. First, because high centrality possessions are 

figuratively considered to be part of self, it is expected that informants 

view high centrality possessions as less replaceable than low centrality 

possessions. Furthermore, because low control dispositions represent the 

loss of possessions which informants do not want to lose, it is expected 

that informants view possessions as more replaceable when disposition is 

perceived to represent high control. 

H7a: Perceived replaceability will be higher when disposition 
involves a low centrality possession rather than a high centrality 
possession. 

H7b: Perceived replaceability will be higher when perceptions of 
control of disposition are high rather than low. 

Second, because high centrality possessions are hypothesized to 

represent very important parts of our self-identities, it seems intuitive 

that there will be a greater desire to replace possessions to maintain our 

senses of self-identities. Furthermore, because low control dispositions 

represent the loss of possessions which informants do not want to lose, 

it is expected that there will be a greater desire to replace possessions 

when disposition is perceived to represent low control. 
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H8a: The desire to replace a possession will be higher when 
disposition involves a high centrality possession rather than a 
low centrality possession. 

H8b: The desire to replace a possession will be higher when 
perceptions of control of disposition are low rather than high. 

If replaced, it is expected that possession replacement will be 

more likely to occur prior to disposition or at the point of disposition 

for low centrality possessions because it is assumed that they are easier 

to replace. Furthermore, because low control dispositions represent the 

loss of possessions which informants do not want to lose, it is expected 

that possession replacement will be more likely to occur prior to or at 

the point of disposition when disposition is perceived to represent high 

control because more time is available to find a replacement prior to 

disposition. 

H9a: If replaced, possession replacement will be more likely to 
occur prior to or at the point of disposition when disposition 
involves a low centrality possession rather than a high centrality 
possession. 

H9b: If replaced, possession replacement will be more likely to 
occur prior to or at the point of disposition when perceptions of 
control of disposition are high rather than low. 

If replaced, it is expected that satisfaction with the replacement 

will be greater for low centrality possessions because they are easier to 

replace, both literally and symbolically. Furthermore, since low control 

dispositions represent the loss of possessions which informants do not 

want to lose, it is expected that satisfaction with the replacement will 

be greater when disposition is perceived to represent high control. 



162 

HlOa: If replaced, levels of satisfaction with the replacement 
will be higher when disposition involves a low centrality 
possession rather than a high centrality possession. 

HlOb: If replaced, levels of satisfaction with the replacement 
will be higher when perceptions of control of disposition are high 
rather than low. 
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CHAPTER 4 

METHODOLOGY 

The methodologies employed In this research represent a voracious 

approach to the conduct of scientific inquiry, in which conceptual and 

quantitative analyses of dispositional experiences are given, as well as 

interpretative and qualitative immersion into dispositional experiences. 

The conceptual and quantitative analyses achieve construct clarity at the 

expense of narrow foci and a comparative lack of depth. The qualitative 

and interpretative analyses generate a wealth of hypotheses and grounded 

theory (Glaser and Strauss 1967) at the expense of exact precision and 

clarity. Overlaps between methodologies validate proposals in certain 

respects, while contradictions between methodologies provoke informed 

further discourse. In this sense, the unique combination of methodologies 

used in this research provide greater insight into dispositional phenomena 

than could be achieved by using either methodology alone. In other words, 

more benefit is derived from an investigation which promotes conceptual, 

theoretical, and methodological divergence than an investigation which 

avoids such questioning of basic assumptions and discourages integration 

of diverse research paradigms. (See Bernard 1988; Collingwood 1940; Cook 

and Campbell 1979; Feyerabend 1975; Hanson 1958; Heider 1944; Hesse 1980; 

Kaplan 1964; Kuhn 1962; Lincoln and Guba 1985; Hill 1906/1843; Popper 

1959; Russell 1913; Spradley 1979., 1980; Stegmuller 1976; and Zukav 1979 



164 

for various viewpoints on these issues.) The point of this discourse is 

to deemphasize incommensurabilities between research methodologies used 

in this research. Far too frequently, qualitative research is considered 

to be an exploratory methodological tool useful only to the extent that 

it enhances future development of quantitative research. This is neither 

the objective, nor the result, of the qualitative methodologies used in 

this thesis--(nor, for that matter, the quantitative methodologies). A 

more productive approach to the evaluation of this research is to view it 

as an omnivorous assailment of dispositional phenomena which employs any 

and all armaments available to the researcher for the goal of providing 

as powerful an investigation as possible. To rephrase, in the same manner 

that warring nations combine the strengths and weaknesses of their armies, 

navies, and air forces, this thesis combines the strengths and weaknesses 

of various research methodologies. 

Informants 

The informants in this research are 52 undergraduate students who 

participated in this study as part of their marketing course requirements. 

The use of a student population is, admittedly, for convenience. Although 

there are no substantiated reasons to anticipate systematic differences 

in dispositional behavior between a student sample and a general sample, 

it is cautioned that the utilization of a student sample may lessen the 

generalizability of the results emanating from this research. 

The informants range in age from 19 to 39, and come from a variety 

of socio-economic classes, ethnic backgounds, and nationalities. The mean 
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age of the informants is 23, which may represent a troublesome aspect of 

using a student sample to research disposition because young adults often 

have not owned as many possessions or experienced as many dispositions as 

older adults. Despite this caveat, the informants expressed little or no 

difficulty in rapidly recalling and communicating four stories related to 

experiences involving the disposition, separation, giving up, and loss of 

possessions. However, there still exists a possibility that dispositional 

experiences of young adults are dissimilar to those of older adults. This 

research is not designed to explore this question, yet it is acknowledged 

that young adults frequently mention dispositional experiences which occur 

during childhood--a period of life in which the disposition, separation, 

giving up, or loss of possessions is often "uncontrollable" simply due to 

the dominating influence of parents. Furthermore, childhood dispositional 

experiences may be poorly-remembered and "reframed" over time. However, 

these confounds are purely speculative at this point--unanswerable barring 

the inclusion of further research. 

Another potential problem is the inclusion of foreign students in 

the sample population. Although 89% of the sample population are United 

States citizens, it is possible that cross-cultural or ethnic differences 

alter dispositional experiences and dispositional behaviors, resulting in 

undesired diversity in the data base. However, deferring to the cross-

cultural research of Rosenblatt et al (1976) and Scherer et al (1986), it 

appears that responses to at least some dispositional experiences (e.g., 

the death of a child) are universal, extending across all cultural and 

ethnic backgrounds. Once again, these potential confounds remain purely 
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speculative at this point--unanswerable barring the Inclusion of further 

research--research which is particularly promising because of newfound 

enthusiasm for cross-cultural and ethnic research of consumer behavior. 

Another unexpected, but possible problem is that 60% of the sample, 

population are female. Ideally, the sample should be equally distributed 

between both sexes since it is quite possible that there exist consistent 

and significant differences between the dispositional behavior of females 

and males. As such, the results may be skewed toward female perspectives. 

These concerns are discussed further in Chapter Six, "Summary," in both 

the Limitations section and the Implications for Future Research section. 

Data Collection: Phase One 

ILLUSTRATION B: OVERVIEW OF DATA COLLECTION: PHASE ONE 

PROCEDURE 

1. Consent Form 

2. Introduction to the Study 
* Definition of Possessions 
* Definition of Methods of 
Disposition 

I 

13. Introduction to the Study * Illustration of Research 

I Design 
* Definition of Possession 
Centrality 

* Definition of Perceptions 

I of Control 
* Informant Asked to Think 
of Four Dispositional 
Experiences to Discuss 

I 

| EXAMPLE 

1 Appendix H 

I Appendix I 

Appendix J/Illustration C 
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There are three phases of data collection In this research: (1) 

The Introduction; (2) The Interview; and (3) The Survey Questionnaire. 

An overview of the first phase of data collection, The Introduction, is 

provided (above) in Illustration B. Informants participate individually. 

First, upon arriving at the interview location, informants are asked to 

complete the consent form illustrated in Appendix H. Second, informants 

are given a one-page Introduction to the Study illustrated in Appendix I. 

The inclusion of this introduction is debateable. In certain aspects, it 

is a necessity, in that it orients informants to the nature of the study. 

In other aspects, it is an intrusion, in that it may bias the informants' 

responses. For example, referring to Appendix I, possessions are defined 

as follows: 

"There are many types of possessions. We may think of possessions 
as fitting into three categories: (1) one's body and body parts; 
(2) other people and pets; and (3) objects and things. Thus, 
possessions are more than just products and you don't have to own 
something to consider it to be your possession. In other words, 
your possessions are anything which you consider to be your 
possessions." 

The purpose of this definition is to encourage the informants (all of whom 

are business or marketing majors), that "possessions" are more than just 

the "mass-produced consumer products" which dominate classroom coursework. 

No informants expressed difficulty with this notion and, in fact, several 

informants extended this definition to add the disposition, separation, 

giving up, and loss of places, experiences, jobs, and other "possessions" 

which do not fit into any of the three suggested categories. This is of 

particular interest, since in the development of this definition, it was 
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were feared to be too abstract for the informants to comprehend. Thus, 

it is surprising that 46 of the 208 dispositional experiences encountered 

in this research (over 22%) fit into these "unmentioned" categories; as 

illustrated in Table B, Frequencies for Type of Possession. 

Another example of the potentially intrusive aspects of Appendix 

I is that it provides a priori definitions for voluntary and involuntary 

methods of disposition (Young and Wallendorf 1989): 

"There are many ways to voluntarily dispose of possessions. These 
include, but are not limited to: (1) give away; (2) recycle; (3) 
trade; (4) sell; (5) use up; (6) throw away; (7) abandon; and (8) 
destroy. In addition, there are many ways to involuntarily have 
possessions disposed of. These include, but are not limited to: 
(1) have used up; (2) have taken away (legally or illegally); (3) 
have leave; (4) misplace or lose; and (5) have destroyed. 

In retrospect, the aforementioned inclusion of definitions for voluntary 

and involuntary methods of disposition may have contributed to problems 

with Hypothesis One: 

HI: Voluntary methods of disposition are more likely to be used 
in dispositions which are perceived as representing high control. 
Involuntary methods of disposition are more likely to be used in 
dispositions which are perceived as representing low control. 

As discussed in Chapter Five, (in the section Methods of Disposition), the 

observed relationships between perceptions of control and voluntary versus 

involuntary methods of disposition appear to be true by definition--which 

renders HI somewhat of a moot point. However, on a positive note, it is 

observed that informants do not feel compelled to follow the definitional 

statements in the introduction because three methods of disposition were 
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never mentioned (recycle; abandon; have used up), and three other methods 

had to be appended to Young and Wallendorf's (1989) taxonomies to account 

for methods which were mentioned (end, remove, leave, quit; forced to end, 

remove, leave, quit; informally transferred). Together, these previously 

unmentioned methods of disposition account for 70 of the 208 dispositional 

experiences encountered in this thesis research (over 33%)--as illustrated 

in Table F, Frequencies for All Methods of Disposition. As of now, it is 

unclear whether the inclusion of definitions of methods of disposition is 

desirable or undesirable, necessary or unnecessary. 

Following the aforementioned brief introduction, Illustration C 

(below) and Appendix J display the two by two, within-subjects research 

design as it is shown to the informants, each of whom is asked to recall 

four dispositional experiences which correspond to the four cells in the 

research design which structures this study: 

(1) High Centrality Possession/High Perceptions of Control 
Disposition; 

(2) High Centrality Possession/Low Perceptions of Control 
Disposition; 

(3) Low Centrality Possession/High Perceptions of Control 
Disposition; 

(4) Low Centrality Possession/Low Perceptions of Control 
Disposition. 

The informants are asked to write a brief synopsis of each dispositional 

experience in the appropriate cell. For example, an informant may write 

"sold car" in the first cell, "father died in plane crash" in the second 

cell, "gave clothing to a charity" in the third cell, and "stereo stolen 
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from apartment" in the fourth cell. The purpose of these brief synopses 

is simply to assist the informants in remembering which dispositional 

experiences fit into which cells. 

ILLUSTRATION C: TWO BY TWO WITHIN-SUBJECTS RESEARCH DESIGN I 
(AS PRESENTED TO INFORMANTS) | 

I felt like I had |l felt like I had j 

complete or a lot 1little or no 
of choice and |choice and control 
control over the [over the 
disposition, d̂isposition, 1 
separation, giving |separation, giving 
up, or loss of this|up, or loss of thisf 
possession. (possession. | 

n 

I was attached to 
this possession and 
it was meaningful, 
important, and 
significant to 
my self-identity at 
the time it was 
disposed of. 

1 l 2 

I 

I was not attached 3 fl 4 
to this possession | 1 
and it was 1 | 
meaningless, j 1 
unimportant, and 1 1 
insignificant to 8 1 
my self-identity atJ | | 
the time it was 1 j 
disposed of. 1 1 

A particular point of import is that possession centrality to self 

is measured at the time of disposition, not at the time of acquisition or 

usage. This is because the centrality of a possession may change over the 

course of ownership. To illustrate, a car may have almost no relationship 
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to self at acquisition, then become highly central during usage, but then 

dwindle in centrality until it is finally disposed of. The focus of this 

research is on possession centrality at the time of disposition--although 

it is acknowledged that retrospective accounts make this measure difficult 

to acquire because informants may "reframe" the centrality of a possession 

over time. Concerns related to retrospective accounts are discussed at 

length in Chapter Six, "Summary,11 in the Limitations section. 

This concludes the first phase of data collection. This initial 

phase is designed to orient informants to the nature of this research and 

to give them time to think of the four dispositional experiences they want 

to discuss. This prior reminiscence is believed to maximize the accuracy 

of informants' retrospective verbal accounts of dispositional experiences 

and informants are encouraged to proceed at their own pace during this 

phase of data collection; as well as the next two phases. Upon completion 

of this first phase, informants are requested to tell the interviewer that 

they are ready to discuss their four dispositional experiences. 

Data Collection: Phase Two 

The second phase of data collection consists of in-depth, personal 

interviews, conducted individually in a tranquil, private outdoor setting. 

The informality of outdoor interview settings (and the informality of the 

interviewer's behavior) are considered more conducive to open disclosure 

and genuine intimacy than more formalized interviews conducted within the 

confines of four, barren, stark-white walls of an office. 

Appendix K illustrates the semi-structured interview schedule 
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(Brlggs 1986) which is used to organize the interview format; however, for 

numerous reasons, most interviews do not adhere to this outline. Instead, 

each interview takes on a life of its own, guided by the informant's style 

and the uniqueness of the interviewer-informant interaction, more so than 

by the research agenda. This modus operandi is considered appropriate for 

this phase of data collection--specifically because it seeks a wealth of 

emic perspectives of dispositional experiences. To some extent, this lack 

of structure is aggravating, in that it distracts from the research focus. 

However, in other ways, an unstructured approach to conducting interviews 

is enticing, in that it reveals a wealth of conceptual revelations which 

otherwise might be overlooked or dismissed. These qualities of in-depth, 

personal interviews need not be defended or justified, but are eloquently 

explained by McCracken (1988, p. 9): 

"The long interview is one of the most powerful methods in the 
qualitative armory. For certain descriptive and analytic 
purposes, no instrument of inquiry is more revealing. The method 
can take us into the mental world of the individual, to glimpse 
the categories and logic by which he or she sees the world. It 
can also take us into the lifeworld of the individual, to see the 
content and pattern of daily experience. The long interview gives 
us the opportunity to step into the mind of another person, to see 
and experience the world as they do themselves." 

The aforementioned quote supports the perspective of this research 

that in-depth, personal interviews contribute substantially to our clearer 

understanding of dispositional experiences. The interviewer enjoys them, 

the informants enjoy them, and the emergent data is phenomenal. However, 

this is not to imply that every interview is conceptually and empirically 

valuable. While the majority of interviews take approximately 45 minutes 
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to complete--with some stretching over two hours--other interviews proceed 

rapidly, finishing within 15 minutes, covering too much material, and for 

this specific reason, uncovering no material. The determinants of this 

variance are complex and varied. Rapport is easily established with some 

informants, but not with others. Some informants have talkative, outgoing 

personalities which tax the interviewer's attention, while providing reams 

of data. In contrast, other informants have hesitant or shy personalities 

which require the utmost of interviewer patience just to obtain a sentence 

or two. Furthermore, the interviewer-informant interaction is a process 

of mutual shaping which sometimes "clicks" and sometimes does not--whether 

due to fatigue, intolerable weather conditions, interference of all sorts, 

or incongruent personalities. Aside from the aforementioned determinants 

of interview variability which are based on the interviewer and informant, 

interviews also vary due to the nature of the dispositional experiences. 

Some dispositional experiences require lengthy explanations, but others 

require little more than a few minutes of discussion. Some dispositional 

experiences are related in detail, while others are glossed over as mere 

shadows of previous times. 

After each interview, interview tapes are transcribed verbatim. 

Transcription of taped interviews is fraught with the difficulty inherent 

in transposing the spoken word into the written. Kelly (1988b, p. 7) 

comments: 

"Meaning in the spoken word is often conveyed through gesture, 
tone of voice, and emotional expression. Surprisingly little 
attention has been paid to this in the research literature; the 
methods used in linguistics and conversational analysis are far 
too detailed for a number of in-depth interviews." 
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The aforementioned quote enucleates a serious concern of the researcher, 

as well as a caution to the reader. Interview quotes simply do not convey 

the whole of in-depth interviews--intensive, one-on-one conversational 

mergers between interviewers and informants in which wandering eyes, long 

pauses, and tapping feet are lost in the transubstantiation of the spoken 

word to the written. Thus, the reader is unintentionally short-shrifted 

as the researcher fails to adequately express the sensation and the aura 

of in-depth interviews; a strong argument for increased use of videotape, 

as well as enhancements in analyses of qualitative data, and improvements 

in expressing the results of such analyses. 

Following transcription of the interview tapes, content analysis 

is used to uncover interpretative coding categories and themes of interest 

using the iterative method of "constant comparison" (Glaser and Strauss 

1967). Innumerable coding categories are in the emic words of informants. 

These coding categories are then reduced into a more parsimonious set of 

etic themes using methods recommended by Miles and Huberman (1984). Etic 

themes are the general content motifs (recurrent content clusters) which 

appear again and again within a story, or, as incorporated in this study, 

across stories (e.g., McAdams 1988). Content analysis is one of the best 

means of generating a "thicker description" (Geertz 1973) since it probes 

the phenomenology of verbatim self-reports. This methodology prioritizes 

discovery over confirmation (e.g., Deshpande 1983; Glaser and Strauss 

1967; Kaplan 1964), and is especially appropriate because of the paucity 

of dispositional research. Furthermore, this method of data analysis is 

consistent with the call for more naturalistic and experiential approaches 
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to consumer behavior (e.g., Belk 1982; Churchill and Wertz 1986; Holbrook 

and Hirschman 1982; Hudson and Ozanne 1988; Kassarjian 1977, 1983; Levy 

1978, 1982, 1986; Lincoln and Guba 1985; Rook 1985). 

This concludes the second phase of data collection and analysis. 

The result of this interpretative approach is the discovery of innvimerable 

coding categories, and a smaller number of etic themes of motivations and 

meanings of dispositional experiences. Each theme is discussed separately 

in the text in Chapter Five using ample and lengthy interview quotes. The 

themes emerging from this exploratory research heighten our understanding 

of dispositional experiences, generating hypotheses for future studies of 

disposition (e.g., Manning 1987; Noblit and Hare 1988), while also aiding 

our comprehension of the implications of the quantitative analyses of the 

survey questionnaires gathered in the third phase of data collection. 

Data Collection: Phase Three 

The third and last phase of data collection consists of survey 

questionnaires. An overview of this phase of data collection, The Survey 

Questionnaire, is provided (below) in Illustration D. The questionnaire 

is also presented in its entirety in Appendices L, M, N, 0, P, Q, and R. 

Questionnaires are given to the informants following their interviews to 

prevent possible bias. 

Appendix L contains emotion questions to measure the intensity of 

15 emotions. As discussed in Chapter Three, these 15 emotions are subsets 

(secondary emotions) of the five basic emotions of love, joy, anger, fear, 

and sadness (Shaver et al 1987). The sixth basic emotion postulated by 
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Shaver et al (1987), surprise, Is not measured In this research because 

at the time the questionnaires were designed, surprise emotions appeared 

to be less relevant to dispositional experiences. Also, the decision to 

not Include the basic emotion of surprise was deemed necessary to limit 

the number of emotions measured because each emotion Is measured for each 

of four possessions; thus, 15 emotions and four possessions yield a total 

of 60 emotion questions. To rephrase, a trade-off Is made between desires 

to measure numerous emotions and the necessity of limiting the Informants' 

fatigue as they complete the final phase of this demanding study. Viewing 

this in retrospect, it would be preferable to collect an equal number of 

secondary emotions for each of the six basic emotions proposed by Shaver 

et al (1987); perhaps five secondary emotions for each of the six primary 

emotions, for a total of 30 emotions per possession. However, as noted, 

this was considered to be too ambitious for this research. Thus, this 

section of the data collection is limited to only 15 emotions, measured 

using five-point Likert scales, and statistically analyzed and presented 

in Chapter Five, "Results." 

Appendix M contains six replacement factor questions concerning: 

(1) the perceived replaceability of the possession; (2) the want (desire) 

to replace the possession; (3) the need to replace the possession; (4) 

whether or not the possession was replaced; (5) when the possession was 

replaced; and (6) the level of satisfaction with the replacement. Four 

of the questions (1, 2, 5, and 6) are statistically analyzed and presented 

in Chapter Five, "Results." 
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ILLUSTRATION D: OVERVIEW OF DATA COLLECTION: PHASE THREE 

PROCEDURE EXAMPLE 

1. Emotion Intensity 
* Informant Asked to Respond| 
to 15 Emotion Questions 
for Each Disposition 

2. Replacement Factors 
* Informant Asked to Respond 
to 6 Replacement Factor 
Questions for Each 
Disposition 

3. Manipulation Checks for 
Causality 
* Informant Asked to Respond| 
to 5 Causality Questions 
for Each Disposition 

4. Manipulation Checks for 
Control 
* Informant Asked to Respond! 
to 4 Control Questions for| 
Each Disposition 

5. Manipulation Checks for 
Possession Centrality 
* Informant Asked to Respond! 
to 9 Possession Centrality]] 
Questions for Each 
Disposition 

6. Demographics 
* Informant Asked to RespondJ 
to 6 Questions About Age, 
Sex, Cultural Heritage, 
Religious Preference, and 
Socio-Economic Class 

Appendix L 

Appendix M 

Appendix N 

Appendix 0 

Appendix P 

Appendix Q 

|7. Materialism 
* Informant Asked to Respond 
to 28 Questions About 
Materialism, Nongenerosity_ 
Possessiveness, and Envy | 

Appendix R 
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Appendices N, 0, and P contain several manipulation checks for the 

two Independent variables. More specifically, Appendix N and Appendix 0 

contain manipulation checks for causality and control respectively. (Both 

causality and control questions are considered to be relevant measures of 

the Informants' perceptions of control.) Furthermore, Appendix P contains 

manipulation checks for possession centrallty to self. The objective of 

the questions in the aforementioned three appendices is to verify that the 

informants correctly differentiated between the four cells in the research 

design which structures this study. 

Appendix Q contains demographic questions concerning: (1) age; (2) 

sex; (3) cultural heritage; (4) religious preference; (5) mother's job or 

occupational status; and (6) father's job or occupational status. Coding 

of the first and second questions is straightforward. The third question, 

cultural heritage, is divided into 10 catagories: (1) Western Europe; (2) 

Central America; (3) India; (4) Israel; (5) Middle East; (6) Africa; (7) 

Far East; (8) South America; (9) Australia; and (10) Other. Categories 

are developed a posteriori based on the informants' responses. The fourth 

question, religious preference, is divided into 10 categories: (1) None; 

(2) Catholic; (3) Presbyterian; (4) Hindu; (5) Jewish; (6) Baptist; (7) 

Muslim; (8) Lutheran; (9) Methodist; and (10) Episcopalian. Categories, 

again, are developed a posteriori based on the informants' responses. In 

contrast, coding of the fifth and sixth questions, parents' occupations, 

is based on a socioeconomic index developed by Reiss et al (1961). This 

index assigns a number representing the status of each occupation. The 

larger the number, the more status associated with the occupation. This 
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research uses parents' socioeconomic status rather than the Informants' 

because most students do not have full-time jobs. 

Appendix R contains a number of questions concerning materialism, 

possesslveness, nongenerosity, and envy developed by Belk (1984a; 1985). 

All questions are measured employing five-point Likert scales and summed 

and coded according to Belk's (1984a) classification schemes. 

This concludes the third phase of data collection and analysis. 

The purpose of this phase of data collection Is to obtain quantitative 

measures of emotions, replacement factors, demographic factors, and the 

Informants' materialistic traits, as well as manipulation checks for the 

two Independent variables. It Is forewarned that statistical analyses of 

the demographic factors and the Informants' materialistic traits are not 

presented as part of this thesis; aside from aforementioned descriptions 

of age, sex, and nationality. However, all other data emanating from this 

third phase of data collection is analyzed and presented in Chapter Five, 

"Results." 
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CHAPTER 5 

RESULTS 

Introduction: Manipulation Checks 

The purpose of this chapter, Chapter Five, "Results," is to 

present the culmination of findings from this research. Because of the 

depth and breadth of data collected in this research, it is not feasible 

to analyze all data collected in this research, nor is it practicable to 

present all of the findings from this research. Instead, this chapter 

focuses on presenting analyses of the five major facets of dispositional 

experiences which are presented in Illustration A in Chapter One. This 

includes quantitative analyses of the ten hypotheses in Chapter Three, as 

well as qualitative analyses of the interview data. The presentation of 

the results follows "the process of disposition;" the order presented in 

Chapter One: (1) antecedents; (2) events; and (3) consequences. However, 

before delving into antecedents, events, and consequences of dispositional 

experiences, it is necessary to provide some prerequisite results for the 

manipulation checks and the types of possessions which are encountered in 

this research. 

Table A, Analysis of Manipulation Checks, provides a summary of 

the statistical analyses of manipulation checks for the two independent 

variables which structure this research design--possession centrality to 

self and perceptions of control. The purpose of the manipulation checks 
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(in Appendices N, 0, and P) is to verify that informants comprehend the 

differences between high and low possession centrality to self and high 

and low perceptions of control of dispositional experiences. 

First, Table A presents a four-item scale of manipulation checks 

for possession centrality to self. These four items represent the best 

subset of all nine manipulation checks for possession centrality--best in 

terms of maximizing the alpha reliability coefficient for this four-item 

scale and the main effect for possession centrality, while minimizing the 

main effect for perceptions of control and interaction effects. As shown 

in Table A, the alpha reliability coefficient of the four-item scale is 

acceptable at .7835. An ANOVA analysis reveals that, as expected, the 

main effect for centrality is statistically significant (F (1, 204) - 175, 

p < .001), and there is no interaction effect. In contrast, not as 

expected, the main effect for control is almost statistically significant 

(F (1, 204) - 4, p < .053). This is not expected for a possession 

centrality to self scale because it indicates that centrality and control 

are intercorrelated. An ideal summed-item scale for centrality would have 

a statistically significant main effect for centrality, but no main effect 

for control and no interaction effect. 

Although the four-item scale for centrality minimally meets these 

criteria for acceptance, it is prudent to ponder alternative explanations 

for the intrusion of control. One explanation for the control intrusion 

is that informants self-select relatively more meaningful possessions in 

the low control cells since the informants perceive possessions to be more 

meaningful if the disposition, separation, giving up, and loss of their 



182 

possessions is "uncontrollable." Likewise, the informants self-select 

relatively less meaningful possessions In the high control cells since the 

informants perceive possessions to be less meaningful if the disposition, 

separation, giving up, or loss of the possessions is "controllable" (i.e., 

"intentional"). This key explanation implies that possession centrality 

to self and perceptions of control are truly and inseparably correlated; 

especially when viewed in retrospect. 

The second explanation for the control intrusion requires a full 

perusal of the list of nine manipulation checks for possession centrality 

to self (in Appendix P) and the four-item subset of manipulation checks 

(below) which form the scale for possession centrality to self. 

(1) I was attached to this possession at the time of disposition, 
giving up, or loss. 

(2) This possession was meaningful, important, and significant to 
me at the time of acquisition (when 1 got it). 

(3) This possession was meaningful, important, and significant to 
me when 1 owned/used it. 

(4) This possession was central to my self-identity at the time 
of disposition, giving up, or loss. 

The first and fourth questions are desirable, in that they are identical 

to the descriptions given in each cell (as seen in Illustration C). The 

second and third questions are problematic in that they involve the time 

period entailing acquisition or usage rather than disposition--however, 

these questions may lead to a better scale because they are less likely 

to be influenced by the dispositional experience. In other words, as 

indicated above, people may change their concepts of the centrality of a 
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possession because of perceptions of control at the time of disposition. 

To rephrase, a low centrality possession may become high centrality if 

suddenly stolen and a high centrality possession may become low centrality 

if voluntarily given away. The dispositional experience impinges on the 

evaluation of centrality. Thus, the best way to research the detachment 

process might be to conduct longitudinal studies which measure centrality 

prior to dispositional experiences. Conversely, a less obvious research 

design might render it possible to measure centrality without concurrently 

measuring control to hopefully minimize intercorrelations between the two 

independent variables. 

Despite the aforementioned difficulties, the four-item scale for 

centrality is marginally acceptable, implying that informants are able to 

differentiate between high and low centrality possessions and self-select 

four dispositional experiences which correspond to the four cells in the 

research design. 

Second, Table A presents a nine-item scale of manipulation checks 

for perceptions of control. Unlike the scale for centrality, the scale 

for control employs all nine items because all nine represent the best set 

of manipulation checks for control—best in terms of maximizing the alpha 

reliability coefficient and the main effect for control, while minimizing 

the main effect for centrality and minimizing the interaction effect. As 

shown in Table A, the alpha reliability coefficient of the nine-item scale 

is marginally unacceptable at .6215. However, because the purpose of this 

research is not scale development, this result is not considered damaging. 

An ANOVA analysis shows that, as expected, the main effect for control is 
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statistically significant (F (1, 204) - 150, p < .001), and there is no 

interaction effect. In contrast, not as expected, the main effect for 

centrality is almost statistically significant (F (1, 204) - 3, p < .077). 

This is not expected for a scale for perceptions of control since it 

indicates that control and centrality are intercorrelated. An ideal 

summed-item scale for control would have a statistically significant main 

effect for control, but no main effect for centrality, and no interaction 

effect. Explanations for the results are the same as those described 

earlier for centrality--providing further evidence that centrality and 

control are intercorrelated. 

Despite the aforementioned difficulties, the nine-item scale for 

control, which is comprised of questions concerning both causality and 

control, is consistent with research of Fiske and Taylor (1984), Roseman 

(1984), Smith and Ellsworth (1985) andVeiner, Russell, and Lerman (1979), 

all of whom indicate that attributions of causality are closely related 

to perceptions of control--with the former simply being a more complex 

formulation of the latter. Furthermore, aside from previous concerns, the 

nine-item scale for perceptions of control offers sufficient evidence that 

informants are able to comprehend differences between high and low control 

dispositions and self-select four dispositional experiences which reflect 

these differences for each of the four cells. Therefore, the manipulation 

checks for both centrality and control are considered successful evidence 

that the informants understood these variables. 
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Introduction: Type of Possession 

Table B presents frequencies for each type of possession. Most 

"typical" consumer behavior models categorize possessions as "continuous 

versus discontinuous," "durables versus nondurables," "convenience versus 

shopping versus specialty," et cetera. Regretfully, these categorization 

schemes are not sufficient for the breadth of possessions which are found 

in this research. Therefore, Table B outlines a chart of five emergent 

types of possessions which are more appropriate for categorizing the types 

of possessions found in this research: (1) people and body parts; (2) pets 

and plants; (3) experiences, places, jobs, time periods, and events; (4) 

primarily functional objects; and (5) primarily symbolic objects. These 

five categories of possessions more or less emerge from the data, although 

they are similar to the findings of Belk (1988) and Wallendorf and Amould 

(1988). Because these categories emerge from the data, and are coded only 

by the author, they are subject to several biases, specifically in regard 

to the distinction between "primarily functional objects" and "primarily 

symbolic objects." The difference between these two categories is obscure 

at best. In this research, things such as revered cars, first homes, and 

special clothing are most likely to be considered as "primarily functional 

objects." In contrast, things such as stuffed animals, love letters, and 

old photographs are most likely to be considered as "primarily symbolic 

objects." However, any of the aforementioned possessions could be coded 

into either category--the ultimate decision is dependent upon the context, 

and the perspectives of both the Informant and the judge/s. (It must be 

warned that there are no interjudge reliability measures in this research 
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for any of the identified categories or themes. This is acknowledged to 

be the first logical step to pursue in continued analyses of this data.) 

To continue, distinguishing between "primarily functional objects" and 

"primarily symbolic objects" is value-dependent. There exists no rigid 

taxonomy of types of possessions; in which houses fit into one category, 

cars fit into another category, and photographs fit into a third category. 

For example, consider remarks made by Barbara (WF 31), as she discusses 

the theft of several possessions (e.g., camera equipment and binoculars, 

video cassette recorders, stereo equipment, appliances, and jewelry) from 

her home in a burglary that occurred while she and her family were gone: 

B: "My daughter and 1 had just come home from school. It was 
about 3:30 in the afternoon. I go to open my front door and the 
latch is open on the door so 1 knew right then that something had 
happened. I panicked of course because all my stereo stuff is 
gone and everything is just thrown out all over the floor. So we 
go in and [the burglar had] just cleaned the top of the dresser 
off, which included my jewelry box with every piece of jewelry 
that 1 owned. So all 1 had was my watch [and] my wedding ring. 
No earrings, no necklace, no nothing." 

At this point in the interview, Barbara's stolen jewelry is coded, 

temporarily, as a [PRIMARILY FUNCTIONAL OBJECT]. This is a contestable 

point, but it is the perspective of this research that jewelry may be just 

as "functional" as the "typical" lawnmower, or just as "symbolic" as the 

"typical" work of art. There was nothing to indicate that the jewelry had 

symbolic value, and this thesis codes possessions as "primarily functional 

objects" until there is sufficient evidence to recode them as "primarily 

symbolic objects." To continue, consider a later excerpt from Barbara's 

interview: 
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B: "[BJecause of the Insurance, I could go and buy a [new] TV, but 
what really bothered me was that my husband's college ring was 
stolen. That bothered me because It was sentimental. You 
know, vou can replace it. but the original has the sentimental 
attachment. It was the same with my jewelry. I had a necklace 
that my mother had given to me when 1 graduated from high 
school that was gone. It wasn't worth lot, but it meant a lot 
to me and I can never replace that." 

At this point in the interview, Barbara's stolen jewelry is coded as a 

[PRIMARILY SYMBOLIC OBJECT] because it appears that her loss is more of 

a symbolic loss than a functional loss. Either way, it is a combination 

of the context, the informant's personal perspective, and the judge/s' 

personal perspective/s that determines how to code a possession. It is 

relatively simplistic to code possessions into the first three categories: 

(people and body parts; pets and plants; experiences, places, jobs, time 

periods, and events), but the fourth and fifth categories are exceedingly 

subjective. Therefore, it may be preferable to have the informants code 

their own possessions in future research; however, this has drawbacks as 

well, because even the informants may not be aware of symbolic meanings 

associated with their possessions. 

Despite the aforementioned coding problems, the results are very 

interesting. Table B indicates that over 50% of the informants discussed 

"primarily functional objects." This is ideal since "primarily functional 

objects" are synonomous with "traditional" concepts of possessions in the 

consumer behavior literature. Perhaps not surprisingly, the second most 

frequently mentioned type of possession is "people and body parts;" a 

category which represents 19% of the dispositional experiences discussed 

in this research. (To clarify, only one informant discussed body parts, 
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breast reduction surgery, so this category essentially represents people.) 

The recognition that "people and body parts" Is the second most frequently 

mentioned type of possession Implies that informants consider the people 

in their lives to be their "possessions," an observation made by William 

James (1890) a century ago, despite the fact that consumer behaviorists 

continue to largely overlook the concept of people as possessions. Yet, 

it is cautioned that the frequency of stories involving the "disposition" 

of people may be a reflection of the Introduction to the Study, which may 

have convinced the informants that it is permissible to talk about their 

dispositional experiences which involve people. The third most frequently 

mentioned type of possession is "experiences, places, jobs, time periods 

and events," which represents 13% of the dispositional experiences in this 

research. In a way, this is the least well-defined dispositional category 

since it includes dispositional experiences so disparate as quitting jobs, 

leaving countries, and growing up; however, the key question to consider 

is whether or not these various types of possessions share any common 

similarity that justifies classifying them into one category. They do, 

in fact, in that all of the possessions coded into this category involve 

the disposition of an entire situation, not just an isolated possession; 

reminiscent of Andreasen's (1984) idea of life status/lifestyle changes. 

Also, appropriate dispositional experiences are easily coded into this 

category, and the type of possession yields many statistically significant 

results, indicating that the breadth of this category is not detrimental. 

The fourth most frequently mentioned type of possession is "primarily 

symbolic objects," which represents 9% of the dispositional experiences 
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encountered in this research. As mentioned before, it is sometimes very 

difficult to code possessions into this category--but this is not always 

the case. For example, consider the following excerpt from an interview 

with Nicole (WF 26), as she discusses what she did with a photograph of 

an ex-boyfriend and herself following their break-up: 

N: "When I broke up with him, 1 just wanted to get rid of every 
symbol of him, especially a photograph of the two of us taken 
at a party. I thought about keeping it, to someday look back 
and remember the time, but 1 thought, why keep it? It's 
stupid because he turned out to be a jerk. I didn't want any 
reminders of that time of my life. I didn't need it. It was 
my past. I just wanted to forget it. I mean you never 
forget, but, to me, keeping that photo meant that I still 
cared, so I got rid of it." 

The above photograph is readily codable as a "primarily symbolic object," 

in that the informant herself refers to the photograph as a symbol, and 

there is no indication that the photograph serves any other purpose. This 

quote is included to illustrate that the coding of symbolic objects is not 

always difficult; sometimes it is apparent. Finally, the least frequently 

mentioned type of possession is "pets and plants," which represents 9% of 

the dispositional experiences encountered in this thesis. (To clarify, 

no informants discussed plants, so this category represents pets for now; 

although it is believed that plants fit into the same category.) 

The aforementioned frequencies for each type of possession shown 

in Table B are interesting, but it is much more illuminating to evaluate 

frequencies for each type of possession within the cells of the research 

design as illustrated in Table C, Cell Frequencies and Chi-Square for Type 

of Possession. First, in the high centrality/high control cell, "people 
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and body parts" and "functional objects" are both equally prevalent types 

of possessions. The fact that "people and body parts" dominate this cell 

is not surprising because people are assumed to be highly central to self. 

However, the recognition that "functional objects" dominate this cell is 

more surprising, because it is difficult to envision a cell in which such 

disparate experiences as splitting up with a boyfriend and selling a car 

are typically found together. Second, in the high centrality/low control 

cell, "people and body parts" are the most prevalent type of possession. 

That "people and body parts" reign over this cell is not surprising since 

people are assumed to be highly central to self, yet are less controllable 

than other types of possessions. Third, the low centrality/high control 

cell and the low centrality/low control cell are once again dominated by 

"primarily functional objects." This is probably a simple function of the 

frequency of "primarily functional objects" across all four cells. Future 

research could direct informants to select one type of possession to fit 

into each of the five possession categories for the purpose of eliminating 

the preponderance of certain types of possessions. These proposals are 

discussed in Chapter Six, in the section Implications for Future Research. 

Regardless, as Table C indicates, type of possession varies among 

the four cells ((X̂  (df - 12) - 60, p < .001)) which in turn, implies that 

both centrality and control affect the types of possessions which are 

described in dispositional experiences. This finding supplements the work 

of Jacoby, Beming, and Dietvorst (1977) by extending the boundaries of 

types of possessions to include all types of possessions--unlike previous 
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dispositional research of consumer behaviorists--the majority of which is 

confined to the examination of one or a few "types of products." 

Antecedents: Etlc Themes of the Motivations of Disposition 

Antecedents represent the first stage in processes of detachment, 

as shown in Illustration A (in Chapter One, "Introduction"). Jacoby, 

Berning, and Dietvorst (1977) imply that the determinants of dispositional 

experiences fall into three broad categories: (1) possessor factors; (2) 

possession factors; and (3) situational factors. This idea is undeniable. 

Evidence has been provided throughout this research to support this point. 

However, as opposed to a general discussion of the varied determinants of 

disposition, the objective of this section is to present and describe the 

determinants of disposition, or as referred to here, the motivations of 

disposition, which emerge from the interview transcripts collected in this 

thesis. Prior to submersion into the infinite and sometimes unfathomable 

realm of the motivations for disposition, several elucidative guidelines 

need to be firmly ensconced. First, the focus of this section is only on 

the motivations of disposition (e.g., Sorrentino and Higgins 1986), not 

the causes or desires of disposition. Second, the focus of this section 

is only on the motivations of dispositional experiences which yield high 

perceptions of control: not low perceptions of control. To rephrase, this 

section focuses on dispositional experiences which are perceived to be 

"controllable." Third, this section focuses on etlc themes of motivations 

for dispositional experiences. To rephrase, unlike Jacoby et al (1977), 

this section is not concerned with every emic idiosyncratic reason for the 
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disposition of possessions. Instead, the focus is on global, universal, 

etic motivations of dispositional experiences. 

In order to fully comprehend the differences between emic and etic 

motivations for the disposition, separation, giving up, and/or loss of 

possessions, compare and contrast the following interview excerpts from 

Danielle (WF 32) discussing why she quit her job as a flight attendant, 

and Teresa (BF 37) discussing why she quit her job as an office manager: 

D: "Well, even though the job had many problems, it was my choice 
to quit. No one forced me. It's interesting. The first two 
years, the other flight attendants would always ask me how 
long I'd been flying and I would say, well, a year and two 
months or a year and six months or whatever. And they would 
tell me, well, you're pushing your two-year mark. They said 
that once I had been flying for two years it would be in my 
blood and I would never be able to stop. I thought, 'Could 
this be true?' I mean, I have control over most things in my 
life. I don't control everything, but I can certainly decide 
whether to leave a job or not. So in a way they were sort of 
daring me. I started to reverse the situation and asking them 
how long they had been flying. I...realized that what they 
were saying was true. People quit, [but] go back to work as 
a flight attendant. [They] just can't get it out of [their] 
system." 

T: "I worked for the [ACME] company for fifteen years and was in 
management. It was during the time of the divestiture so 
there was a lot of talk that they were going to be downsizing 
the management team. The criteria for deciding who was going 
to stay and who was going to be terminated was based on 
education and degrees. I knew I was going to lose my job 
because I didn't have a degree and I decided to never lose 
another job because I didn't have a degree so I went to school 
to get a degree." 

Danielle and Teresa, both extremely eloquent, lucid informants, provide 

excellent commentaries in which to explore differences between emic and 

etic motivations for dispositional experiences. Both women were working 

for large corporations which were undergoing changes that threatened their 
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jobs--although it must be emphasized that neither woman was certain she 

would be laid off, or otherwise lose her job. Similarly, both women, 

throughout their interviews, expressed numerous complaints about their 

jobs--although it must be emphasized that both women generally agreed that 

they were satisfied with their jobs. From an emic perspective, and 

limited to the data in the brief quote above, Danielle seemed primarily 

concerned about the two-year mark; an imaginary point of "no return" that, 

once crossed, would condemn her to a permanent life as a flight attendant. 

This is coded as: [DOESN'T WANT TO STAY AT JOB FOR MORE THAN TWO YEARS]. 

In contrast, from an emic perspective, and limited to the data in the 

brief quote above, Teresa seemed primarily concerned that she would be 

laid off from her job in the near future. This is coded as: [DOESN'T WANT 

TO GET LAID OFF]. If these two informants' coded interview transcripts 

were presented in their entirety, it would become apparent that there is 

no limit to the number of emic coding categories which can be attached to 

interview data. Therefore, it becomes obvious that such information is 

simultaneously too ambiguous and yet too detailed, too redundant within 

informants and yet too inconsistent across informants, too broad and yet 

too specific, and, in general, hopelessly incomprehensible; if only due 

to the sheer magnitude of the number of coding categories. In contrast, 

consider the more global, universal, etic themes of motivations which 

underlie both Danielle and Teresa's decisions to quit their jobs: (1) 

control; (2) change; (3) communication; and (4) cleansing. 
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Disposition as Control. 

One of the most dominant etlc motivational themes for voluntary 

disposition, separation, giving up, or loss of possessions is a craving 

for control. This is, for all practical purposes, a restatement of what 

Young and Wallendorf (1989) termed "Disposition to Achieve Stability," 

since the underlying goal--control--is the same for both. The interview 

excerpt from Danielle makes this theme stand out. She comments: "I don't 

control everything, but I can certainly decide whether to leave a job or 

not." The etlc motivational theme of control is more subtle in Teresa's 

interview, but nonetheless apparent, when Teresa remarks: "I decided to 

never lose another job because I didn't have a degree..." Both women are 

blatantly testifying that part of the underlying motivation for quitting 

their jobs is related to their appetence for control; primarily over their 

own lives. Etic themes of control, such as those related by Danielle and 

Teresa, are manifest in several ways: (1) control over self; (2) control 

over others; (3) control over possessions; and (4) control over 

situations. 

Disposition as Control Over Self. To desire control over oneself 

is perhaps the most pervasive variation of all of the etic motivational 

themes of control; probably because, as noted in Chapter Three, control 

is suggested to be a fundamental human need (e.g., Averill 1973; Bandura 

1977; de Charms 1968; Fenichel 1945; Fisher 1984; Fiske and Taylor 1984; 

Hendrick 1942; McClelland 1951; Taylor, Llchtman, and Wood 1985; Thompson 

1981; White 1959). Nowhere is this more evident than in our desires to 

have control over our own selves and our own lives, as illustrated in the 
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following Interview excerpt from Steven (WM 20), discussing giving up his 

security blanket: 

S: "Well, when I was little I had a security blanket that I grew 
up with. 1 had had it since 1 was a baby and slept with it 
every night. Then when 1 was about seven or eight, 1 decided 
1 had to get rid of it. None of my friends had anything like 
that and 1 knew 1 was too old for it. 1 was very attached to 
it. You know people get very attached to things like that. 
I'm surprised I can remember it so well. It's the first thing 
I thought of." 

M: "Did your friends put pressure on you to get rid of it?" 
S: "No. I didn't tell them about it. It's just that I was aware 

I had to get rid of it. I knew it had to go. Half the kids 
probably still had their blankets, but nobody talked about it. 
You know how that is. My parents didn't put pressure on me 
either." 

M: "How did you feel afterwards?" 
S: "Good. It was just like kicking a habit. Sometimes it was 

tough. I missed it at first. I would lay in bed wishing I 
had it. Slowly I got over it. I decided I was a big boy now 
and it was time to get rid of childish things." 

In the above quote, Steven is describing a dispositional experience which 

is motivated by his desire for control over his own self; not over anyone 

or anything else. Familial or peer pressure may have had a larger role 

in his decision to give up his security blanket than Steven recalls, but 

the dispositional decision appears to be primarily his own and for his own 

benefit. As Steven comments: "It was just like kicking a habit." Thus, 

similar to the cigarette smoker who quits smoking to regain control over 

his or her own life, the disposition of Steven's blanket allowed Steven 

to regain control over his own life. 

Disposition as Control Over Others. This variant of motivational 

themes of control is much more difficult to detect at emic or etic levels; 

assumably since informants do not like to discuss this apparently socially 
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unattractive trait. "Disposition as control over others" refers to the 

disposition, separation, giving up, or loss of any type of possession for 

the purpose of gaining control over another person or people. This theme 

appears in numerous stories of dispositional experiences involving desires 

for dominance or authority over other people. For example, consider the 

following quote from Emily (WF 25), as she discusses giving her rosary to 

her errant boyfriend: 

E: "This happened...a month ago. I had been going out with a guy 
for eight months. He broke up with me. It was my fault... 
stress. He said he needed time and wanted me to back off. 
Then a week later...he said he got a promotion and was moving 
to California the next day. 1 drove over to his house 
hysterical. I brought my rosary. I told him how much I loved 
him and how much I wanted to marry him and all that. 1 gave 
him two things. I gave him a picture of us that was taken 
earlier and I gave him my rosary. I told him to work it out. 
He told me he loved me and was very sympathetic, but needed 
time to think about things. So I gave him my rosary and told 
him to work it out. That rosary meant so much to me. I said 
I wanted him to have it and take it with him so he would be 
safe and think about me. And it worked because he told me he 
loved me and we got back together and we're going to get 
married..." 

This phenomenal quote is an excellent example of the delicate underpinings 

of some dispositional experiences. At first glance, it is unapparent why 

Emily, an extremely religious individual, gave her rosary, the most sacred 

symbol of her faith, to her errant boyfriend. However, when Emily states: 

". . .it worked because he told me he loved me and we got back together and 

we're going to get married...," it seems probable that the purpose of her 

"gift" was to manipulate, control, or otherwise influence her once errant 

boyfriend; whether consciously or subconsciously. 

Now consider a similar, but more destructive, means of disposition 
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to control an undesirably alcoholic boyfriend through the disposition of 

his entire supply of alcohol, as explained by Carrie (WF 23): 

C: "I met this guy at a bar and started going out with him. He 
ended up being an alcoholic and a bunch of other stuff 1 just 
wasn't used to. One night, he was supposed to meet me for 
dinner and he didn't show up. We were supposed to meet after 
I got off of work. I was waiting at his apartment [until] it 
was 12:30 at night and [finally] he came home [totally drunk]. 
He was throwing up everywhere. It made me realize, hey, what 
am I seeing in this guy? He's just not my type." 

M: "What did he say to you?" 
C: "Nothing worth any relevance. He was passed out on the bed. 

I asked him where he had been and he didn't even answer me. 
I think he was too drunk to even know what I was saying. You 
want to know what I did to him? The pride of their apartment 
was this big gigantic bar they had. Every kind of liquor I 
could ever imagine. Maybe at least 200 bottles. He had 
passed out. His roommate was sleeping. I emptied every one 
of those damn bottles [down the sink] and I left. Uhat a 
rebel huh? I was so mad. I never talked to him after that." 

Carrie's enraged display of emptying every liquor bottle in her 

boyfriend's apartment represents her final attempt to exert control over 

her alcoholic boyfriend. Throughout her interview, she indicated that she 

gradually came to realize that her boyfriend drank too much. The above 

interview excerpt merely describes her "breaking point;" when she finally 

decided she could put up with it no longer. Carrie wanted more control 

over her boyfriend's drinking, but, unable to control it directly, she 

sought to do so indirectly by disposing of "the pride of [his] apartment," 

something she could control. Interestingly, following the disposition of 

the liquor, she never spoke with her boyfriend again. This may indicate 

that the symbolic act of emptying every liquor bottle in her boyfriend's 

apartment was equally motivated by her desires to (1) communicate, albeit 

silently, with her boyfriend; (2) to change her lifestyle; and (3) to once 
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and for all symbolically cleanse herself of this disastrous relationship. 

Thus, motivational themes of dispositional experiences are overlapping, 

plentiful, and not necessarily mutually exclusive. To rephrase, a single 

dispositional experience may have numerous themes associated with it. 

Disposition as Control Over Possessions. In brief, "disposition 

as control over possessions," involves dispositional experiences--of any 

type of possession--which are used to exercise control over the specific 

possession being disposed of. This etic motivational theme of disposition 

is readily apparent, and usually involves possessions which are no longer 

valuable, useful, or functioning properly; however, it is not limited to 

non-sentient possessions. Consider the following quote from Christine (WF 

21), as she discusses putting the family dog to sleep: 

C: "We had the dog for nine or ten years. I was nineteen when it 
died. We bought it as a puppy when I was about nine. It was 
a family dog. We were all equally attached to it, but unlike 
my sister and father, I thought it was better to put it to 
sleep than to let it suffer." 

M: "What was wrong with [the dog]?" 
C: "We didn't really know why the dog started having stomach 

spasms and limping around. It started in December, [but] we 
didn't take it to the vet until it started getting worse and 
worse. The vet didn't know what was wrong either, but the 
dog was so bad. I wanted to put her to sleep because I don't 
think it's fair to let an animal suffer. Its body wanted to 
die. The dog was suffering. Later we learned it was cancer." 

The preceding quote is a common example of disposition as a means of 

control over possessions. Christine indicated that no one wanted to put 

the dog to sleep, but she felt it was a necessity because the animal was 

suffering, and therefore causing the family to suffer. Christine did not, 

however, discuss other alternatives. In fact, in this interview, there 
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are strong indications that the dog was neglected prior to being "put to 

sleep" since the dog was not taken to a veterinarian until long after the 

first symptoms unveiled themselves. Furthermore, in the course of the 

interview with Christine, she indicated that the family had previously put 

four other dogs to sleep for a variety of poorly-justified reasons. Even 

Christine admitted that the family seemed to have "bad luck" with pets. 

This historical perspective may shed some light on possessors' 

propensities to dispose (e.g., possessor traits), but this theme emerges 

only in regard to stories of dispositional experiences involving pets: 

(i.e., people who relate stories of putting pets "to sleep" often discuss 

long histories of putting pets "to sleep;" people who relate stories of 

having pets "run away" often discuss long histories of having pets "ruii 

away;" and people who relate stories of "giving away" pets often discuss 

long histories of "giving away" pets). Although the limited sample size 

and objectives of this thesis are not sufficient for reaching saturation 

of this theme, these findings indicate that studies of "life histories" 

of informants' dispositional experiences--especially in regard to specific 

types of possessions--may reveal the possessor factors which Burke, Conn, 

and Lutz (1978) sought. 

Disposition as Control Over Situations. This etic motivational 

theme of dispositional experiences is a combination of the first three 

subthemes of control (i.e., control over self, control over others, and 

control over possessions) since it entails attempts to gain control over 

an entire situation; which may entail attempts to gain control over self, 

others, possessions, and the entire environment. The larger network of 
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social forces which impinge on people, from family to social class, to 

culture, to a whole environment should not be ignored when considering the 

motivations of dispositional experiences (e.g., Bergmann and Jucovy 1982; 

McCubbin 1974; Mitscherlich and Mitscherlich 1975). For example, consider 

the following quote from Fritz (WM 22), as he discusses leaving a social 

group: 

F: "This happened when I was a junior in high school. I basically 
decided to get rid of, to break up relationships with, a 
particular group of friends [whom] I had known since my 
freshman year in high school. [This group of friends was] 
getting in the way of school [because they] were a group of 
burnouts. The break up was good for parental relations and 
teachers. I had a teacher who wrote a letter and said that 
it was good 1 had changed. I changed a group of friends 
essentially." 

As Fritz explains, this dispositional experience involved the disposition 

(or separation) of his former habits, friends, activites and interests, 

and, in general, an entire situation. It is obvious in this case that no 

single possession is being disposed of; rather, an entire situation is 

being disposed of for the purpose of gaining control over a variety of 

things. Likewise, consider the following quote from Elizabeth (WF 21) 

discussing the "loss" of her childhood: 

E: "My childhood was meaningless. I didn't want it. I didn't 
want to be with people my age. I wanted to be with friends 
that were five, six, seven years older than me." 

M: "How did you get involved with these people?" 
E: "My sister and I used to be really close. She's four years 

older than me. I was always with her and her friends because 
they were mature. I met friends of friends of friends through 
them and everybody just assumed that 1 was as old as them and 
1 started making friends of my own who were that age." 

M: "Why did you do this?" 
E: "I did this because I wanted to be with people who were on my 

own level of thinking. I was really mature for my age. I 
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skipped the eighth grade." 
M: "Why do you think you matured so rapidly?" 
E: "I was tall for my age. I'm 5'10". Everybody just assumed I 

was older. I reached puberty in the third grade." 
M: "You don't miss it?" 
E: "1 don't know. Sometimes 1 look back on it and 1 see little 

kids running around, and playing, and doing silly stuff and 
1 wonder what 1 missed. But, at other times, 1 say I'm kind 
of glad things worked out like they did because otherwise I 
don't think I'd be where I am today." 

Once again, Elizabeth, similar to Fritz, is disposing of a situation (not 

an isolated possession) for the purpose of controlling her self, others, 

and the environment. No single possession is being forsaken; rather, an 

entire situation is being controlled through disposition. By "giving up" 

her childhood, Elizabeth put herself on a par with her sister and older 

friends; the level where she felt she belonged and wanted to be. 

In sum, disposition as control is a antecedent, dominant, etic 

motivational theme of dispositional experiences. The desire for control, 

dominance, power, mastery, authority, autonomy, stability, and peace of 

mind over the self, others, possessions, and situations is innate to human 

beings--expressed via the disposition, separation, giving up, or loss of 

possessions, as well as the acquisition and usage of possessions. Simply 

put, themes of control (to be distinguished from perceptions of control, 

which is used as one dimension of this research design), repeatedly emerge 

from almost every dispositional experience. Control is one of the central 

motivators of both symbolic and non-symbolic dispositional behavior (i.e., 

"I can control 'it' by getting rid of 'it'"). The informants' underlying 

desires for control are most apparent and opaque to the observer when the 

possession to be disposed of is perceived to have unwanted, often symbolic 
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qualities; as most of the quotes in this section illustrate. 

Finally, as this section, and future sections show, identification 

of etic themes of motivations for dispositional experiences sometimes defy 

researchers--rendering the isolation of themes a tremendous challenge to 

interpretative researchers who try to distinguish between the antecedents 

(motivations) of dispositional experiences and the consequences (meanings) 

of dispositional experiences. As discussed later in this chapter (in the 

section, Consequences), themes of control (or the lack of control) appear 

not only as antecedent motivators of dispositional experiences, but also 

as consequential meanings of dispositional experiences. 

Disposition as Change. 

Perhaps the best-documented, most-recognized etic motivation for 

high control (voluntary and intended) dispositional experiences involves 

the simple desire for change. Table D shows that 48% of the dispositional 

experiences encountered in this thesis either represent transitions (e.g., 

moving, divorce, graduation) or occur during transitions. Disposition is 

therefore intimately connected to transitions since virtually one out of 

every two mentioned dispositions occurs in conjunction with a transition. 

This is not startling since our lives are processual and we are inevitably 

caught up in their flows; destined to follow long passages from each place 

to the next, and like leaves in a stream, we are incessantly on the move. 

Thus, in the course of our lives we experience, whether due to internal, 

developmental factors or external, environmental factors, many transitions 

(e.g., von Gennep 1960; Levinson 1978). We are divorced from our former 



possessions--people, pets, plants, places, experiences, roles, statuses, 

time periods, and objects--sometimes disruptively (e.g., Adams, Hayes, and 

Hopson, 1976), and we move into new situations complete with new sets of 

expectations, scripts for interaction, and accompanying symbols. These 

transitions may be minor, or they may lead to all-encompassing changes in 

our lives (e.g, Gould 1978; Hopson and Adams 1976; Levinson 1978, 1986; 

Sheehy 1974). As discussed in Chapter Two, major transitions have been 

predicted to have important effects on consumption behaviors (Andreasen 

1966, 1984); most particularly those that relate to how people perceive 

and project their selves (e.g., HcAlexander and Schouten 1989). 

Von Gennep (1960), in his venerable research on rites of passage, 

describes transitions as a liminal phase; a time period in which a person 

is disconnected from a former status or role, but not yet connected to a 

new role. A major function of this transitional period is to prepare for 

the upcoming status or role performance (e.g., Turner 1969). In a sense, 

then, the gulf or abyss between former disposition and future acquisition 

is a "twilight zone," an unknown place, a liminal phase, between a former 

role and a future role. 

John Schouten, in his doctoral dissertation entitled, "Selves in 

Transition: The Consumption of Aesthetic Plastic Surgery," emphasizes the 

acquisitional part of transitions and change. He comments: 

"Several informants decided to have aesthetic plastic surgery at 
times when their lives were in flux or transition. The various 
transitions experienced by these informants were precipitated by 
or contained within the processes of such important life events 
as childbirth, career changes, divorce, relocation, and the death 
of a family member. The redefining of key social relationships 
had far reaching impacts that included changes that were not only 
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social but sometimes psychological or physical as well. For some 
informants, role transitions brought about deeply felt 
incongruities within themselves, between different aspects of 
their changing self concepts. When the aspect of the self-concept 
that was out of sync happened to be a physical characteristic, 
surgical change of the body became one option for reunifying the 
self-concept." 

The aforementioned quote raises two interesting points. First, Schouten 

(1990) notes that role transitions create deeply felt incongruities within 

a person's self-concept. Thus, disposition of those possessions which are 

incongruous with people's new statuses or roles following transitions may 

be necessary adjust "the self" to the new situation. Second, and related 

to the first point, all of Schouten's (1990) transitions/life structure 

changes listed above involve disposition, as well as acquisition. Using 

his focus on aesthetic plastic surgery for example, one not only acquires 

a new nose, one disposes of an old nose, and one not only acquires a new 

self, one disposes of an old self. This is the essence of the "circuitous 

consumption process" and the etic motivational theme of disposition as 

change; both of which posit that acquisition, usage, and disposition are 

inextricably mixed, coinciding with the demands of life transitions. 

Table E indicates how the existence or nonexistence of transitions 

is distributed among the four cells in the research design. Dispositional 

experiences which occur as transitions or in conjunction with transitions 

dominate the high centrality/high control cell, comprising over 67% of all 

dispositional experiences in this cell. This key finding is intuitively 

appealing because it suggests that the disposition, separation, giving up, 

or loss of high centrality/high control possessions are precipitated by, 
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represent, or coincide with major transitions. In contrast, dispositional 

experiences which occur as transitions or in conjunction with transitions 

are least likely in the low centrality/low control cell, comprising only 

35% of all dispositional experiences. This result is appealing since the 

majority of dispositional experiences discussed in this cell involve petty 

theft; crimes which seem no more likely to occur during transitions. The 

other two cells are equally apt to involve dispositional experiences which 

coincide with transitions. This finding is somewhat surprising since one 

would expect numerous dispositions in the low centrality/high control cell 

where transitions such as a move, a divorce, or graduation should propel 

the informants to dispose of several low centrality possessions under high 

control conditions as informants strive to adjust to their new situations. 

One explanation for these findings are that the informants do not mention 

the numerous dispositional experiences of very low centrality possessions 

(e.g., outdated financial statements, broken dishes, old clothing) which 

occur during transitions because these possessions are so inconsequential 

that they are forgotten. A second explanation for the findings is that 

informants discuss the disposition of, for example, old clothing, but fail 

to mention that the dispositional experience occurred during a move from 

one house to another. Aside from the aforementioned caveats, Table E 

implies that transitions vary statistically significantly between the four 

cells (X2 (df - 3) - 11.86, p < .008) which, in turn, suggests that both 

possession centrality and perceptions of control affect the likelihood of 

dispositional experiences that are precipitated by, represent, or coincide 
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with transitions. 

To get an indication of the dispositional nature of a major life 

transition, consider the following lengthy quote from Stephanie (WF 25), 

as she discusses her recent divorce: 

M: "How long had you been married?" 
S: "Four months...but I had known him a couple of years. 
M: "What happened during the four months to make you get a 

divorce?" 
S: "After two months of marriage it all of sudden was apparent 

that I became very undesirable. He really didn't want me. 
His friend who is gay came out to visit. It was no big deal. 
[Then, the friend] Eric tells me he is love with my husband. 
They had been real good friends." 

M: "Okay." 
S: "So Dick and I weren't talking because we got in a fight and 

then Eric and Dick all of a sudden decide that they're going 
camping...I thought, that's neat, they're getting along, go. 
They come back. Then Dick said he decided at that point that 
I was the worst thing in his life. He accused me of changing 
so much in two months, but then he admitted that he put on act 
so I would like him. He moved out. I was really mad. I 
supported him while he finished his Masters degree here, but 
then he wouldn't get a job. Then, as soon as we broke up, he 
went back to Georgia for a month. Then, he came back out here 
and all of a sudden he was Assistant Superintendent of the 
County's Budget Management Office. So he told me he couldn't 
get a job and he got one right after we got divorced. It was 
like he was pushing me to see how far he could go." 

M: "Did he leave or did you kick him out?" 
S: "I told him I wanted a divorce and he said he wouldn't give me 

one. Then he was like, fine, I'll give you the divorce if 
that's what you want." 

M: "Did you feel you were in control and had choice over this?" 
S: "I have often thought about that to myself. I have often 

thought whether it was my control or not. I don't really 
know." 

M: "Explain." 
S: "It's circumstances. I'm the type of person who gets pushed 

to a point and then it's like, no more. I would have thrown 
his stuff out and made him sleep on the porch if necessary. 
I just couldn't take it anymore. 

M: "Do you think he wanted to get married? 
S: "No." 
M: "Were you anxious about the future, post-divorce?" 
S: "Afterwards, yeah. He put me in a financial bind. Then he 
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wanted to sue me for alimony." 
M: "What was the most intense emotion?" 
S: "Anger. Because he played games. I was like, what was your 

point? Stressing me out and not communicating and the whole 
thing. It's like he wanted to test my patience. It was just 
like I was a project." 

M: "You knew he had these tendencies?" 
S: "Yeah. He's very intelligent. I like someone who's as smart 

as me or smarter because that will push me. I wanted someone 
to compliment me and help me and not just lay like a couch 
potato all the time. That's what I thought he was. We were 
best friends. We communicated really well. Now I think he 
was just lying about his views on certain things so I would 
like him." 

M: "That's very interesting. Were you seeing anyone else?" 
S: "Not when I was married, but I did start dating another guy 

right afterwards. . .the next day. It's like, I'm out of there. 
Like I say, when I reach a point, I say that's it. It's like 
everything is erased from my mind so my conscious would not 
even bother me. It didn't bother me going out with Jack. 

The preceding lengthy quote from Stephanie illustrates the intensity of 

change as it is manifest in a major life transition, such as a divorce. 

Her desire for change is perhaps best exemplified by her comments, "...I 

did start dating another guy right afterwards...the next day. It's like, 

I'm out of there. Like I say, when I reach a point, I say that's it." 

Now consider a quote from Charlotte (WF 22) as she discusses the 

impact of change as it is manifest in another major life transition, her 

departure from her home and family to college: 

C: "After high school, the only school T applied to was the U of 
[Z]. This was hard because I come from a large family. It 
was especially hard on my father because I was Daddy's little 
girl and I wanted to go so far away and I was leaving and he 
just couldn't understand that." 

M: "Why did you apply only to the U of [Z] which is so far away?" 
C: "I started out in industrial engineering and the U of [Z] was 

one of the few schools that had it. Also, I just wanted to 
get away from the family and the feeling that everybody knows 
you. I mean I would go to a bar that could be thirty miles 
from our house and somebody would recognize me as so and so's 
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little sister." 
M: "What was the meaning of leaving?" 
C: "That I was tired of being Daddy's little girl. That 1 was 

tired of being told what to do. I was tired of being told who 
was a nice boy to date or who I could have over. It was nice 
to be able to do things without having to tell anybody." 

The preceding quote by Charlotte Indicates the impact of transition and 

change as it applies to her departure front her family and her father to 

attend school. She indicates that she wanted to escape the feeling that 

she was "Daddy's little girl;" that she was being "told what to do;" that 

she was being told "who was a nice boy to date;" and that she was being 

told who she "could have over." She wanted a change. Together, the two 

quotes from Stephanie and Charlotte illuminate the positive and negative 

aspects of motivations for change and their concomitant transitions away 

from old roles and into new roles. 

Disposition as Coimminlcatlon. 

Another recurring etic motivation for the controlled disposition, 

separation, giving up, or loss of possessions is the desire to communicate 

with the self or with others as postulated by Young and Wallendorf (1989). 

The communicative aspects of disposition are not unlike the communicative 

aspects of acquisition. The controlled acquisition, usage, or disposition 

of possessions is a subtle (or not-so-subtle) method of communication that 

allows us to send messages without saying a word. Themes of communication 

are manifest as: (1) communication with self; and (2) communication with 

others. 
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Disposition as Communication with Self. This etic motivational 

theme of disposition is introspective and although it is self-revealing, 

it does not lend itself to discovery by outside observers. However, on 

occasion, informants refer to their introspective awareness that certain 

dispositional experiences are motivated by their conscious or subconscious 

desires to send messages to themselves. Consider the following interview 

excerpt from Jeff (WM 27) , as he discusses his fascinating motivations for 

giving away his acquarium and fish: 

J: "Well, 1 had a fish tank. It had fish in it. The apartment 
I lived in didn't allow pets except for fish, so I had a fish 
tank with fish in it. This was sort of preparatory for having 
larger pets or children. Unfortunately, I found myself 
incapable of handling the fish. The fish would die. I just 
kept putting new fish in. I had all kinds of fish; goldfish, 
tropical fish, fish-fish." 

M: "What were you doing wrong?" 
J: "I wasn't changing the water enough. I wasn't feeding them 

enough. So they died. Nonetheless, the fish tank could have 
just stayed there, but I decided to give it away. It served 
no purpose. It didn't inspire feelings of commitment to any 
type of animal. I tried for it to do that, but it never 
succeeded. The fish tank was taking up space. It was taking 
up time. [It was] in this way [that] I found myself incapable 
of parenting. I assigned my capabilities as a parent to my 
capabilities of taking care of something so simple as fish. 
If I wasn't capable of taking care of fish, how could I ever 
want children? So I used this as practice." 

M: "Did you fail on purpose?" 
J: "Well, it was a simple set of priorities. Eventually I 

realized that having something like that was not as important 
to me as other things in my life. This was the beginning of 
my realization that I didn't need children. I didn't need 
something that I had to care for. Hy life was my own and I 
didn't need to share it in any way. This was some sort of a 
test, and the test came out that way." 

M: "How did you feel after giving [the fish] up? 
J: "Remorseful. I realized that this was something I had chosen, 

that in this way I was making a choice between having pets, 
having children, having something to take care of beyond 
myself, and yet not choosing that. I simply chose not to." 
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Jeff's remarks indicate that he gave away his acquarium and fish to force 

himself to recognize that he was unfit for parenting. In fact, it would 

appear that his entire experience--from acquisition, to usage, to disposal 

was some sort of test, some form of communication, with himself. As he 

states, "I realized that this was something I had chosen, that in this wav 

I was making a choice between having pets...children...somethine to take 

care of bevond mvself. and vet not choosing that." Jeff's linkage between 

caring for fish and caring for children is an awesome illustration of the 

symbolic meaning of possessions--and therefore the symbolic meaning of the 

disposition of such possessions--a topic discussed at length later in this 

chapter. 

Disposition as Communication with Others. This etic motivational 

theme is unveiled in a variety of experiences involving the disposition, 

separation, giving up, or loss of possessions. Informants are generally 

very willing to discuss the use of disposition as a means of communicating 

with others. For example, consider the following quote from Sue (WF 23), 

as she discusses her destruction of a plaque she made for her ex-boyfriend 

following their break-up: 

S: "The plaque was a collage-type of plaque. I had been cutting 
things out of the newspaper, magazines. Things that were 
special. Remembrances from our relationship. I even had a 
picture of us. After I glued everything on the plaque, I 
layered it with shellack so it was really nice. It was really 
big too. I had given it to him, but later found him with 
another girl one time, so I took the plaque back thinking that 
he was not worthy of it. I was so mad over the relationship 
and there wasn't really anything I could do about it. The 
plaque really wasn't made for me, but I didn't want to give 
back to him because I thought it was too good for him, so I 
broke it, and then I gave it back to him." 

M: "Then you gave it back to him?" 
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S: "Yes. To let him know how 1 felt. I didn't want to be the 
one to throw It away like that. 1 wanted him to see how bad 
he had hurt me, and to see that there Is no way to put this 
thing back together." 

The aforementioned quote from Sue Is an excellent example of destructive 

disposition as a means of communicating with others. The main motivation 

of this dispositional experience is to evoke a reaction In another person; 

to communicate with another person. As Sue states: "...I broke It, and 

then I gave It back to him....To let him know how I felt. I wanted him 

to see how bad he had hurt me. and to see that there is no wav to put this 

back together." In essence, the destruction or disposition of the plaque 

serves as a communicative tool in the same way that burning a flag serves 

as a communicative tool. In other words, it is the effect of the act that 

matters, not the act itself (e.g., Schmid and de Graaf 1982). The quotes 

from Jeff and Sue offer two examples of the use of disposition as a means 

of indirect communication with oneself or another--communication which may 

not be possible (or as effective) through direct verbal expression. 

Disposition as Cleansing. 

The fourth recurring etic motivational theme for the controlled 

disposition, separation, giving up, and loss of possessions involves a 

desire to cleanse, purify, remove, or get rid of our unwanted symbolic or 

literal possessions. In our quest to move forward, to relinquish problem 

ownerships, or to cleanse ourselves from the past, we separate ourselves 

from the people, places, and objects that, however toxic, are still parts 

of us. To illustrate, Rosenblatt, Walsh, and Jackson (1976) provide an 
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excellent commentary on "Disposition as Cleansing" as it applies to a life 

status change (or transition), such as a divorce: 

"Consider separation and divorce in our society. One spouse 
generally leaves the previously shared residence; the other does 
not. The one who remains in the residence will have many 
reminders of the spouse who had left, and these reminders will 
inhibit acquiring a new marital type of relationship. The one 
who leaves the residence will lack...inhibitions and should have 
an easier time...acquiring new relationships. If we are right, 
divorce property settlements may be looked at from a new 
perspective. It is not totally a victory to keep possession of 
one's house and furniture; rather, it is in some ways a burden." 

The preceding quote indicates that possessions may become undesirable for 

numerous reasons. This is what instigates the etic motivational theme of 

disposition as cleansing. Rosenblatt, Walsh, and Jackson (1976) continue 

by noting that lifestyle changes assist in adjustment to a dispositional 

life status change, exactly as predicted by Andreasen (1984): 

"Thus, moving furniture, redecorating the dwelling, changing 
eating routines, changing styles of clothing all could promote 
adjustment to divorce." 

Finally, Rosenblatt, Walsh, and Jackson conclude (1976): 

"As we indicated... in a long-term relationship such as marriage, 
innumerable behaviors appropriate to the relationship become 
associated with stimuli (sights, sounds, odors, textures) in the 
environment of the relationship. When death (or divorce, or 
migration, or some other permanent separation) makes it necessary 
to treat the relationship as ended and to develop new patterns of 
behavior, these stimuli inhibit the change, because they elicit 
old [patterns]. To facilitate change, tie-breaking practices that 
eliminate or alter these stimuli seem to be of great value." 

Not surprisingly, the cross-cultural work of Rosenblatt et al (1976) may 

be extended to numerous other societies, particularly in regard to spousal 

death: 
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"In many societies, there are death customs which...include 
destroying, giving away, or temporarily putting aside...property 
of the deceased and changing residence. We believe that such 
customs serve to break ties with the deceased spouse and... 
facilitate establishment of new patterns of living...Thus, 
discarding or giving away the...possessions...will reduce old 
response [patterns]. We measured five potential tie-breaking 
customs: disposal, giving away, or putting aside for a substantial 
amount of time some personal property of the deceased; destruction 
of useful property of the deceased; temporarily or permanently 
abandoning the dwelling or a room of the dwelling in which 
survivors and deceased lived together; temporarily or permanently 
abandoning the campsite or community in which the survivors lived 
with the deceased; and the practice of a temporary or permanent 
taboo on the name of the deceased." 

All of the aforementioned comments are discussing the notion of 

disposition as a means of cleansing. Interview quotes from this research 

abound with similar motivational themes for the disposition, separation, 

giving up, or loss of possessions. Consider, for example, the following 

quote from Liz (WF 20), as she discusses why she voluntarily and eagerly 

gave her car to her brother as opposed to keeping it or bargaining for a 

better deal: 

L: "Well, actually my dad bought it for my brother and I together. 
We used it throughout high school. But basically, I just gave 
it to him when he left for college. I was a senior in high 
school at the time. My parents agreed to loan me the money 
to buy another car if I paid them back, which I did, so then 
I had my own car. I kind of lost money on the deal because 
my brother got the other car for free, but I got [another car] 
so I was happy." 

M: "You didn't care about the old car?" 
L: "No. I associated it with a party car, so actually I was kind 

of glad to get rid of it. It was during my rebellious stage 
where I took off for weekends snow skiing and things without 
telling my parents, kind of just like leaving, so in a way it; r 
was to get rid of the bad things I did so it didn't bother me. 
I think I was relieved I got rid of those memories. I got rid 
of the bad things I had done. It signified that I don't do 
these things now. I'm older now and don't deceive my parents. 
That car was like a symbol of all the deceitful things I had 
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done to my parents and to my family when 1 was 16 and 17. It 
was just a relief to get rid of the past. -I was growing up 
and just wanted to get rid of the old baggage." 

The above quote from Liz is extremely interesting in that it reveals that 

giving the car to her brother was a means of getting "rid of the bad 

things I did," getting rid of "those memories," signifying that "I don't 

do these things now," and engendering feelings of "relief to get rid of 

the past." Dispositional exeriences may serve as a means of cleansing: 

either symbolically, as in cleaning out one's soul, or literally, as in 

cleaning out a closet. Consider the following quote from Julie (WF 20), 

discussing her pragmatic reasons for selling some old clothing: 

J: "I just picked out the clothes I didn't want and sold them. 
It just cleans out my closet. It's hard though. I wasn't 
attached to the stuff, but it's difficult to decide what to 
get rid of. I go through the stuff I don't wear, but I'll 
stare at a pair of shoes I'm never going to wear and try to 
convince myself that I'll wear them some day. Then I'll try 
to convince myself that I'm never going to wear them. I mean 
they've been there for a year and they're brand new and I've 
never worn them and I'm not attached to them, but I do get a 
thought that I might want them for one time. It's like that." 

The aforementioned, somewhat humorous quote is a literal example of the 

etic motivational theme of disposition as cleansing. Both Liz and Julie 

discuss dispositional experiences which cleansed themselves of unwanted 

possessions; an activity similar to purification rituals or the excessive 

hand-washing of obsessive-compulsive individuals. In all cases, the goal 

is to get rid of "something." 

This concludes the section entitled, Antecedents: Etic Themes of 

the Motivations of Disposition. This naturalistic, interpretative section 
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of this research Is designed to uncover the most basic motivations for the 

"controlled" disposition, separation, giving up, and loss of possessions. 

Four primary, universal themes are posited, each with numerous subthemes: 

(1) Disposition as Control; (2) Disposition as Change; (3) Disposition as 

Communication; and (4) Disposition as Cleansing. As noted, for any given 

disposition, one theme may dominate or all four themes may be pervasive. 

Events: Methods of Disposition 

Table F presents frequencies for the methods of disposition which 

are encountered in this research. The 9 voluntary methods of disposition 

are: (1) give away; (2) trade; (3) recycle; (4) sell; (5) use up; (6) 

throw away; (7) remove, end, quit, leave; (8) abandon; and (9) destroy. 

The seven involuntary methods of disposition are (1) used up; (2) legally 

transferred; (3) informally transferred; (4) misplaced or lost; (5) forced 

to remove, end, quit, leave; (6) illegally transferred; and (7) destroyed 

or died. Thirteen of these 16 methods of disposition are defined in Young 

and Wallendorf's (1989) taxonomies of methods of disposition, which are 

reprinted in Appendices F and G. As previously mentioned, three of the 

sixteen methods of disposition used in this research do not emanate from 

Young and Wallendorf's (1989) study, but instead, emerged from the data 

in this research. These methods include: (1) remove, end, quit, leave; 

(2) made to remove, end, quit, leave; and (3) informally transferred. The 

first two are self-explanatory. The third, informally transferred, refers 

to incidents in which a possession is intentionally, but not criminally, 

taken (usually by a friend or relative) without any intent to harm. In 
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other words, "legally transferred" is sanctioned by the legal system, 

"illegally transferred" is punishable by the legal system, and "Informally 

transferred" fits in between the two. Consider the following quote from 

Elizabeth (WF 21), as she discusses a "typical" example of an "informal 

transfer;" her boyfriend sold her car without her explicit permission: 

E: "[The car was given to my sister] from an ex-boyfriend. It 
was a 1969 Chevelle. Then it was given to me and I drove it 
all the time. I had it for two years, but the maintenance on 
it was a pain, and by the time I met Bill it was shot. I 
drove it for another year, but we would have had to put a 
whole new engine and transmission in it, and a new front end. 
So I got a paint job on it and put new tires on it and made 
it look like a little hot rod. I bought a new used car, a 
1974 Firebird from my boss, and decided to sell the Chevelle. 
Actually, I didn't really want to sell it. I wanted them 
both. I could have afforded to keep both, but I couldn't 
afford to pay the insurance on both of them. 1 liked it." 

M: "Why did you say the car was meaningful and important to you?" 
E: "Because I felt like it was a part of my sister with me all the 

time. We were really close, and she lived in New York, and 
I just really missed her, and I thought that having something 
of hers had a great deal of value. Sometimes when 1 was 
driving alone, I felt that she was with me. It was 
psychological." 

M: "Continue. Couldn't you have just parked it somewhere?" 
E: "That's what I was thinking, but everybody else was like, why 

not just sell it and get the money? I was talked into selling 
it so we put it up for sale. I said I wanted eighteen hundred 
dollars for it. That was a bit high for a car that was 
falling apart, but I figured if somebody wanted it they would 
pay that price for it." 

M: "By putting a high price on it?" 
E: "I knew I didn't really want to sell it. I was just trying to 

make everybody else see my philosophy on it." 
M: "Who was pressuring you to sell it?" 
E: "My mom, my dad, Bill, and Mike. So, I left it at that price 

for a couple of months and didn't even get a phone call on it 
so they talked me down to fifteen hundred dollars. Well, we 
still didn't get much response. People came out and laughed. 
So then they talked me down to thirteen hundred and I said 
that's the lowest I'm going. Then I said I would take twelve 
hundred. I got quite a few offers, but no one ever came 
through on the deal. So then I was out one day at the swap 
meet while Bill and his friends were at home. A guy called 
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and brought his parents over. They test-drove the car and 
Bill ended up taking eleven hundred dollars cash. He sold it 
while I was gone. I came home and didn't see it out on the 
street and jokingly told my girlfriend, wouldn't it be funny 
if they sold it? But then I just figured they were out 
driving it around. It was fun to drive. I pulled up and 
walked in the house and Bill slapped all this money in my 
hand. I was so upset, which seems weird because I had all 
this money in my hand." 

M: "So you were angry with Bill for selling it while you weren't 
there?" 

E: "Yeah. He knew I didn't want to sell it. If somebody had 
offered me that money for the car I wouldn't have sold it. 
He knew that, but he said we had to get rid of it. I was a 
real mad. He knew I would be. Everybody did. I missed it 
a lot. I kept looking for it on the streets. I saw one 
wrecked that looked exactly like mine and I had tears in my 
eyes, but it wasn't mine. It meant a whole lot to me." 

The aforementioned lengthy quote illustrates the difficulties involved in 

informal transfers. Elizabeth did not want to sell the car, although she 

and everyone else realized it needed to go. The sale of the car by Bill, 

her boyfriend, signifies neither a legal transfer nor an illegal transfer. 

Certainly it isn't a legal transfer in that it isn't sanctioned by the 

legal system. (Elizabeth owned the title to the car.) Likewise, it isn't 

an illegal transfer, (although officially it might be), in that Elizabeth 

has no intentions of bringing criminal charges against her boyfriend for 

selling the car. Therefore, it fits into the third, misunderstood, and 

ill-defined category of "informally transferred." 

To continue, (referring to Table F), the most frequent method of 

disposition is "give away," which accounts for 16% of the dispositional 

experiences encountered in this research. Next is "remove, end, quit, 

leave" at 15%, "destroyed, died" at 13%, and "forced to remove, end, quit, 

leave" at 12%. No other method of disposition accounts for more than 10% 
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of the dispositional experiences in this research. Furthermore, no one 

mentioned "recycle," "abandon," or "use up." 

The aforementioned frequencies for methods of disposition shown 

in Table F are interesting, but it is much more illuminating to evaluate 

frequencies for methods of disposition within the cells of the research 

design, as illustrated in Table G, Cell Frequencies for All Methods of 

Disposition. First, in the high centrality/high control cell, "remove, 

end, quit, or leave" is the most prevalent method of disposition, 

accounting for over 42% of the dispositional experiences discussed in this 

cell. This reflects the frequency of stories about quitting jobs, leaving 

places, or ending relationships. Next, in the high centrality/low control 

cell, "destroyed or died" is the most prevalent method of disposition, and 

accounts for nearly 37% of the dispositional experiences, followed by the 

methods "forced to remove, end, quit, or leave" at 25%, and "illegally 

transferred" at 12%. Next, in the low centrality/high control cell, "give 

away" is the most prevalent method of disposition, accounting for over 40% 

of the dispositional experiences, followed by "sell" at 21%, "throw away" 

at 15%, and "remove, end, quit, or leave" at nearly 12%. Fourth, in the 

low centrality/low control cell, "informally transferred" and "illegally 

transferred are equally prevalent methods of disposition, each accounting 

for 21% of the dispositional experiences discussed in this cell, followed 

by "made to remove, end, quit, or leave" at 17%, "destroyed, died" at 13%, 

and "misplaced, lost" at 10%. This reflects the frequency of experiences 

concerning theft and informal transfers, as well as the forced disposition 

of relatively meaningless possessions. As Table G shows, method of 
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disposition varies between the four cells which, in turn, illustrates that 

both centrality and control are determinants of the method of disposition 

that is employed in dispositional experiences. This finding supplements 

the work of Burke, Conn, and Lutz (1978), Hanson 1980, Jacoby, Berning, 

and Dietvorst (1977), and Young and Wallendorf (1989) by illustrating that 

method of disposition relates to possessor-possession relationships (e.g. , 

possession centrality to self, possession attachment to self), as well as 

possessor-situation relationships (e.g., perceptions of control, intended/ 

unintended dispositional dichotomies, voluntary/involuntary dispositional 

dichotomies). 

Test of HI: A Priori Method Hypothesis. This section tests the 

single a priori method hypothesis, HI, discussed in Chapter Three, and 

illustrated below. 

ILLUSTRATION E: HI: HYPOTHESIS FOR METHOD OF DISPOSITION 

HYPOTHESIS CONCLUSION 

HI: Voluntary methods of disposition 
are more likely to be used in 
dispositions which are perceived 
as representing high control. 
Involuntary methods of disposition 
are more likely to be used in 
dispositions which are perceived 
as representing low control. 

HI: ALL SUPPORTED. 

As illustrated in Tables H and I, HI is supported. Overall, 51% of the 

methods of disposition in this study fit into Young and Wallendorf's 

(1989) modified taxonomy of voluntary methods of disposition, and 49% of 

the methods of disposition in this study fit into Young and Wallendorf's 
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(1989) modified taxonomy of involuntary methods of disposition--a near 

50-50 split, as seen in Table H--a result which renders HI a moot point. 

Table I indicates that first, in the high centrality/high control cell, 

90% of the dispositional experiences are "voluntary," as expected for a 

high control cell. Second, in the high centrality/low control cell, 94% 

of the dispositional experiences are "involuntary," as expected for a low 

control cell. Third, in the low centrality/high control cell, 94% of the 

dispositional experiences are "voluntary," as expected for a high control 

cell. Finally, in the low centrality/low control cell, 85% of the 

dispositional experiences are "involuntary," as expected for a low control 

cell. These findings indicate that HI is true by definition; dispositions 

which engender high perceptions of control are voluntary, and dispositions 

which engender low perceptions of control are involuntary. 

Thus, in essence, after all the debate and controversy, it appears 

that the dichotomies of "voluntary/involuntary," "intended/unintended," 

and "high perceptions of control/low perceptions of control" all measure . 

the same underlying dimension of dispositional experiences, regardless of 

what they are termed. Although this revelation now seems quite intuitive, 

(given the evidence in Tables H and I), it was not intuitive prior to this 

research. Rather, it was thought that people are misled by the simplicity 

of "voluntary/involuntary" and "intended/unintended" dichotomies, and that 

perceptions of control are the underlying dimension of interest. Control 

may still be the key dimension of interest, but this research uncovered 

no indication of differences between the informants' ability to categorize 

between "voluntary/involuntary," "intended/unintended," or "high control/ 
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Consequences; Emotional Reactions to Disposition 

Three consequences of dispositional experiences are explored In 

this research: (1) Emotional Reactions to Disposition; (2) Etlc Themes of 

the Meaning of Disposition; and (3) Replacement Factors. The first area 

Investigated In this research Involves Informants' emotional reactions to 

the disposition, separation, giving up, and loss of their possessions. 

Interview quotes, provided throughout this research, allow us to peer into 

the subjective, emotional experience of the informants. Similarly, survey 

questionnaires, (which collect data for 15 emotions), allow us to quantify 

subjective, emotional experiences to compare these experiences within the 

research design. Analyses of emotions data proceed in several directions. 

First, the results of varimax rotation are presented to illustrate the a 

posteriori groupings of emotions which emerge from the data. 

Varimax Rotation of Emotions Data. As illustrated in Table J, the 

data for the 15 emotions collected in this research: (1) sentimentality; 

(2) longing; (3) happiness; (4) satisfaction; (5) hope; (6) relief; (7) 

frustration; (8) anger; (9) bitterness; (10) disgust; (11) sadness; (12) 

disappointment; (13) guilt; (14) regret; and (15) anxiety do not form 

factors equivalent to the six primary emotions proposed by Shaver et al 

(1987): (1) love; (2) joy; (3) surprise; (4) anger; (5) sadness; and (6) 

fear. Instead, three factors emerge: (1) The Protest Factor--consisting 

of emotions related to the primary emotions of anger, fear, and sadness; 

(2) The Retrospective Factor--comprised of emotions related to the primary 
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emotions of love and sadness; and (3) The Relief Factor--consisting of 

emotions related to the primary emotion of joy. 

Surprisingly, the three factors are almost identical to the three 

factors proposed by Bowlby (1973) as the universal reactions to loss: (1) 

protest (anger); (2) depression (sadness and mourning); and (3) detachment 

(accompanied by defensive avoidance of the feelings associated with the 

loss). The first factor in Table J, labeled the Protest Factor, is a 

juxtaposition of several different types of emotions--to include anger, 

frustration, bitterness, and disgust (which all emanate from the primary 

emotion of anger); disappointment, (which emanates from the primary 

emotion of sadness); and anxiety, (which emanates from the primary emotion 

of fear). The fact that these emotions combine to form one factor is not 

especially surprising. Consider, for example, the following quote from 

Emily (WF 25), as she discusses a friend who ended a friendship with her: 

E: "1 had a real good friend, one of my top four or five. She 
didn't really have any friends here. She [graduated] in May 
two years ago. She left right after graduation to go home to 
her family for the weekend, but she said she was coming back 
to get her stuff. She said 1 should stop by her apartment and 
we would go out for one last celebration. So I went over to 
her house the next night and everything was gone. I never 
heard anything from her. 1 mean, I was crushed. 1 cried. 
She was one of my best friends. We did a lot together. And 
she just left, it was really sad. It was like she just left 
and didn't need me anymore. I had been her only friend in 
Tucson and we [did] a lot of things together. I liked her a 
lot. She had a lot of good qualities. And then she just left 
and never came back. There was no reason. No explanation. 
There was no fight. She just never wrote. She never called. 
It still hurts and this was two years ago. 1 even went so far 
as to write her a Christmas card, a long card, and it included 
lots of things about our friendship and what had happened. 
She never wrote back. I finally concluded that there was no 
real friendship. It wasn't a two-way thing. She always told 
me I was her only friend here, but she wasn't really my 
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friend. I mean, I thought she was, but obviously, she wasn't. 
I was just someone to hang out with, to use. I'm a very 
emotional, sensitive person who gets very attached, so I was 
really hurt. I was angry at how she had just left without 
even a goodbye. I still don't understand it and I still hope 
someday she will contact me. Obviously, she can if she wants 
to. She just doesn't seem to want to. She doesn't care. The 
worst part is not knowing why the friendship broke up. If I 
had done anything to her, or we had gotten into a fight or 
something, it would have been more understandable. Not 
knowing why was the worst part. I'll never forget her. We 
had a lot of good times. Sometimes I still think of the good 
times we had together, but I can't make her want to contact 
me. You can't control people, no matter what you think." 

The above quote from Emily shows how a single dispositional experience may 

engender feelings of anger, sadness, and fear, all simultaneously. Thus, 

the concept of the Protest Factor, consisting of elements of these three 

primary emotions is not unrealistic. Instead, envisioning dispositional 

experiences that lead to a similar collage of emotions is relatively easy. 

The second factor in Table J, labeled the Retrospective Factor, is a 

combination of several different emotions--to include sentimentality and 

longing (which emanate from the primary emotion of love); and sadness, 

guilt, and regret (which emanate from the primary emotion of sadness). 

That emotions of love and sadness are related is also not unexpected--to 

the extent that one loves a possession, the more sadness should be felt 

upon separation from the possession. The third factor in Table J, labeled 

the Relief Factor is a combination of several emotions--to include hope, 

happiness, satisfaction, and relief (which all emanate from the primary 

emotion of joy). This factor signifies a positive facet of dispositional 

experiences--emphasizing that the disposition, separation, giving up, or 

loss of possessions may be viewed as the alleviation or dismantling of an 
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unwanted possessor-possession relationship. In sum, this factor analysis 

permits the emotions data to be collapsed into a more parsimonious set of 

three primary emotion factors--almost identical to those found in studies 

from both the psychology of separation and loss and thanatology--and which 

may be tested within the research design. 

Analysis of All Emotions. Prior to analyzing the emotions data 

according to the a priori emotion hypotheses or the a posteriori emotion 

factors, they are first tested within the research design as a 15-item 

scale, as seen in Table K, Analysis of All Emotions. As shown in Table 

K, the alpha reliability coefficient for the 15-item scale is acceptable 

at .7434. An ANOVA analysis reveals that, as expected, the main effects 

for both centrality (F (1, 204) - 132, p < .001) and control (F (1, 204) 

-19, p < .001) are statistically significant. There is no interaction 

effect. This indicates that both centrality and control have an impact 

on emotional reactions to disposition, separation, giving up, and loss of 

possessions. This analysis of emotions data represents the first attempt 

to test the effects of centrality and control on emotional reactions to 

dispositional experiences. 

Analysis of Three Emotion Factors. The second analysis of the 

emotions data analyzes the three emotion factors arising from the varimax 

rotation shown in Table J (discussed earlier) within the research design. 

The three factors, once again, are the Protest Factor, the Retrospective 

Factor, and the Relief Factor. This analysis is not a specific test of 

the a priori emotion hypotheses, but instead simply provides a different 

perspective on emotional reactions to disposition. As shown in Table L, 
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Analysis of Three Emotion Factors, the alpha reliability coefficient for 

the 6-item Protest scale is acceptable at .9259. An ANOVA analysis shows 

that, as expected, the main effects for both centrality (F (1, 204) - 44, 

p < .001) and control (F (1, 204) - 52, p < .001) are statistically 

significant. There is no interaction effect. Of special import is the 

recognition that the high central ity/low control cell has the highest cell 

mean, followed by low centrality/low control, high centrality/high control 

and low centrality/high control cells, the latter of which has the lowest 

cell mean. These results are intuitively appealing. One expects the most 

intense protest reactions in the high centrality/low control cell and the 

least intense protest reactions in the low centrality/high control cell. 

Next, as shown in Table L, the alpha reliability coefficient for 

the 5-item retrospective scale is acceptable at .8779. An ANOVA analysis 

indicates that the main effects for both centrality (F (1, 204) - 195, p 

< .001 and control (F (1, 204) - 19, p < .001) are statistically 

significant, as expected. There is no interaction effect. Of special 

import is the recognition that the high centrality/low control cell has 

the highest cell mean, followed by the high centrality/high control cell, 

the low centrality/low control cell, and the low centrality/high control 

cell, the latter of which has the lowest cell mean. These results are 

appealing. One expects the most intense retrospective reactions in the 

high centrality/low control cell and the least intense retrospective 

reactions in the low centrality/high control cell. How can one feel 

sadness where there is little or no love? 

Third and finally, as seen in Table L, the alpha reliability 
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coefficient for the 4-item relief scale is acceptable at .8464. An ANOVA 

analysis indicates that, as expected, the main effects for both centrallty 

(F (1, 204) - 9, p < .004) and control (F (1, 204) - 65, p < .001) are 

statistically significant. There is no interaction effect. Of special 

import is the recognition that the low centrality/high control cell has 

the highest cell mean, followed by the high centrality/high control cell, 

the low centrality/low control cell, and the high centrality/low control 

cell, the latter of which has the lowest cell mean. These results are 

intuitively appealing. One expects the most intense relief reactions in 

the low centrality/high control cell and least intense relief reactions 

in the high centrality/low control cell. Why would one feel relief when 

a high attachment possession is uncontrollably disposed of? 

Thus, to conclude this second analysis of the emotions data, both 

centrallty and control have statistically significant effects on all three 

a posteriori, emergent emotion factors. This is a further indication that 

both centrality and control have an impact on emotional reactions to the 

disposition, separation, giving up, and loss of possessions. 

Test of H2: A Priori Hypotheses for Emotions of Love. This 

section represents the beginning of the third analysis of the emotions 

data, namely, that of the a priori emotion hypotheses. This section tests 

the a priori hypotheses for emotions of love, H2, discussed in Chapter 

Three (and illustrated below). 
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ILLUSTRATION F: H2: HYPOTHESES FOR EMOTIONS OF LOVE 

HYPOTHESES CONCLUSION 

H2a: Levels of sentimentality and longing will 
be higher when disposition involves a high 
centrallty possession rather than a low 
centrality possession. 

H2b: Levels of sentimentality and longing will 
be higher when perceptions of control of 
disposition are low rather than high. 

H2a: ALL SUPPORTED. 

H2a: ALL SUPPORTED. 

As illustrated in Table M, an ANOVA analysis shows that, as expected, the 

main effects for both centrallty (F (1, 204) - 157, p < .001) and control 

(F (1, 204) - 4, p < .041) are statistically significant for the emotion 

of sentimentality. There is no interaction effect. Of special import is 

the recognition that the high centrality/low control cell has the highest 

cell mean and the low centrality/high control cell has the lowest cell 

mean--exactly as one would expect. As also shown in Table M, an ANOVA 

analysis shows that, as expected, the main effects for both centrality (F 

(1, 204) - 154, p < .001) and control (F (1, 204) - 27, p < .001) are 

statistically significant for the emotion of longing. There is no 

interaction effect. Of special importance is the recognition that the 

high centrality/low control cell has the highest cell mean and the low 

centrality/high control cell has the lowest cell mean--exactly as one 

would expect. Thus, H2a and H2b are supported. 

Test of H3: A Priori Hypotheses for Emotions of Jov. This section 

tests the a priori hypotheses for emotions of joy, H3, discussed in 

Chapter Three (and illustrated below). 
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ILLUSTRATION G: H3: HYPOTHESES FOR EMOTIONS OF JOY 

HYPOTHESES 1 CONCLUSION 
jj 

H3a: Levels of happiness, satisfaction, hope, |H3a: SOME SUPPORTED, 
and relief will be higher when disposition J happiness 
involves a low centrality possession rather! satisfaction 
than a high centrality possession. | relief 

H3b: Levels of happiness, satisfaction, hope, |H3b: ALL SUPPORTED, 
and relief will be higher when perceptions I 
of control of disposition are high rather | 
than low. 1 

: n 

As illustrated in Table N, an ANOVA analysis shows that, as expected, the 

main effects for both centrality (F (1, 204) - 24, p < .001) and control 

(F (1, 204) - 52, p < .001) are statistically significant for the emotion 

of happiness. There is no interaction effect. Of special import is the 

recognition that the low centrality/high control cell has the highest cell 

mean and the high centrality/low control cell has the lowest cell mean--

exactly as one would expect. As also shown in Table N, an ANOVA analysis 

shows that, as expected, the main effects for both centrality (F (1, 204) 

- 13, p < .001) and control (F (1, 204) - 98, p < .001) are statistically 

significant for the emotion of satisfaction. There is no interaction 

effect. Of special importance is the recognition that the low centrality/ 

high control cell has the highest cell mean and the high centrality/low 

control cell has the lowest cell mean--exactly as one would expect. As 

also shown in Table N, an ANOVA analysis shows that, not as expected, the 

main effect for centrality (F (1, 204) - 2, p < .222) is not statistically 

significant for the emotion of hope. However, as expected, the main 

effect for control (F (1, 204) - 9, p <. .004) Is statistically significant 
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for the emotion of hope. There is no interaction effect. In this case, 

the high centrality/high control cell has the highest cell mean and the 

low centrality/low control cell has the lowest cell mean--which indicates 

that the emotion of hope is functioning differently from the other 

emotions of joy. As also shown in Table N, an ANOVA analysis shows that, 

as expected, the main effects for both centrality (F (1, 204) - 6, p < 

.015) and control (F (1, 204) - 39, p < .001) are statistically 

significant for the emotion of relief. There is no interaction effect. 

Of special importance is the recognition that the low centrality/high 

control cell has the highest cell mean and the high centrality/low control 

cell has the lowest cell mean--exactly as one would expect. Thus, H3a and 

H3b are partially supported. Happiness, satisfaction, and relief moved 

in the predicted directions, but hope did not. 

Test of H4: A Priori Hypotheses for Emotions of Anger. This 

section tests the a priori hypotheses for emotions of anger, H4, discussed 

in Chapter Three (and illustrated below). 

ILLUSTRATION H: H4: HYPOTHESES FOR EMOTIONS OF ANGER 

HYPOTHESES CONCLUSION 

H4a: Levels of anger, frustration, bitterness, H4a: ALL SUPPORTED, 
and disgust will be higher when disposition! 
involves a high centrality possession 
rather than a low centrality possession. 

H4b: Levels of anger, frustration, bitterness, |H4b: ALL SUPPORTED, 
and disgust will be higher when perceptions! 
of control of disposition are low rather 

I than high. 
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As illustrated in Table 0, an ANOVA analysis shows that, as expected, the 

main effects for both centrality (F (1, 204) - 18, p < .001) and control 

(F (1, 204) - 62, p < .001) are statistically significant for the emotion 

of anger. There is no interaction effect. Of special importance is the 

recognition that the high centrality/low control cell has the highest cell 

mean and the low centrality/high control cell has the lowest cell mean--

exactly as one would expect. As also shown in Table 0, an ANOVA analysis 

shows that, as expected, the main effects for both centrality (F (1, 204) 

-55, p < .001) and control (F (1, 204) - 55, p < .001) are statistically 

significant for the emotion of frutration. There is no interaction 

effect. Of special import is the recognition that the high centrality/ 

low control cell has the highest cell mean and the low centrality/high 

control cell has the lowest cell mean--exactly as one would expect. As 

also shown in Table 0, an ANOVA analysis shows that, as expected, the main 

effects for both centrality (F (1, 204) - 26, p < .001) and control (F (1, 

204) - 35, p < .004) are statistically significant for the emotion of 

bitterness. There is no interaction effect. Of particular import is that 

the high centrality/low control cell has the highest cell mean and the 

low centrality/high control cell has the lowest cell mean--exactly as one 

would expect. As also shown in Table 0, an ANOVA analysis shows that, as 

expected, the main effects for both centrality (F (1, 204) - 17, p < .015) 

and control (F (1, 204) - 18, p < .001) are statistically significant for 

the emotion of disgust. There is no interaction effect. Of importance 

is the recognition that the high centrality/low control cell has the 

highest cell mean and the low centrality/high control cell has the lowest 
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cell mean--exactly as one would expect. Thus, H4a and H4b are supported. 

Test of H5: A Priori Hypotheses for Emotions of Sadness. This 

section tests the a priori hypotheses for emotions of anger, H4, discussed 

in Chapter Three (and Illustrated on the next page). As illustrated in 

Table P, an ANOVA analysis shows that, as expected, the main effects for 

both centrality (F (1, 204) - 166, p < .001) and control (F (1, 204) - 26, 

p < .001) are statistically significant for the emotion of sadness. There 

is no interaction effect. Of special importance is the recognition that 

ILLUSTRATION I: H5: HYPOTHESES FOR EMOTIONS OF SADNESS 

HYPOTHESES CONCLUSION 

H5a: 

H5b: 

Levels of sadness, disappointment, guilt, 
and regret will be higher when disposition 
involves a high centrality possession 
rather than a low centrality possession. 
Levels of sadness, disappointment, guilt, 
and regret will be higher when perceptions 
of control of disposition are low rather 
rather than high. 

H5a: ALL SUPPORTED. 

|H5b: SOME SUPPORTED, 
sadness 
disappointment 
regret 

the high centrality/low control cell has the highest cell mean and the low 

centrality/high control cell has the lowest cell mean--exactly as one 

would expect. As also shown in Table P, an ANOVA analysis shows that, as 

expected, the main effects for both centrality (F (1, 204) - 58, p < .001) 

and control (F (1, 204) - 33, p < .001) are statistically significant for 

the emotion of disappointment. There is no interaction effect. Of import 

is the recognition that the high centrality/low control cell has the 

highest cell mean and the low centrality/high control cell has the lowest 

cell mean--exactly as one would expect. As also shown in Table P, an 
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ANOVA analysis shows that, as expected, the main effect for centrality (F 

(1, 204) - 20, p < .001) is statistically significant and there is no 

interaction effect. However, an ANOVA analysis indicates that, not as 

expected, the main effect for control (F (1, 204) - 1, p < .466) is not 

statistically significant for the emotion of guilt. In this situation, 

the high centrality/low control cell still has the highest cell mean and 

the low centrality/low control cell still has the lowest cell mean--

exactly as expected despite difficulties with control. As also shown in 

Table F, an ANOVA analysis shows that, as expected, the main effects for 

both centrality (F (1, 204) - 66, p < .001) and control (F (1, 204) - 10, 

p < .002) are statistically significant for the emotion of regret. There 

is no interaction effect. The high centrality/low control cell has the 

highest cell mean and the low centrality/high control cell has the lowest 

cell mean--exactly as one would expect. Thus, H5a and H5b are partially 

supported. Sadness, disappointment, and regret moved in the predicted 

directions, but guilt did not. 

Test of H6: A Priori Hypotheses for Emotions of Fear. This 

section tests the a priori hypotheses for emotions of fear, H6, discussed 

in Chapter Three (and illustrated below). As illustrated in Table Q, an 

ANOVA analysis shows that, as expected, the main effects for both 

centrality (F (1, 204) - 24, p < .001) and control (F (1, 204) - 15, p < 

.001) are statistically significant for the emotion of anxiety. There is 

no interaction effect. Of import is that the high centrality/low control 

cell has the highest cell mean and the low centrality/high control cell 

has the lowest cell mean--exactly as one would expect. 
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ILLUSTRATION J: H6: HYPOTHESES FOR EMOTIONS OF FEAR 

HYPOTHESES CONCLUSION 

H6a: Levels of anxiety will be higher when |H6a: ALL SUPPORTED, 
disposition involves a high centrality 
possession rather than a low centrality 
possession. 

H6b: Levels of anxiety will be higher when |H6b: ALL SUPPORTED, 
perceptions of control of disposition are 
low rather than high. 

Analysis of Three Emotion Factors - Type of Possession. Though 

no hypotheses are generated for the extent to which type of possession, 

an emergent variable, affects the various emotions, a series of ANOVAs is 

conducted using type of possession as an independent variable and the 

three empirically derived emotion factors as dependent variables. As 

shown in Table R, for the protest factor, an ANOVA analysis reveals that 

the main effect for type of possession (F (4, 203) - 2, p < .121) is not 

statistically significant. This implies that the type of possession does 

not affect the protest emotions: frustration, bitterness, anxiety, anger, 

disappointment, and disgust. In other words, even quite inconsequential 

dispositional experiences can irritate us if the situation is conducive 

to it. Consider, for example, the following quote from Susan (WF 32), 

discussing her rage over the theft of her sweater: 

S: "After I got divorced, I lost a lot of weight. I weighed close 
to two hundred pounds. This was a beautiful white cashmere 
sweater with pearls sewed onto it that I had had only a couple 
of months before it was stolen. I had left it to dry on the 
rack in the laundromat while I took the rest of my clothes out 
to the car. When I came back, it was gone. [That sweater] 
was the first thing I bought after I lost all the weight. 
It's not that it was real meaningful, but it upset me. Why 
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would somebody steal my sweater? I was appalled that somebody 
would do that in a laudromat. Everybody Is sort of under 
their honor not to mess with anyone else's clothes. I was 
especially ticked off that It occured in under 2 minutes. 
Somebody was pretty bold. They could have still been in there 
when I walked in. It's made me paranoid about laudromats." 

The aforementioned quote from Susan makes it apparent that strong negative 

emotions may be associated with possessions which do not seem worthy of 

the consumption of emotional energy when she states, "It's not that it was 

real meaningful, but it upset me." 

In contrast, as shown in Table R, for the retrospective factor, 

an ANOVA analysis reveals that the main effect for type of possession (F 

(4, 203) - 13, p < .001) is statistically significant. This implies that 

the type of possession affects the retrospective emotions: sentimentality, 

longing, sadness, guilt, and regret. Scheffe multiple comparison tests 

of the cell means reveal that people and pets generate the most intense 

retrospective emotions, followed by places, jobs (et cetera) and primarily 

symbolic objects, followed by primarily functional objects, which generate 

the least intense retrospective emotions, as one might expect. 

Finally, as shown in Table R, for the relief factor, an ANOVA 

analysis indicates that the main effect for type of possession (F (4, 203) 

- 2, p < .097 is not statistically significant at alpha - .05. This 

suggests that the type of possession does not affect the relief emotions: 

relief, happiness, satisfaction, and hope. 

Analysis of Three Emotion Factors - Transitions. Although no 

hypotheses are generated for the extent to which transitions, an emergent 

variable, affect the various emotions, a series of t-tests is conducted 



235 

using transitions as an independent variable and the three empirically 

derived emotion factors as dependent variables. As illustrated in Table 

S, for the protest factor, a t-test analysis reveals that there is no more 

likelihood of protest emotions arising due to transitions. To rephrase, 

transitions do not make us angry. However, for both the retrospective and 

the relief factors, there is more likelihood of these emotions arising due 

to transitions. Perhaps this is because transitions signify change; a 

letting go of the past which evokes retrospective emotions such as regret, 

sentimentality, longing, sadness, and guilt, as well as an awakening to 

the future which evokes relief emotions such as happiness, satisfaction, 

hope, and relief. 

Analysis of Three Emotion Factors — Method of Disposition. Though 

no hypotheses are generated for the extent to which method of disposition, 

an emergent variable, affect the various emotions, a series of t-tests is 

conducted using methods of disposition (voluntary versus involuntary) as 

an independent variable and the three empirically derived emotion factors 

as dependent variables. As illustrated in Table T, for the three emotion 

factors, t-test analyses reveal that there is much more likelihood of 

protest and retrospective emotions arising when methods of disposition are 

involuntary, and much more likelihood of relief emotions arising when the 

method of disposition is voluntary. In other words, we are more likely 

to be angry or sad if our possessions are disposed of involuntarily, and 

we are more likely to be relieved If our possessions are disposed of 

voluntarily. 
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Consequences: Etlc Themes of the Meaning of Disposition 

Young and Wallendorf (1989) state: 

"Our central proposition Is that the disposition of possessions 
is a symbolic, ritualistic event infused with meaning." 

But what are these elusive meanings? A tremendous expenditure of effort 

has been placed on distinguishing between motivations for dispositional 

experiences and meanings of dispositional experiences, yet the meaning of 

disposition remains controversial. Is it realistic to assume that the 

disposition, separation, giving up, and loss of possessions create like 

meanings across unlike people? Consider the following three dispositional 

stories from Danielle (WF 32), Brett (WM 21), and Jeff (WM 27), all of 

whom are discussing the loss of important people in their lives: 

D: "My boyfriend just left. He said that he didn't think he had 
half of what somebody else would have to offer to me. I 
thought that was the most ridiculous thing I'd ever heard. 
Why would I want more? I said he was everything I ever wanted 
besides a career. I wanted a career so I could earn my own 
salary too. I've always wanted that. I said I didn't realize 
the two were incompatible. He said he didn't either. There 
was nothing I could do about it. One part of me was attached 
to him as a possession. I never really felt that I possessed 
his love, but I felt that it was a part of me. I don't know 
if that is possession. It was a very meaningful and crucial 
part of me that meant a lot to me. I've never gotten over it. 
I don't think I ever have." 

"I must have been about fourteen. I was a freshman in high 
school. He was thirty-five. I called him my Uncle Tim. He 
was a real close friend. He had been a friend of the family 
and we had done a lot of things together." 
"Why did he commit suicide?" 
"He wasn't very happy. He had opened a business for himself 
in 1976 and he had gone bankrupt. He left the state and moved 
to Hawaii. He was really depressed at that point. He felt 
like he had lost everything at that point. He felt like he 

B: 

M: 
B: 
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had lost his life so he took his life." 
M: "How did you feel?" 
B: "I was really crushed. I hadn't seen him in a few months, 

since he moved to Hawaii. Even though 1 knew things were bad 
for him, I didn't think he'd resort to taking his own life. 
So that was really the first person I was close to who died. 
1 had never known anyone close who died. That was my first 
taste of death. It raised questions in my mind. • Why? Why 
did he have to kill himself? Why couldn't he work something 
out? It wouldn't have been that bad. It really affected me 
badly. I did some things I shouldn't have done during that 
time because I was really upset. I was sad, very sad. I was 
also angry with him that he would leave me, that he would take 
his own life. I didn't get a chance to tell him I loved him. 
I didn't get a chance to say goodbye. I didn't get a chance 
to do any of those last things that you wish you could do when 
someone dies. So I was angry with him, but I was also sad." 

M: "Why were you so attached to him?" 
B: "I'd known him all my life. We'd done a lot of things 

together. He taught me a lot of things. He gave me a lot of 
things. He gave me my first baseball glove. We rode 
motorcycles together. I didn't have a brother so he kind of 
filled that role. I felt like I had no control over his death 
because he was out of state at the time. There was nothing 
I could do. I couldn't control his emotions. I couldn't stop 
his business from going under. I couldn't stop him from 
pulling the trigger. It was totally out of mv control and 
that was one of the most frustrating parts. . .that his suicide 
was out of mv control. I wish I could have done something to 
stop him." 

J: "My grandfather is probably the person who made me the way I 
am in many ways and he died." 

M: "Why did he have so much influence on you?" 
J: "Well, he was my mother's father. He paid for my school 

tuition, living expenses, and everything in its entirety. He 
was a person who I modeled my life around. He was a person 
who gave me suggestions as to how to model my life. Since I 
had the same gene pool, I felt that I had the capabilities to 
achieve what he had achieved. He was a very successful 
business person. He had done a lot of things in his life and 
I figured I could do it too. He made me who I am today." 

M: "Which is what?" 
J: "A person who is a set of drives, ambitions, and interests 

similar to his." 
M: "How did you feel finding out that he died?" 
J: "I felt many emotions simultaneously. In some ways I felt that 

one of the great driving influences in my life was missing. 



238 

This was very Important to me. It meant a lot to me that all 
of a sudden there was no one for whom I was achieving. There 
was no one to seek advice from. There was no one for 
anything. However, it removed a great deal of pressure." 

In each of the three interview excerpts above, something has been lost, 

and in at least one, something has been gained. Danielle proclaims, "I 

never really felt that I possessed [my boyfriend's] love, but I felt that 

it was a part of me." Thus, Danielle lost part of herself. Furthermore, 

Danielle came to realize that she couldn't have both her career and her 

boyfriend, thus Danielle faced a loss of freedom and, in her desire to 

restore it, faced the loss of her boyfriend. Brett, on the other hand, 

also may have lost part of himself, but emphasizes that he mainly lost his 

sense of control when his close friend committed suicide. As he states, 

"It was totally out of my control and that was one of the most frustrating 

parts...that his suicide was out of my control." Jeff, the more reticent 

of the three, states that the death of his grandfather "meant a lot to me 

[because] all of a sudden there was no one for whom I was achieving." 

Yet, Jeff also gained something from his dispositional experience. As he 

almost happily adds, "...it removed a great deal of pressure." Losses and 

gains, inextricably mixed, these are the meanings of disposition. 

As opposed to a general discussion of emic meanings of disposition, 

separation, giving up, and loss of possessions, the goal of this section 

is to present and describe the aftermath of dispositional experiences, or 

as referred to here, the meanings of disposition, which emerge from the 

interview transcripts collected in this research. Similar to the section 

on the motivations of disposition, this section focuses only on meanings 
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of disposition. Defining the meanings of disposition, like defining the 

motivations of disposition, are prone to ambiguity. That is, right up 

until one asks an informant, "What did this dispositional experience mean 

to you?," at which point the informant has no difficulty answering the 

question. Simply put, the meanings of dispositional experiences are the 

feelings and thoughts that arise following dispositional experiences, as 

the informant ponders, "What did all of this mean?" Unlike the similar 

section on the motivations of dispositional experiences, this section on 

the meanings of dispositional experiences deals with both voluntary and 

involuntary dispositional experiences. However, similar to the section 

on the motivations of dispositional experiences, this section focuses on 

etic. not emic. themes of meanings for dispositional experiences. 

Loss of Self versus Denial of Self. 

This first recurring etic theme of the meaning of dispositional 

experiences is perhaps the most prevalent. This theme is best viewed as 

a continuum, with loss of self at one boundary, and denial of self at the 

other boundary. This theme is intuitively appealing because, to the 

extent that we view possessions as parts of ourselves (Belk 1988), then 

we must view the disposition of those possessions as the loss or denial 

of parts of ourselves. Consider, for example, the following quote from 

Sally (WF 21), as she discusses the destruction of her family's house in 

a fire: 

S: "1 was a junior in high school. I was seventeen. I was at a 
high school basketball game and we were coming home from the 
basketball game and down the street we could see fire engines 
and ambulances and police cars. And I'm like, they're parked 
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at our neighbors' house. Then I was like, oh no, what's going 
on? They were at my house. So I jumped out of the car and 
ran up as far as I could get to the house and my mom was out 
there crying, and my sister, and firemen and policemen." 

M: "What was the status of the house at that moment?" 
S: "Oh, it was still burning. It was still burning." 
M: "The only thing that was saved was your selves and the cat?" 
S: "The cat and the people. There were no clothes or anything. 

Everything was gone. Photographs, family records, financial 
records. All that stuff was gone. Everything was gone. I 
was in awe. I can still see it burning. I had so many 
emotions. I was scared. I was shocked. I was sad. I 
was...I just couldn't believe it was happening. ...You have 
memories; in your head, but it is like you have to start all 
over; brand new everything. It was sad. Really sad. The 
worst probably was knowing that everything. I mean everything, 
all of our possessions, all of them, were gone. That was 
probably the saddest and the hardest to deal with. Because 
over the years it takes a long time to accumulate stuff and 
to have it all disappear in one night, in just a couple of 
hours...that is the worst part." 

The aforementioned quote is an outstanding example of the loss of self 

which dispositional experiences can create. As Sally so poignantly notes, 

"The worst probably was knowing that everything, I mean everything, all 

of our possessions, all of them, were gone." In contrast, consider the 

following interview excerpt from Virginia (BF 26), discussing donating 

some clothes to a charity: 

V: "My parents have always given our clothes to charities. Last 
summer, I put a bunch of things in four boxes and gave them 
to [a charity]. Actually, I first tried to sell them at [a 
used clothes store], but after I realized that I wasn't going 
to get anything for them, I just took them to [the charity]." 

M: "Why did you choose that time to get rid of these clothes?" 
V: "I don't know. I just didn't wear them. They had been sitting 

in my closet for over a year and I just figured it was time 
to clean things out. Normally, I'd give them to my sisters, 
but nobody lives near me now. Also, I was moving at the same 
time to a new apartment and I didn't want to move the stuff." 

M: "How did you feel afterwards?" 
V: "I felt good. When I gave them to [the charity], they were 

real appreciative and I felt I was helping someone out. 
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M: "None of the clothes had any meaning?" 
V: "No. Thev were lust something I had. Like dirt on the floor. 

thev were lust there." 

The above quote from Virginia depicts an entirely different scenario than 

the quote from Sally. Virginia's disposition represents no loss of self. 

Instead, it appears that she just wanted to get rid of them. She did not 

wear them and she did not want to move them. However, her desire to get 

rid of the clothes (to deny them as part of her self) is not forcefully 

mentioned until she so disdainfully says: "Like dirt on the floor, they 

were just there." Although there are more compelling quotes throughout 

this research concerning the desire to deny that a possession is part of 

one's self, even Virginia's relatively mild remarks suggest that she no 

longer considered the clothing a part of her self. Thus, denial of self 

need not involve the destruction of meaningful and symbolic reminders of 

a broken heart; it can be so simple as the desire to get rid of that which 

no longer has any meaning to one's self. 

Loss of Control versus Establishment of Control. 

This second etic theme of the meaning of dispositional experiences 

is also quite prevalent. As already noted throughout this research, many 

dispositional experiences leave us feeling out of control. This theme is 

reminiscent of perceptions of control, one of the independent variables 

structuring this research. The difference between perceptions of control 

as an independent variable and etic themes of the meaning of disposition 

which relate to control is that the former occurs prior to disposition, 

whereas the latter is the result of the dispositional experience. This 
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differentiation is hard to make using retrospective accounts. However, 

it is possible for an uncontrolled (involuntary) disposition, (such as a 

roommate leaving), to ultimately result in the establishment of control, 

if one enjoys the prospect of no longer having to endure the tribulations 

of sharing one's home. This is the basis for comments like, "It will be 

for the best in the long run" or "Looking back on it, this was the best 

thing that could have happened." 

Aside from the aforementioned discussion, it is agreed that most 

situations which result in a loss of control originate as uncontrollable 

(involuntary) dispositional experiences. Consider the following comments 

from Rebecca (WF 21), as she discusses a trip to the veterinarian with her 

mother to put her dog to sleep: 

R: "My dog, Barney. We had him for five years. He was a cocker 
spaniel and they don't get a lot of air in their ears so he 
developed an infection in the ear and a really weird skin 
infection and then his hair started falling out." 

M: "Was it [a deadly disease]?" 
R: "Yes, [it was a disease] that is deadly. It eats up the skin 

little by little until the dog dies." 
M: "Was the dog in pain or anything?" 
R: "Yeah. The dog was in pain mostly by the ears. Because I mean 

they were secreting. It was really bad. They said they would 
have to clip the ears and do an ear canal. They would have 
to fix his ear canals or make whole new ones because it was 
so bad. We had been bathing him in this special stuff and we 
had been putting his eardrops in. It probably could have been 
[solved], but my parents felt that it would be a long recovery 
and we couldn't afford the bills at the time. And so they 
decided that it would be better for Barney to be put to sleep. 
Better for them." 

M: "You say that you had no choice or control?" 
R: "Yeah. .. .The doctor had said to do this and this and then the 

dog should get better, but [he didn't]. It ended up that I 
[did all of the work] because my Mom was just fed up with [the 
dog] and my other sister wasn't taking care of [him] so it was 
left up to me. And like, I mean I wouldn't, I mean I didn't 
understand, I mean I would do it once or twice a week, but I 
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didn't understand the regularity required. I thought that he 
would get better from that but it was like I should have done 
it every day. But it was just so much responsibility at the 
time. But down at the end, I was doing it every day for the 
last six months. And his skin was getting better, but his 
ears weren't. And, my Mom just decided that we were going to 
the vet. I knew something was up. And so I was like, just 
wait a minute, we're bringing the dog back, right? And she 
was like, well, oh it will be fine and my Dad was like oh, it 
will be fine. So we went to the vet and my Mom went in there 
with [the dog] and then [my Mom and the vet] came out and the 
doctor had a smile on his face and my Mom was just sitting 
there. I was like, is [the dog] going to be ok? And the 
doctor was trying to make it like 1 was this no brain kid, 
like oh, he'll be much better in doggie heaven. Right when 
he said that I am like, buddy, don't even try it. And my Mom 
was like, he will be much better off. And I was just like 
oh! No! No! That was the worst ever. That was the worst 
moment. I was just crying. I was angry, but I wasn't yelling 
at the doctor or at my Mom. 1 was just really crying. I was 
very sad. I wasn't rebelling or anything, but I was like can 
I take him home for one night, please, please, one night? And 
they were just like, no, it is going to be harder. The worst 
thing about the whole thing was that my dog was jumping up and 
down and being excited and happy. It wasn't like he deserved 
to die because he was so alive. How could you kill a dog when 
it was so up and vivacious and stuff like that and the doctor 
was just like, [the dog] is just going to get worse and so it 
was like I had no choice whatsoever.n 

Rebecca's heartbreaking story reveals every nuance of the experience of 

a loss of control, as seen through the eyes of a 12 year-old, unable to 

prevent the imminent death of her dog. Contrast this with the following 

quote by Abdul (Islamic M 21), as he discusses a dispositional experience 

which allowed him to reestablish control: 

A: "I met this girl, an American girl, and I started dating her. 
We became really close and we did a lot of things together. 
We knew each other for about two years and dated for over a 
year and a half. I really liked her and even thought about 
getting married to her, but our differences were too great. 
She wanted a career and all these things and I didn't care for 
that. She didn't want a family and I wanted children. It was 
a cultural thing really. It's just different in my culture 



244 

and I realized that she could never be happy living in my 
culture and I could never be happy living like she wanted to 
live. We started arguing all the time about these things and 
1 realized that we weren't good for each other. I mean, 1 
loved her very much, but I knew we could never be a family or 
be married. It just wouldn't work. 1 thought she knew this 
too. So 1 broke up with her, but said let's be friends at 
least." 

M: "What did she say?" 
A: "She said that 1 had changed. She said 1 wasn't like I used 

to be. She said 1 spent too much time with my friends. I 
thought 1 hurt my friends because 1 spent so much time with 
her. I think it wasn't worth it, spending time with her. I 
shouldn't have given her as much time as I gave her. 1 should 
have realized that our problems were too serious. Now, 1 look 
back on it, and think 1 was weak for doing it. I am used to 
being nice. Sometimes 1 think I am too much nice. 1 thought 
if 1 was nice she would listen to me. Instead, 1 think I 
should have been more forceful. I don't know. When 1 love 
something, I give everything. At the time, this was the thing 
1 liked, so 1 gave her everything: my time, my thinking. If 
she asked me for something, 1 would never say no. When she 
got mad, I would always apologize. I shouldn't have done 
that." 

M: "How did you feel after you broke up?" 
I: "Sometimes I think of the times we had together, but the bad 

times outweigh the good times. I was relieved that I was out 
of the situation. I felt back in control of mvself and I'm 
not going to do that again." 

As Abdul so succintly states at the conclusion of his dispositional story, 

"I felt back in control of myself..." Unlike Rebecca, whose dispositional 

experience led to feelings of a loss of control, Abdul's dispositional 

experience led to feelings of an establishment of control. 

Loss of Freedom versus Establishment of Freedom. 

The third etic theme of meanings of disposition is more difficult 

to detect, but nonetheless frequent. Consider the following comments made 

by Teresa (BF 37), as she discusses the theft of her van: 
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"We were scheduled to go on vacation and at the last minute my 
husband decided to take the van in to change the tires and 
have them aligned. While it was at the garage, someone stole 
it, so not only did I lose my van, but I didn't get to go on 
vacation, so I was very upset." 
"How did you find out the van was stolen?" 
"My ex went to pick it up at the garage, and they said, didn't 
you already pick it up? He said, well, how would I already 
have picked it up? Well, supposedly a couple of tall men had 
walked into the lot and went off with the van, the garage had 
left the keys in it, without paying for it." 
"Do you believe the garage's story?" 
"Well, 1 believe that two black men probably came and cased the 
place and stole the van, but the garage had our work order and 
phone number and why they didn't call the police or us, I have 
no idea. They ended up paying the insurance. They were found 
at fault." 

"What was your reaction when you found out the van was stolen?" 
"Disbelief at first. 1 thought my ex was playing a joke. He 
was supposed to come pick me up at work and when he didn't 
show up I had to find a way home, so when he got home I was 
very angry with him because I thought he was just making silly 
excuses. Then 1 realized it was true. Then 1 was really mad. 
There was a lot of decision-making. We didn't know whether 
to rent a car and continue with our vacation. 1 was 
frustrated because it was a family vacation and we didn't get 
to go. 1 wasn't so worried about the van because we had 
insurance." 

In this situation, the theft of Teresa's van came at a very inopportune 

time as the family was preparing to depart on a vacation. This unexpected 

loss not only ruined her trip, but also restricted Teresa's transportation 

options until she received a replacement. Thus, in this situation, a 

dispositional experience led to a loss of freedom. Contrast this with the 

following remarks by Laura (WF 21) and Danielle (WF 32), as they discuss 

dispositional experiences which established personal freedom: 

L: "I got tired of commuting about 40 miles a day to college. It 
was a real hassle to get up at 5 in the morning to get ready 
by 6 to be down here by 7:30 for an 8:00 class. I decided 
that I was 18 or 19 and it was time to move out. I waited 
until I could save up enough money. I knew I had to leave. 

T: 

M: 
T: 

M: 
T: 

M: 
T: 
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My parents were driving me crazy. Having to be in at a 
certain time was driving me crazy." 
"How was [it]?" 
"I moved by myself. My parents didn't really help. 1 felt 
like 1 left them, not like they were helping me move out into 
a different world. I just left. They wondered where 1 lived, 
but they never saw the new place I was going to. I wanted to 
be away from Mom and Dad. They just said see ya. It felt 
good. I liked the freedom. I liked the responsibility. I 
didn't like the bills." 

"How did you feel after leaving the company?" 
"I felt so good. It was the smartest thing I had ever done, 
even though I didn't have another job. I just liked that 
sense of independence of making it on my own. So I didn't 
like the fact that I was leaving this job without any idea of 
where to go and where to work. Yet I still was extremely 
happy about leaving that job. I knew I would be losing that 
definition of who I was. I knew that job was the closest 
thing I was ever going to have to a career in my life. I'm 
lust not the type of person to be tied down to something. I 
can't do the nine to five. This was the perfect job in that 
I thought it was going to give me the freedom to be the free 
spirit I wanted to be. So in a sense it was crushing, but on 
the other hand, I was so happy to be out of that situation." 

Both Laura and Danielle indicate that their dispositional experiences were 

prompted by a desire for personal freedom. Just as possessions permit us 

certain freedoms, they concurrently restrict our choices. Both Laura and 

Danielle chose to instigate disposition rather than remain in constricted 

situations which were growing increasingly uncomfortable to them. 

Loss of Security versus Establishment of Security. 

The fourth etic theme of the meanings of disposition is closely 

related to one of the lesser-discussed benefits of our possessions, namely 

security. Some dispositional experiences result in traumatic losses of 

security while others result in glorious awakenings to greater security; 

M: 
L: 

M: 
D: 
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maybe self-security. First, consider the following quote from Nicole (WF 

26), as she discusses the loss of security she experienced when she was 

laid off from her job: 

N: "I used to work at [ACHE] part time while I was a student. I 
got laid off a year ago. It was a meaningful and important 
job because it was going to look good on my resume and I got 
a lot of experience from it. Also, they paid for most of my 
school costs. But I didn't have control. They just told me 
one morning. But I knew it. 1 knew it before it happened. 
The whole time I worked there they would always talk about 
layoffs and everybody would get all panicky, but I had never 
worried about it before this. This time I knew it. I knew 
1 was going to get cut because I was part time. Also, it's 
very political in my department and I wasn't on the right side 
of the politics. School was my priority, not my job. They 
knew that. I couldn't deny it. [But] I didn't know how I was 
going to continue on. I would get angry because it made me 
insecure not knowing how I was going to live." 

Nicole makes her feelings of insecurity opaque as she discusses getting 

laid off. She was forcefully losing something she didn't want to lose and 

felt she needed. This is typically how we think of a loss of security in 

regard to dispositional experiences. In contrast, consider the remarks 

of Georgia (WF 21), who managed to use disposition to bolster her feelings 

of security: 

G: "1 went out with him for two and a half years. I met him the 
day I moved here to college, to the dorm, and he helped me 
adjust to being away. I came here without any friends. I 
came from Atlanta. I didn't know anybody. So he helped me. 
He was just waiting for somebody to leap on who needed 
security. I did. But then I just grew up. I realized that 
he wasn't going anywhere with his life. He was failing out 
of school. I just didn't want that." 

M: "When did you start dating him?" 
G: "The first day. The day we met in the dorm. We went to a 

party together and dated since then. I was attracted to him. 
He was a good-looking guy. But I needed the security. Now, 
since I've grown up a few years I don't need that anymore." 

M: "Was there a point when you said [it was over]?" 
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G: "Yeah. I came back In August and he was bugging me to be with 
him and I didn't enjoy being with him. There was someone out 
there better for me and someone out there better for him so 
I told him this is it, it's over. He wouldn't believe it. 
It went on for a month where he wouldn't believe it. We were 
real close and our families were close and 1 had to explain 
everything to them and it was difficult. " 

M: "How did you feel about this?" 
G: "I wondered if I would ever have another boyfriend. I wondered 

if 1 could date again. Do I know how to date? Do 1 know how 
to flirt? It's funny, but I was anxious about it. I feel 
guilty too. He still calls me and wants to go out. I don't. 
But actually I feel better about myself. I'm more confident 
in myself that I have made it through this time and I can be 
my own person. I can make it on my own. It's a sense of 
relief to know that it's over. My parents expect so much. 
I'm supposed to be their independent daughter and now I feel 
like I finally can be. I mean it's taken three years, but 
that's really not that long. I wanted to be single. I wanted 
to do it on my own. I wanted to believe in myself and say I 
can be my own person. I don't have to have someone to be 
there. Now, with [my new boyfriend], I am my own person and 
he knows it and likes that and I think that's good. As 
opposed to a relationship based on mutual insecurity, now I've 
got a relationship based on mutual security." 

Georgia patiently explains how ending her three-year relationship with a 

boyfriend was necessary to her own sense of security and self-development, 

similar to the work of numerous developmental psychologists who research 

separation as a form of growth (as discussed in Chapter Two). 

Loss of Potential. 

The fifth etic theme of the meaning of dispositional experiences 

is the sense of lost potential that they often leave us with. Numerous 

informants talk about could-have-beens and should-have-beens when relating 

dispositional stories. Consider, for example, the following quote from 

Victoria (WF 21), as she discusses the loss of an expected award. Note 

that this is a unique dispositional experience, in that she never actually 
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possessed the award--she just thought she did: 

V: "This was really depressing. This award is called the Junior 
Citizen of the Year Award. It's given annually to one member 
[of the Junior Citizen's Club, JCC] from each state. There's 
an adult organization which oversees it. You can start [JCC] 
in high school or junior high. 1 started in the 10th grade. 
We work with the community, the mentally handicapped, the less 
fortunate, putting on dances, the special Olympics, and other 
events to raise money and help these people. My junior year 
1 devoted almost 40 hours a week to the organization as the 
local chapter secretary. My senior year, I was the president 
of the regional chapter. My own schoolwork suffered because 
1 was spending all my time working for this organization. My 
junior year people started saying that 1 had a good chance to 
win the Jr. Citizen of the Year Award, and by my senior year, 
everyone was sure I'd win. So anyway, every year they hold 
an annual convention to pick the winner of the award for the 
year. A committee votes and the winner is announced at the 
convention. All of the people who are up for the award are 
on the stage with the committee for the presentation. So when 
the winner of the award was announced, everyone's mouth on the 
stage, including my own, just dropped open. Everyone was sure 
1 would win. The winner was someone who no one was familiar 
with. He hadn't done anything and I had devoted my entire 
senior year to this organization. I'm still bitter about 
this even though it occurred over four years ago. I contained 
my emotions on the stage, but I was furious afterwards. I 
didn't let anybody talk to me. I really expected to win. I 
had worked for it. Everyone led me to believe I was doing a 
really good job and would win the award. Then I didn't." 

M: "What did you learn from this experience?" 
V: "That you can't always get what you want. No matter how much 

you work for it there's always someone else that can come 
along and take it away. You just have to accept it. I mean, 
I've accepted it, but I'm still angry about it. I devoted my 
life to it and didn't get it. It makes you kind of bitter 
about the whole thing, but what can you do about it? You have 
to just accept it." 

The aforementioned quote from Victoria is unique in that it emphasizes the 

finality of the entire experience. She had devoted her high school years 

to the organization, but then lost the award which would have given her 

ample scholarship money and benefits for many years to come. Instead, she 
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was left with nothing, and withdrew from the organization. At this point, 

it is unknown what might have become of Victoria if she had won the award 

and stayed with the organization. All that is known is that her potential 

contributions are forever lost. 

Loss of Habit. 

The sixth etic theme of the meanings of disposition is the loss 

of habit, routine, convenience, or comfort. In discarding the old for the 

new, we lose our grasp on the familiarities we experienced. Consider, for 

example, the following interview excerpt from David (WM 24) discussing the 

loss of his habits when his parents divorced and he decided to move with 

his father six blocks away from the original family house: 

D: "Well, my parents were getting a divorce and I was 17. When 
my parents got divorced, my mom got the house and my dad had 
to move out. I wanted to live with my dad so I had to move. 
It didn't make a big impact on my life, but it was a different 
environment and I had to get used to it." 

M: "You had an immediate replacement. Was that fine?" 
D: "I had a lot of positive feelings toward my father so it was 

good. I had a new house and a new room, but it wasn't as 
good. It was different and it took a while to get used to 
it. 1 mean I had lived [in the same room] for 17 years, my 
whole life." 

Although David downplays any other losses which were occurring, (because 

he lived six blocks away from his mother, brother, and sister), he made 

a point of complaining about the change of scenario, the loss of habit. 

As with most transitions, the loss of habit and routine which they entail 

is one of the most discomforting aspects. 
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Loss of Possession Utility. 

Perhaps the most obvious meaning of disposition is the loss of 

possession utility, whether that loss is literal or symbolic. Consider 

the following interview excerpt from Gloria (WF 22), as she discusses her 

frustration after a friend wrecked her car and Gloria was left without 

transportation: 

G: "Last year I had to make a choice between a car and an 
apartment for this semester. I chose a car and therefore 1 
had to live in the small dorm again. It was kind of like a 
choice between one freedom and another. My parents bought the 
car in Florida and a week after I drove back, a friend said 
she had to run up to the store to buy a few things, and asked 
if she could borrow my car to do it. I said, sure. [Well], 
she wrecked it. Vhile driving to the hospital, I drove past 
the scene of the accident. The weirdest part of it is that 
I was the most upset because my birth control pills were in 
the car, my checkbook, my purse, and my books, and I had an 
exam on Monday. 1 tried to get in the car, but the police 
wouldn't let me in the car because they had already logged 
everything. So I was more upset because 1 couldn't get my own 
personal things and that they were sitting in my car with all 
the windows down. [Then], I wasn't [really] mad until a month 
later when I had to give up my rental car and start riding my 
bike from [River Road] to school. That's when the resentment 
really started. I was riding my bike from [River Road] to 
school and then to work at the drugstore and then all the way 
back. It was so hot. It was the times on my bike, and when 
I would come home dying of heat exhaustion, and when I wanted 
to go to the grocery store that I really got mad." 

The somewhat humorous aspect of Gloria's interview is that she gets madder 

and madder as the situation develops. She is not particularly distraught 

over the loss of her car or the ridiculous situations that occured before, 

during, and after the accident. She is primarily upset that she does not 

have a ride to school, work, or the grocery store. Thus, it is not the 

possession per se which is being mourned--it is simply the summed loss of 



252 

the possession's combined benefits which were so upsetting to her. 

Consequences: Replacement Factors 

The final facet of dispositional experiences explored in this 

thesis research is replacement factors. Possession replacement is what 

links disposition to acquisition and fuels the "circuitous consumption 

process." The analyses presented here are exploratory, but represent the 

first step toward discovery of new knowledge of the nature of disposition. 

Test of H7. H8. H9. H10: Replacement Factors. Illustration K, 

below, presents the four a priori replacement factor hypotheses discussed 

in Chapter Three. First, as shown in Table U, for H7, the replaceability 

of possessions, an ANOVA analysis indicates that, as expected, the main 

effects for both centrality (F (1, 204) - 65, p < .001), control (F (1, 

204) - 7, p < .008) and the interaction (F (1, 204) - 4, p < .045) are 

significant. Scheffe multiple comparison tests of the cell means show 

that possessions which fit into the high centrality/low control cell are 

the least replaceable, followed by possessions which fit into the high 

centrality/high control cell, followed by both the low centrality/low 

control cell and the low centrality/high control cell (which form a pair). 

As hypothesized, the Scheffe multiple comparison tests reveal that both 

the replaceability of possessions is higher for low centrality possessions 

and higher for high perceptions of control. 

Second, as shown in Table U, for H8, the want (desire) to replace 

possessions, an ANOVA analysis indicates that, not as expected, the main 

effect for centrality (F (1, 204) - 4, p < .043) is significant, but not 
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ILLUSTRATION K: H7, H8, H9, H10: HYPOTHESES FOR REPLACEMENT FACTORS 

H Y P O T H E S E S I C O N C L U S I O N  
» 

H7a: Perceived replaceability will be higher |H7a: SUPPORTED, 
when disposition involves a low centrality 
possession rather than a high centrality 
possession. 

H7b: Perceived replaceability will be higher |H7b: SUPPORTED, 
when perceptions of control of disposition 
are high rather than low. 

H8a: The desire to replace a possession will be |H8a: NOT SUPPORTED, 
higher when disposition involves a high 
centrality possession rather than a low 
centrality possession. 

H8b: The desire to replace a possession will be |H8b: NOT SUPPORTED, 
higher when perceptions of control of 
disposition are low rather than high. 

H9a: If replaced, possession replacement will be|H9a: INCONCLUSIVE, 
more likely to occur prior to or at the ( 
point of disposition when disposition I 
involves a low centrality possession ratherfi 
than a high centrality possession. I 

H9b: If replaced, possession replacement will |H9b: INCONCLUSIVE, 
be more likely to occur prior to or at the 
point of disposition when perceptions of 
control are high rather than low. 

H10a:If replaced, levels of satisfaction with |H10a:SUPPORTED, 
the replacement will be higher when 
disposition involves a low centrality 
possession rather than a high centrality 
possession. 

H10b:If replaced, levels of satisfaction with |H10b:N0T SUPPORTED, 
the replacement will be higher when 
perceptions of control of disposition are 
high rather than low. 

P 

in the hypothesized direction. H8a suggests that the desire to replace 

a possession will be higher when centrality is high, but the cell means 

indicate that the desire to replace a possession is lower when centrality 
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is high. This may reflect the informants' beliefs that high centrality 

possessions cannot be replaced, or it may simply reflect the informants' 

lack of desire to replace high centrality possessions. Furthermore, an 

ANOVA analysis indicates that, not as expected, control (F (1, 204) - 0, 

p < .866) is not statistically significant. There is no interaction. 

Third, Table V, illustrates the frequencies for when possessions 

are replaced. "Less Than One Month After Disposition" is most frequent, 

followed by "At Disposition," and "Before Disposition." However, these 

results are somewhat deceptive, in that they only apply to possessions 

which are actually replaced. If low centrality possessions are perceived 

to be more replaceable and there is more desire to replace low centrality 

possessions (as shown in analyses of H7 and H8), then it follows that 

replacement often occurs prior to, during, or immediately following the 

disposition, separation, giving up, or loss of these possessions. 

The aforementioned frequencies for when possessions are replaced 

shown in Table V are interesting, but inconclusive, so it is logical to 

proceed to frequencies for when possessions are replaced within the cells 

of the research design, as illustrated in Table W, Cell Frequencies for 

When Replaced. First, in the high centrality/high control cell, "At 

Disposition" and "Six to Twelve Months After Disposition" are somewhat 

surprisingly equally prevalent, and quite inconclusive. Next, in the high 

centrality/low control cell, "More Than One Year After" is most prevalent, 

which is intuitively appealing. Next, in the low centrality/high control 

cell and the low centrality/low control cell, "Less Than One Month After" 
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is most prevalent. Overall, these results are inconclusive, despite the 

fact that, as Table W shows, "when replaced" varies between the four cells 

which, in turn, suggests that both possession centrality and perceptions 

of control affect when possessions are replaced, despite the fact that the 

results do not provide enough conclusive evidence to support or reject H9. 

Fourth, as shown in Table U for H10, (where H10 considers the 

informant's satisfaction with the replacement), an ANOVA analysis shows 

that that, as expected, the main effect for possession centrality to self 

(F (1, 101) - 8, p < .005) is statistically significant, but unexpectedly, 

the main effect for perceptions of control (F (1, 101) - 2, < .193) is not 

statistically significant. There is no interaction. 

Analysis of Three Replacement Factors — Type of Possession. 

Although no hypotheses are generated for the extent to which type of 

possession, an emergent variable, affects the replacement factors, a 

series of ANOVAs is conducted using type of possession as an independent 

variable and three of the replacement factors as dependent variables. As 

shown in Table X, for the replaceability of possessions, an ANOVA analysis 

reveals that the main effect for type of possession (F (4, 203) - 21, p 

< .001) is statistically significant. Scheffe multiple comparison tests 

of the cell means reveal that primarily functional objects are considered 

the most replaceable, followed by places (et cetera), followed by people 

and pets (which form a pair), followed by primarily symbolic objects, 

which are considered the least replaceable. These results are extremely 

intuitively appealing, suggesting that the type of possession definitely 

affects the perceived replaceability of possessions. 
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Second, as shown in Table X, for the want (desire) to replace 

possessions, an ANOVA analysis reveals that the main effect for type of 

possession (F (4, 203) - 7, p < .001) is statistically significant. 

Scheffe multiple comparison tests of the cell means reveal that primarily 

functional objects and places, jobs (et cetera) are the most desired to 

replace (which form a pair), followed by people and pets (which form a 

pair), followed by primarily symbolic objects, which are considered the 

least desired to replace. These results are intuitively appealing, and 

suggest that type of possession affects desires to replace possessions. 

Third, as illustrated In Table X, for satisfaction with the 

replacement, an ANOVA analysis reveals that the main effect for type of 

possession (F (4, 100) - 0, p < .748 is not statistically significant, 

implying that there is no relationship between satisfaction with the 

replacement and type of possession. 

Analysis of Three Replacement Factors - Transitions. Although no 

hypotheses are generated for the extent to which transitions, an emergent 

variable, affect the three replacement factors, a series of t-tests is 

conducted using transitions as an independent variable and the three 

replacement factors as dependent variables. As illustrated in Table Y, 

for the perceived repaceability of possessions, a t-test analysis reveals 

that possessions disposed of during transitions are perceived to be more 

replaceable than otherwise. However, for both the want (desire) to 

replace possessions and satisfaction with the replacement, t-tests reveal 

no statistically significant effects. 
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Analysis of Three Replacement Factors - Method of Disposition. 

Although no hypotheses are generated for the extent to which method of 

disposition, an emergent variable, affects the three replacement factors, 

a series of t-tests is conducted using methods of disposition (voluntary 

versus involuntary) as an independent variable and the three replacement 

factors as dependent variables. As illustrated in Table Z, for the 

perceived replaceability of possessions, a t-test analysis reveals that 

possessions are viewed to be more replaceable in voluntary dispositions 

than involuntary dispositions. However, for both the want (desire) to 

replace possessions and satisfaction with the replacement, t-tests reveal 

that methods of disposition had no statistically significant effects. 

This concludes Chapter Five, "Results;" although, as with Chapter 

Two, "Literature Review," "stops" may be the more accurate word. The next 

chapter, Chapter Six, "Conclusion," attempts to coalesce the innumerable 

a priori hypotheses, a posteriori empirically derived findings, and the 

results and implications into a brief summary, an extensive consideration 

of the limitations of this research, and finally, a consideration of the 

implications for future research. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSION 

"'Lightly, my darling, lightly. Even when It comes to dying. 
Nothing ponderous, or portentious, or emphatic. No rhetoric, no tremelos, 
no self-conscious persona putting on its celebrated imitation of Christ 
or Goethe or Little Nell. And, of course, no theology, no metaphysics. 
Just the fact of dying and the fact of the Clear Light. So throw away all 
your baggage and go forward. There are quicksands all about you, sucking 
at your feet, trying to suck you down into fear and self-pity and despair. 
That's why you must walk so lightly...'" 

"'The Light,' came the hoarse whisper, 'the Clear Light. It's 
here--along with the pain, in spite of the pain.'" 

"'And where are you?'" 
"'Over there, in the corner. I can see myself there. And she can 

see my body on the bed.'" 
"'Brighter,' came the barely audible whisper, 'brighter.' And a 

smile of happiness intense almost to the point of elation transfigured her 
face." 

"Through his tears, Dr. Robert smiled back at her. 'So now you 
can let go, my darling.' He stroked her gray hair. 'Now you can let go. 
Let go,' he insisted. 'Let go of this poor old body. You don't need it 
anymore. Let it fall away from you. Leave it there lying like a pile of 
worn out clothes...Go on, go on into the Light, into the peace, into the 
peace of the Clear Light.'" 

Aldous Huxley, Island 

Summary 

Although disposition is the third element in the circuitous 

consumption process of acquisition, usage, and disposition, few consumer 

behavior researchers have studied it. Particularly, the processual nature 

of physical and emotional detachment from possessions has been overlooked 

by the extant perspectives on disposition (e.g., Belk 1988; Burke, Conn, 

and Lutz 1978; Gygi and Powell 1989; Hanson 1980; Holbrook 1987a; Jacoby, 
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Bemlng, and Dletvorst 1977; Westbrook and Wallendorf 1985; Young and 

Wallendorf 1989). Furthermore, the field of consumer behavior has seemed 

satisfied with treating disposition as nothing more than "getting rid of 

things we don't want." The net result of this shortage, this dearth, of 

dispositional research is an unacceptable void in the literatures of both 

consumer behavior and marketing. 

This thesis was conceived of and implemented to address this gap. 

Simply stated, we, as a field, are long overdue in getting disposition out 

of the trash cans and into the journals. We treat the purchase, the sale, 

and the acquisition of products as both the starting and end point of our 

discipline. Fortunately, a growing number of scholars have begun to study 

the usage of products/possessions as a viable, valuable focus of research. 

Yet we, as a field, continue to function like a book without an ending or 

a circle in which the lines never meet. Tunnel vision, the sort of tunnel 

vision which only scientists hidden behind ivy walls in ivory towers have, 

has led us to believe that disposition, in equation form, equals garbage. 

This thesis implies the opposite; namely that "garbage," in equation form, 

equals our scholarly effort in researching disposition. Are we so blind 

that we cannot see that it is through the disposition of possessions that 

the seeds of future acquisition, usage, and disposition are sown? We must 

consider the circuitous consumption process, for it is only at the end of 

the history of a possession that the totality of its existence can be 

discovered. Thielicke (1983, p. 46) philosophizes: 



260 

"A biography ought to begin with death rather than birth, and a 
biography of the world--a universal history--could really be 
written only in the light at the end of the world, the consummated 
eschaton." 

It is here that I depart into a personal story to make my point; 

the sort of introspective, some would say egotistic, personal story which 

makes scientists cringe, but humans understand. 1, as a person, am alive 

today to write this thesis because my sister Anne Marie, the result of an 

unplanned pregnancy, died two days after birth. My parents, unconsolably 

distraught over the loss of this unplanned child, purposefully created me 

to alleviate their distress. Thus, 1 am a replacement. To understand my 

parents' perspectives of me as an "acquisition," you must understand the 

events which occurred prior to me as an "acquisition." 

To put this into a more visible marketing context, envision three 

people walking into a car dealership, each looking to buy a new car. The 

first person may want a new car because his old car has aged to the point 

where it is completely undependable. Perhaps he is angered about his car, 

hostile toward the manufacturer of his car, and harbors malevolence toward 

the salesperson who sold him his car. In contrast, the second person may 

want a new car because she has recently been promoted to an executive job, 

and believes her car is inappropriate for her new status. Perhaps she is 

embarassed about her car and wants to replace it as quickly as possible. 

Finally, the third person may want a new car because his car was wrecked 

in a head-on collision with a tractor-trailer--a collision which resulted 

in the destruction of his car, and in the deaths of his wife, his child, 

and his best friend. Perhaps he is uncontrollably shaking as he nervously 
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walks around the lot, afraid to look at the cars, yet knowing he must have 

transportation to get to work. In each of these aforementioned scenarios, 

processes of acquisition are interweaved with previous dispositions. To 

understand the motivations of these people's dispositions is not only to 

understand their attitudes toward their old cars, but also to understand 

their attitudes toward purchasing new cars, as well as their future usage 

behaviors. Perhaps the first man will be a "hard sell," who is determined 

to harangue the salesperson, demand details about engine specifications, 

and seek unlimited warranties and guarantees. Perhaps he will buy a new 

car only after a great deal of bargaining, and later make every effort to 

mistreat and neglect it, "knowing it is another piece of junk which will 

fall apart like the last one did." Perhaps the second person will buy a 

new car with little forethought, intent only on buying the same model that 

her boss drives. Perhaps she will drive out of the lot elated, bursting 

with pride that she has finally "made it to the top." Perhaps the third 

person will only focus on selt belts, airbags, and other safety features, 

ignoring the salesperson's spiel, and then abruptly walking off the lot, 

feeling sick and in a daze. Perhaps he will resort to taking the subway 

to work for the next two years, unable to entertain "a thought of it ever 

happening again." 

Together, these hypothetical stories tell a very interesting tale. 

Research of consumer behavior and marketing focuses on the "here and now." 

Yet, with a few simple examples, it becomes readily apparent that consumer 

behavior is not restricted to the "here and now." Acquisition, usage, and 

disposition do not occur in a vacuum. The past determines the present and 
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the present determines the past--the circuitous consumption process. This 

Is the thesis of this thesis. 

Let us begin our foray Into disposition. To proclaim we research 

consumer behavior--knowing we do not research disposition--Is like writing 

that book without an ending or like drawing that circle In which the lines 

never meet. We are Incomplete, deficient, Inadequate until we approach 

consumer behavior as processes of acquisitions and dispositions, gains and 

losses. 

Furthermore, as we approach this chasm, let us stretch beyond the 

idea of the almighty product on the shelf in the grocery store. Instead, 

let us seek the possessions in the person, the home, the culture, and the 

world--be they fantasies, ideas, people, pets, photos, jobs, time periods, 

habits, roles, places, or even Nintendo video games. To rephrase, let us 

consider everything as possessions, anything as possessions. After all, 

what cannot be a possession? 

Now, let us emphasize the possessor-possession relationship, the 

meaning of our possessions, the symbolism of our possessions, the function 

of our possessions. Why? Because if our possessions are imbued with our 

imagoes, then the disposition of our possessions represents changes of our 

selves--be they perceived as gains or losses. 

As we progress, let us understand that disposition is a form of 

human behavior, every bit as important and frequent as anything else which 

structures our lives. Did you dispose of your security blanket? Did you 

separate from your parents? Did you give up your dream? Did you lose an 

important person in your life? If so, then you are not merely a consumer; 
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you are a human being--and human beings must be, among many other things, 

"dispositioners," the recipients of "dispositioners," or the recipients 

of disposition. You can be nothing else. 

It is the first chapter of this thesis which poses the fundamental 

question which drives this research: "Given that dispositional experiences 

are an essential tenet of human behavior, how is disposition, separation, 

giving up, and loss of possessions manifest?" To rephrase, "What is the 

experience of disposition like?" "Who does it?" "What is disposed of?" 

"Where is it disposed of?" "When is it disposed of?" "Why is it disposed 

of?" "How is it disposed of?" These are the questions which the rest of 

this thesis seeks to address. As such, the first chapter proceeds to lay 

out the framework which structures this research. Possession centrality 

to self (possession attachment) and perceptions of control are postulated 

to be major determinants of the nature of dispositional experiences. A 

processual orientation comprised of antecedents, events, and consequences 

is put forth, and five facets of dispositional behavior that fit into this 

process are explored: (1) etic themes of the motivations of disposition; 

(2) methods of disposition; (3) emotional reactions to disposition; (4) 

etic themes of the meanings of disposition; and (5) replacement factors. 

The second chapter of this thesis draws upon an extensive review 

of literature from a variety of academic disciplines to add theoretical, 

conceptual, and empirical support for the depth and breadth of disposition 

and its integral relationship to human behavior. This literature review 

begins with a comprehensive analysis of dispositional research within the 

field of consumer behavior, using this as the starting point and guideline 
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for this thesis research, as well as an indicator of how much research of 

dispositional phenomena remains to be conducted. The literature review 

then switches to perspectives from the psychology of separation and loss 

and thanatology, proposing that these two fields offer some of the most 

valuable theoretical perspectives of dispositional behavior. At last, the 

second chapter finishes with discussions of select literature from studies 

of altruism, criminology and victimology, and disasters. As this chapter 

progresses, definitions of disposition are promoted which cover the gamut 

of possibilities of disposition, separation, giving up, and loss. 

The third chapter of this thesis discusses the nature of the self, 

suggesting that we possess tenacious and fleeting self-identities that are 

significantly bolstered or impeded by the possessions we have and use, and 

significantly bolstered or impeded by "possessor-possession relationships" 

which we dispose of, separate from, give up, or lose. The third chapter 

then continues with a discussion of the importance of our perceptions of 

control of our destinies, to include our perceptions of control of our 

possessions--a key facet of human behavior which is particularly important 

given our materialistic nature. In brief, to the extent that we maintain 

our sense of determinism over the fate of our possessions, we maintain our 

sense of determinism over the fate of our lives. To conclude, using these 

concepts of possession centrality to self and perceptions of control, ten 

hypotheses are postulated that serve as the basis of this inquiry into our 

dispositional experiences. 

The fourth chapter of this thesis illustrates the unique melding 

of quantitative and qualitative methodologies which are employed to assail 
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the five facets of dispositional behavior. Where the a priori hypotheses 

leave ,off, the a posteriori emergent data and theories begin. Nothing is 

safe from this double-edged sword of assault. Nothing is sacred. Nothing 

is sheltered. That which is overlooked, missed, or avoided is that which 

is saved for another day, perhaps to be pursued in the next study. 

At last, despite all the rhetoric, arrives the fifth chapter, and 

with it a veritable wealth of results and implications about dispositional 

behaviors and experiences of disposition. Manipulation checks reveal that 

possession centrality to self is much more complex than imagined, wherein 

constructs like meaningful, important, significant, liked, useful, central 

to self-identity, valuable, and attached become blurred. Conversely, the 

manipulation checks for perceptions of control of disposition suggest that 

there are few differences between control and causality, and the construct 

of perceptions of control amounts to little more than a difference between 

voluntary/involuntary or intentional/unintentional disposition. Thus, for 

all the effort expended on measuring perceptions of control, there is very 

little evidence to imply that this construct is preferable to a simplified 

voluntary/involuntary or intentional/unintentional dichotomy. 

Next the emergent classification of "types of possessions" implies 

that product/possession categorization schemes arising from buyer behavior 

do not adequately cover the diversity of "things" which we consider to be 

possessions. This emergent result supports the perspective of this thesis 

that conceptualizations of consumer behavior should be expanded to include 

all types of possessions, not just mass-produced consumer products. Here, 

it is argued, based on emergent data, that possessions are anything which 



266 

we consider to be possessions, and dispositional experiences encompass the 

disposition, separation, giving up, or loss--literally or metaphorically 

felt--in any experience which signifies an--actual or symbolic--ending of 

a "possessor-possession relationship." Not surprisingly, we discover that 

certain dispositional experiences of certain types of possessions fit into 

specific cells of the research design. 

Following this, the four primary etic themes of the motivations 

for disposition--control, change, communication, and cleansing--indicate 

that disposition truly involves more than taking the garbage out. That 

these four themes appear across and within such disparate dispositional 

experiences as those which are portrayed in this thesis is a testament to 

their extensive potency. Furthermore, the subthemes make more explicit 

the scope of the four primary etic themes of motivations of disposition, 

illustrating that disposition serves specific and universal functions in 

the course of our lives. 

The sixteen emergent methods of disposition which arise from this 

research--which are different from any previous taxonomies of methods of 

disposition--indicate that the quest for a single taxonomy of methods of 

disposition is futile. Methods of disposition are dependent on the goals 

of any given inquiry and the research design implemented for that inquiry. 

Furthermore, analysis of the methods of disposition that emerged from this 

research provide strong support for HI, so powerful in fact, as to render 

HI a moot point. "Voluntary" methods are found in high control cells and 

"involuntary" methods are found in low control cells. Thus, the methods 

of disposition and perceptions of control are inextricably correlated. 



267 

Analyses of the emotional reactions to dispositional experiences 

reveal astounding results. A posteriori varimax rotation of the emotions 

uncovers the three factors--protest, retrospective, and relief--which are 

so similar to theories from the fields of the psychology of separation and 

loss and thanatology that there remains little doubt of the capability of 

these fields to enhance our understanding of dispositional experiences of 

all types. Furthermore, ANOVA analyses of these three factors as well as 

a summed scale of all emotions reveal that possession centrality to self 

and perceptions of control have strong statistically significant effects, 

exactly as predicted. These results, combined with the sometimes joyful, 

sometimes tearful quotes from informants suggest that emotional reactions 

to dispositional experiences are rich in detail, poignant in meaning, and 

valuable in potential. 

As expected--H3, H4, H5, H6, and H7--the hypotheses for love, joy, 

anger, sadness, and fear also reveal that possession centrality to self 

and perceptions of control have strong statistically significant effects 

on primary and secondary emotions. All aspects of these hypotheses are 

supported, with the exception of two secondary emotions: hope and guilt. 

Why these two emotions do not follow the pattern of the other 13 emotions 

is unclear, but this paradox provides us with a reason to further explore 

emotional reactions to dispositional experiences for the sake of finding 

additional independent variables that affect reactions to the disposition, 

separation, giving up, and loss of our possessions. 

A posteriori analyses of the effects of type of possession on the 

three emotion factors reveal interesting findings. Although the type of 
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possession does not statistically significantly affect the protest factor 

or the relief factor, type of possession affects the retrospective factor. 

This finding suggests that all types of possession may elicit feelings of 

anger or relief, but only specific types of possessions are able to elicit 

feelings of sadness. 

A posteriori analyses of the effects of transitions on the three 

emotion factors also reveal interesting findings. Although transitions 

do not statistically significantly affect the protest factor, transitions 

affect both the retrospective and relief factors. This indicates that 

transitions do not normally elicit feelings of anger, but elicit feelings 

of sadness and relief. This is, for the most part, intuitively appealing, 

though it is assumed that distinguishing between voluntary and involuntary 

transitions will lead to a statistically significant effect on the protest 

factor. In other words, more complex analyses should uncover more complex 

relationships between transitions, possession centrality, control, and the 

three emotion factors. For example, a forced relocation from an enjoyable 

home should result in anger and perhaps sadness, but probably not relief. 

A posteriori analyses of the effects of "dichotomized" methods of 

disposition on the three emotion factors illustrate intuitively appealing 

findings. "Voluntary" dispositions have statistically significant effects 

on the relief factor, and "involuntary" dispositions possess statistically 

significant effects on both the protest and retrospective factors. 

Overall, the conjugation of tests of a priori hypotheses and tests 

of a posteriori hypotheses suggests that: (1) despite the diversity of 

possessions in this research, emotional reactions to disposition are truly 
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universal; and (2) relationships between types of possessions, methods of 

disposition, transitions, centrality, control, and emotional reactions to 

dispositional experiences indicate that more complex approaches to studies 

of dispositional behavior are vital to the development of comprehensive 

models of the disposition, separation, giving up, and loss of possessions. 

The emergent etic themes of the meanings of disposition indicate 

that the disposition, separation, giving up, and loss of possessions have 

profound and expressive influences on us. These themes are not intended 

to assist us in further quantitative studies of dispositional behavior, 

as they are far too general to test within a simple two-by-two research 

design, let alone something more complex. Instead, they are meant to 

illustrate the tacit meaning behind the more perceptible motivations of 

a given disposition. To rephrase using a variation of an old cliche, we 

sometimes do not say (express) what we really mean (feel). 

Finally, the replacement factors, though representative of merely 

a crude attempt to link acquisition to usage to disposition represent the 

beginnings of future research of the circuitous consumption process. Four 

a priori replacement factor hypotheses are tested--H7, H8, H9, and H10--

yielding inconclusive results. As expected, high centrality possessions 

are considered less replaceable and high control dispositions are viewed 

as more replaceable. However, not as expected, people do not possess more 

desire to replace high centrality possessions, and people do not have more 

desire to replace possessions lost in low control dispositions. It is not 

certain if this reflects the informants' perceptions that high centrality 

possessions cannot be replaced or if this reflects interference from the 
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type of possession, whereby the Informants have no desire to replace high 

centrality possessions because their high centrality stories often involve 

"possessions" like people and pets, which are considered "irreplaceable." 

Also, not as expected, the evidence suggests no conclusive support for the 

hypothesis that people are more likely to replace possessions prior to or 

at the point of disposition when possession centrality to self is low and/ 

or perceptions of control are high. This lack' of conclusive evidence is 

a function of a poorly-designed question rather than statistical analyses. 

Finally, as expected, levels of satisfaction with replacements are higher 

when possession centrality to self is low, but not as expected, levels of 

satisfaction with replacements are not higher when perceptions of control 

are high. This result is unexplainable barring further research. It is 

possible that control has little effect on satisfaction with replacements 

when viewed in retrospect. 

And now we have reached the sixth chapter, the conclusion--but the 

whole purpose of this research is to show that there can be no conclusion. 

This is merely a rest stop, a break, before delving further into the abyss 

of dispositional experiences. As such, this summary is not a summary, it 

is merely an opportunity to regroup and to rethink, to proselytize and to 

provoke, to ponder and to wonder. Now, while we repose, let us brainstorm 

and move on together to consider the weaknesses inherent in this research. 

Limitations 

There are numerous limitations to this research. First, a modest 

categorization of dispositional experiences in accord with two dimensions, 
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possession centrallty to self and perceptions of control Is theoretically 

troublesome, just In that many other variables emerge which have a bearing 

on dispositional behavior. This Is one study among very few--just a first 

attempt--but now we demand increasingly sophisticated research designs and 

methodologies to expand the horizons of dispositional research, to clarify 

appropriate constructs, and to form comprehensive models. 

Second, the recognition that a third of the methods of disposition 

discussed In this thesis research do not emanate from the Introduction to 

the Study Implies that Informants do not require a priori definitions of 

methods of disposition. Furthermore, the a priori definitions of methods 

of disposition and possessions included in the Introduction to the Study 

may sway the informants to a particular (biased) mindset; namely, that of 

the researcher. 

Third, the research design is fairly obvious. Although this is 

not a proven detriment, it may be preferable to have the informants freely 

discuss the disposition of one or more possessions, and measure possession 

centrallty to self and perceptions of control of disposition following the 

discussions. 

Fourth, at this juncture, it is vital to state that retrospective 

verbal reports have a number of drawbacks--as discussed in several ongoing 

debates. To overlook these debates is the equivalent of placing blinders 

over our eyes, turning our heads, and refusing to open our minds to other 

perspectives. Instead, this research embraces such debates, for they act 

to simultaneously place and remove boundaries concerning the capabilities 

of the methodologies used in this research. 
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With strong support garnered from the realm of cognitive research, 

some contend that humans are aware of the products of their mental states, 

but have little access to the processes giving rise to such products. Bern 

(1972) hypothesizes that individuals have very little cognitive access to 

their internal states of being--positing that cognitions concerning these 

states are just self-attributions based upon the observations of one's own 

behavior. This perspective is somewhat similar to Cooley's (1902) theory 

of the "looking-glass self," which was discussed in Chapter Three. Bern, 

in defending his position, comments (1972, p. 2): 

"Individuals come to 'know' their own attitudes, emotions, and 
other internal states partially by inferring them from 
observations of their own overt behavior and/or the circumstances 
in which this behavior occurs. Thus, to the extent that internal 
cues are weak, ambiguous, or uninterpretable, the individual is 
functioning in the same position as an outside observer, an 
observer who must necessarily rely upon those same external cues 
to infer the individual's inner state." 

Although this research does not agree with Bern's (1972) perspective, he 

makes some interesting points which have bearing on retrospective verbal 

reports. If Bern (1972) is correct to suggest that when "internal cues are 

weak, ambiguous, or uninterpretable, the individual is functioning in the 

same position as an outside observer," then there is reason to fear that 

informants describe dispositional behaviors which are not representative 

of actual dispositional behaviors. In other words, if an informant is 

pressed to explain why a car was sold, but the informant is not sure why 

the car was sold, the informant may justify the sale by assuming that the 

car must have been unreliable, even if this is not true. For this reason, 

every precaution is taken to not force informants to provide explanations 
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for dispositional behaviors which they themselves only poorly understand. 

However, demand effects persist, and it is foolish to guarantee that the 

informants always describe their actual dispositional behaviors. 

Nisbett and Vilson (1977), keeping with Bern (1972), offer an even 

more radical perspective regarding the accessibility of internal states. 

The authors posit that we have virtually no access to internal processes, 

including those processes related to our decision-making, motivational 

states, and evaluative actions. Their arguments are summarized into the 

following five points: 

(1) People often are unaware of critical stimuli which influence 
a response; 

(2) People often are unaware of an inferential process that has 
occurred; 

(3) People often are unaware of their own responses to a stimulus; 

(4) When attempting to explain the effects of a stimulus people 
often base their explanations on a priori theories about the 
causal relationship between stimulus and response; and 

(5) Even when subjective reports concerning higher mental 
processes are correct, the veracity of the reports is due to 
the correct use of a priori causal theories. 

The authors' boldest statement makes an extremely critical denunciation 

of the use of verbal reports in scientific research (1977, p. 247): 

"The evidence reviewed is...consistent with the most pessimistic 
view concerning people's ability to report accurately about their 
cognitive processes...The relevant research indicates that such 
reports, as well as predictions, may have little value except for 
whatever utility they may have in the study of verbal explanations 
per se." 

However, after making such dramatic remarks, the authors limit the breadth 
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of their conclusions, indicating that these comments apply to cognitive 

processes and not to cognitive content (Nisbett and Wilson 1977, p. 255): 

"The individual knows a host of historical facts; he knows the 
focus of his attention at any given point in time; he knows what 
his current sensations are and has what almost all psychologists 
and philosophers would assert to be 'knowledge' at least 
quantitatively superior to that of observers concerning his 
emotions, evaluations, and plans...The only mystery is why people 
are so poor at telling the difference between private facts that 

<• can be known with near certainty and mental processes to which 
there may be no access at all." 

This quote is the crucial basis upon which this research dismisses 

the contentions of Nisbett and Wilson (1977). Cognitive content refers 

to awareness of emotions, evaluations, or plans, but does not refer to 

awareness of cognitive processes which elicit emotions, evaluations, and 

plans. Because the emphasis of this research is on content, the processes 

by which the content (information) is recalled are simply not of interest. 

Furthermore, numerous researchers have noted difficulties in separating 

cognitive content from cognitive process (e.g., Smith and Miller 1978; von 

Cranach, Kalbermatten, Indermuhle, and Gugler 1982; White 1980). As such, 

the theoretical underpinings of Nisbett and Wilson's (1977) argument fall 

apart in that it is impossible to operationalize their propositions. 

Next, Nisbett and Wilson (1977) arrived at several of their weak 

conclusions based on the fact that subjects in controlled experiments were 

unaware of the subtle experimental manipulations which influenced behavior 

(von Cranach et al 1982); However, because most experiments purposefully 

are designed to deceive or subtly manipulate subjects, it is not fair to 

expect subjects to be cognizant of such deceptions and manipulations. The 
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present research conveniently sidesteps these Issues because there are no 

deceptions and nothing is manipulated. 

Next, the subjects Nisbett and Wilson (1977) refer to were asked 

to report on the experimenters' manipulations (in laboratory settings that 

were controlled by the experimenters). Thus, subjects were compelled to 

report on processes which did not occur entirely within themselves because 

laboratory and experimental settings impose artificial or external stimuli 

upon subjects (Shotter 1981). Again, this research conveniently sidesteps 

this issue since nothing is manipulated, and the interview setting, while 

perhaps not naturalistic, is certainly not a laboratory. 

Next, the authors did not distinguish between cause and effect. 

Locke and Pennington (1982) note that people often are unaware of external 

causes of their behavior since they rely on a set of internal motivations 

and reasons. Their motivations and reasons may be arbitrary, or based on 

false information, but nonetheless, Locke and Pennington (1982) recognize 

that people frequently are well-informed and familiar with the internal 

motivations and reasons which underlie their behavior--even if they are 

confused concerning the external causes of their behavior. This point is 

very important to this research because it probes internal motivations of 

dispositional behavior, not external causes of dispositional behavior. 

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, Nisbett and Wilson's (1977) 

hypotheses are nonfalsifiable. If subjects correctly identify cognitive 

processes, their successes are automatically attributed to a priori causal 

theories, and never to introspective awareness. Although the objectives 

of this research do not permit a lengthy discussion concerning a cognitive 
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content versus cognitive process debate, retrospective accounts frequently 

uncover elements of introspective awareness which are completely oblivious 

(and frequently contradictory) to previous a priori causal theories. For 

example, consider the following lengthy quote from Andrea (WF 22), as she 

discusses her reasons for giving up ballet: 

A: "Well, I started [ballet] when 1 was about five and gave it up 
when 1 was fourteen. 1 got interested in other things that 
I thought would be more important. It seemed like [ballet] 
was becoming more of a chore than ballet. 1 was going six 
days a week, two hours a day. It all started because when I 
was born my toes were turned in. They said either put braces 
on her legs or give her ballet lessons. So I started [ballet 
lessons] when I was young and really liked it. I was good. 
I had dreams of going to study in Russia. But then I quit for 
two years, and you just can't get back into it. If you're 
really serious about it you have to go to a school, and live 
there, and do it twenty four hours a day. I should have done 
it. Actually, I think a lot of my quitting had to do with my 
teacher. I was at a very impressionable age sexually and 
ballet teachers are very touchy and I didn't like it and felt 
threatened by it, and then when I quit he kept calling me, 
and wanting me to come back, and it just made it worse. I 
felt like he was chasing me. A couple of years down the 
road though, I realized it was my talent. It wasn't any of 
the stuff I thought it was then. It just seemed like he gave 
me too much attention. It was really strange. But I think 
it was just my age. I gave up ballet because of him, but I 
don't think I was right. It started out as physical therapy 
I guess, and then became a hobby, and then became a very 
stressful situation. A lot of things were happening. I was 
going into high school and we moved to North Carolina because 
my mother got divorced and remarried. My mother got divorced 
before I quit ballet, but the move to a small town in North 
Carolina really messed everything up. It was part growing up, 
part the teacher, part the divorce and part the move. It was 
lots of things. I don't know." 

M: "How did you feel about the whole situation?" 
A: "Confused. Not knowing what to do. Unsure. I regret it now, 

but at the time I felt I had to do it. I was kind of relieved 
that I didn't have to go to practice. Then, later, I wished 
I continued. I miss it. I shouldn't have quit. Or I should 
have found another teacher. I am sad about it now. I 
sometimes daydream about what might have been. It's like 
a major change in my life which is kind of in a haze. I still 
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don't really understand it." 

The aforementioned lengthy quote highlights difficulties Andrea Is having 

In determining why she quit ballet. Not only does Andrea provide numerous 

causal theories for this disposition, she Illustrates a tremendous amount 

of Introspective awareness--Implying she has spent a lot of time pondering 

this disposition. Therefore, it Is surprising that Andrea still does not 

appear to know why she quit ballet. However, it is the viewpoint of this 

research that she is seeking an answer she probably will not find. This 

is the crucial difference between the perspectives of Nisbett and Wilson 

(1977) and the perspective which is promoted in this research. Everything 

Andrea says is in contrast to the five main points of Nisbett and Wilson's 

(1977) argument. First, Andrea appears to be aware of numerous critical 

stimuli which influence her reactions. Second, Andrea appears to be aware 

of her inferential processes. Third, she appears to be aware of her own 

reactions to several stimuli. Fourth, Andrea, while attempting to explain 

the effect of these stimuli, relies on many a priori causal theories about 

relationships between these various stimuli and her reactions, but also 

recognizes that her causal theories are changing over time. Fifth, the 

"correctness" or "veracity" (if there is such a thing) of Andrea's reports 

indicate that it is not due to finding the correct a priori causal theory, 

but rather due to her willingness to accept that her causal theories are 

complex, interrelated, and changing as she matures. 

Problems like this have the potential to be especially rampant in 

retrospective accounts since some people have spent a long time pondering 
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their dispositional experiences (leading to situations like Andrea's in 

which nothing is clear), while other informants have spent a long time 

forgetting their dispositional experiences (leading to situations in which 

key elements of their stories are overlooked). The former occurrence is 

frequent, (in which the informants have "over-thought" their dispositional 

experiences), but the latter occurrence is rare, (in which the informants 

have forgotten their dispositional experiences) . This is probably because 

informants in this study self-select their dispositional experiences, and 

therefore choose dispositional experiences which are extremely salient. 

Another problem of retrospective accounts is raised by Ericsson 

and Simon (1980), who posit that verbal responses may be inconsistent with 

actual behavior as the result of questions which are too general to elicit 

the information sought and/or because informants use inferential processes 

to fill out incomplete or missing memories. This is a valid assumption. 

Inferential processes are factors to contend with in using retrospective 

accounts. This is specifically why informants are directed to use self-

selected. actual dispositional experiences. These critical incidents are 

assumed to be more salient, and therefore verbal accounts should be more 

representative of actual behavior (e.g., Ericsson and Simon 1980; Nisbett 

and Wilson 1977). As Brandon (1973, p. 191) so keenly remarks: 

"[H]emory, like awareness, is necessarily selective; one normally 
remembers that to which one attaches importance." 

Despite precautions, inferential processes certainly might interfere with 

the accuracy of the data. As Nisbett and Wilson (1977) note, attribution 

theories imply that people strive to discover causes for their behavioral, 
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attltudlnal, and emotional reactions, and that their causal attributions 

Influence their subsequent behavior and bias verbal reports. 

To Illustrate, an Informant may presume that all dispositional 

experiences associated with feelings of sadness Involve high centrallty 

possessions. However, this Inference may have little relevance to actual 

possession centrallty. In contrast, an Informant may presume that all 

dispositional experiences which elicit low perceptions of control lead to 

feelings of anger. However, once again, this inference may have virtually 

no relevance to the actual anger experienced. Halo effects like these may 

(potentially) run rampant in retrospective accounts--unfalsifiable without 

participant observation of the actual dispositional experiences. 

An additional drawback of retrospective verbal reports which has 

been posited by Hirschman (1983) and Langer (1957) is a possible inability 

of informants to find words to adequately express essential aspects of an 

experience. There is no hint that this problem arises in this research, 

but it must be cautioned that this research is not designed to adequately 

explore this question. Havlena and Holbrook (1986) posit another drawback 

of verbal reports of emotional experiences, which Is that informants might 

intentionally or unintentionally misrepresent the emotional tone of their 

dispositional experiences because of the extremely personal nature of some 

dispositional experiences. Once again, there is no indication that this 

problem arises in this research, but it must be warned that this research 

is incapable of adequately exploring this possibility. 

Furthermore, Chapter Four cautions that reliance on retrospective 

accounts of dispositional experiences, the methodology which is employed 
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in both Andreasen's (1984) research and the present research, renders it 

impossible to make conclusive statements about temporal cause and effect 

relationships among antecedents, events, and consequences. Thus, in this 

respect, this thesis suffers from the same limitations as the research of 

Andreasen (1984)--suggestive implications are put forth, yet it is known 

that longitudinal, naturalistic research is more able to pursue temporal 

cause and effect relationships. However, naturalistic and longitudinal 

studies are both time-consuming to conduct and suffer from their own, yet 

different, array of drawbacks. Beyond this, all interpretative research 

suffers from some of the same criticisms--even when scientists research 

behavior directly instead of relying on retrospective accounts. 

For example, the methodologies used by Mahler and her colleagues 

to form theories of the role of separation and loss in pre-oedipal child 

development (which were discussed in Chapter Two) endured heavy criticism 

from the psychoanalytic community concerning methodological issues (e.g., 

Eagle 1984; Klein 1981, Peterfreund 1978; Stem 1983, 1985). Therefore, 

they serve as an example of the difficulties of conducting interpretative 

research, even within a discipline which relies heavily on interpretative 

methodologies. 

A fifth general limitation of this research, discovered only in 

retrospect, is that it would be preferable to have collected measures for 

all six of the basic (primary) emotions postulated by Shaver et al (1987). 

It would also be preferable to have collected an equal number of secondary 

emotions for each of the 6 basic emotions proposed by Shaver et al (1987); 

perhaps 5 secondary emotions from each of the 6 basic emotions for a total 
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of 30 emotions per possession. Unfortunately at the time of questionnaire 

construction, this was considered to be too ambitious. Thus, the emotions 

data is limited to 15 emotions. 

A sixth limitation of this research involves the questions for the 

replacement factors. In retrospect, these questions could have and should 

have been improved dramatically. Of the six replacement factor questions, 

hypotheses and statistical analyses are presented for only four questions 

in this thesis because two of the questions were added as an afterthought. 

Furthermore, the first two questions are difficult for some informants to 

translate--particularly those who discuss dispositional experiences which 

involve people because the word "replaceable" is not conducive to people 

as possessions. For example, some informants interpreted the question in 

the following manner: "My mother died. No one can replace my mother since 

my mother is a unique human being. Thus, my mother is not replaceable." 

However, other informants interpreted the question in a different manner: 

"My mother died. She gave me her affection, love, and support. Shortly 

thereafter I married a wonderful wife who fulfills all the roles that my 

mother filled. Thus, my mother is replaceable." These two conflicting 

interpretations make it apparent that the concept of "replaceability of 

people" is difficult to comprehend. The second question, while much less 

troublesome, is sometimes difficult for the exact same reason as the first 

question. As some informants explain, they do not want to "replace" their 

mothers—instead, they want their original mothers back. Therefore, the 

informants are unsure whether to respond that they "strongly agree" that 

they want to "replace" their "possession" or that they "strongly disagree" 
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that they want to "replace" their "possession." This problem also arises 

in respect to the disposition of "primarily functional objects" almost as 

frequently as it arises in respect to the disposition (death) of people. 

To rephrase, informants want to replace these "possessions;" but they want 

to replace them with the originals rather than substitutes. Finally, the 

fifth replacement factor question measured in this thesis uses an interval 

scale with unequal intervals and ill-worded hypotheses. Such deficiencies 

render the results inconclusive. Yet, in deference to the ambiguity which 

surrounded the development of these questions, it must be stated that they 

were conceived of in an exploratory manner. Naturally, in retrospect, it 

seems preferable to have collected a more expansive, better designed group 

of questions for the replacement factors. 

On this last note, let us turn away from further comments on that 

which has already been done, and instead turn toward our consideration of 

the innumerable gaps in dispositional research that remain untouched and 

await attention. 

Implications for Future Research 

This research attempts to position itself so that it is distinctly 

different from previous approaches, and yet builds on them. This is the 

spirit of investigation which will promote the development of more complex 

and comprehensive models of dispositional behavior in the future. As each 

study builds on the next an ever-clearer picture of dispositional behavior 

will emerge. The present investigation obviously is merely scratching the 

surface of this major area of consumer behavior. The main objectives of 
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this thesis are to call attention to the breadth and depth of disposition, 

to explore the experience of disposition by identifying, describing, and 

analyzing five facets of dispositional behavior, and to generate a wealth 

of constructs, theories, and hypotheses for future dispositional research. 

It is the viewpoint of this thesis that research of dispositional behavior 

merits the status of a major research focus within the field of consvimer 

behavior. It is only through more complete probing of the experience of 

disposition that we can come to understand the dynamic role of consumption 

in contemporary society. In striving to attain these objectives, it is 

hoped such research provides both "scientific" and "humanistic" evidence. 

Holbrook (1990, forthcoming) refers to the comments of M. H. Abrams (1979, 

p. 194), who differentiates between so-called scientific and humanistic 

demonstrations, when he comments: 

"A humanistic demonstration, unlike a scientific demonstration, 
is rarely such as to enforce the consent of all qualified 
observers. For it to carry the reader through its exposition to 
its conclusions requires some grounds for imaginative consent, 
some comparative ordering of values, some readiness of emotional 
response to the matters shown forth, which the reader must share 
with the author even before he begins to read; and these common 
grounds are no doubt in part temperamental, hence variable from 
reader to reader." 

Given the body of this thesis and the aforementioned quote, where 

do we go from here? Plainly put, it is a matter of individual preference. 

The present research--a broad swipe at the topic of disposition--has left 

many holes to be filled. First, there is room for a study which focuses 

on the motivations of disposition—possibly using projective diagnostics 

rather than in-depth, personal interviews. The key to this research is 
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to determine why we dispose of possessions and what we think of others who 

dispose of possessions. Is it okay for me to burn leaves on the street 

curb, but not okay for a factory to burn refuse in an incinerator? Where 

do we develop these norms, values, and beliefs? Second, there is a need 

for continued research which spans across all types of possessions--as 

well as research which focuses on specific types of possessions. Vhat are 

the determinants of how we dispose of, for example, automobiles? Third, 

there is an opportunity to study emotional reactions to disposition more 

fully for the goal of developing typologies of emotions which specifically 

apply to disposition--similar to work of researchers who have attempted 

to develop typologies of emotions which specifically apply to advertising. 

Do dispositional experiences evoke certain emotions which acquisitional 

experiences do not? Fourth, there are tremendous opportunities to explore 

differences between motivations for disposition and the ultimate meanings 

of disposition--ideally using more naturalistic, longitudinal techniques. 

Are there people who could be labeled disposers? Is our dispositional 

behavior consistent over time? Fifth, there is a pressing need to link 

disposition to acquisition, using the construct of "replacement factors," 

or any alternate approach which will illustrate the circuitous consumption 

process. How does disposition of our old possessions affect acquisition 

of our new possessions? Sixth, there is a need to explore the facets of 

dispositional behavior for which data is collected in this research, but 

not analyzed--such as differences according to age, sex, religion, ethnic 

origin, cultural background, and socioeconomic status. Do older people 

view dispositional experiences differently than younger people? Do women 
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view dispositional experiences differently than men? Do our religious 

preferences affect our dispositional behaviors? Do people from different 

ethnic origins, cultural backgrounds, and socioeconomic statuses possess 

different dispositional behaviors? Seventh, and breaking away from more 

affective perspectives, there is a need to research cognitive approaches 

to dispositional behavior. Do certain dispositional experiences provoke 

more elaboration? Are they more salient? Do they involve more decision

making? Eighth, there is a need to move beyond personal or interpersonal 

dispositions which rely on the psychological literature, and move into the 

realm of social or collective dispositions which rely on the sociological 

literature. What is the environmental impact of waste management theories 

(or the lack thereof)? How can we change people's habits to preserve the 

earth? Ninth, and breaking away from all consumer behavior perspectives, 

there is a need to explore the marketing implications of any of the above. 

To what extent are marketers responsible for aluminum cans, plastic wraps, 

and styrofoam containers? What trade-offs should be made between damaging 

the environment and providing convenience to consumers? What is the role 

of advertising in addressing these issues? Tenth, and most importantly, 

there is a need to tie these multiple perspectives and questions together 

to develop comprehensive models of disposition--the third stage of the 

circuitous consumption process. 

This is my story. The completion of this thesis is an ending and, 

in a symbolic sense, a form of disposition. 1 am reminded again that each 

ending shapes a new beginning and beginnings and endings are the dialectic 

of life. From this ending there shall blossom new beginnings...like that 
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hundred year-old maple tree down by the river...the one with the branches 

reaching for the sky and the trunk more than ten foot 'round...her first 

fragile buds will erupt during the rains of spring, flourish during the 

heat of summer, diminish during the frost of autumn, and die during the 

frozen winter... only to flourish again with the spring. So be it with 

our things, tfe acquire. We use. We dispose. And then we begin again. 
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If a product costing less than forty dollars breaks down I'm 
likely to discard it without much hesitation. 

If a product costing less than sixty dollars breaks duwn I'm 
likely to discard it without much hesitation. 

If a product costing less than twenty dollars breaks down I'm 
likely to discard it without much hesitation. 

Once something on a product breaks, you might .as well throw 
it away. 

I feel a responsibility to have a product repaired rather than 
replaced whenever feasible. (-) 

I often buy less expensive products so that I can throw them 
away without feeling guilty. 

It is often cheaper to buy a new product than to have an old 
one repaired. 

I am a "pack rat". 

I often keep old appliances around the house rather than get 
rid of them. 

I often give away old products to relatives or friends. 

I like to fix things. 

I tend to keep old products until I move--then I throw or give 
them away. 

I always buy "new" rather than "used". (-) 
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APPENDIX B: ANDREASEN (1984) LIFE STATUS CHANGES 

DISPOSITIONAL LIFE STATUS CHANGES: 

1. Changed school or training program. 
2. Graduated from school or training program. 
3. Changed employer. 
4. Changed jobs, same employer. 
5. Stopped working for an extended period. 
6. Engagement was broken. 
7. Separated or divorced. 
8. Child died. 
9. Spouse died. 
10. Household or family member other than spouse or child died. 
11. Person moved out of the household. 
12. Moved to a different residence. 
13. Took a cut in wages or salary in present job. 

N0N-DISPOSITIONAL LIFE STATUS CHANGES: 

1. Started school or a training program after not going to school 
for a long time. 

2. Started work for the first time or after not working for a 
long time. 

3. Became engaged. 
4. Married. 
5. Became pregnant or spouse became pregnant. 
6. Birth or adoption of a first child. 
7. Birth or adoption of a second or later child. 
8. New person moved into the household. 
9. Got a substantial increase in wages or salary in present job. 
10. Had financial improvement not related to work. 
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APPENDIX C: ANDREASEN (1984) LIFESTYLE CHANGES 

1. Increased the number of times eating out each month. 

2. Decreased the number of times eating out each month. 

3. Increased the number of sporting events, movies, or concerts 
attended each month. 

4. Decreased the number of sporting events, movies, or concerts 
attended each month. 

5. Increased participation in sports of exercise. 

6. Decreased participation in sports or exercise. 

7. Consumed more medicine. 

8. Consumed less medicine. 

9. Entertained more. 

10. Entertained less. 

11. Changed hairstyle. 

12. Changed clothing style. 
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APPENDIX D: ANDREASEN (1984) STRESS MEASURES 

1. Worrying about things. 

2. Getting angry. 

3. Feeling happy about your life. (-) 

4. Feeling unsettled. 

5. Feeling under pressure. 

6. Not sleeping soundly. 
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APPENDIX E: ANDREASEN (1984) PRODUCT CATEGORIES 

1. Toothpaste 

2. Beer 

3. Soft Drinks 

4. Coffee 

5. Laundry Soap 

6. Hand Soap 

7. Bread 

8. Cigarettes 

9. Deoderant 

10. Cereal 

11. Gasoline 

12. Facial Tissue 

13. Automobile 
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APPENDIX F: YOUNG AND WALLENDORF (1989) VOLUNTARY METHODS OF DISPOSITION 

METHODS PERSONAL FOCUS INTERPERSONAL FOCUS SOCIETAL FOCUS 

GIVE AWAY--
usually to 
someone who 
can use it. 

Necessarily 
requires another 
person as receiver 

Donate body organs; 
Give clothes to the 
needy; Adopt out a 
baby; Give an idea 
to a friend.* 

Give land to new 
settlers; Give 
surplus food to the 
poor; Give military 
advice to an ally. 

TRADE or 
exchange it 
for something 
else. 

Skin grafts; Trade 
sleep time for work 
time; Trade work 
time for shopping 
for bargails. 

Trade a car; Trade 
stock; Bartering; 
Exchange ideas with 
a colleague; Switch 
boyfriends.* 

Trade tanks for oil; 
Exchange effluent 
water for a golf 
course. 

RECYCLE--
convert it to 
something 
else. 

Convert barn beams 
to panelling; Make 
a quilt of scraps; 
Turkey sandwiches 
after Thanksgiving. 

Recycle newspapers; 
Recycle aluminum 
cans; Manufacturers 
recycling defective 
parts. 

Recycle waste water; 
Convert a slum to a 
model neighborhood; 
Recycle war ruins as 
national monuments. 

SELL--convert' 
it to money. 

Necessarily 
requires another 
person as buyer 

Businesses; Swap 
meets; Sell blood; 
Prostitution; Sell 
one's artwork; Sell 
ideas.* 

Sell wheat; Sell 
weapons; Sell land; 
Sell ideals to 
attain political 
goals. 

USE UP--
consumption 
is equivalent 
to disposal. 

Eat food; Drive car 
using up the fuel; 
Shoot ammo; Spend 
one' s time; Burn 
wood.* 

Use employees' 
time and energy; 
Use someone else's 
money; Use the 
neighbor's gas.* 

Use natural fuels or 
electricity; Use a 
nation's productive 
capacity; Use people 
as soldiers in wars. 

THROW AWAY- -
discard in a 
socially 
acceptable 
manner. 

Put things in the 
trash; Flush the 
toilet; Use a 
garbage disposal; 
Discard an idea.* 

Neighborhood 
cleanup; Divorce; 
End a relationship; 
Resign or retire 
from a job.* 

Dump garbage in the 
oceans; Bury nuclear 
waste; Discard old 
national values and 
cultural norms. 

ABANDON--
discard in a 
socially 
unacceptable 
manner. 

Abandon car on the 
roadside; Abandon 
morals; Abandon an 
unhealthy, unhappy 
lifestyle. 

Abandon one's child 
or family; Abandon 
a pet on someone's 
doorstep; Abandon 
another's trust. 

Abandon Vietnam; 
Abandon the Shah of 
Iran; Abandon old 
satellites in space; 
Abandon the poor. 

DESTROY--
physically 
damage with 
intent. 

Tear up personal 
mail; Commit 
suicide; Burn house 
down; Shred old 
pictures. 

Raze a building; 
Murder; Euthanas ia; 
Cremation; Abort a 
child; Commit 
arson. 

Conduct war; 
Genocide; Execute 
prisoner; Carry out 
a revolution; Burn 
a flag. 
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APPENDIX G: YOUNG AND VALLENDORF (1989) INVOLUNTARY METHODS OF DISPOSITION 

METHODS PERSONAL FOCUS INTERPERSONAL FOCUS SOCIETAL FOCUS 

USED UP--
consumption 
equals 
disposition 

Accidently eat the 
cookies which one 
was going to take 
to a party; Use up 
time oversleeping. 

Friend borrows car 
and uses up all the 
gas; Use up time at 
a mandatory 
meeting. 

Ozone layer being 
depleted; Limited 
fresh water supplies 
being used up; Lack 
of available space. 

LEGALLY 
TRANSFERRED 

Necessarily 
requires another 
person as receiver. 

Lose kids in a 
custody fight; Have 
a car repossessed; 
Have ownership of a 
patent revoked. 

Have the United 
Nations declare that 
land must be 
returned to a former 
owner. 

LOST--it 
can't be 
found, is 
misplaced,or 
leaves. 

Misplace keys; Lose 
a phone number; 
Forget an 
important date; 
Lose a thought.* 

Family pet runs 
away; Lose contact 
with a friend; 
Child misplaces 
someone's book.* 

Lose national 
historical records 
in an archive; Lose 
touch with changing 
trends. 

ILLEGALLY 
TRANSFERRED 

Necessarily 
requires another 
person as receiver. 

Have a house 
burglarized; Have 
an idea stolen; Be 
a victim of 
extortion. 

Have land stolen in 
a war; Have goods 
exported illegally; 
Have a priceless 
artwork stolen. 

DESTROYED Household ruined in 
a fire; Have a 
fatal heart 
attack; Drop a 
glass to the floor. 

Be vandalized; Get 
in a car accident; 
Be murdered; Have a 
news article ruin a 
reputation. 

Wildlife extinct 
because of growing 
population; Suffer 
war damage; Smog 
destroys forests. 
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APPENDIX H: QUESTIONNAIRE CONSENT FORM 

Thank you for participating in this consumer behavior study. The purpose 
of this study is to learn more about consumers' disposition of 
possessions. You will be asked to recall and discuss your experiences 
disposing of, losing, or giving up four possessions which you used to 
have. In addition, you will be asked to fill out some questionnaires 
about the disposition, losing, or giving up of these possessions. 

Your thorough and honest descriptions are vital to the value of this 
study. Please take your time answering these questions. There are no 
"correct" answers. My interest is only in your opinions and your "stories 
of your dispositional experiences." 

Your complete participation will require one to two hours. Upon 
completion of your participation, your name and student number will be 
given to your instructor so that you may receive credit for participating 
in this study. 

If you have any questions, please ask them now. Otherwise, please read 
the following statements and then: (1) sign your name; (2) print your 
name; (3) print your student ID number; (4) print your age; and (5) print 
the date. 

I understand the purpose of this study of dispositional behavior. I 
understand that I may terminate my participation in this study at any 
time. I understand that my participation in this study is completely 
confidential, and that my name will never be associated with the 
information which I have provided. 

1. Name (signed) 

2. Name (printed) 

3. Student ID Number 

4. Age 

5. Today's Date 
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APPENDIX I: QUESTIONNAIRE INTRODUCTION TO STUDY 

***There are many types of possessions. We may think of possessions as 
fitting into three categories: (1) one's body and body parts; (2) other 
people and pets; and (3) objects and things. Thus, possessions are more 
than just products and you don't have to own something to consider it to 
be vour possession. In other words, vour possessions are anvthinE which 
vou consider to be your possessions. 

***For example, the following things are possibly examples of "things" 
you consider to be your possessions: your life, your body, your eyes, your 
parents, your friends, your lovers, your spouse, your doctor, your pets, 
your house, your apartment, your books, your cars, your furniture, your 
letters, and your photos. 

***There are many ways to voluntarily dispose of possessions. These 
include, but are not limited to: (1) give away; (2) recycle; (3) trade; 
(4) sell; (5) use up; (6) throw away; (7) abandon; and (8) destroy. 

***In addition, there are many ways to involuntarily have possessions 
disposed of. These include, but are not limited to: (1) have used up; 
(2) have taken away (legally or illegally); (3) have leave; (4) misplace 
or lose; and (5) have destroyed. 

***For example, the following things are possible examples of dispositions 
which may have occurred in your life: you may have lost your arm, you may 
have had a parent die, you may have left a friend, you may have been 
abandoned by a lover, you may have had a pet run away, you may have sold 
your house, you may have had your childhood blanket taken away, you may 
have been evicted from an apartment, you may have given up an heirloom, 
you may have had a stereo stolen, you may have recycled papers, you may 
have lost a book, you may have donated clothing, you may have traded a 
refrigerator, you may have thrown away a letter, you may have had your 
wallet taken, you may have had a car repossessed, and you may have 
shredded a photo. 

***Do you understand that all of the aforementioned examples involve the 
disposition, separation, giving UP. or loss of possessions? If you 
understand this, then turn to the next page. If you don't understand 
this, then re-read this page, or ask the researcher for clarification 
before turning to the next page. 
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APPENDIX J: QUESTIONNAIRE INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY DESIGN 

***In this study, you will be asked to "tell your story" about the 
disposition of four possessions which you used to have. It doesn't 
matter if these "dispositional experiences" occurred recently or a long 
time ago, as long as you can clearly remember them. 

***piease take a few moments to select the disposition, giving up, or 
loss of four possessions which you used to have; one from each of the 
following four cells: 

I felt like I had I felt like I had 
complete or a lot little or no choice 
of choice and control and control over the 
over the disposition, disposition, 
separation, giving separation, giving 
up, or loss of this up, or loss of this 
possession. possession. 

I was attached to 
this possession and 
it was meaningful. 
important. and 
significant to 
my self-identity at 
the time it was 
disposed of. 

I was not attached 
to this possession 
and it was 
meaningless. 
unimportant. and 
insignificant to 
my self-identity at 
the time it was 
disposed of. 

***If you have any questions, please ask the researcher. Otherwise, 
please think of a possession/disposition which fits into each cell and 
write it in the appropriate cell. Then indicate that you are ready to 
"tell your story" about the possession which fits into the first cell. 
(Don't panic--you may continue to refer to this page and the previous 
pages as you "tell your stories.") 
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APPENDIX K: INTERVIEW SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

ANTECEDENTS: 
1. Please describe, in as much detail as possible, your story about the 
disposition, giving up, or loss of this possession. Discuss your 
actions, thoughts, and feelings. Say whatever comes to mind. I'll ask 
you some questions now and then, but just try to tell me what happened 
as if you were telling me a story. 

2. What was disposed, given up, or lost? 

3. Please recall what was happening before the disposition, giving up, 
or loss of this possession. What led to this disposition, giving up, or 
loss? What occurred first? What occurred next? Why was this 
possession disposed of, given up, or lost? 

EXPERIENCES FOR FUTURE STUDIES: 
4. Please recall the actual disposition, giving up, or loss of this 
possession. How was this possession disposed of, given up, or lost? 
Where was it disposed of, given up, or lost? When was it disposed of, 
given up, or lost? 

CONSEQUENCES FOR THIS STUDY: 
5. Please recall what happened following the disposition, giving up, or 
loss of this possession. What were the consequences of this 
disposition, giving up, or loss? What were your emotional reactions to 
the disposition, giving up, or loss of this possession? What did the 
disposition, giving up, or loss of this possession mean to vou? 

REPLACEMENT FACTORS FOR THIS STUDY: 
6. Did you contemplate replacing this possession? Did you replace it? 
How did you feel about the replacement/lack of a replacement for this 
possession? 

MANIPULATION CHECK ON DETERMINANTS OF POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF: 
7. Please describe in as much detail as possible why you were attached 
(unattached) to this possession and why it was meaningful, important, 
and significant (meaningless, unimportant, and insignificant) to your 
self-identity at the time it was disposed of, given up, or lost. 

MANIPULATION CHECK ON DETERMINANTS OF PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL: 
8. Please describe in as much detail as possible why you felt like you 
had complete or a lot of choice and control (little or no choice and 
control) about the disposal, giving up, or loss of this possession. 
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Please recall the first possession we talked about...the possession 
which you were attached to and which was meaningful, important, and 
significant to your self-identity at the time it was disposed of, and 
which you felt you had complete or a lot of choice and control about the 
disposition, giving up, or loss of. For the following questions, please 
recall your feelings and emotions immediately following the disposition 
of this possession. (Please circle the numbers which most closely 
correspond with your perceptions.) 

(101) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt 
sentimentality. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(102) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt longing. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(103) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt happiness. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(104) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt 
satisfaction. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(105) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt hope. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(106) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt relief. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(107) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt 
frustration. 

A Great Deal » Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 
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(108) Following the disposition of this possession, 1 felt anger. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(109) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt bitterness. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(110) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt disgust. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(111) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt sadness. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(112) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt 
disappointment. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(113) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt guilt. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(114) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt regret. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(115) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt anxiety. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 



300 

APPENDIX L: QUESTIONNAIRE SCALED EMOTION QUESTIONS...continued 

Please recall the second possession we talked about...the possession 
which you were attached to and which was meaningful, important, and 
significant to your self-identity at the time it was disposed of, and 
which you felt you had little or no choice and control about the 
disposition, giving up, or loss of. For the following questions, please 
recall your feelings and emotions immediately following the disposition 
of this possession. (Please circle the numbers which most closely 
correspond with your perceptions.) 

(201) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt 
sentimentality. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(202) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt longing. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(203) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt happiness. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(204) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt 
satfsfaction. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(205) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt hope. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(206) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt relief. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(207) Following the disposition of this possession, 1 felt 
frustration. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 
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(208) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt anger. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(209) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt bitterness. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(210) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt disgust. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(211) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt sadness. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(212) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt 
disappointment. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(213) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt guilt. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(214) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt regret. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(215) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt anxiety. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Please recall the third possession we talked about...the possession 
which you were not attached to and which was meaningless, unimportant, 
and insignificant to your self-identity at the time it was disposed of, 
and which you felt you had complete or a lot of choice and control about 
the disposition, giving up, or loss of. For the following questions, 
please recall your feelings and emotions immediately following the 
disposition of this possession. (Please circle the numbers which most 
closely correspond with your perceptions.) 

(301) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt 
sentimentality. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(302) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt longing. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(303) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt happiness. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(304) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt 
satisfaction. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(305) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt hope. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(306) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt relief. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(307) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt 
frustration. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 
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(308) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt anger. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(309) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt bitterness. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(310) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt disgust. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1  2  3  4 , 5  

(311) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt sadness. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(312) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt 
disappointment. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(313) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt guilt. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(314) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt regret. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(315) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt anxiety. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Please recall the fourth possession we talked about...the possession 
which you were not attached to and which was meaningless, unimportant, 
and insignificant to your self-identity at the time it was disposed of, 
and which you felt you had little or no choice and control about the 
disposition, giving up, or loss of. For the following questions, please 
recall your feelings and emotions inunediatelv following the disposition 
of this possession. (Please circle the numbers which most closely 
correspond with your perceptions.) 

(401) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt 
sentimentality. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(402) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt longing. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(403) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt happiness. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(404) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt 
satisfaction. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(405) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt hope. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(406) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt relief. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(407) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt 
frustration. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 
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(408) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt anger. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(409) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt bitterness. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(410) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt disgust. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(411) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt sadness. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(412) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt 
disappointment. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(413) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt guilt. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(414) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt regret. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 

(415) Following the disposition of this possession, I felt anxiety. 

A Great Deal Not At All 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Please recall the first possession we talked about...the possession 
which you were attached to and which was meaningful, important, and 
significant to your seqf-identity at the time it was disposed of and 
which you felt you had complete or a lot of choice and control about the 
disposition, giving up, or loss of. Please answer the following 
questions for this possession. (Please circle the numbers which most 
closely correspond with your perception.) 

(116) I considered this possession replaceable. ["Replaceable" means 
the extent to which you believed that the combination and 
quality of the possession's benefits could be replaced by 
another (similar or different) possession.] 

Strongly 
Agree 

1 

Somewhat 
Agree 

2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

(117) I wanted to replace this possession. 

Strongly 
Agree 

1 

Somewhat 
Agree 

2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

(118) I needed to replace this possession. 

Strongly 
Agree 

1 

Somewhat 
Agree 

2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 
4 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Somewhat 
Disagree 
4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(119) I replaced this possession. (1) Yes or (2) No. 

(120) If you answered "Yes" to the Question #4, when did you replace 
this possession? 
(1) Before disposition 
(2) At disposition 
(3) Less than 1 month after disposition 
(4) At least 1 month but less 6 months after disposition 
(5) At least 6 months but less than 1 year after disposition 
(6) At least 1 year after disposition 

(121) If you answered "Yes" to question #4, please answer the 
following question: I was satisfied with the replacement. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Please recall the second possession we talked about...the possession 
which you were attached to and which was meaningful, important, and 
significant to your self-identity at the time it was disposed of and 
which you felt you had little or no choice and control about the 
disposition, giving up, or loss of. Please answer the following 
questions for this possession. (Please circle the numbers which most 
closely correspond with you perception.) 

(216) I considered this possession replaceable. ["Replaceable" means 
the extent to which you believed that the combination and 
quality of the possession's benefits could be replaced by 
another (similar or different) possession. ] 

Strongly 
Agree 

1 

Somewhat 
Agree 

2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

(217) I wanted to replace this possession. 

Strongly 
Agree 

1 

Somewhat 
Agree 

2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

(218) I needed to replace this possession. 

Strongly 
Agree 

1 

Somewhat 
Agree 

2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Somewhat 
Disagree 
4 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(219) I replaced this possession. (1) Yes or (2) No. 

(220) If you answered "Yes" to the Question #4, when did you replace 
this possession? 
(1) Before disposition 
(2) At disposition 
(3) Less than 1 month after disposition 
(4) At least 1 month but less 6 months after disposition 
(5) At least 6 months but less than 1 year after disposition 
(6) At least 1 year after disposition 

(221) If you answered "Yes" to question #4, please answer the 
following question: I was satisfied with* the replacement. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Please recall the third possession we talked about...the possession 
which you were not attached to and which was meaningless, unimportant, 
and insignificant to your self-identity at the time it was disposed of, 
and which you felt you had complete or a lot of choice and control about 
the disposition, giving up, or loss of. Please answer the following 
questions for this possession. Please circle the numbers' which most 
closely correspond with your perception. 

(316) I considered this possession replaceable. ["Replaceable" means 
the extent to which you believed that the combination and 
quality of the possession's benefits could be replaced by 
another (similar or different) possession.] 

Strongly 
Agree 

1 

Somewhat 
Agree 

2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

(317) I wanted to replace this possession. 

Strongly 
Agree 

1 

Somewhat 
Agree 

2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

(318) I needed to replace this possession. 

Strongly 
Agree 

1 

Somewhat 
Agree 

2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 
4 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Somewhat 
Disagree 
4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(319) I replaced this possession. (1) Yes or (2) No. 

(320) If you answered "Yes" to the Question #4, when did you replace 
this possession? 
(1) Before disposition 
(2) At disposition 
(3) Less than 1 month after disposition 
(4) At least 1 month but less 6 months after disposition 
(5) At least 6 months but less than 1 year after disposition 
(6) At least 1 year after disposition 

(321) If you answered "Yes" to question #4, please answer the 
following question: I was satisfied with the replacement. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX M: QUESTIONNAIRE REPLACEMENT FACTORS...continued 

Please recall the fourth possession we talked about...the possession 
which you were not attached to and which was meaningless, unimportant, 
and insignificant to your self-identity at the time it was disposed of, 
and which you felt you had little or no choice and control about the 
disposition, giving up, or loss of. Please answer the following 
questions for this possession. (Please circle the numbers which most 
closely correspond with your perception.) 

(416) I considered this possession replaceable. ["Replaceable" means 
the extent to which you believed that the combination and 
quality of the possession's benefits could be replaced by 
another (similar or different) possession.] 

Strongly 
Agree 

1 

Somewhat 
Agree 
2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

(417) I wanted to replace this possession. 

Strongly 
Agree 

1 

Somewhat 
Agree 

2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

(418) I needed to replace this possession. 

Strongly 
Agree 

1 

Somewhat 
Agree 
2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 
4 

Somewhat 
Disagree 
4 

Somewhat 
Disagree 
4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(419) I replaced this possession. (1) Yes or (2) No. 

(420) If you answered "Yes" to the Question #4, when did you replace 
this possession? 
(1) Before disposition 
(2) At disposition 
(3) Less than 1 month after disposition 
(4) At least 1 month but less 6 months after disposition 
(5) At least 6 months but less than 1 year after disposition 
(6) At least 1 year after disposition 

(421) If you answered "Yes" to question #4, please answer the 
following question: I was satisfied with the replacement. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Please recall the first possession we talked about...the possession 
which you were attached to and which was meaningful, important, and 
significant to your self-identity at the time it was disposed of, and 
which you felt you had complete or a lot of choice and control about the 
disposition, giving up, or loss of. Please answer the following 
questions for this possession. (Please circle the numbers which most 
closely correspond with your perceptions.) 

(122) I caused the disposition, giving up, or loss of this possession. 

Strongly 
Agree 
1 

Somewhat 
Agree 

2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 
4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(123) Someone else caused the disposition, giving up, or loss of this 
possession. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(124) The possession caused the disposition, giving up, or loss of 
this possession. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 
4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(125) The situation caused the disposition, giving up, or loss of this 
possession. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 
4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(126) Chance or luck caused the disposition, giving up, or loss of 
this possession. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 
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Please recall the second possession we talked about...the possession 
which you were attached to and which was meaningful, important, and 
significant to your self-identity at the time it was disposed of, and 
which you felt you had little or no choice and control about the 
disposition, giving up, or loss of. Please answer the following 
questions for this possession. (Please circle the numbers which most 
closely correspond with your perceptions.) 

(222) I caused the disposition, giving up, or loss of this possession. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(223) Someone else caused the disposition, giving up, or loss of this 
possession. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(224) The possession caused the disposition, giving up, or loss of 
this possession. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 
4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(225) The situation caused the disposition, giving up, or loss of this 
possession. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 
4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(226) Chance or luck caused the disposition, giving up, or loss of 
this possession. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 
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Please recall the third possession we talked about...the possession 
which you were not attached to and which was meaningless, unimportant, 
and insignificant to your self-identity at the time it was disposed of, 
and which you felt you had complete or a lot of choice and control about 
the disposition, giving up, or loss of. Please answer the following 
questions for this possession. (Please circle the numbers which most 
closely correspond with your perceptions.) 

(322) I caused the disposition, giving up, or loss of this possession. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(323) Someone else caused the disposition, giving up, or loss of this 
possession. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 

. 1 2 3 4 5 

(324) The possession caused the disposition, giving up, or loss of 
this possession. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(325) The situation caused the disposition, giving up, or loss of this 
possession. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(326) Chance or luck caused the disposition, giving up, or loss of 
this possession. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX N: QUESTIONNAIRE SCALED CAUSALITY QUESTIONS... continued 

Please recall the fourth possession we talked about...the possession 
which you were not attached to and which was meaningless, unimportant, 
and insignificant to your self-identity at the time it was disposed of, 
and which you felt you had little or no choice and control about the 
disposition, giving up, or loss of. Please answer the following 
questions for this possession. (Please circle the numbers which most 
closely correspond with your perceptions.) 

(422) I caused the disposition, giving up, or loss of this possession. 

Strongly 
Agree 
1 

Somewhat 
Agree 

2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 
4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(423) Someone else caused the disposition, giving up, or loss of this 
possession. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat/ 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(424) The possession caused the disposition, giving up, or loss of 
this possession. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(425) The situation caused the disposition, giving up, or loss of this 
possession. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 
4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(426) Chance or luck caused the disposition, giving up, or loss of 
this possession. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 
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Please recall the first possession we talked about...the possession 
which you were attached to and which was meaningful, important, and 
significant to your self-identity at the time it was disposed of, and 
which you felt you had complete or a lot of choice and control about the 
disposition, giving up, or loss of. Please answet the following 
questions for this possession. (Please circle the numbers which most 
closely correspond with your perceptions.) 

(127) I was responsible for the disposition, giving up, or loss of 
this possession. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(128) I had freedom over the disposition, giving up, or loss of this 
possession. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(129) I had a choice about the disposition, giving up, or loss of this 
possession. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(130) I was in control of the disposition, giving up, or loss of this 
possession. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Please recall the second possession we talked about...the possession 
which you were attached to and which was meaningful, important, and 
significant to your self-identity at the time it was disposed of, and 
which you felt you had little or no choice and control about the 
disposition, giving up, or loss of. Please answer the following 
questions for this possession. (Please circle the numbers which most 
closely correspond with your perceptions.) 

(227) I was responsible for the disposition, giving up, or loss of 
this possession. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(228) I had freedom over the disposition, giving up, or loss of this 
possession. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(229) I had a choice about the disposition, giving up, or loss of this 
possession. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(230) I was in control of the disposition, giving up, or loss of this 
possession. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX 0: QUESTIONNAIRE MANIPULATION CHECKS FOR CONTROL...continued 

Please recall the third possession we talked about...the possession 
which you were not attached to and which was meaningless, unimportant, 
and insignificant to your self-identity at the time it was disposed of, 
and which you felt you had little or no choice and control about the 
disposition, giving up, or loss of. Please answer the following 
questions for this possession. (Please circle the numbers which most 
closely correspond with your perceptions.) 

(327) I was responsible for the disposition, giving up, or loss of 
this possession. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(328) I had freedom over the disposition, giving up, or loss of this 
possession. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(329) I had a choice about the disposition, giving up, or loss of this 
possession. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(330) I was in control of the disposition, giving up, or loss of this 
possession. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX 0: QUESTIONNAIRE MANIPULATION CHECKS FOR CONTROL...continued 

Please recall the fourth possession we talked about...the possession 
which you were not attached to and which was meaningless, unimportant, 
and insignificant to your self-identity at the time it was disposed of, 
and which you felt you had little or no choice and control about the 
disposition, giving up, or loss of. Please answer the following 
questions for this possession. (Please circle the numbers which most 
closely correspond with your perceptions.) 

(427)- I was responsible for the disposition, giving up, or loss of 
this possession. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1  2  3  4 . 5  

(428) 1 had freedom over the disposition, giving up, or loss of this 
possession. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(429) I had a choice about the disposition, giving up, or loss of this 
possession. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(430) I was in control of the disposition, giving up, or loss of this 
possession. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX P: QUESTIONNAIRE MANIPULATION CHECKS FOR CENTRALITY 

Please recall the first possession we talked about...the possession 
which you were attached to and which was meaningful, important, and 
significant to your self- identity at the time it was disposed of, and 
which you felt you had complete or a lot of choice and control about the 
disposition, giving up, or loss of. Please answer the following 
questions for this possession. (Please circle the numbers which most 
closely correspond with your perceptions.) 

(131) This possession was meaningful, important, and significant to me 
at the time of disposition, giving UP. or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(132) I liked this possession at the time of disposition, giving UP. 
or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(133) This possession was useful to me at the time of disposition, 
giving up. or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(134) This possession was valuable to me at the time of disposition-
giving UP. or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(135) This possession was central to mv self-identity at the time of 
disposition, giving UP. or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX P: QUESTIONNAIRE MANIPULATION CHECKS FOR CENTRALITY...continued 

(136) I was attached to this possession at the time of disposition, 
giving up. or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(137) This possession was meaningful, important, and significant to me 
at the time of acquisition (when I got it). 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(138) This possession was meaningful, important, and significant to me 
when I owned/used it. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(139) This possession was central to mv self-identity at the time of 
disposition, piving UP. or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX P: QUESTIONNAIRE MANIPULATION CHECKS FOR CENTRALITY...continued 

Please recall the second possession we talked about...the possession 
which you were attached to and which was meaningful, important, and 
significant to your self-identity at the time it was disposed of, and 
which you felt you had little or no choice and control about the 
disposition, giving up, or loss of. Please answer the following 
questions for this possession. (Please circle the numbers which most 
closely correspond with your perceptions.) 

(231) This possession was meaningful, important, and significant to me 
at the time of disposition, giving UP. or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
12 3 4 5 

(232) I liked this possession at the time of disposition, giving UP. 
or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(233) This possession was useful to me at the time of disposition. 
giving UP. or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(234) This possession was valuable to me at the time of disposition. 
giving UP. or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(235) This possession was central to mv self-identity at the time of 
disposition, giving UP. or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX P: QUESTIONNAIRE MANIPULATION CHECKS FOR CENTRALITY...continued 

(236) I was attached to this possession at the time of disposition. 
pivinp UP. or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(237) This possession was meaningful, important, and significant to me 
at the time of acquisition (when I got it). 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(238) This possession was meaningful, important, and significant to me 
when I owned/used it. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(239) This possession was central to mv self-identity at the time of 
disposition, pivine up. or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX P: QUESTIONNAIRE MANIPULATION CHECKS FOR CENTRALITY...continued 

Please recall the third possession we talked about...the possession 
which you were not attached to and which was meaningless, unimportant, 
and insignificant to your self-identity at the time it was disposed of, 
and which you felt you had complete or a lot of choice and control about 
the disposition, giving up, or loss of. Please answer the following 
questions for this possession. (Please circle, the numbers which most 
closely correspond with your perceptions.) 

(331) This possession was meaningful, important, and significant to me 
at the time of disposition, giving UP. or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(332) I liked this possession at the time of disposition, giving up. 
or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(333) This possession was useful to me at the time of disposition, 
giving up. or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(334) This possession was valuable to me at the time of disposition, 
giving up. or loss. 

•<> 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(335) This possession was central to mv self-identity at the time of 
disposition, giving up. or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX P: QUESTIONNAIRE MANIPULATION CHECKS FOR CENTRALITY...continued 

(336) I was attached to this possession at the time of disposition, 
giving up. or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(337) This possession was meaningful, important, and significant to me 
at the time of acquisition (when I got it). 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(338) This possession was meaningful, important, and significant to me 
when I owned/used it. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(339) This possession was central to mv self-identity at the time of 
disposition, giving UP. or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX P: QUESTIONNAIRE MANIPULATION CHECKS FOR CENTRALITY...continued 

Please recall the fourth possession we talked about...the possession 
which you were not attached to and which was meaningless, unimportant, 
and insignificant to your self-identity at the time it was disposed of, 
and which you felt you had little or no choice and control about the 
disposition, giving up, or loss of. Please answer the following 
questions for this possession. (Please circle the numbers which most 
closely correspond with your perceptions.) 

(431) This possession was meaningful, important, and significant to me 
at the time of disposition, giving UP. or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(432) I liked this possession at the time of disposition, giving up. 
or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(433) This possession was useful to me at the time of disposition-
giving UP. or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(434) This possession was valuable to me at the time of disposition-
giving UP. or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(435) This possession was central to mv self-identity at the time of 
disposition, giving UP. or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX P: QUESTIONNAIRE MANIPULATION CHECKS FOR CENTRALITY... continued 

(436) I was attached to this possession at the time of disposition, 
giving UP. or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(437) This possession was meaningful, important, and significant to me 
at the time of acquisition (when I got it). 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(438) This possession was meaningful, important, and significant to me 
when I owned/used it. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(439) This possession was central to mv self-identity at the time of 
disposition, giving up. or loss. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX Q: QUESTIONNAIRE DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS 

(940) What is your sex? Male Female 

(941) Outside of the US, what country would you view as the most 
significant source of your cultural heritage (e.g., Ireland, 
Germany, Mexico, etc.)? 

(942) If you have (or have had) a religious affiliation, with what 
religion (or Christian denomination) are you affiliated? 

(943) What are (were) the professions of your parents? 
Mother: 
Father: 
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APPENDIX R: BELK (1984b) SCALED MATERIALISM QUESTIONS 

(944) Renting or leasing a car is more appealing to me than owning one. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(945) I tend to hang on to things I should probably throw away. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(946) 1 get very upset if something is stolen from me, even if it has 
little monetary value. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(947) I don't get particularly upset when I lose things. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(948) I am less likely than most people to lock things up. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(949) I would rather buy something I need than borrow it from someone 
else. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(950) I worry about people taking my possessions. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 
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APPENDIX R: BELK (1984b) SCALED MATERIALISM QUESTIONS...continued 

(951) Uhen I travel I like to take a lot of photographs. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(952) I never discard old pictures or snapshots. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(953) I enjoy having guests stay in my home. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(954) I enjoy sharing what I have. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(955) I don't like to lend things even to good friends. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(956) It makes sense to buy a lawnmower with a neighbor and share it. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(957) I don't mind giving rides to those who don't have a car. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX R: BELK (1984b) SCALED MATERIALISM QUESTIONS...continued 

(958) I don't like to have anyone in my home when I'm not there. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(959) I enjoy donating things to charities. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

(960) I am bothered when I see people who buy anything they want. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

I don't know anyone whose spouse or steady date I would like to 
have as my own. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

When friends do better than me in competition, it usually makes 
me happy for them. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

People who are very wealthy often feel they are too good to talk 
to average people. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

There are certain people I would like to trade places with. 

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly 
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX R: BELK (1984b) SCALED MATERIALISM QUESTIONS...continued 

(965) When friends have things I cannot afford it bothers me. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(966) I don't seem to get what is coming to me. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(967) When Hollywood stars or prominent politicians have things stolen 
I really feel sorry for them. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(968) My worldly possessions are important to me. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(969) I am possessive of my worldly belongings. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(970) I am envious of other's worldly belongings. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 

(971) I am non-generous of my worldly belongings. 

Strongly Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
1 2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 



1 
TABLE A: ANALYSIS OF MANIPULATION CHECKS 

1 
SCALE RELIABILITY ANALYSIS CELL MEANS r TWO-WAY ANOVA RESULTS 

1 
SCALE a NUMBER 

OF ITEMS 
ALPHA 

• •  

MEAN STD 
DEV 

HI CENT 
HI CONT 

HI CENT 
LO CONT 

LO CENT 
HI CONT 

LO CENT 
LO CONT 

MS DF F 
l 

P 

POSSESSION 
CENTRALITY 
TO SELF b 

4 .7835 12.73 3.94 14.52 15.16 11.31 10.92 

MAIN EFFECT FOR POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF 
MAIN EFFECT FOR PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL 
INTERACTION FOR CENTRALITY x CONTROL 
RESIDUAL 

309.20 
6.72 
0.00 
5.31 

1 
1 
1 

204 

174.57 
3.79 
0.00 

.001 

.053 

.970 

I 
PERCEPTIONS 

OF 
CONTROL b 

9 .6215 21.62 7.20 25.33 16.81 25.57 18.79 
I 
PERCEPTIONS 

OF 
CONTROL b 

MAIN EFFECT FOR POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF 
MAIN EFFECT FOR PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL 
INTERACTION FOR CENTRALITY x CONTROL 
RESIDUAL 

21.44 
1014.56 
13.14 
20.33 

1 
1 
1 

204 

3.16 
149.73 
1.94 

.077 

.001 

.165 

a: ALL ITEMS MEASURED 
DISAGREE - 5. 

USING FIVE POINT LIKERT SCALES RANGING FROM STRONGLY AGREE *» 1 
I 

TO STRONGLY 

b: SCALES COMPUTED BY 
LISTED IN APPENDIX 

SUMMING MANIPULATION CHECKS FOR POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF QUESTIONS 
P, AND PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL QUESTIONS LISTED IN APPENDICES N AND 0. 

r: ITEMS REVERSE CODED. HIGHER MEANS EQUAL MORE POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF AND MORE 
PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL. 



TABLE B: FREQUENCIES FOR 
TYPE OF POSSESSION 

TYPE FREQ COL X 

PEOPLE/BODY 
PARTS 

39 18.75 

P 

PETS/PLANTS 18 

. 

8.60 

r 

EXPERIENCES/ 
PLACES/JOBS 

27 12.98 

FUNCTIONAL 
OBJECTS 

I 
105 

< 

50.48 

SYMBOLIC 
OBJECTS 

£ 

19 9.13 

TOTALS 208 100.0 



TABLE C: CELL FREQUENCIES AND CHI-SQ FOR TYPE OF POSSESSION 

HI CENT 
HI CONT 

HI CENT 
LO CONT 

LO CENT 
HI CONT 

LO CENT 
LO CONT 

TYPE FREQ COL % FREQ COL % FREQ COL % FREQ COL % 

PEOPLE/BODY 
PARTS 

15 

. . i1 

28.9c 19 

. 

36.5c 

r 

2 

. 

3.9 

r 

3 

2 

5.8 

3.9 PETS/PLANTS 4 7.7 10 19.2 2 3.9 

3 

2 

5.8 

3.9 

. . . -

13.5 

73.1c 

EXPERIENCES/ 
PLACES/JOBS 

9 

. 

17.3 6 

-

11.5 

P 

5 

-

9.6 7 

-

13.5 

73.1c FUNCTIONAL 
OBJECTS 

15 

-

28.9c 14 

-

26.9 38 

-

73.1c 

r 

38 

-

13.5 

73.1c 

SYMBOLIC 
OBJECTS 

9 17.3 3 5.8 5 9.6 2 3.9 

CHI-SQUARE CHI-SQ - 60.40 DF - 12 P < .001 
I 

i 

c: INDICATES GREATEST COLUMN FREQUENCY. 
i 

i 
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TABLE D: FREQUENCIES FOR 
TRANSITIONS 

TRANSITION FREQ COL % 

YES 100 
-

48.08 
r 

NO 108 51.92 

TOTALS 208 100.0 

- •" ...... - i 
TABLE E: CELL FREQUENCIES AND CHI-SQ FOR TRANSITIONS J 

HI CENT 
HI CONT 

HI CENT 
LO CONT 

LO CENT 
HI CONT 

" I 
LO CENT 1 
LO CONT 

TRANSITION FREQ COL % FREQ COL % FREQ COL Z FREQ 
I 

COL % 

YES 35 

17 

67.3c 24 
. 

46.1 23 44.2 18 
1 

34.6 

65.4c NO 

35 

17 32.7 28 53.9c 
J ( 

29 55.8c 
1 c 

34 

1 
34.6 

65.4c 

CHI-SQUARE X2 - 11.86 DF - 3 p < .008 

c: INDICATES GREATEST COLUMN FREQUENCY. 



TABLE F: FREQUENCIES FOR 
ALL METHODS OF DISPOSITION 

METHOD FREQ COL % 

GIVE AWAY/etc 34 16.35 
r 

TRADE 5 | 2.40 
C 

RECYCLE 0 I 0.00 
if 

SELL 17 | 8.17 
r 

USE UP 
1— —0 - " ~ 

1 | 0.48 
c 

THROW AWAY 10 I 4.81 

REMOVE/END/etc 31 |14.90 

ABANDON 0 | 0.00 
c 

DESTROY 9 4.33 

USED UP 0 0.00 
P 

LEGAL TRANSFER 3 | 1.44 
5 

INFOR TRANSFER 15 | 7.21 
r 

MISPLACED/LOST 13 | 6.25 
r 

FORCED END/etc 24 |11.54 
c 

ILLEG TRANSFER 19 | 9.13 
f 

DESTROYED/DIED 27 12.98 

TOTALS 208 100.0 
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TABLE G: CELL FREQUENCIES FOR ALL METHODS OF DISPOSITION 

HI CENT B HI CENT I LO CENT 
HI CONT 

METHODS 

GIVE AWAY/etc 

TRADE 

t  

FREQ 

10 
1, 

5.8  

COL % 

19.2 

LO CONT HI CONT 
LO CENT 
LO CONT 

FREQ C 
tsSBEKS 

.1: 
o.oJ 21 

o.o r 

COL «FI FREQ COL « 

40.4c'I  

FREQ 

3 

3.8  

COL % 

5.8  

0.0 

RECYCLE 0.0 0.0 0 

11 

0 

0.0 0.0 

SELL 

SE UP 
fc" 

3 

0 

5.8 
I- + 
0.0 

1 

0 

1.9  

0.0 

ITHRI t t 
2 1 - 2 f  2 

0.0 1 1 

3.8  

1.9 

OW AWAY 3.8  0.0 
4 

8 

6 

0 

15.4  

11 

0.0 

0.0 

3.8  

0.0 

REMOVE/END/etc 

ABANDON 
-4~ 

22 

0 

42.3c  
[ -  +  

0.0 
JL 

1.9  
I- + 

DESTROY 7  I 1  13.5  

USED UP g 0 
L + 
(LEGAL TRANSFER 

INFOR TRANSFERI" 0 

MISPLACED/LOST\ 

.t 

0.0 

I-—+ 
0.0 

o.ot 

I-—+-
1.9  |  

1 
SBC 

0 

2 

4 

5 

1.9  

7o"[ 

I-—4-
3.8  |  

t 

7.7 
h + 

9.6  I 

1 

0 

0 

0 

2 

1.9  

0.0 

t 

I-—+ 
0.0 II 1 

o.ot 11 

I-—4-
3.8  |  5 

0.0 

0.0 

1.9  

21.2c  

9 .6  

t FORCED END/etc 1.9  13 25.0  1 

0 

1.9  |  9 
—-V— 
o.o I 11 

17.3  

21.2c  [ILLEG TRANSFER! 

i  

3.8  |  11.5 | 

36.5cj^ t ESTROYED/DIED| 1 

TALS | 52 

jc: INDICATES GREATEST COLUMN 

1.9  
:bbs9 

100.o| 

19 
z m m  

52 
;tts 

FREQUENCY. 

100.o1^ 

0 
:ss: 

52 

0.0 
r-

100.0 1 ^ 52 

13.5  

100.0 



TABLE H: FREQUENCIES FOR 
VOLUNTARY vs INVOLUNTARY 
METHODS OF DISPOSITION 

METHOD FREQ COL % 

VOLUNTARY 107 51.44 

INVOLUNTARY 
J1 { 
101 

> — "" —•* 
48.56 

TOTALS 208 100.0 

TABLE I: CELL FREQUENCIES AND CHI-SQ FOR 
VOLUNTARY vs INVOLUNTARY METHODS OF DISPOSITION 

HI CENT 
HI CONT 

HI CENT 
LO CONT 

LO CENT 
HI CONT 

LO CENT 
LO CONT 

METHOD FREQ COL Z FREQ COL % FREQ COL % FREQ COL % 

VOLUNTARY 47 
: 

90.4c 3 
-

5.8 49 
. 

94.2c 8 
1 
15.4 

84.6c INVOLUNTARY 5 9.6 49 94.2c 3 5.8 44 

15.4 

84.6c 
I 

CHI-SQUARE 
•• "" I 

CHI-SQ - 140.18 DF - 3 p < .001 j 
" -™ 1 

c: INDICATES GREATEST COLUMN FREQUENCY. J 
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1 
TABLE J: FACTOR ANALYSIS OF EMOTIONS USING VARIMAX ROTATION 

I 
"PROTEST-
FACTOR 

"RETROSPECTIVE" 
FACTOR 

i 
"RELIEF" 
FACTOR 

EIGENVALUE 7.80 1.64 1.36 

EMOTIONS * ROTATED 
FACTOR LOADING 

ROTATED 
FACTOR LOADING 

1 1 
ROTATED 

FACTOR LOADING 

SENTIMENTALITY +03 +87 ** -14 

LONGING +29 +81 ** -23 

+72 ** HAPPINESS -37 -38 

-23 

+72 ** 

SATISACTION -39 -30 +77 ** 

HOPE -09 +09 +72 ** 

RELIEF -10 -24 +82 ** 

FRUSTRATION +69 ** +49 -33 

ANGER +83 ** +25 -33 

BITTERNESS +87 ** +23 -17 

-14 DISGUST +88 ** +11 

-17 

-14 

SADNESS +39 +78 ** -20 

DISAPPOINTMENT +64 ** +49 -40 

GUILT +18 +58 ** -05 

REGRET +31 +74 ** -24 

ANXIETY +55 ** +48 -01 

*: ALL ITEMS MEASURED USING FIVE POINT SCALES RANGING FROM A GREAT 
DEAL - 1 TO NOT AT ALL - 5. 

**:VALUES ARE MULTIPLIED BY 100 AND ROUNDED TO THE NEAREST INTEGER. 
VALUES GREATER THAN 50 ARE FLAGGED. 



TABLE K ANALYSIS OF ALL EMOTIONS 
II 1 
j|SCALE RELIABILITY ANALYSIS 

I 
CELL MEANS r TWO-WAY ANOVA RESULTS 

SCALE • 
1 
NUMBER 
OF ITEMS 

ALPHA MEAN 
i 

STD 
DEV 

HI CENT 
HI CONT 

HI CENT 
LO CONT 

LO CENT 
HI CONT 

LO CENT 
LO CONT 

MS DF F P 

ALL 
EMOTIONS 

15 .7434 28.18 10.54 31.26 34.96 19.40 23.12 

MAIN EFFECT FOR POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF 
MAIN EFFECT FOR PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL 
INTERACTION FOR CENTRALITY X CONTROL 
RESIDUAL 

2141.63 
309.15 
0.00 
34.00 

1 
1 
1 

204 

131.93 
19.05 
0.00 

.001 

.001 

.990 

a: SCALE COMPUTED BY SUMMING ALL EMOTIONS. 

r: ITEMS REVERSE CODED. HIGHER MEANS EQUAL MORE INTENSE EMOTIONS. 
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TABLE L: ANALYSIS OF THREE EMOTION FACTORS 

1 II 
SCALE RELIABILITY ANALYSIS J| CELL MEANS r TWO-WAY ANOVA RESULTS 

i i 
SCALE a 

1 

NUMBER 
OF ITEMS 

ALPHA MEAN STD 
DEV 

HI CENT 
HI CONT 

HI CENT 
LO CONT 

LO CENT 
HI CONT 

1 
LO CENT 
LO CONT 

MS DF F P 

i i 
PROTEST 
FACTOR 

6 .9259 12.12 7.76 11.87 

5 ION CEN' 
riONS OF 
-,ITY x C( 

17.75 6.54 12.37 

498.40 
593.70 

0.00 
34.00 

1 
1 
1 

204 

44.03 
52.45 
0.00 

.001 

.001 

.975 

i i 
PROTEST 
FACTOR 

MAIN EFFECT FOR POSSESS 
MAIN EFFECT FOR PERCEP1 
INTERACTION FOR CENTRA! 
RESIDUAL 

11.87 

5 ION CEN' 
riONS OF 
-,ITY x C( 

l a. j. 
DRALITY TO SELF 
CONTROL 

JNTROL 

498.40 
593.70 

0.00 
34.00 

1 
1 
1 

204 

44.03 
52.45 
0.00 

.001 

.001 

.975 

1 " 1 

RETROSPECT 
FACTOR 

5 .8779 11.43 4.89 13.75 16.28 6.91 8.80 

888.50 
84.60 
1.80 

13.70 

1 
1 
1 

204 

194.68 
18.54 

0.40 

.001 

.001 

.527 

1 " 1 

RETROSPECT 
FACTOR 

MAIN EFFECT FOR POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF 
MAIN EFFECT FOR PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL 
INTERACTION FOR CENTRALITY x CONTROL 
RESIDUAL 

888.50 
84.60 
1.80 

13.70 

1 
1 
1 

204 

194.68 
18.54 

0.40 

.001 

.001 

.527 

RELIEF 
FACTOR 

4 .8464 9.58 
li 

4.89| 9.97 5.79 11.03 7.53 

34.30 
255.40 

2.00 
11.80 

1 
1 
1 

204 

8.74 
65.12 
0.51 

.004 

.001 

.477 

RELIEF 
FACTOR 

MAIN EFFECT FOR POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF 
MAIN EFFECT FOR PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL 
INTERACTION FOR CENTRALITY x CONTROL 
RESIDUAL 

34.30 
255.40 

2.00 
11.80 

1 
1 
1 

204 

8.74 
65.12 
0.51 

.004 

.001 

.477 

1  . . . .  ! 
a: SCALES COMPUTED BY SUMMING EMOTIONS FOR EACH FACTOR. 

r: ITEMS REVERSE CODED. HIGHER MEANS EQUAL MORE INTENSE EMOTIONS. 
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TABLE M: ANALYSIS OF EMOTIONS OF LOVE 

CELL MEANS r TWO-WAY ANOVA RESULTS 

EMOTION HI CENT 
HI CONT 

HI CENT 
LO CONT 

LO CENT 
HI CONT 

LO CENT 
LO CONT 

MS DF F P 

i 
SENTIMENTALITY 2.85 3.29 .90 1.13 

72.71 
1.96 
0.19 
1.39 

1 
1 
1 

204 

156.67 
4.23 
0.42 

.001 

.041 

.519 

MAIN EFFECT FOR POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF 
MAIN EFFECT FOR PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL 
INTERACTION FOR CENTRALITY x CONTROL 
RESIDUAL 

72.71 
1.96 
0.19 
1.39 

1 
1 
1 

204 

156.67 
4.23 
0.42 

.001 

.041 

.519 

I 
LONGING 2.31 | 3.33 | .56 j 1.17 

66.04 
11.58 
0.71 
1.29 

1 
1 
1 

204 

153.80 
26.96 
1.65 

.001 

.001 

.201 

MAIN EFFECT FOR POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF 
MAIN EFFECT FOR PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL 
INTERACTION FOR CENTRALITY x CONTROL 
RESIDUAL 

66.04 
11.58 
0.71 
1.29 

1 
1 
1 

204 

153.80 
26.96 
1.65 

.001 

.001 

.201 

r: ITEMS REVERSE CODED. HIGHER MEANS EQUAL MORE INTENSE EMOTIONS. 
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TABLE N: ANALYSIS OF EMOTIONS OF JOY 

CELL MEANS r  TWO-WAY ANOVA RESULTS 

EMOTION HI CENT 
HI CONT 

HI CENT 
LO CONT 

LO CENT 
HI CONT 

LO CENT 
LO CONT 

MS DF 

HAPPINESS 
ir 

1  1.63 .33 2.50 1 .21  

MAIN EFFECT FOR POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF 
MAIN EFFECT FOR PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL 
INTERACTION FOR CENTRALITY x CONTROL 
RESIDUAL 

13.27 
29.21 

0 . 0 0  
1.68 

1 
1 
1 

204 

23.67 
52.09 

0 . 0 0  

SATISFACTION 1  
T T 

2.27 j .44 j 2.79 | 1.19 
-1-

MAIN EFFECT FOR POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF 
MAIN EFFECT FOR PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL 
INTERACTION FOR CENTRALITY x CONTROL 
RESIDUAL 

6.98 
50.78 
0.23 
1.56 

1 
1 
1 

204 

13.44 
97.78 
0.44 

HOPE 1.85 | 1.13 | 1.44 j 1.10 
JL x x ±_ 

MAIN EFFECT FOR POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF 
MAIN EFFECT FOR PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL 
INTERACTION FOR CENTRALITY x CONTROL 
RESIDUAL 

0.85 
4.85 
0.58 
1.70 

1 
1 
1 

204 

1.50 
8.57 
1 . 0 2  

~ll I l I 
II 1.86 | .54 | 2.21 | 1.13 
Jl—! 1 1 1 

RELIEF 

MAIN EFFECT FOR POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF 
MAIN EFFECT FOR PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL 
INTERACTION FOR CENTRALITY x CONTROL 
RESIDUAL 

3.85 
25.04 
0.27 
1.91 

1 
1 
1 

204 

6.04 
39.32 
0.43 

r :  ITEMS REVERSE CODED. HIGHER MEANS EQUAL MORE INTENSE EMOTIONS 
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TABLE 0: ANALYSIS OF EMOTIONS OF ANGER 

CELL MEANS r TWO-WAY ANOVA RESULTS 
l 

EMOTION j HI CENT 
HI CONT 

HI CENT 
LO CONT 

LO CENT 
HI CONT 

LO CENT 
LO CONT 

MS DF F 
I 

P 

1 
ANGER I 1.15 2.75 .42 1.85 

11.58 
39.50 
0.13 
1.92 

1 
1 
1 

204 

18.08 
61.67 
0.20 

.001 

.001 

.653 

MAIN EFFECT FOR POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF 
MAIN EFFECT FOR PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL 
INTERACTION FOR CENTRALITY x CONTROL 
RESIDUAL 

11.58 
39.50 
0.13 
1.92 

1 
1 
1 

204 

18.08 
61.67 
0.20 

.001 

.001 

.653 

II I I I 
FRUSTRATION 1 1.86 | 3.19 | .52 | 1.87 

30.96 
30.96 
0.00 
1.70 

1 
1 
1 

204 

54.58 
54.58 
0.00 

l 

.001 

.001 

.958 

MAIN EFFECT FOR POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF 
MAIN EFFECT FOR PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL 
INTERACTION FOR CENTRALITY x CONTROL 
RESIDUAL 

30.96 
30.96 
0.00 
1.70 

1 
1 
1 

204 

54.58 
54.58 
0.00 

l 

.001 

.001 

.958 

II I I I 
BITTERNESS II 1.19 | 2.37 | .37 | 1.35 

14.77 
20.10 
0.16 
1.74 

1 
1 
1 

204 

25.54 
34.76 
0.28 

.001 

.001 

.599 

MAIN EFFECT FOR POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF 
MAIN EFFECT FOR PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL 
INTERACTION FOR CENTRALITY x CONTROL 
RESIDUAL 

14.77 
20.10 
0.16 
1.74 

1 
1 
1 

204 

25.54 
34.76 
0.28 

.001 

.001 

.599 

II 1 1 I 
DISGUST 1.31 | 1.85 | .29 | 1.33 

10.26 
10.78 
1.08 
1.77 

1 
1 
1 

204 

17.34 
18.22 
1.83 

l 

.001 

.001 

.177 

MAIN EFFECT FOR POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF 
MAIN EFFECT FOR PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL 
INTERACTION FOR CENTRALITY x CONTROL 
RESIDUAL 

10.26 
10.78 
1.08 
1.77 

1 
1 
1 

204 

17.34 
18.22 
1.83 

l 

.001 

.001 

.177 

r: ITEMS REVERSE CODED. HIGHER MEANS EQUAL MORE INTENSE EMOTIONS. 



TABLE P: ANALYSIS OF EMOTIONS OF SADNESS 

CELL MEANS X TWO-WAY ANOVA RESULTS 

EMOTION HI CENT 
HI CONT 

HI CENT 
LO CONT 

LO CENT 
HI CONT 

LO CENT 
LO CONT 

MS DF 

SADNESS 2.69 3.50 .65 1.46 

MAIN EFFECT FOR POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF 
MAIN EFFECT FOR PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL 
INTERACTION FOR CENTRALITY x CONTROL 
RESIDUAL 

72.03 
11.31 

0 . 0 0  
1.30 

1 
1 
1 

204 

166.48 
26.14 

0 . 0 0  

.001 

.001  
1 . 0 0  

DISAPPOINTMENT 1  
T T T 

1.94 I 3.08 | .67 I 1.60 

MAIN EFFECT FOR POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF 
MAIN EFFECT FOR PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL 
INTERACTION FOR CENTRALITY x CONTROL 
RESIDUAL 

32.77 
18.35 

0.19 
1.69 

1 
1 
1 

204 

58.22 
32.60 
0.34 

.001  

.001  

.558 

GUILT 
~ir 

1  
T 

1.48 j 1.62 j 
T" 

.65 .79 

MAIN EFFECT FOR POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF 
MAIN EFFECT FOR PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL 
INTERACTION FOR CENTRALITY x CONTROL 
RESIDUAL 

11.85 
0.31 
0.00 
1.76 

1 
1 
1 

204 

20.16 
0.53 
0 .00  

.001 

.466 
1 .00  

REGRET 
ni i i i 

2.10 | 2.75 | .71 | 1.19 
x 1 1 

MAIN EFFECT FOR POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF 
MAIN EFFECT FOR PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL 
INTERACTION FOR CENTRALITY x CONTROL 
RESIDUAL 

37.51 
5.58 
0.13 
1.70 

1 
1 
1 

204 

6 6 . 1 6  
9.84 
0.23 

.001 

.002 

.633 

r: ITEMS REVERSE CODED. HIGHER MEANS EQUAL MORE INTENSE EMOTIONS. 



345 

TABLE Q: ANALYSIS OF EMOTIONS OF FEAR 

CELL MEANS r TWO-WAY ANOVA RESULTS 

EMOTION HI CENT 
HI CONT 

HI CENT 
LO CONT 

LO CENT 
HI CONT 

LO CENT 
LO CONT 

MS DF F P 

ANXIETY 1.48 2.13 .62 1.31 

12.41 
7.85 
0.00 
1.57 

1 
1 
1 

204 

23.70 
15.00 
0.01 

.001 

.001 

.912 

MAIN EFFECT FOR POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF 
MAIN EFFECT FOR PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL 
INTERACTION FOR CENTRALITY x CONTROL 
RESIDUAL 

12.41 
7.85 
0.00 
1.57 

1 
1 
1 

204 

23.70 
15.00 
0.01 

.001 

.001 

.912 

r: ITEMS REVERSE CODED. HIGHER MEANS EQUAL MORE INTENSE EMOTIONS. 



1 
TABLE R: ANALYSIS OF THREE EMOTION FACTORS = TYPE OF POSSESSION j 

II 
|| CELL MEANS r 

1 
ONE-WAY ANOVA RESULTS| 

FACTOR PEOPLE/ 
BODY 

PLANTS/ 
PETS 

PLACES/ 
JOBS 

FUNCT 
OBJECTS 

SYMBOL 
OBJECTS 

MS DF F 

P l 
i II 
PROTEST II 13.88 14.51 11.39 11.11 12.98 

89.6 
48.5 

4 
203 

1.85 

I 

.121 MAIN EFFECT FOR TYPE OF POSSESSION 
RESIDUAL 

11.11 

89.6 
48.5 

4 
203 

1.85 

I 

.121 

II 1 1 
RETROSPECTIVE Al| 14.65z| 15.43«j 11.91y 9.28X 12.29y 

299.9 
22.3 

4 
203 

13.47 .001 MAIN EFFECT FOR TYPE OF POSSESSION 
RESIDUAL 

9.28X 

299.9 
22.3 

4 
203 

13.47 .001 

RELIEF 
" ~ I ~ " 1 1 ~ ~ T 
9.01 j 7.33 | 10.29 | 8.49 | 9.00 

30.9 
15.5 

4 
203 

1.99 .097 MAIN EFFECT FOR TYPE OF POSSESSION 
RESIDUAL 

30.9 
15.5 

4 
203 

1.99 .097 

r: ITEMS REVERSE CODED. HIGHER MEANS EQUAL MORE INTENSE EMOTIONS. 

A: MEANS ARE SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT ALPHA - .05 USING SCHEFFE MULTIPLE 
COMPARISON TESTS. 



TABLE S: ANALYSIS OF THREE EMOTION FACTORS -
TRANSITIONS 

CELL MEANS r T-TEST RESULTS 

FACTOR YES 
TRANSIT 

NO 
TRANSIT 

t DF P 

PROTEST 11.54 
-

12.68 
P 

-1.17 206 

206 
-

.245 

RETROSPECTIVE 12.20 | 10.73 
C 

| " c 
+2.03 

-

206 

206 
-

.044 

RELIEF 9.26 7.95 +2.41 206 .017 

r: ITEMS REVERSE CODED. HIGHER MEANS EQUAL MORE 
INTENSE EMOTIONS. 

TABLE T: ANALYSIS OF THREE EMOTION FACTORS -
METHOD OF DISPOSITION 

CELL MEANS r T-TEST RESULTS 

FACTOR VOL INVOL t DF P 

PROTEST 9.60 15.88 -8.73 206 
;— 
206 

* 

.001 

RETROSPECTIVE 9.95 | 13.00 
f 

-4.37 
-

206 
;— 
206 

* 

.001 

RELIEF 10.76 6.27 +9.86 206 .001 

r: ITEMS REVERSE CODED. HIGHER MEANS EQUAL MORE 
INTENSE EMOTIONS. 
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- - - 1 
TABLE U: ANALYSIS OF REPLACEMENT FACTORS 

CELL MEANS r 
I 

TWO-WAY ANOVA RESULTS 
I 

REPLACEMENT 
FACTOR a 

HI CENT 
HI CONT 

HI CENT 
LO CONT 

LO CENT 
HI CONT 

LO CENT 
LO CONT 

MS DF F P 

REPLACEABLE * 2.08y 1.13* 3.29X 3.15X 

45.20 
5.00 
2.80 
2.10 

1 
1 
1 

204 

65.10 
7.23 
4.07 

.001 

.008 

.045 

MAIN EFFECT FOR POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF 
MAIN EFFECT FOR PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL 
INTERACTION FOR CENTRALITY x CONTROL 
RESIDUAL 

45.20 
5.00 
2.80 
2.10 

1 
1 
1 

204 

65.10 
7.23 
4.07 

.001 

.008 

.045 

WANT TO REPLACE 
I I l 

1.98 j 1.73 | 2.15 | 2.48 

3.70 
0.30 
1.40 
2.70 

1 
1 
1 

204 

4.13 
0.03 
1.61 

.043 

.866 

.205 

MAIN EFFECT FOR POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF 
MAIN EFFECT FOR PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL 
INTERACTION FOR CENTRALITY x CONTROL 
RESIDUAL 

3.70 
0.30 
1.40 
2.70 

1 
1 
1 

204 

4.13 
0.03 
1.61 

.043 

.866 

.205 

ii I I 1 
SATISFACTION 3.00 | 2.91 | 3.75 | 3.32 

3.08 
0.65 
0.28 
1.13 

1 
1 
1 

101 

8.14 
1.72 
0.75 

.005 

.193 

.389 

MAIN EFFECT FOR POSSESSION CENTRALITY TO SELF 
MAIN EFFECT FOR PERCEPTIONS OF CONTROL 
INTERACTION FOR CENTRALITY x CONTROL 
RESIDUAL 

3.08 
0.65 
0.28 
1.13 

1 
1 
1 

101 

8.14 
1.72 
0.75 

.005 

.193 

.389 

a: ALL ITEMS MEASURED USING FIVE-POINT LIKERT SCALES RANGING FROM 
STRONGLY AGREE = 1 TO STRONGLY DISAGREE - 5. 

r: ITEMS REVERSE CODED. HIGHER MEANS EQUAL MORE REPLACEABLE, MORE 
DESIRE TO REPLACE, OR MORE SATISFACTION WITH REPLACEMENT. 

A -.MEANS ARE SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT ALPHA - .05 USING SCHEFFE 
MULTIPLE COMPARISON TESTS. 



Il 
TABLE V: FREQUENCIES FOR 

WHEN REPLACED 

WHEN 
REPLACED 

FREQ COL % 

BEFORE 
DISPOSITION 

17 16.19 

r 

AT 
DISPOSITION 

21 

. 

20.00 

r 

LESS THAN 1 
MONTH AFTER 

30c 

-

28.57 

1 TO 6 
MONTHS AFTER 

10 

-

9.52 

P 

6 TO 12 
MONTHS AFTER 

12 11.43 

MORE THAN 1 
YEAR AFTER 

| < 
15 14.29 

TOTALS 105 100.0 

c: INDICATES GREATEST 
COLUMN FREQUENCY. 
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lf=== 
TABLE W: CELL FREQUENCIES FOR WHEN REPLACED 

WHEN 
REPLACED 

BEFORE 
DISPOSITION ̂  

AT 
DISPOSITION 

LESS THAN 1 
MONTH AFTER 

1 TO 6 
MONTHS AFTER 

6 TO 12 
MONTHS AFTER 

I HI CENT I HI CENT j LO CENT 
HI CONT LO CONT HI CONT 

N | FREQ COL % FREQ COL « FREQ COL % 

17.9 

!" 5 21.4c 

+ 
14.3 

14.3 \ 5 

4 -
21.4c'| 2 

-]_ 

4.3 

21.7 

17.4 

15.4 

11 

21.7 

-+ 
8.7 

4-

26.9 

42.3c 

3.9 

LO CENT 
LO CONT 

FREQ 

11 

3.9 

COL % 

14.4 

21.4 

39.3c1 

0 . 0  

10.7 

MORE THAN 1 
YEAR AFTER 

6.7 26.1c 7.7 14.3 

c: Indicates greatest column frequency 



1 - • 1 
TABLE X: ANALYSIS OF THREE REPLACEMENT FACTORS = TYPE OF POSSESSION 

l l 

1 
1 

CELL MEANS X 
l 

ONE-WAY ANOVA RESULTS] 
l l 

REPLACEMENT 1 
FACTOR 

PEOPLE/ 
BODY 

PLANTS/ 
PETS 

PLACES/ 
JOBS 

FUNCT 
OBJECTS 

SYMBOL 
OBJECTS 

MS DF F 
•• I 
P 

i 
REPLACEABLE A 1 1.44X 1.50X 2.26y 3.251 . 89w 

42.5 
2.0 

4 
203 

20.79 .001 MAIN EFFECT FOR TYPE OF POSSESSION 
RESIDUAL 

42.5 
2.0 

4 
203 

20.79 .001 

II 1 1 1 1 
WANT REPLACE A 1.56y| 1.50y| 2.52*| 2.50«| ,84x 

17.2 
2.4 

4 
203 

7.08 

-1 

.001 MAIN EFFECT FOR TYPE OF POSSESSION 
RESIDUAL 

17.2 
2.4 

4 
203 

7.08 

-1 

.001 

n i i i 1 1 
SATISFACTION 1 3.38 | 3.12 | 3.06 | 3.33 | 2.67 

.... 

0.6 
1.2 

4 
100 

0.48 .748 MAIN EFFECT FOR TYPE OF POSSESSION 
RESIDUAL 

.... 

0.6 
1.2 

4 
100 

0.48 .748 

r: ITEMS REVERSE CODED. HIGHER MEANS EQUAL MORE INTENSE EMOTIONS. 

A: MEANS ARE SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT AT ALPHA - .05 USING SCHEFFE MULTIPLE 
COMPARISON TESTS. 



TABLE Y: ANALYSIS OF THREE REPLACEMENT FACTORS -
TRANSITIONS 

CELL MEANS T-TEST RESULTS 

REPLACEMENT 
FACTOR 

YES 
TRANSIT 

NO 
TRANSIT 

t DF P 

REPLACEABLE 2.92 
-

2.28 1 to
 

00
 
o
 

206 
;— 
206 

r 

.006 

WANT TO REPLACE 2.89 | 2.94 
f 

+0.20 

206 
;— 
206 

r 
.844 

SATISFACTION 1.87 1.64 -1.09 103 .280 

I 
TABLE Z: ANALYSIS OF THREE REPLACEMENT FACTORS = 

METHOD OF DISPOSITION 

CELL MEANS T-TEST RESULTS 

REPLACEMENT 
FACTOR 

VOL INVOL t DF P 

REPLACEABLE 2.36 
-

2.83 +2.06 206 
;— 
206 

* 

.041 

WANT TO REPLACE 2.90 | 2.93 
r 

r  ^  
+2.90 

-

206 
;— 
206 

* 

00
 

00
 

SATISFACTION 1.60 1.93 +1.55 103|.125 
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