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Understanding Preference Revision and Concession in Group Decisions  

H. Onur Bodur 

(ABSTRACT) 

Many purchase decisions involve groups of individuals.  In marketing literature, a 

majority of the studies related to group decisions place greater emphasis on predicting the 

outcome of the decision than the process.  In this dissertation, I contend that understanding the 

process by which a purchase decision is reached is important because it may influence the joint 

choice and the satisfaction of a group member with the decision.  I study two key elements of the 

decision making process namely, revision and concession.  Consistent with previous research, I 

propose that a member's preferences are unlikely to be stationary during the group decision-

making process.  Additionally, a member may make a concession to accommodate the 

preferences of the other member(s).  These two elements are not mutually exclusive and 

members may revise and/or make concessions when reaching a joint decision.  I argue that it is 

important to distinguish between revision and concession because each may have a different 

impact on a member's satisfaction with the joint decision.   

I propose that the degree of revision and concession made by a member is related to 

several member and decision related factors.  The change in preference of a member is expected 

to affect the joint purchase decision by reducing the degree of disagreement between the 

members.  It is proposed that a member's satisfaction with the joint decision made is positively 

related to her degree of revision and negatively related to her own concession.  

A field study funded by a packaged goods company was designed and implemented to 

provide a rigorous test of the proposed hypotheses.  There is compelling evidence for the 

negative impact of concession on satisfaction.  There is also partial support for the positive 

impact of revision on satisfaction.  Additionally, satisfaction is influenced by an interaction 

effect between a member's own concession and the concession made by the other member.  An 

important implication of the proposed model is that the process by which a purchase decision is 

reached (via revision or concession) has a distinct impact on the satisfaction of the group 

member with the joint decision. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 

 

In the marketing literature, group purchase decisions are viewed as a function of 

members' individual preferences where one or more members have an influence on the 

joint decision (see Corfman and Gupta, 1993 for a review).  In such models, emphasis is 

placed on predicting the decision outcome, identifying the most influential member(s), 

and factors that could be related to the influence of a member (Davis, 1970; Corfman and 

Lehmann, 1987; Curry and Menasco, 1979).  In general, decision process is given limited 

consideration and revision of preferences is not very well understood in our literature.  

Rao and Steckel (1991) and Chandreshekaran et al. (1996) study revision of member 

preferences in a group polarization framework and are notable exceptions. 

Several observations can be made with regard to the existing literature.  While it 

is well documented that members may change their preferences during the course of the 

joint decision, the extant work does not address preference change at the attribute level.  

Further, research on the topic of influence in group decisions has a strong outcome 

orientation and the process by which the group reaches the decision is therefore not well 

understood.  Finally, the process by which the decision is reached can have a distinct 

impact on the post-choice satisfaction of the members with the decision outcome.  Extant 

research sheds little light on member's post-choice evaluation (Bohlmann, Rosa, and 

Qualls, 2000) and how it relates to the decision process.  In light of the above 

observations, the following research question regarding joint purchase decisions will be 

addressed in this dissertation: How do two key elements of the decision making process 

namely, revision and concession, influence a member's satisfaction with the joint choice?  
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I propose that the value that members attach to alternatives is determined by a 

multiattribute value function and that members may revise their attribute weights during 

the decision making process1.  Using this framework, I propose that the degree of 

revision of attribute weights can have an impact on the joint choice.  An alternative that is 

initially attractive for a member may be less likely to be chosen when she revises her 

attribute weights.  A group may reach a decision by revision of attribute weights and/or 

by concession of the members.  Most importantly, I show that the degree of revision and 

the degree of concession made to reach a joint choice will have different effects on a 

member's post-decision satisfaction.  Finally, a number of individual difference variables 

are proposed to explain degree of revision and concession made by a member. 

A field study involving parent-teenager dyads was designed to investigate the 

effects of revision and concession on joint choice and post-decision satisfaction.  The 

results suggest that the process by which a decision is reached (via revision or 

concession) will have different effects on satisfaction with the joint decision. 

 

                                                      
1 In this paper, 'attribute weight' and 'attribute preference' are used synonymously.  The value attached to an attribute will be referred 
to as 'attribute value' and the value attached to an alternative will be referred to as 'alternative value'.  The performance of an 
alternative on the relevant attributes will be expressed by 'attribute performance' or 'attribute level.'  
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CHAPTER 2. BACKGROUND 

 

2.1 Outcome Orientation in Group Decision Making Models 

Group decision making models in marketing are generally concerned with the 

joint decision outcome which is conceptualized as a function of members' individual 

preferences (Lilien, Kotler, and Moorthy, 1992).  A common approach is to adopt an 

input-output model where members' initial preferences are treated as the input and the 

joint decision as the output.  The emphasis is given to the decision outcome.  Examples of 

such group decision making studies are available in organizational and family decision 

making settings (see Corfman and Gupta, 1993 for a review).  

Group decision outcome is particularly interesting in the absence of consensus 

among member preferences (Curry and Menasco, 1979; Davis, 1976).  Determining the 

most influential individual(s) in such situations clearly has important managerial 

implications.  Targeting communication to the most influential member(s) can 

substantially reduce marketing efforts (Arora and Allenby, 1999).  A member's 

perception of her own and other members' relative influence in the decision is not very 

accurate and accuracy declines when measures of relative influence are less specific 

(Corfman, 1989; 1991).  Alternatively, member influence can be inferred from the 

proximity of each member's pre-discussion preference and the joint decision outcome 

(Corfman and Lehmann, 1987; Steckel and O'Shaughnessy, 1989).  This inferred 

measure of influence for each member can then be related to characteristics of the 

individual members and decision context.  Such a measure explains one's overall 

influence more accurately in the decision outcome.  Furthermore, Arora and Allenby 
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(1999) add that overall influence provides limited information and a member's influence 

on a specific aspect of the decision may be high when her overall influence is low.  The 

authors present a methodology to infer a member's attribute specific influence. 

A limitation of the input-output models described above is that a member is 

assumed to have stationary attribute weights during the decision process.  It is plausible 

that a member may value a certain alternative favorably a priori, but may change her 

individual attribute weights after hearing arguments made by the other members.  

Consequently, her valuation of the same alternative may change post-discussion.  While 

input-output models may predict the decision outcome well they do not explain the joint 

decision process and shifts in individual preferences (Steckel, Corfman, Curry, Gupta, 

and Shanteau, 1991). 

 

2.2 EVOLUTION OF ATTRIBUTE WEIGHTS 

A limited number of studies acknowledge changes in members' overall valuation 

of alternatives during the group decision process (Menasco and Curry, 1989; Rao and 

Steckel, 1991; Chandrashekaran, Walker, Ward, and Reingen, 1996).  Although members 

are assumed to hold stationary attribute weights in their theoretical model, Menasco and 

Curry (1989) present revision of members' attribute weights as a post hoc explanation of 

their findings.  In their model, a member's utility for an available alternative is 

represented by a linear function of the attributes.  For alternatives varying on a common 

set of attributes, a multiattribute utility function is assumed to define a member's 

preferences over the alternatives.  Menasco and Curry (1989) define conflict as 

differential weighting of relevant attributes where level of conflict can vary as a function 
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of the difference in members' attribute weights.  The authors manipulate the degree of 

concession by a script providing information in support of one of the members' attribute 

weights and hypothesize that this manipulation will influence outcome "equity".  In their 

results, they find that members' utility with the joint choice is equitable regardless of the 

manipulation and the alternative jointly chosen.  One explanation offered is that members 

revise the weights they attach to the attributes.  The authors note that, based on empirical 

evidence, revision seems to occur only when conflict between the members' weighting 

policies is extreme.  The authors offer revision in member attribute weights as a post-hoc 

finding and the lack of explanation for the factors that influence revision and the process 

by which this revision takes place remains as a limitation of this study.   

The group decision model introduced by Rao and Steckel (1991) incorporates a 

specific type of change in pre-discussion valuation of alternatives: group polarization.  A 

more extreme shift in post-discussion responses in the direction of pre-discussion average 

responses is referred to as the group-polarization phenomenon (Myers and Lamm, 1976).  

For example, if the average valuation of a restaurant is favorable in a group of friends 

prior to discussion, it becomes more favorable post-discussion.  Two different views are 

provided to explain group polarization (Burnstein and Sentis, 1981): (1) informational 

influence explanation, and (2) social comparison explanation.  According to the 

informational influence explanation, during group discussion more arguments are 

presented supporting the majority opinion than the minority opinion, leading to 

reinforcement of the majority opinion.  According to the social comparison explanation, 

members are motivated to present themselves favorably and therefore will shift their 

overall valuation of the alternatives in the direction of the majority opinion.  Although 
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Rao and Steckel's (1991) model incorporates polarization of a member's preferences for 

alternatives post-discussion, it does not capture the reasons or the nature of the change.  

The authors focus on members' overall valuation of alternatives and do not specify how 

these valuations are formed.  The change in attribute preferences is not captured.  A 

second limitation is the difficulty of the application of group polarization in certain cases.  

For instance, when the group consists of only two members, it is not clear what the 

majority opinion will be unless both members agree.  Therefore it is not possible to 

predict the direction of revision.  However, studying revision is more interesting in 

dyadic decisions when the members have a disagreement.  Furthermore, even when the 

group size is larger, one cannot make predictions about the shifts in preferences using a 

social comparison explanation when the average of the pre-discussion member 

preferences is neutral.   

Recently, Chandrashekaran, Walker, Ward, and Reingen (1996) studied the 

evolution of members’ overall valuation for alternatives throughout the group decision 

process.  They conceptualize a member's individual valuation of an alternative as a 

function of the number of positive and negative beliefs about that alternative.  The 

attractiveness of an alternative increases as positive beliefs are added and negative beliefs 

are dropped about that alternative.  Due to an exchange of beliefs about alternatives, the 

attractiveness of each alternative is reshaped during the group decision process.2  Their 

empirical findings indicate that initially unattractive alternatives are found even more 

unattractive post-discussion because mainly negative beliefs about initially less attractive 

alternatives are exchanged during group discussion.  However, their paper has a few 

                                                      
2 The proposed change is based on persuasive arguments theory as an informational influence explanation of group polarization 
(Burnstein and Sentis, 1981). 



 

7 

limitations.  First, the group polarization explanation (informational influence 

explanation) is unclear about the direction of preference revision when a member is 

indifferent among the alternatives initially.  For example, it cannot explain how a 

member who was indifferent between alternatives pre-discussion could develop a strong 

preference for an alternative post-discussion.  Second, in their model, the value of an 

alternative is dependent on the number of beliefs about the alternative and all beliefs are 

assumed to have equal impact.  The value of an alternative may change because a 

relevant aspect of the alternative (e.g., a product attribute) may be found more (or less) 

important post-discussion.  Their model does not reflect changes in the weights of 

different aspects or attributes of the decision.  

In brief, the studies described above (Menasco et al., 1989; Rao and Steckel, 

1991; Chandrashekaran et al., 1996) do not address the following issues.  (1) These 

papers do not address how attribute specific preferences are revised.  The shift in post-

discussion preferences is detected, but the nature of these shifts at the attribute level is not 

studied. (2) Group polarization theories employed in these papers cannot explain certain 

preference changes.  For example, Chandrashekaran's (1996) model cannot explain a shift 

if a member is initially indifferent among alternatives.  Rao and Steckel's (1991) model 

cannot explain a shift when the group is initially indifferent between alternatives.   

 

2.3 CONSIDERING OTHERS' OUTCOME IN REACHING A JOINT DECISION 

Davis (1976) defines two ideal decision situations: consensual and 

accommodative.  When there's consensus over group members' preferences, all members 

agree on which decision outcome is more desirable and group decision process evolves 
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into a search for an alternative that would satisfy group members' shared preferences.  In 

the lack of consensus, reaching a group decision may require accommodation by the 

members (Thompson and Tuden, 1959), especially if any possible choice among the 

available alternatives is satisfying for some members but not for the rest of the members.  

According to Davis (1976), in such an occasion, members may agree on a solution, but 

commitment of each member to the solution will not be similar.   

Pollay (1968) presents a more structured construct, which is referred to as "utility 

debt", resembling concession.  Pollay (1968) assumes that in reaching a group decision, 

members are motivated by (1) maximizing their own utility, and (2) maintaining 

"fairness" of members' outcomes from the joint decision.  In occasions where fairness of 

members' share of utilities is not sustainable, the member who receives a 

disproportionately greater utility from the joint decision accumulates a utility debt to the 

other partner.  Utility debt can be paid off in future decisions, given the existence of long 

term interactions.  The limitation of both Pollay (1968) and Davis (1976) is that they have 

not presented any testable hypotheses -nor empirical support- regarding effects of 

concession or 'utility debt'.  

Corfman and Lehmann (1987) and Corfman, Lehmann, and Steckel (1990) 

provide empirical evidence consistent with Pollay's (1968) theoretical argument.  In a 

husband-wife decision making situation where one alternative is preferred by the husband 

and the other is preferred with equal intensity by the wife, the alternative that is preferred 

by the spouse who did not get her way as much as the other partner is chosen (Corfman 

and Lehmann, 1987).  The couples try to maintain fairness in the distribution of wins.  

Authors refer to this effect as decision history effect. A decision history effect is also 
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reported when students are used as subjects to form ad hoc groups (Corfman, Lehmann, 

and Steckel, 1990).  Further evidence supporting members' attempts to maintain fairness 

of outcomes is reported in Menasco and Curry (1989).  They find that despite 

experimental manipulation inducing capitulation of one spouse to the other spouse's 

preference, joint choice generally reflected an equitable share in the decision outcome for 

both members.  The authors note that "equity was the rule rather than the exception" 

(p.95).   

In most of the studies described above the decision unit is a couple.  It is noted in 

previous literature that for ongoing groups, there is a greater desire to sustain the 

relationship and therefore concession is more likely to be used in the decision process 

(Davis, 1976; Corfman and Gupta, 1993).  For example, a wife may capitulate on a 

certain decision with the consideration that her husband would do the same on a future 

decision.  

The argument that members care for other members' outcomes and try to maintain 

equity is supported in hypothetical negotiation situations where there is no history of 

decisions or expectation of future decisions.  Loewenstein, Thompson, and Bazerman 

(1989) find that in a dispute situation, subjects did include the outcome of the co-

disputant in their satisfaction with the settlements and maximum satisfaction was 

received when the difference between the parties' outcomes was zero.  The authors find 

that although individuals care about equity of outcomes, they display asymmetric 

sensitivity to discrepancies from equity.  Individuals are more sensitive to discrepancies 

that favor their own outcome than the outcome of the other partner.  In a negotiation 

situation, Corfman and Lehmann (1993) conceptualize a party's satisfaction with a 
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settlement as a function of party's own payoff, the other's payoff, the total payoff, and the 

relative payoff.  Their model is based on social motives identified by MacCrimmon and 

Messick (1976): self-interest (maximizing one's own gain), self-sacrifice (minimizing 

one's own gain), altruism (maximizing other's gain), aggression (minimizing other's 

gain), and competition (maximizing the difference between one's own gain and other's 

gain).  Their empirical findings support the argument that each party's satisfaction with a 

settlement is influenced by the other party's payoff.   

Finally, in a recent study with undergraduate students, Bohlmann et al. (2000) 

propose a relationship between a group member's satisfaction with a joint decision and 

the satisfaction of the other members with the joint decision.  Their empirical findings 

suggest that a member's satisfaction level is positively related to the gap between how 

happy the other members were and how happy she expected them to be.  In other words, 

a member is more satisfied with a decision when other members are more satisfied than 

she thought they would be.   

To summarize, there is evidence that individuals care about other group members' 

outcomes.  Concern for other member's outcomes can present itself as 'fairness' over a 

history of decisions (the decision history effect) or equity of the distribution of outcomes 

for the immediate decision.  A limitation of the above studies is that the distinction 

between revision and concession is not acknowledged and therefore the potentially 

different impact of revision and concession on satisfaction is not addressed.  Due to 

revision of attribute weights, members' post-discussion preferences among the 

alternatives may become very similar and consequently reduce potential concession.  For 

example, in a dyad whose members have conflicting pre-discussion attribute weights, a 
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joint decision may be reached via concession by one of the members given that an 

alternative providing fair gains for both parties is not available.  Alternatively, a joint 

decision may be reached by consensus when one of the members perfectly revises her 

pre-discussion attribute weights to resemble the other party.  An interesting research 

question not addressed in previous literature is whether a member's post-decision 

satisfaction with the chosen alternative will differ when the decision is reached via her 

concession vs. her revision of attribute weights. 

 

2.4 THIS RESEARCH 

This dissertation will contribute to existing work in group decision making 

literature in a number of ways.  There is greater emphasis given to the decision process 

and the impact of the decision process on post-decision satisfaction.  In the decision 

process, the distinction between revision and concession is acknowledged.  Revision of 

preferences is studied at the attribute level and the proposed framework is general enough 

to explain shifts outside the scope of group polarization.  Hypotheses relating several 

person and decision specific factors to revision and concession are proposed.  Most 

importantly it is proposed that the decision process will have an impact on post decision 

satisfaction of the members. For a dyadic decision, it is proposed that a member's 

satisfaction with the joint decision will be positively related to her degree of revision and 

negatively related to her own concession.  Finally, it is formally acknowledged that 

members consider other members' preferences in evaluating the joint decision.  It is 

hypothesized that a member's post-decision satisfaction with the chosen alternative is 

related to other members' concessions as well as her own concession.  
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CHAPTER 3. THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENT 

 

OVERVIEW: 

In this chapter, a general framework is introduced which incorporates revision of 

attribute weights in multiattribute group decisions.  In this general framework, the group 

decision process will be divided into sequential stages (pre-discussion, group discussion, 

post-discussion, joint choice, and post-decision) as displayed in figure 1 and each stage 

will be explained in detail.  This general framework will be used to study dyadic 

decisions.  Hypotheses related to revision and concession will be presented within this 

framework. 

-------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 1 about here 

-------------------------------- 

3.1 GENERAL FRAMEWORK 

In Davis (1976), consensual and accommodative decision situations are presented 

as mutually exclusive ways of reaching a decision.  That is, there is either conflict or 

consensus among the group members prior to discussion.  If there is conflict pre-

discussion, a joint decision is reached via accommodation and if there is consensus pre-

discussion, the joint decision is consensual.  In the conceptualization presented here, it is 

argued that consensus and accommodation are not mutually exclusive ways of reaching a 

decision.  Even if the members have a conflict pre-discussion and they may reach a 

decision by consensus, because one of the members may revise her preferences.  

In this dissertation, it is proposed that the influence asserted by one member will 

be related to two different elements of the decision process: revision and concession.  
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When members prefer different alternatives, a member may revise her pre-discussion 

preferences.  This revision may be sufficient to guarantee consensus among the members 

(consensual decisions).  When revision does not enable consensus post-discussion (i.e., 

members still prefer different alternatives), members may make concessions to reach a 

joint decision (accommodative decisions).  Compromise indicates that each side makes 

concessions in settling the disagreement, however a disagreement may be settled by the 

concession of only one member.  In this dissertation, the focus will be on the concession 

of each member.  Concession is the behavior of agreeing to an alternative that is not one's 

most preferred alternative.  Accommodative decisions are essentially decisions reached 

by making concessions.  Different from Davis (1976), it is argued here that revision of 

preferences may result in consensus.  A disagreement between the members prior to 

discussion may evolve into a consensus due to revision. Concession and revision are not 

mutually exclusive elements of the group decision process and they may be taking place 

concurrently in a decision. 

In order to simplify investigation of revision, the group decision process will be 

examined in five stages as displayed in Figure 1.  I will also focus on post-decision 

satisfaction with the chosen alternative (T5) to study the impact of revision and 

concession on post-decision satisfaction.  

(1) Members' Pre-discussion Preferences (T1),  

(2) Group Discussion between Members (T2),  

(3) Members' Post-discussion Preferences (T3),  

(4) Group Decision (T4), 

(5) Members' Post-decision Satisfaction  (T5). 
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Although some group decisions may not exactly follow the above structure, it 

simplifies the investigation of revision and concession processes.  In the following 

sections, each process will be explained in greater detail and the relevant hypotheses will 

be introduced.  

 

3.2 MEMBERS' PRE-DISCUSSION PREFERENCES (T1) 

Consistent with past research in group decision making (Arora and Allenby, 1999; 

Curry and Menasco, 1979), member i's overall evaluation of an alternative with k 

attributes is represented by the following expression: 

itk iktit vV ε+= ∑ , where iktktikt xv β= .      (1) 

In the above representation, subscripts i, j, k, and t refer to member i, product alternative 

j, product attribute k, and time t.  

At time t, member i forms attribute value, vikt, determined by the performance of 

the alternative on the kth attribute (xkt) and member i's sensitivity to the kth attribute (βikt).  

Alternative value (Vit) for member i is the summation of the attribute values.  

Two constructs are important in determining the alternative value: attribute sensitivity 

(βikt), and attribute performance (xkt).  βikt will be referred to as the "attribute weight" or 

"attribute preference".  In this dissertation, the evolution of attribute weights is studied 

and members are assumed to perceive attribute performances identically.  Prior to 

discussion (at time t), each group member has a set of attribute weights (ββββit).  One of the 

factors that will determine the agreement (or disagreement) between the members will be 

the similarity of members' attribute weights.  When group members share the same 

attribute weights, any alternative will be valued similarly and reaching a group decision 
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will not be a task of accommodating (balancing) members' different preferences for the 

alternatives, but a task of finding the alternative that will provide the maximum 

alternative value.  Group members rarely share the same attribute weights.  Although 

members may have different attribute weights, this may not always result in a 

disagreement between the members.  Preference of member i for alternative j will be a 

function of the alternative values (Vit) of all alternatives in the alternative set ( j ∈  J ).  A 

disagreement will occur when the members do not agree on their choice in the alternative 

set.  The more interesting case, which is also studied more often, is when members have a 

disagreement rather than consensus (Corfman et al. 1987, 1991; Menasco and Curry, 

1989, Park and Lutz, 1982).  In this dissertation, I will also focus on decisions where 

members have a disagreement.  

 

3.3 GROUP DISCUSSION BETWEEN MEMBERS (T2) 

In general, previous work in group decision making implicitly makes the 

assumption that members’ valuation of the alternatives is static throughout the group 

decision process (Corfman and Lehmann, 1987; Lilien, Kotler, and Moorthy, 1992) and a 

member’s influence in the group decision is inferred from the proximity of her pre-

discussion choice and the group choice (Steckel and O'Shaughnessy, 1989).  Specifically, 

each member is assumed to hold stationary vector of attribute weights (vector of β's) 

throughout the group decision process.   

As an exception, Chandrashekaran, et al. (1996) study revisions in group 

decisions, however in their model the value of an alternative is a function of positive and 

negative beliefs about that alternative and it is revised due to the exchange of negative 
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and positive beliefs.  In their conceptualization, revision of attribute weights is not 

addressed.  It is argued here that a member may revise her attribute weights in light of the 

information provided by the other member or shared external information during group 

discussion.  The overall value attached to an alternative will change as a result of such 

revisions. 

A member may revise her attribute weights during group discussion.  A member 

may find a certain attribute to be the most important attribute pre-discussion (T1), and 

she may find another attribute to be more important post-discussion (T3).  For example, 

consider a parent and a teenager buying a bag of sweet snacks for joint consumption.  

The parent may find price to be more important and may prefer the sweet snack with the 

lowest price.  However, the teenager may find the brand to be more important and may 

prefer a bag of her favorite brand regardless of its high price.  The alternative preferred 

by the parent may not be the teenager's initial choice.  However, during discussion, the 

teenager may revise his attribute weights such that price becomes more important than 

brand.  By using only pre-discussion alternative values and ignoring revision, it is not 

possible to notice that a preference conflict at T1 evolves into consensus at T3.  

 

3.4 MEMBERS' POST DISCUSSION PREFERENCES (T3) 

Member i's post-discussion alternative value can be represented by an expression 

very similar to equation (1).  Let (t + 1) denote post-discussion,  

)1()1()1( +++ += ∑ tik tikti vV ε , where )1()1()1( +++ ∑= tiki tiktik xv β  (2) 

and 

∑=+ i iktiktik βαβ )1(       (3) 
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In this representation, equation (3) incorporates the revision of attribute weights 

as a function of the member's own initial attribute weights and the other members' initial 

attribute weights.  The term, α(.)k is the degree of revision for member (.) between time (t) 

and (t+1).  Additionally, a constraint is imposed for logical consistency:  

∑ =
i ik 1α , k∀ .        (4) 

In the dyadic case, the revised attribute weight of a member can be simplified as: 

other
ktik

self
ktik

self
tk βαβαβ )1()1( −+=+       (5) 

This representation provides logical consistency, such that as the weight that a member 

attaches to her own attribute weight increases (αik), the weight that she attaches to the 

other member's attribute weight will decrease (1-αik).  For the rest of this dissertation, αik 

will be referred to as revision index and used as an indicator of revision where values 

closer to 1 indicate lower levels of revision.3 

There will be various factors that could have an impact on the degree of revision a 

member will have.  One such factor will be individual level differences.  The first 

question that will be studied here is "what is the impact of individual differences on the 

degree of revision?"  Based on previous research from expectation formation and group 

decision making in marketing, a set of individual level variables are selected to explain 

differences in revision.  The selection of these variables is based on significant impacts of 

these variables in previous studies and on substantive relevance: 

H1: A member's degree of revision is negatively (-) related to her (a) attribute 

weight certainty, (b) stubbornness, (c) product knowledge, (d) product 

                                                      
3 Although polarization is not the focus in this dissertation, the revision index can also detect polarization.  For example α values >1 
indicate polarization in a member's own direction and α<0 indicate polarization in the direction of the other member. 
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importance, (e) desire to win, and (f) product consumption relative to the other 

member. 

A general finding in behavioral research is that individuals update information in 

a manner described by Bayesian decision theory, although revisions are less extreme than 

the normative Bayesian predictions (Edwards, 1968; Slovic and Lichtenstein, 1971).  

Based on Bayes theorem, a new piece of information will be given a lower weight in 

updating as the uncertainty of the new information increases.  In marketing, Rust, Inman, 

Jia, and Zahorik (1998) show that customers revise their quality expectations consistent 

with the Bayesian perspective.  In this dissertation, the degree of attribute weight revision 

is expected to be dependent on a member's uncertainty around her own attribute weight 

and the uncertainty of the additional information (i.e., the other member's attribute weight 

certainty).  More specifically, a member will be more likely to revise her attribute 

weights if she is more certain about her own attribute weights as compared to the other 

member (H1a). 

In the conceptualization presented here, revision and concession are two 

components of the influence in group decisions.  A number of individual difference 

variables are proposed to impact a member’s influence (see Corfman and Harlam, 1998) 

in group decisions.  Stubbornness is a significant predictor of a member's influence in 

parent-teenager decisions (Corfman and Harlam, 1998).  Product category 

knowledge/expertise, desire to win, importance of the product category, and product 

usage/consumption are significant predictors of a member's influence in husband-wife 

decisions (Corfman and Lehmann, 1987; Corfman, Lehmann, and Steckel, 1990; Arora 

and Allenby, 1999).  A member who has higher levels of product knowledge (H1c), 
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attaches greater importance to the product category (H1d), and consumes the product 

more frequently (H1f) than the other member is expected to have formed stronger 

attribute preferences and is expected to be less likely to revise her attribute weights.  

Similarly, a member who is more stubborn (H1b), and who has higher desire to win 

(H1e) compared to the other member will be more likely to revise her attribute weights. 

 

3.5 GROUP DECISION (T4) 

At this stage, members reach a joint decision.  The question that is studied here is 

"what is the impact of revision on joint choice."  In Corfman and Harlam (1998), 

Corfman and Lehmann (1987), and Corfman, Steckel, and Lehmann (1990), relative 

preference intensity or strength is reported as the most important predictor of joint choice.  

The underlying logic is that the more a member wants an alternative as compared to other 

members the more likely she will be to get it.  It should be noted in Corfman et al. (1987) 

that preference intensity or strength is essentially a comparison of the degree to which a 

member finds an alternative attractive with respect to other alternatives.  In that respect it 

is the extremity of a member's preference for an alternative in an alternative set.  

According to Corfman et al. (1987, 1990), an alternative that is preferred by a member 

with greater intensity as compared to the other members will be jointly chosen.   

However, during the course of the discussion the preference intensity of the 

members may change due to revision. It is proposed here that knowing which member 

will be more likely to revise may be informative to predict which alternative will be 

jointly chosen.  The reason is that a dyad member will be revising her preferences in the 

direction of the other member.  If she revises her preferences to a level where she adopts 
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the other member's preferences, then the dyad will choose the other member's initially 

preferred alternative.  Even if her revision does not result in convergence, the alternative 

that she initially preferred, (e.g., alternative A) will be less attractive than before (T1), 

and the alternative that the other member initially preferred (e.g., alternative B) will be 

more attractive than before (T1).  Consequently, her preference intensity for alternative A 

over B will be weaker post-discussion (T3).  Therefore, a member's preference intensity 

is expected to be lower than the other member, if her attribute weight revision is greater 

than the other member.  Based on Corfman et al. (1987, 1990), the dyad will be more 

likely to choose the alternative that is initially preferred by the member with lower 

attribute weight revision.  Given that members prefer different alternatives with equal 

intensity, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H2: The dyad will be more likely to choose the initially preferred alternative of 

the member who has lower attribute weight revision. 

 

3.6 POST-DECISION MEMBER SATISFACTION (T5) 

One construct that is often ignored in group decision making is members' post-

decision satisfaction with the chosen alternative.  Revision and concession are 

conceptualized as distinct elements of the decision making process and are proposed to 

have a different impact on satisfaction.  This is the primary motivation for distinguishing 

revision and concession.  In this section, two questions are investigated: (1) what is the 

impact of revision on satisfaction with joint choice? (2) What is the impact of concession 

on satisfaction with joint choice? 
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For those members who did not get the alternative that they initially preferred 

from the joint decision, it is proposed that the degree of revision will be positively related 

to satisfaction with the jointly chosen alternative.  Resulting from the previous section, 

the justification is that as the degree of revision increases, the member will find the other 

member's initially preferred alternative more attractive than before.  Therefore, she will 

be more satisfied with it as her degree of revision increases.   

H3: A member's post-decision satisfaction with the chosen alternative is 

positively related to the degree of that member's attribute weight revision. 

However, a negative relationship is proposed between members' degree of 

concession and their satisfaction with the jointly chosen alternative.  In a preference 

conflict, a member's post-decision satisfaction with the jointly chosen alternative will be 

dependent on two variables: (1) the degree of concession made by that member by 

agreeing to the jointly chosen alternative, and (2) the degree of concession made by other 

group member(s): 

H4: A member's post-decision satisfaction with the chosen alternative is 

negatively related to that member's own concession and the other members' 

concessions.  

(a) A member's post-decision satisfaction with the chosen alternative is negatively 

related to that member's own concession for the chosen alternative. 

(b) A member's post-decision satisfaction with the chosen alternative is negatively 

related to the other members' concessions for the chosen alternative.  
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(c) A member's post-decision satisfaction with the chosen alternative will be 

more sensitive to her own concession than to the concession of the other 

member.  

To specify concession in greater detail, an index will be developed that is 

conceptually similar to the one used by Menasco and Curry (1989).  A member's 

concession can be defined as the difference of the value she attaches to the alternative 

chosen jointly and the value that she could have received if she were to choose the 

alternative that maximized her individual value function.  Member i's concession for the 

chosen alternative will be calculated by:  

)((max))( )1()1( ChosenVVChosenConcession titii ++ −= ,  0)( ≥ChosenConcession i  (6) 

where Vi(t+1)(max) is the maximum alternative value member i would receive by choosing 

another alternative from the set of available alternatives and Vi(t+1)(Chosen) is the value 

that member i attaches to the chosen alternative.  It should be noted that concession is 

based on members' revised alternative values.  In a dyad, a member's post-decision 

satisfaction with the chosen alternative will be denoted by :)(ChosenSself  

)()()( 210 ChosenConcessionChosenConcessionChosenS otherselfself λλλ ++=   (7) 

A member's post-decision satisfaction with the chosen alternative is expected to be 

negatively related to her own concession (λ1 < 0) and the other member's concession (λ2 

<0).  A member would want to minimize her concession.  Consideration for the other 

member's outcome would indicate that a member would also want to minimize the other 

party's concession.  This is consistent with past research.  Loewenstein et al. (1989) and 

Corfman et al. (1993) report that negotiators considered not only their own outcomes but 

also the outcomes of the other party when reaching a settlement.  In a cooperative 
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decision making situation, such as this one, consideration for the other party is expected 

to be high.  

The subjects are expected to be more sensitive to their own concessions than they 

would be to the other members' concessions (|λ1| > |λ2|).  The rationale for this hypothesis 

is that members will be selfish and more concerned with their own concession than the 

other member's concession.  One can argue that this may result from the fact that 

members will be more accurate in determining their own concession but may be less 

accurate in determining the concession of the other member because they have to infer 

the preference of the other member (Park, 1982).  However, Loewenstein et al. (1989) 

and Corfman and Lehmann (1993) report that negotiators were more concerned with their 

own outcomes than the outcomes of the other party even when the outcomes (hence the 

concessions) of the other party were provided.  

The final question that is investigated in this dissertation is "who will be more 

likely to make a concessions."  A number of individual difference variables are selected 

from past research on group decision making that are expected to have an impact on one's 

degree of concession.  These are altruism (Sawyer 1965; Rushton, Chrisjohn, and 

Fekken, 1981), stubbornness (Corfman and Harlam, 1998), product knowledge, product 

importance, desire to win, and product consumption (Corfman and Lehmann, 1987; 

Arora and Allenby, 1999): 

H5: A member's degree of concession is positively (+) related to her (a) degree of 

altruism and negatively (-) related to her (b) stubbornness, (c) product knowledge, 

(d) product importance, (e) desire to win, and (f) product consumption. 
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Altruism is defined as "the principle or practice of seeking the welfare of others" 

in Sawyer (1965) and it is expected to be positively related to concession as it is defined 

in this dissertation.  A member who is more concerned about the preferences of the other 

member will be more likely to make a concession to reach a decision (H5a).  Concession 

is conceptualized as one of the components of influence.  The member with greater say in 

joint decisions will get what she prefers most and have lower degrees of concession.  

Therefore, factors that are found to be positively related to a member's influence will be 

negatively related to concession.  A member who is more stubborn (Corfman and 

Harlam, 1998), has higher levels of product knowledge (Corfman and Lehmann, 1987; 

Arora and Allenby, 1999), attaches greater importance to the product category (Corfman, 

Lehmann, and Steckel, 1990), has greater desire to win (Corfman and Lehmann, 1987) 

and consumes the product more frequently (Arora and Allenby, 1999) than the other 

member is expected to have a lower degree of concession (H5b-f).   
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CHAPTER 4. METHODOLOGY 

 

OVERVIEW:  

A field study involving parent-teenager dyads was designed to investigate the 

proposed hypotheses related to revision and concession.  Consistent with the general 

framework introduced in the previous chapter (see Figure 1), the study included multiple 

steps to allow for the investigation of revision and concession.  In this chapter, the 

procedure followed in the study will be introduced.  Next, operationalization of 

dependent and independent variables will be explained, followed by a description of the 

subjects.   

 

4.1 STUDY PROCEDURE 

The following steps are followed in the study to enable investigation of the 

proposed hypotheses.  Next, each step will be explained in detail.  The study procedure 

follows the structure presented in Figure 1.  The questionnaire was developed 

incorporating all of the steps described below and therefore each step corresponds to a 

part of the questionnaire (see Appendix). 

Step 1 (An individual task): The goal of the first step was to obtain members' (i.e., parent 

and teenager) initial preferences before group discussion.  The members were instructed 

to provide strictly their own preferences.  Members' preference structure was obtained by 

using both stated and inferred measures.  Bipolar and constant sum scales were used as 

the stated measures of attribute preference, which will be explained in greater detail in 

the next section.  The inferred measure of attribute weights was obtained by using a 
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ratings based conjoint task.  In this step, members' certainty with their stated attribute 

preferences was also measured. 

Step 2 (A group task): Next, members were asked to discuss their likes and dislikes with 

regard to sweet snacks.  The goal was to facilitate members' interaction and disclosure of 

their preference structure.  The subjects were asked to inform the experimenter when 

their conversation was over.  The experimenter did not get involved in the discussion. 

Step 3 (An individual task): The goal of this step was to obtain members' individual 

preferences after the group discussion to investigate a potential revision from the first 

step. Members were again instructed to provide strictly their individual preferences by 

the experimenter.  As in step 1, each member’s preference structure was obtained by 

using both stated and inferred measures. For the inferred measure, a ratings based 

conjoint task was used.  The alternatives in the conjoint task were varied to prevent any 

carryover effects in the ratings of the alternatives from step 1.  Members were also asked 

to provide their certainty with their stated attribute preferences.  Both steps 1 and 3 were 

used to derive the degree of revision a member had in her preferences. 

Step 4 (A group task): The purpose of this step was to obtain measures of joint choice.  

The dyads were asked to make a total of six joint choices.  Dyads were instructed that 

they will be purchasing and consuming the chosen alternatives jointly.  In each choice, 

the dyads chose from three alternatives.  Any concession that the members had to make 

to reach a joint decision took place during this step.  Additionally, each dyad's preference 

structure was also obtained by using stated and inferred measures.  Similar to the 

individual level measures, bipolar and constant sum scales were used as the stated 

measures and a ratings based conjoint task was used as the inferred measure. 
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Step 5 (An individual task): The goal here was to obtain the measures of individual 

difference variables from each member, such as altruism, sweet snack consumption, 

product category knowledge, co-shopping frequency, etc.  The measures of these 

variables will be explained in the next section.  There is also a practical purpose for this 

step.  The questionnaire in step 6 of the study procedure needs to be customized based on 

the choices that a dyad made.  While the participants were busy completing individual 

difference measures in step 5, the experimenter recorded the joint choices from step 4 

(Part 4 of the questionnaire) to post purchase satisfaction questionnaire (Part 6). 

Step 6 (An individual task): The purpose of this last step was to obtain measures of 

satisfaction and concession.  The alternative sets that the members had to choose from in 

step 4 were presented to each member at this stage and the alternatives that the dyad 

chose were marked by the experimenter (see Part 6 of the questionnaire in the appendix).  

For each choice that a dyad made in step 4, a member was asked to report her satisfaction 

with the chosen alternative, her own concession, and her perception of the other 

member's concession.  Finally, measures for a set of demographic variables were 

obtained in this step.  

Following the above overview of the study procedure, the operationalization of 

the independent and dependent variables will be explained in the next sections.  

 

4.2 INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 

4.2.1 Attribute Weights  

The stimulus used in the study was sweet snacks in family packs.  Based on the 

information gathered from the industry, the category of non-seasonal (i.e., excluding 
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special packages for Christmas, Easter, Valentine's Day, etc.) sweet snacks in family 

packs are typically consumed jointly by families.  The stimulus materials were developed 

using actual sweet snack products with the following attributes: brand, size, and price.  

There were both stated and inferred measures of attribute weights in this study.  Next, 

stated and inferred measures of attribute weights will be explained, in the respective 

order. 

(1) Stated Measures of Attribute Weights: Bipolar and constant sum scales were 

used as stated measures of attribute weights.  Participants were asked to report how 

important each attribute (i.e., brand, size, and price) is using a 7-point bipolar scale with 

anchors: "1: Very Unimportant" and "7: Very Important".  Participants were also asked to 

indicate the importance of each attribute using a constant sum scale.  They were asked to 

"allocate 15 points between three attributes of sweet snacks to reflect importance of each 

attribute". A 15-point constant sum scale was adopted instead of a 100-point constant 

sum scale, because younger teenagers had problems in allocating 100 points during the 

pretests.  

(2) Inferred Measure of Attribute Weights: Before discussing the inferred measure 

of the attribute weights, the attribute levels will be explained.  The attribute levels were 

developed based on existing products.  Exhibit 1 displays three attributes and the levels 

of each attribute.  Brands used in the study were three existing brands of sweet snacks, 

denoted as A, B, and C4.  The package type is simply the size of the individual items in a 

family pack.  The three different package types used were miniatures, snack size items, 

and single-serve items.  The price levels used in the study were $2.39, $2.99, and $3.59, 

                                                      
4 Brand names are not revealed as requested by the funding source of this research. 
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which represent realistic retailer prices.  The above attribute levels were used to create an 

orthogonal design for the conjoint task. 

-------------------------------- 

Insert Exhibit 1 about here 

-------------------------------- 

 

Individual attribute weights were estimated based on a conjoint rating task.  The 

attribute weights before and after group discussion were estimated using dummy 

variables presented in the following model: 

 

RATING = β0 + β1 BRAND1 + β2 BRAND2 + β3 SIZE1+ β4 SIZE2 + β5 PRICE1+ β6 PRICE2 + ε.  (8) 

 

The dummy variable table is presented in Exhibit 1.  The coefficients in the above 

model provide more specific information about a member's preferences than the stated 

measures because the levels of each attribute are represented by two dummy variables.  

For example, the individual may prefer brand1 before the discussion, but may prefer 

brand2 after the discussion.  Such revisions can be detected by the inferred measure, but 

not by the stated measures.  Consequently, there were two revision indices (α) estimated 

for each attribute by using a hierarchical Bayes model (Allenby and Ginter, 1995; Ainslie 

and Rossi, 1998). 

 

4.1.2 Individual Difference Variables 

There were a number of individual difference variables used in this study.  These 

variables will be explained in the order they appear in the questionnaire.  Attribute weight 
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certainty was measured by using a 7-point scale with end points "1= Not at all Certain" 

and "7= Very Certain".  A separate certainty measure was obtained for each of the stated 

attribute weight measures (i.e., bipolar and constant sum scales).  These measures follow 

stated measures of attribute weights on pages 2 and 3 in Part 1 of the questionnaire.  

The remaining individual difference variables were measured using scales in part 

5 of the questionnaire.  Product knowledge and desire to win scales are presented on p.1 

of part 5.  Product knowledge scale consisted of six items developed from the scale items 

used in Lichtenstein, Netemeyer, and Burton (1990) and Smith and Park (1992).  After 

observing factor loadings, two items are dropped from the product knowledge scale.  The 

reliability with the remaining items was 0.86 (Cronbach's α).  Desire to win scale was 

adopted from Corfman (1991) and consisted of items: "want to win", "competitive", and 

"dislike losing".  The reliability of this scale was 0.65.   

Stubbornness, co-shopping, and consumption frequency scales were located on 

page 2 of part 5.  Stubbornness scale was adopted from Corfman and Harlam (1998) and 

consisted of three items: "quarrelsome", "stubborn", and "test limits".  Cronbach's α for 

this scale was 0.68.  Three items were developed to measure co-shopping frequency and 

these items had a reliability of 0.80.  Product consumption frequency was measured using 

an open-ended question asking how many times per week the member eats sweet snacks 

at home and away from home.  An overall consumption measure was created by adding 

the amounts consumed at home and away from home (per week).  

Altruism and product category importance measures were located on the last page 

of part 5.  Seven items used to measure altruism are developed by modifying the scale 

items used by Rushton, Chrisjohn, and Fekken (1981).  After examining the factor 
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loadings, two items were dropped from the scale and the reliability of the remaining 

items was 0.67.  Finally, the product category importance is measured on a nine-point 

bipolar scale where "1=More important to my parent/child" and "9=More important to 

me".  Notice that this is a relative importance measure.  

Overall, the reliability of the above scales range from 0.65 to 0.86.  Corfman and 

Lehmann (1987) and Corfman (1991) also report Cronbach's α-values in the range of 

0.63 to 0.86 for individual difference variables in husband-wife decision making.  The 

above Cronbach's α-values are consistent with previous findings. 

 

4.3 DEPENDENT VARIABLES: 

4.3.1 Revision 

The revision index, α, is created as a measure of revision.  The revision index will 

be used as the dependent variable for the analyses related to revision hypotheses.  A 

member's revised attribute weight at time t+1 ( self
t 1+β ) can be represented as a weighted 

sum of one's own attribute weight at time t ( self
tβ ) and the other member's attribute 

weight at time t ( other
tβ ) as in equation 5. 

In this representation, an α-value equal to 1 would indicate that the member did 

not revise his attribute weight and similarly a value equal to 0 would indicate that the 

member revised his attribute weight completely and adopted the other member's attribute 

weight.  Given a member's initial and revised attribute weights and the other member's 

initial attribute weight, revision index (α) can be calculated for each member.  Based on 
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stated and inferred measures of attribute weight, three different revision indices were 

calculated for each member5: 

αb: based on stated measures of attribute weight using bipolar scales.  

αc: based on stated measures of attribute weight using constant sum scales. 

αi: based on inferred measures of attribute weights from conjoint analysis. 

All three measures were used in the analyses. 

 

4.3.2 Choice, Concession, and Satisfaction  

The jointly chosen alternative, the degree of concession a member makes in each 

joint decision, and her satisfaction with the joint decision are of interest in this study.  As 

mentioned earlier, parents and teenagers in each dyad made joint choices from six 

different alternative sets in step 4.  These alternative sets can be located on page 5 in part 

4 of the questionnaire.  The dyads were asked to choose from three alternatives and 

indicate the chosen alternative by checking the box placed above the description of the 

alternative. Concession and satisfaction were measured in the following way.  In the final 

part of the questionnaire, members were presented again with the alternative set for each 

decision that they jointly made.  This time, the alternative that was jointly chosen was 

marked with a check.  Next, each member was asked to indicate (1) her satisfaction with 

the alternative that is jointly chosen, (2) her own degree of concession in each decision, 

and (3) her perception of the other member's degree of concession for each decision6.  

Measures of satisfaction, a member's own concession, and the other member's concession 

                                                      
5 α = ( other

t 1+β  - other
tβ ) / ( self

tβ   - other
tβ ).  It should be noted that α cannot be computed when self

tβ = other
tβ .  This was the case 

for a low percentage of the participants, 18.8% for αb, 16.2% for αc, and 0% for αi. 
6 For the rest of this dissertation, "concession-self" will be used to refer to a member's own concession for a joint decision.  Similarly, 
"concession-other" will be used to refer to the other member's concession.  
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can be located in part 6 of the questionnaire.  Satisfaction with the joint choice was 

measured on a nine-point bi-polar scale with anchors of "1=Extremely Dissatisfied" and 

"9=Extremely Satisfied".  There are stated and inferred measures of concession and each 

one will be explained next. 

(1) Stated measure of Concession: Self-reports of one's own concession and the 

other member's concession for each joint decision is measured on a 9-point bipolar scale 

with anchors "1=Compromised A Lot" and "9=Did not compromise at all."  This measure 

is reversed for the rest of the analysis to be directionally consistent with inferred measure 

of compromise.   

(2) Inferred measure of Concession: Equation 6 is used in quantifying a member's 

concession.  Based on this equation, a member's concession is calculated by taking the 

difference of the value (rating) attached to the alternative that the member prefers most in 

the alternative set and the value the member attached to the alternative that was jointly 

chosen.  Inferred concession can take values from 0 to 99. 

 

4.4 RECRUITMENT OF SUBJECTS 

The data was collected in Blacksburg, Virginia by recruiting subjects from 

Montgomery County Schools (Blacksburg and Christiansburg Middle & High Schools), 

local church education groups, and references of participants.  The target age group for 

teenagers was initially determined to be between 12-17 due to higher involvement and 

influence of this age group in joint family decisions.  The questionnaire was first pre-

tested on 12 teenagers between the ages of 12 and 15 at the individual level to ensure that 

the target age group is capable of completing the task required in the study.  The pretest 
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subjects were recruited from a private school in Blacksburg, Virginia and received $5 for 

their participation.  Based on the results of the pretest, the questionnaire was revised and 

12 year olds were dropped from the target population due to the difficulty of the task for 

this age group as reflected by the inconsistency in their responses.  

 To correct any potential problems with the 6-step study procedure described 

previously, the revised questionnaire was pretested at the dyadic level with 10 parent-teen 

dyads who were paid $25 for their participation.  The pretest at the dyadic level helped to 

determine the duration of the task and to clarify existing set of instructions.  The subjects 

took approximately 30-40 minutes to complete the survey.  Based on the pretest, a 

number of questions and instructions in the survey were simplified and/or rewritten.  The 

questionnaires were color-coded for each participant (pink paper for teenagers, yellow for 

parents, and white for the joint or group part) to eliminate experimenter mistakes.   

A total of 123 parent-teenager dyads participated in the study.  Participants were 

contacted by phone and scheduled to participate at a behavioral lab on Virginia Tech 

campus.  As in the pretest, parent teenager dyads took approximately 30-40 minutes to 

complete the survey.  The study was run for six consecutive weekends with 20 different 

one-hour sessions on each weekend.  

Each participating dyad received $20 for their participation and an amount of $5 

was donated for each parent-teen dyad to the organization that helped in the recruitment 

of the specific participants (e.g., church youth groups).  Three lottery prizes ($250, $150, 

and $100) were included as incentives to increase participation and three randomly 

chosen parent-teen dyads were awarded at the end of the study. 
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Of the 123 parent-teen dyads, data collected from 6 dyads were unusable due to 

high percentage of missing values or inconsistencies among participants' responses.  For 

the rest of the analysis, the data from the remaining 117 dyads were used.   
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CHAPTER 5. ANALYSIS 

 

OVERVIEW 

Findings from the parent-teenager data are organized into three groups: sample 

profile, findings involving revision and findings involving concession.  There is very 

little indication of revision and, consequently, there is weak support for the hypotheses 

related to revision.  The findings involving concession are congruent with the proposed 

hypotheses in general.  As a post hoc finding, there is an interaction effect between a 

member's own concession and the concession of the other member on satisfaction with 

the joint decision. 

 

5.1 SAMPLE PROFILE  

Table 1 presents summary statistics on a set of demographic and behavioral 

variables in order to provide a sense of the sample characteristics.  The instruments for 

these variables can be found in part 5 and the last page of part 6 of the questionnaire.  In 

the sample, the median age of teens and parents were 15 and 45, respectively.  There 

were more mothers (70.1%) than fathers and slightly more girls (59.8%) than boys as 

participants in the study.  There was a good representation of same sex (59%) and mixed 

sex dyads (i.e., father-daughter or mother-son). The household income for the 

participating dyads was high: 55% of the parents reported had an annual income level 

above $65,000.  The weekly allowance of teenagers had a median of $10, as reported by 

both parents and teenagers.  The median number of children in the family was 3 and the 

teenager was the first child in the family in 43.1% of the dyads.  Teenagers on average 
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had greater consumption both at home and away from home and sweet snack category 

was a more important product category for teenagers.  Teenagers also had greater desire 

to win and co-shopping experience than parents7.  Parents were more altruistic than 

teenagers.  Both teenagers and parents reported teenagers to be more stubborn than the 

parents.  There was no difference in knowledge about sweet snack category between the 

members.   

-------------------------------- 

Insert Table 1 about here 

-------------------------------- 

 

5.2 FINDINGS INVOLVING REVISION 

Both stated and inferred measures of attribute weights were used in this study.  To 

investigate their convergence, correlation coefficients were calculated between stated and 

inferred measures.  The correlation coefficients between inferred and stated measures 

were 0.29 when bipolar scales are used as the bipolar measure and 0.49 when constant 

sum scale is used as the stated measure  (at p < 0.01)8.  To calculate these correlations the 

attribute weight measures for all three attributes before and after the discussion were 

aggregated.  Although these correlations were low, they are significant and above the 

range of correlations reported between stated and inferred measures (of attribute 

importance) in Jaccard, Brinberg, and Ackerman (1986).  One reason for the low levels 

of correlation between inferred and stated measures can be related to the attribute 

                                                      
7 Co-shopping experience may be different between the members when a member co-shops with other family members and not with 
the participating member.  
8Recall that there are two β estimates associated with each attribute.  To create logical consistency between stated measure and the 
inferred measure, the weight of each attribute is determined by the range of coefficients for that attribute (max β - min β) divided by 
the sum of ranges of coefficients for all 3 attributes.  The resulting measure is an attribute importance measure ranging from 0 to 1 
with a constant sum of 1 for all three attributes.  This measure is similar to the constant sum scale in interpretation and it is not 
surprising to find a higher correlation between the constant sum scale and the inferred measure rather than the bipolar scale and the 
inferred measure.  
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performance levels used in the conjoint analysis (see Exhibit 1).  For example, the range 

of prices used may influence whether the member will be sensitive to price.  If prices 

considered are $1, $5, $10 as opposed to $2.39, $2.99, and $3.59, price may become 

more important.  However, the stated measures are more global and independent of the 

attribute levels provided in the study.  

Additionally, bipolar and constant sum scales were both utilized as stated 

measures of attribute weights.  The correlation coefficients between these two stated 

measures of attribute weights (bipolar and constant sum) were higher, ranging between 

0.48 and 0.70 with an average of 0.59 (at p < 0.01).  I utilized both the stated and the 

inferred measures in the analyses related to revision. 

Overall, the revision indices (α) based on both the stated and the inferred 

measures of attribute weights indicate very little revision.  The median α values for the 

sample were 0.83, 1.00, and 0.86 with bipolar, constant sum, and inferred measures9.  

The distributions of the three revision indices are displayed in Figure 2.  The median α 

values for those members who had disagreements on 3 or more decisions were very 

similar: 0.83, 1.00, 0.87 for bipolar, constant sum, and inferred measures.  To investigate 

any differences in revision among members, a number of variables were explored.  One 

may find more similar attribute preferences between same sex dyads (e.g., both the 

mother and the daughter preferring smaller sizes) and less similar attribute preferences 

with mixed sex dyads (e.g., the mother preferring smaller sizes and the son preferring 

larger sizes).  For mixed-sex dyads, revision may therefore be greater when members 

have different attribute preferences.  However, no differences were found when the 
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degree of revision was compared between mixed- and same-sex dyads10.  There was no 

significant difference in revision between sexes either.  This was the case for both parents 

and teenagers11.  Finally, parents and teenagers did not vary in their degree of revision.  

In short, these exploratory variables did not explain differences in the degree of revision 

among members.  In the following section, I will present the results of the tests for 

revision hypotheses. 

-------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 2 about here 

----------------------------------- 

5.2.1 Impact of Individual Difference Variables on Revision (Hypothesis 1) 

In the first hypothesis, it is proposed that there is a negative relationship between 

revision and a set of individual difference variables (see Exhibit 2).  In general, there is a 

lack of empirical support for this hypothesis.  The primary reason for detecting weak 

evidence for this hypothesis may be attributed to the lower degree of revision as 

evidenced by both the stated and the inferred measures. 

-------------------------------- 

Insert Exhibit 2 about here 

-------------------------------- 

Hypothesis 1 relates revision to the level of a variable a member has relative to 

the other member.  Calculation of a relative score for each individual difference variable 

was in order before further analysis was performed.  Ratio and difference scores are used 

as relative measures of individual level variables in previous research on group decision 

                                                                                                                                                              
9 With the stated measures, the dependent variable is the average α values for the three attributes.  With the inferred measure, α is 
calculated (not estimated) based on standardized attribute weight estimates before and after discussion.  The average of six (i.e., two 
for each attribute) α values is used as the dependent variable. 
10 To explore whether gender may explain some of the variance in ratings of sweet snacks, gender was also included as a predictor of 
ratings.  However, gender did not have a significant effect on sweet snack ratings. 
11 The comparison is made between males and females for (a) both members, (b) only for teenagers and (c) only for parents.   
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making (Corfman and Lehmann, 1987; Arora and Allenby, 1999).  Analysis with both 

ratio (self/other) and difference (self minus other) scores were performed and results were 

similar.  A difference or ratio score is not created for the bipolar scale of product 

importance, because the scale measures perceived relative importance (see the last 

question on p.3 of part 5 in the questionnaire).  All the relative measures used in the 

following analyses are calculated as difference scores.   

In order to investigate the relationship between individual difference variables and 

revision, the following regression model is estimated: 

α = C0 + C1 (RELATIVE CERTAINTY)  

+ C2 (RELATIVE STUBBORNNESS)  

+ C3 (RELATIVE KNOWLEDGE)  

+ C4 (RELATIVE IMPORTANCE)  

+ C5 (RELATIVE DESIRE TO WIN)  

+ C6 (RELATIVE CONSUMPTION) 

+ C7 (CO-SHOPPING EXPERIENCE) + ε. 

Given that a higher value of α indicates a lower degree of revision, c1-c6 are 

expected to be positive.  Although not included in the hypothesis, results for co-shopping 

experience are also presented for exploratory purposes.  Intuitively, one would expect 

members to revise less if they have high levels of co-shopping experience (c7>0).  The 

reasoning is that a member will be more likely to get exposed to the other member's 

attribute weights if they have previous co-shopping experience.  I will present estimates 

of the above coefficients using stated and inferred measures.  
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In table 2, the coefficient estimates (c0,…,c7) and corresponding significance 

levels using α based on stated measures are presented.  Overall, there were no significant 

coefficients with the exception of relative importance of the product category (at p<0.05).  

The relative importance of the product category had a significant impact on revision of 

size and revision at the overall level (in bold).  Note that the significant coefficients were 

detected only for the teenagers and only with the constant sum scale and not with the 

bipolar scale.  The coefficient was positive as hypothesized.  The finding suggests that a 

teenager is less likely to revise her attribute weight on size when the product category is 

more important to her than the other member.   The remaining individual difference 

variables did not have a significant impact on revision using both stated measures 

(bipolar and constant sum).  

-------------------------------- 

Insert Table 2 about here 

-------------------------------- 

To investigate the proposed individual differences in revision, the analysis was 

repeated with the inferred measure of revision.  Overall, the findings were mixed.  The 

impact of the same set of individual difference variables on revision were estimated using 

a hierarchical Bayes model (Arora and Allenby, 1999).  In Table 3, the coefficient 

estimates are displayed.  In this table, expected significant results are in bold and 

unexpected significant results are underlined.  For the teenagers, relative importance and 

relative knowledge had the expected effect on revision meaning that teenagers revised 

their preference for size less when they had higher relative knowledge or when they 

attached higher relative importance to the product category.  The latter result is consistent 

with the finding with stated measures.  Coshopping had a negative coefficient meaning 
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that teenagers revised their preference for size more as co-shopping experience increased.  

The latter finding is unintuitive.  The parents revised their preference for brand less when 

they had higher relative knowledge and higher relative consumption.  These findings are 

consistent with the proposed hypothesis.  However, unexpectedly parents revised their 

brand preference more when they had higher relative desire to win, and revised their 

price preference more when they had higher relative consumption.  Additionally, unlike 

teenagers, parents revised their preference for size less when they had higher co-shopping 

experience. 

-------------------------------- 

Insert Table 3 about here 

-------------------------------- 

Next, convergence in stated and inferred measures was explored.  When findings 

related to the individual difference variables were compared between stated and inferred 

measures, the only variable that had a significant effect with both measures was relative 

importance: Teenagers revised their preference for size less than parents when they 

reported higher relative importance for sweet snack category.  When findings using stated 

and inferred measures were compared across parents and teenagers, the inferred measures 

provided significant results with both teenagers and parents, whereas the stated measures 

provided significant results only with teenagers.  Overall, there was little evidence of 

convergence of findings with stated and inferred measures.  

In general, results using stated and inferred measures do not support the proposed 

hypothesis.  One reason for the lack of evidence may be that dyads had agreement on 

which alternative to choose.  One may expect the members to revise more when they 

have a disagreement because reaching a decision would require greater amount of 
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interaction between the members.  In return, a greater amount of information may be 

exchanged between the partners.  The disagreement over joint decisions was derived for 

the dyads and the analysis is repeated for only those dyads that had disagreement on at 

least three of the total six decisions12.  When the distribution of decisions that the dyad 

members had a disagreement on is examined, approximately 74% of the dyads had 

disagreements on 3 or more decisions (see Figure 3).  There still was a lack of support for 

the proposed hypotheses13.  

-------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 3 about here 

----------------------------------- 

Overall, finding very few significant coefficients can be related to the low degree 

of revision as evidenced by both the stated and the inferred measures14.  In hindsight, a 

new product or a product category with higher involvement or with lower frequency of 

purchases could have provided higher levels of revision.  Potential reasons for lack of 

revision will be revisited later in the following chapter. 

 

5.2.2 Impact of Revision on Joint Choice (Hypothesis 2) 

Hypothesis 2 relates relative revision of a member to the joint choice.  There was 

no empirical support for this hypothesis.  In order to test this hypothesis, the presence of a 

member's "win" in a joint decision (i.e., gets what she initially preferred) was regressed 

on her relative revision.  In the analysis, only those decisions that the members had a 

                                                      
12 Disagreement in a decision may be a result of different attribute weights and the performance levels of the alternatives in the 
alternative set.  To determine whether members would prefer different alternatives, the preferred alternative of each member is derived 
by comparing estimated alternative values for each member based on their initial attribute weights inferred from the conjoint task in 
step 1.   
13 The analysis is repeated with α-values based on stated measures and not with inferred revision. 
14 The revision indices based on stated and inferred measures of attribute weights were combined to create a single global measure of 
revision.  However, this single measure also indicated little revision. 
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disagreement in were used.  Next, the operationalization of the independent variable 

(relative revision) and the dependent variable (choice win) is explained.  

A relative revision measure was created as a difference of the average revision 

index (α) of the members:  

RELATIVE REVISION = αOTHER - αSELF. 

Given that higher values of the revision index (α) indicate lower degree of 

revision, a positive relative revision score (αother - αself >0) indicates higher revision than 

the other member and a negative relative revision score (αother - αself <0) indicates lower 

revision than the other member.  Relative revision score was calculated using α’s based 

on both stated and inferred attribute weight measures. 

A member's win in a joint decision was determined by the match between her 

initially preferred alternative and the jointly chosen alternative.  The initial preference 

structure of a member was inferred based on the conjoint ratings task that the member 

completed before group discussion (Part 1 of the questionnaire).  The expected value of 

each alternative was calculated using her initial preference structure.  The alternative that 

she would prefer in each alternative set was inferred by selecting the alternative with the 

highest expected value.  Next, a binary "choice win" variable was created which took a 

value of ‘1’ if the member’s initially preferred alternative and the alternative jointly 

chosen were the same alternative and took a value of ‘0’ otherwise.  

Based on hypothesis 2, "choice win" variable is expected to be negatively related 

to relative revision score.  Logistic regression analysis was used with stated and inferred 

measures separately.  Relative revision had non-significant coefficients for both parents 

and teenagers.  There was no empirical support for this hypothesis.  Again, the reason for 
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not finding any evidence of a relationship between revision and choice may be due to the 

general lack of revision. 

 

5.2.3 Impact of Revision on Satisfaction (Hypothesis 3) 

In this hypothesis, it is proposed that revision is positively related to satisfaction 

and there was partial support for this prediction.  The sample used in this analysis 

consists of those members who had a disagreement in the dyad and did not get what they 

initially preferred.  To test this hypothesis, satisfaction was regressed on revision.  The 

measure of satisfaction used in this study was decision specific and each decision was 

used as the unit of analysis.  Recall that dyads made six joint decisions in Part 4 of the 

questionnaire (see Appendix).  After the joint decision stage, members reported their 

individual satisfaction level with each decision (in Part 6 of the questionnaire).  For this 

hypothesis, satisfaction scores were entered for each individual decision instead of 

creating a single average satisfaction score for each individual.  The rationale is to avoid 

loss of information by averaging over all decisions.  However, the revision index (α) is 

attribute specific (not decision specific) and an average revision index had to be 

calculated for each individual. 

Next, satisfaction with each decision was regressed on the average revision index 

of the member:  

SATISFACTION = γ0 + γ1 α + ε. 

 

It is proposed that satisfaction will be positively related to revision.  Given that a 

higher value of revision index (α) indicates lower degree of revision, the coefficient of 
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the average revision index is expected to be negative (γ1<0).  Table 4 displays results 

based on all three measures. 

-------------------------------- 

Insert Table 4 about here 

-------------------------------- 

 A negative and significant coefficient was observed with revision index based on 

the inferred measure of attribute weights (αi), and not with stated measures.  The negative 

coefficient indicates that revision is positively related to satisfaction15.  It should be noted 

that the variance in satisfaction explained by revision is only 1.7%.  The non-significant 

coefficients with the stated measures and the low degree of explained variance with the 

inferred measure may be attributed to the generally low levels of revision. 

To explore how the proposed relationship holds for parents and teenagers, the 

analysis is repeated for parents and teenagers separately.  Table 5 displays the results 

with parents and teenagers.  Again, there were no significant coefficients found with 

stated measures.  With the inferred measure, there was a significant coefficient for 

parents but not for teenagers.  One reason for this finding may be that parents' average 

revision index based on inferred measures was lower (at p<0.05) and had greater variance 

than teenagers' average revision index (at p<0.10).  Among those members who did not 

get what they wanted, parents revise more than the teenagers.  

 

-------------------------------- 

Insert Table 5 about here 

-------------------------------- 
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5.3 FINDINGS INVOLVING CONCESSION  

In this section, descriptive statistics related to concession are presented.  Next, 

findings involving the concession satisfaction relationship are presented, followed by the 

findings relating individual difference variables to concession.  

Similar to attribute weights, concession was also operationalized using stated and 

inferred measures.  The convergence between stated and inferred measures was better 

than reported previously for revision.  The correlation coefficient between stated and 

inferred measures of one's own concession (concession-self) was 0.412 (p<0.01).  The 

correlation was slightly lower between stated and inferred measures of concession of the 

other party (concession-other): 0.335 (p<0.01).  Corfman (1991) notes correlations in the 

same range between stated and inferred measures (of influence) in husband-wife decision 

making.  Both stated and inferred measures of concession were used in the analyses of 

the hypothesis tests related to concession. 

To provide an overview of the degree of concession made by the members in the 

sample, the distribution of a member's own concession (concession-self) and concession 

of the other member (concession-other) based on both stated and inferred measures are 

presented in Figure 4.  The distribution includes only the decisions that the members had 

a disagreement on.  The percentage of decisions that both of the members agreed on and 

therefore excluded from the analysis was 35.6%.  Notice that all the distributions in the 

figure are skewed indicating that a majority of the subjects did not compromise much.  

                                                                                                                                                              
15 Here, the α based on inferred measures is calculated (not estimated) based on standardized attribute weight estimates before and 
after discussion.  The average of six (i.e., two for each attribute) α values is used as the dependent variable.  For those members who 
did not get what they wanted the median for αi, αb, and αc were 0.88, 0.89, and 1.00, respectively. 
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The average of concession-self with stated measures was 3.37 on a scale of 1 to 9, where 

indicates no concession.  The average concession -self was also low with the inferred 

measure: 9.96 on a scale of 0 to 99, where 0 indicates no concession.  

-------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 4 about here 

-------------------------------- 

In table 6, the degree of concession between teens and parents is displayed.  The 

results include only the decisions that the members had a disagreement on.  The 

comparison of parents' and teenagers' stated concession using paired t-test indicates that 

teenagers perceived themselves to concede less than their parents (p = 0.033).  There 

were no significant differences between parents' reports of their own concession and their 

perceptions of teenagers' concession.  The inferred measure of concession also indicates 

that parents conceded more than teenagers (p = 0.025).   

-------------------------------- 

Insert Table 6 about here 

-------------------------------- 

The process of revision and concession can take place concurrently throughout 

the decision.  One would expect a member's revision and concession to be negatively 

related.  The reason is that the disagreement between the members will be reduced as a 

member's revision increases.  Hence, the member will have less of a concession to make.  

The correlation coefficient between revision index and concession was –0.184 (p<0.05) 

for parents with stated measures16.  The correlation coefficients were non-significant for 

teenagers. One explanation for non-significant coefficients can be the general lack of 

revision.   
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5.3.1 Impact of Concession on Satisfaction (Hypothesis 4) 

In this hypothesis, a negative impact of one's own concession (concession-self) 

and concession of the other member (concession-other) on satisfaction is proposed.  

There was support for the negative impact of one's own concession on satisfaction.  

Although, there was no support for the direct impact of concession-other on satisfaction, 

an interesting interaction reflects the indirect impact of concession-other on satisfaction.   

-------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 5 about here 

-------------------------------- 

First, concession and satisfaction were graphed to have an overview of the 

relationship between concession and satisfaction.  Figure 5 displays the relationship 

between concession and satisfaction.  Concession measures were split into 'no 

compromise' and 'compromise' categories and the average satisfaction levels were plotted 

for two levels of concession-self and concession-other in this figure.  As can be observed, 

when a member makes a concession in reaching a joint decision, her level of satisfaction 

varies based on whether the other member made a concession as well.  Specifically, if the 

member makes a concession, she is more satisfied with the decision when the other 

member also makes a concession and less satisfied with the decision when the other 

member does not make a concession.  The pattern was similar for both stated and inferred 

measures of concession.  Encouraged by this pattern, the following regression model was 

                                                                                                                                                              
16 The reported correlation is between  average revision index based on constant sum scale and average stated compromise of the 
member.  This correlation was -0.37 when the analysis was restricted only to those dyads that had disagreement on all 6 decisions. 
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estimated to test the existence of such an interaction using only those decisions where 

members had a conflict17: 

SATISFACTION = λ0 + λ1 CONCESSIONSELF + λ2 CONCESSIONOTHER + λ3 (CONCESSIONSELFX CONCESSIONOTHER) + ε. 

To investigate potential multicollinearity problems, the correlations between the 

degree of concession made by a member and the degree of concession made by the other 

member were calculated.  The correlations between concession-self and concession-other 

in the presence of disagreement are 0.132 and -0.105 (both at p < 0.01) for stated and 

inferred measures, respectively.  Both correlation coefficients are low and one's own 

compromise and the other member's compromise are therefore included in the same 

model.  

-------------------------------- 

Insert Table 7 about here 

-------------------------------- 

Table 7 displays coefficient estimates for the above model.  Based on these 

findings, H4a is supported both when stated and inferred measures of concession are 

used.  The amount of concession that the individual makes to reach a joint decision is 

negatively related to her satisfaction with the jointly chosen alternative.  The coefficient 

of the concession of the other member is not significantly different from zero (at α < 

0.05) failing to provide support for H4b.  However, H4c is supported, members are more 

sensitive to their own concession than to the concession of the other person.  The other 

member's concession does not have any direct effect on satisfaction, but there is a 

significant interaction effect of concession-self and concession-other on satisfaction.  

This interaction can be explained based on equity principle.  It can be argued that one is 

                                                      
17 The distribution of residuals based on the above model deviates from normality and an exponential transformation is performed on 
the dependent variable (i.e., satisfaction) based on Box and Cox (1964).  After applying Box-Cox transformation, the distribution 
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more 'upset' with a jointly chosen alternative when she is the only one to make a 

concession to reach that decision, but less 'upset' when her concession is reciprocated by 

the other member. 

 

5.3.2 Impact of Individual Differences on Concession (Hypothesis 5) 

In this hypothesis, a set of individual difference variables are proposed to be 

related to one’s degree of concession (see Exhibit 2).  There is partial support for this 

hypothesis.  Table 8 displays the results.  The analysis includes only the decisions that the 

members had a disagreement on.  In this table, the members were split into "low" and 

"high" groups.  Members' own concession, both stated and inferred, was compared 

between the groups.  The results were as expected for stubbornness, desire to win, and 

altruism.  The results were mixed for relative importance and no differences were 

observed for knowledge and consumption.  The findings with both stated and inferred 

measures were consistent for desire to win. 

-------------------------------- 

Insert Table 8 about here 

-------------------------------- 

The impact of a number of other variables on concession was also explored.  

Females had higher degrees of concession than males in general (p<0.05).  Age, income, 

allowance of the teenager, number of children in the family, and birth order did not have 

an impact on the degree of concession.  Additionally, parents had a greater degree of 

concession than teenagers as mentioned earlier.  Overall, there is evidence that individual 

                                                                                                                                                              
approached, but did not satisfy Anderson-Darling test of normality.  The reported model uses raw scores of satisfaction as the 
dependent variable. 
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differences do have an impact on the degree of concession a member makes during the 

decision.   

Given the previous finding of the interaction effect between one's own concession 

and the concession of the other member on satisfaction, a natural question is whether 

individual difference variables would change the nature of the interaction effect. 

Intuitively, altruism and desire to win are expected to have an impact on the interaction 

effect.   

For the overall sample, the interaction effect reflects an equity expectation.  A 

member is more 'upset' with a jointly chosen alternative when she is the only one to make 

a concession to reach that decision, but less 'upset' when her concession is reciprocated 

by the other member.  Highly altruistic individuals are characterized by having greater 

concern for others (Sawyer, 1965).  Accordingly, members who have a higher altruism 

score are expected to be less upset when their concession is not reciprocated by the other 

member.  Conceptually, more altruistic members are expected to be more tolerant to the 

deviations of equity of concessions at their own expense than less altruistic members.  

Therefore, the interaction effect is expected to be significant with less altruistic members 

and reversed or non-significant with more altruistic members.   

Those subjects with greater desire to win are expected to be more competitive and 

more motivated to reduce their own concessions.  Consequently, a member with greater 

desire to win is expected to be very upset when she is the only one to make a concession, 

because this indicates a "loss".  A member with greater desire to win is expected to be 

more satisfied when the other member makes a concession as well.  The interaction effect 
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is expected to be significant for members with greater desire to win, but non-significant 

for members with lower desire to win. 

In tables 9 and 10, the sample is median split by altruism and desire to win, 

respectively.  The model with the interaction term is estimated in each subsample.  

Consistent with the above prediction, the interaction term was significant for the low 

altruism group and not significant with the high altruism group when the stated measure 

of concession is used as the dependent variable (Table 9).  The nature of the interaction is 

similar to figure 5.  When the dependent variable is the inferred measure of concession, 

the interaction term is significant with the low altruism group and not significant with the 

high altruism group.  However, a closer look at the results suggests that concession of the 

other member (concession-other) had a significant positive coefficient for the low 

altruism group.  In other words, the lower concern for the other member is reflected as a 

main effect, rather than an interaction, when the dependent variable is the inferred 

measure of concession.  This finding indicates that a member is more satisfied with the 

decision when the other member makes a greater concession.  

-------------------------------- 

Insert Table 9 about here 

-------------------------------- 

Next, the results for low and high desire to win groups are observed.  The 

interaction is not significant with the low or high desire to win group when the dependent 

variable is stated concession.  When the dependent variable is inferred concession, the 

interaction is significant for the low desire to win group, contrary to the above prediction.  

However, as in altruism, the coefficient of the concession of the other member is positive 
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and significant (p = 0.03).  The members with higher desire to win are simply more 

satisfied when the other member makes a concession.  This finding is consistent with a 

competitive character expected of individuals with higher desire to win.  

Overall, the above results suggest that individual difference variables may 

influence not only the degree of concession a member would make (hypothesis 5), but 

also the impact of concession (-self and -other) on satisfaction.   

 

-------------------------------- 

Insert Table 10 about here 

-------------------------------- 

 It was argued earlier in Chapter 3 (p.12) that members may have a disagreement 

prior to discussion and that they may resolve this conflict because one member or both 

members may revise their preferences during the group decision.  Based on this 

argument, one would expect members who had a disagreement pre-discussion, but a 

consensus post-discussion to have greater degree of revision than the rest of the sample. 

Consistent with this expectation, members who resolved the disagreement during the 

group discussion did have greater degrees of revision as indicated by revision indices 

based on bipolar and inferred measures (p < 0.001).  
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CHAPTER 6. CONCLUSIONS 

 

OVERVIEW 

 In this section, a brief summary of results are provided followed by a discussion 

of implications.  There are a number of limitations in this dissertation, these limitations 

are acknowledged and avenues for future research are proposed. 

 

6.1 SUMMARY 

Table 11 presents a summary of the results.  These results can be divided into two 

groups: results related to revision and results related to concession.  Two of the three 

hypotheses related to revision were not supported.  The primary reason for the absence of 

empirical evidence may be related to very low levels of revision in general.  In hindsight, 

a product category with higher degree of involvement and lower purchase frequency 

might have provided greater levels of revision.  There are supportive and interesting 

findings for the hypotheses related to concession.  The empirical evidence suggests that 

the degree of concession is related to a member's satisfaction with the joint decision and 

that individual level variables may determine the degree of concession made by each 

member.  Additionally, an interaction effect is detected between one's own concession 

and the concession of the other member.  If a member makes a concession to reach a 

decision, she is more satisfied with the decision when her concession is reciprocated by 

the other member.  In this study, both stated and inferred measures are used for 

hypothesis testing and the findings are expected to converge.  A greater degree of 

convergence between inferred and stated measures is observed for hypotheses related to 
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concession than with hypothesis related to revision.  Finally, a comparison of parents and 

teenagers suggests that parents had a greater degree of concession than teenagers based 

on both stated and inferred measures.  Overall, the comparison of revision between 

parents and teenagers provides no significant differences. 

-------------------------------- 

Insert Table 11 about here 

-------------------------------- 

6.2 IMPLICATIONS 

6.2.1 Managerial Implications 

Findings in this dissertation suggest that whether a member revises her 

preferences or makes a concession to reach a decision will have a distinct impact on 

satisfaction with the joint choice.  A member will be more satisfied with the joint choice 

when she has revised her preferences as compared to when she has made a concession to 

reach a decision.  When the goal is to increase members' degree of satisfaction with the 

group decision the immediate implication of this finding is to increase revision and 

reduce concession.   

Managerially, the first step to increase revision and reduce concession is to 

encourage communication between the members to facilitate disclosure of preferences.  

For example, when a husband-wife dyad is inquiring about a cellular phone service for 

joint use, a salesperson can ask both the husband and the wife to express their individual 

preferences.  This would serve two purposes: (1) it will expose members to each other's 

preferences, and (2) it would inform the salesperson about the degree of convergence 

between the members' preferences.  Given that the dyad members have different 

preferences and assuming that there is no existing service plan to serve both of their 
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preferences, the second step should be to direct information about the service plan to both 

the members, rather than to the more influential spouse.  Directing information to both 

parties rather than to the more influential member would enable the less influential 

member to be exposed to the product information and being exposed to new information 

is likely to facilitate revision.  Furthermore, when both members are provided with the 

same information by the salesperson, more influential member has greater ammunition to 

persuade the other member in changing her preferences. 

 Additionally, if there is an option of customizing service attributes, the 

salesperson can suggest a service that requires both members to make concessions rather 

than only one member.  The interaction effect in this data set, suggests that a member will 

be less satisfied when she is the only one to make a concession as opposed to when her 

concession is reciprocated.  Increasing revision may be difficult when both members 

have well-formed preferences and strategies to facilitate revision may be more relevant 

during new product introduction where members hold relatively loosely formed 

preferences.  It makes more sense to communicate the product information to all the 

members and not only to the most influential member to increase revision and to ensure 

consensus.  

 

6.2.2 Theoretical Implications 

In findings of this research indicate that it is important whether the joint decision 

is reached by concession or revision because it has an impact on the satisfaction of the 

members.  The negative relationship between satisfaction and a member's own 

concession and the interaction effect between a member's own concession and the 
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concession of the other member suggests that members are motivated to minimize their 

own concession and they are also concerned with the concession of the other member.  

Corfmann Lehmann (1993) and Lowenstein et al. (1989) study negotiations and relate the 

negotiators' behaviors to a set social motives: self-interest, self sacrifice, altruism, 

aggression, cooperation, and competition.  Finding no negative relationship between a 

member's satisfaction and the concession of the other member (Hypothesis 4b) in the 

overall sample suggests that altruism motive (maximizing other's gain) is not strong for 

parents and teenagers.  However, a competitive motive is observed for members who had 

high scores on desire to win and low scores on altruism.  There was a positive 

relationship between the concession the other member made and satisfaction for members 

who were less altruistic and had greater desire to win.  

Finally, both stated and inferred measures of attribute weights and concession are 

used in this study.  As in previous work on alternative measures of attribute weights 

(Jaccard, Brinberg, and Ackerman, 1986), there is weak evidence of convergence 

between stated and inferred measures of attribute weights.  However, for concession, 

there is compelling evidence of convergence between stated and inferred measures.  

Corfman (1991) suggests that stated measures of specific influence are more accurate 

than stated measures of global influence.  The convergence between stated and inferred 

measures may also be improved by using more specific measures of concession (e.g., 

attribute specific concession).  It can be argued that stated measures of concession can 

easily be used instead of inferred measures in future studies. 
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6.3 LIMITATIONS  

There are a number of limitations associated with the existing study.  First, the 

lack of evidence for hypotheses linking revision to individual difference variables (H1) 

and choice (H2) can be related to the low levels of revision observed in this data set.  One 

reason to find a relationship between satisfaction and revision only with the inferred 

measure and not with the stated measures may also be related to low levels of revision 

and the potentially lower sensitivity of the stated measures.  In hindsight, a product 

category with higher levels of involvement, at a higher price range could have increased 

motivation to revise.  There is existing research suggesting that when the person is more 

involved in a product category, she is more likely to search for external information 

(Srinivasan and Ratchford, 1991).  The information provided by the other member(s) will 

be external information.  Members with higher involvement will be more likely to 

process the external information and therefore will be more likely to revise.  Dyad 

members may also find a greater incentive in revising their preferences for products, 

which are purchased less frequently and require longer periods of joint use.  In short, 

changing the stimulus used in the study may increase revision.   

Second, a choice is made that favors utilizing a field study with existing groups 

rather than a controlled lab experiment to increase the realism of the task.  In a lab 

experiment where the preferences of members, the level of disagreement, and the level of 

uncertainty they hold with their preferences are manipulated would be more efficient in 

establishing empirical support for the proposed hypotheses related to revision.  For 

example, members' preferences for a new product can be manipulated by providing 

information on use and benefits of the attributes of the product.  By providing 
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information about only a subset of attributes to each member, a difference in preferences 

can be created.  A member would be more likely to revise her preferences when exposed 

to new information provided by the other member.  By varying the credibility of the 

source of information, the uncertainty with which a member holds her preferences can be 

manipulated.  Such manipulations may increase the variance in the independent variables 

investigated in this study and consequently the variance in revision of preferences. 

Third, a number of variables pertaining to the characteristics of the group are not 

included in this study, such as cohesiveness, longevity of the group, and other relevant 

variables.  Relative to many groups, the parent-teenager dyads are cohesive and long-

term groups.  In long term groups, one would expect the incremental effect of a 

concession on satisfaction with a decision to be low.  The rationale is that there will be 

other chances to sustain a balance of concessions over time.  Additionally, the cohesive 

nature of a group can result in concessions without any reciprocity expectations and small 

concessions may go unnoticed.  In short, the negative impact of concession on 

satisfaction may be smaller in parent-teenager dyads as compared to less cohesive and 

short-term groups (e.g., a group of co-workers).  Investigating the impact of such 

variables on the process and on satisfaction may require additional samples.   

Finally, there are concerns related to external validity of the findings.  The study 

involves parent-teenager dyads from an eastern university town with a high level of 

household income.  The results may be different for parent-teenager dyads with a 

different socioeconomic background.  The study takes place away from the shopping 

environment in the presence of an experimenter.  The dyads are highly motivated to make 

a choice whereas they may choose not to purchase in a natural shopping situation.  The 
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number of brands and number of attributes are constrained.  All of these factors may have 

a negative effect on the generalizability of these findings. 

 

6.4 FUTURE RESEARCH 

 The existing framework and the empirical support provided in this dissertation 

provide a number of avenues for extension.  First, findings with regard to concession are 

compelling and provide a potential for future research.  The measure of concession, as 

operationalized here, is an overall measure of how much the individual gave in to reach a 

decision.  Arora and Allenby (1999) argue that a member's overall influence may be low 

whereas her attribute specific influence on a given attribute can be high.  It is very 

realistic to think of members making attribute specific concessions which may have 

differential impact on their degree of satisfaction.  In fact, making a concession on one 

attribute but not on another may be a very realistic and practical way of sustaining 

balance or fairness in concessions of the members.  Both stated and inferred measures of 

attribute specific concession can be developed for this purpose.  Second, the model 

relating concession to satisfaction can easily accommodate groups of greater size.  

Intuitively, one would expect a member to be more concerned with her own concession 

in groups of greater size.  However, "equity" or "fairness" principle (Corfman et al. 1987) 

is expected to be in effect and how it would present itself in interactions (such as the one 

found here) should be explored.  Third, Davis (1976) argues that concession would be 

expected to be observed more in on-going groups, because the group members have a 

chance of sustaining fairness over numerous decisions.  Based on his argument, the 

impact of concession would be expected to be lower in on-going groups as compared to 
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one-time or short-term groups.  Parent-teen dyads apparently present a more rigorous test 

of the impact of concession on satisfaction.  Additionally, the impact of one's own 

concession may be higher and the concession of the other members may have a direct 

effect on satisfaction rather than an indirect effect in short term groups.  A natural 

extension of this work is to study short-term groups as well as on-going groups to 

investigate such predictions.  Finally, the link between satisfaction and repeat purchases 

is established in individual purchase decisions (Oliver, 1997).  A similar link between 

satisfaction with the joint choice and repeat purchases would be expected (Bohlmann et 

al. 2000).  In the scope of this dissertation, the relationship between satisfaction of group 

members with the joint choice and repeat purchases is not explored.  However, designing 

a study that incorporates the relationship between satisfaction and repeat purchases would 

be invaluable to enrich the managerial implications of these findings.  For instance, in a 

husband-wife dyad, where there is no revision but reciprocating concessions over time, 

the pattern of purchases may be alternating between two different brands.  Whereas, in a 

dyad where there is revision, the dyad may repeatedly purchase the same brand that 

requires no concession by the partners.  

 In short, this dissertation provided initial evidence of the link between the process 

by which the decision is reached (i.e., revision and concession) and satisfaction.  There 

are a number of avenues to enrich the existing framework that can be building blocks of a 

stream of research. 
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TABLE 1 

SUMMARY OF SAMPLE CHARACTERITICS 
 
Variable Measure Teen Parent 
    
Age Median 15 45 
Gender Female % of sample 59.80% 70.10% 
Allowance Median 10.00 10.00 
Income Mode - >$65,000 
No. of children in family Median - 3.00 
Birth order in family Mode - First 
Desire to wina Meanf 4.08 3.87 
Coshoppingb Meanf 3.23 2.83 
Knowledgea Mean 3.98 3.85 
Altruisma Meanf 3.63 4.10 
Stubbornnessc Meanf 3.29 2.77 
Consumption at Homed Meanf 3.29 2.08 
Consumption away from Homed Meanf 3.40 1.79 
Relative Importancee Meanf 5.83 4.09 
    
 
NOTES: - N = 117 teenagers and 117 parents. 
a These variables are measured using multiple item scales with end points "1=Definitely Agree" and "5=Definitely Disagree".  An 
average score is calculated for each variable and higher values indicate higher desire to win / knowledge/ altruism.  
b An average of three items with endpoints "1=Very seldom" and "5=Very Often". Higher values indicate higher levels of coshopping. 
c Stubbornness is measured using 3 scale items with endpoints "1=Not at all like me" and "5=Very much like me".  An average score 
is calculated and higher values indicate higher levels of stubbornness.  Each member reported her own level of stubbornness 
(stubbornness-self) and her perception of the other member's level of stubbornness (stubbornness-other).  There is convergence 
between a member's report of "stubbornness-self" and the other member's report of "stubbornness-other".  Therefore, a member's 
report of her own stubbornness is used. 
d Number of times the individual consumes sweet snacks a week (at home / away from home). 
e Relative importance measure is a bipolar scale with anchors "1=More important to my child/parent" and "9=More important to me".  
There is convergence in parents and teenagers reports of product category importance. 
f The difference between parents' and teenagers' is significant at p<0.05. 
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TABLE 2. 
IMPACT OF INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES ON REVISION BASED ON STATED MEASURES 

  Bipolar Constant Sum 
Dependent 
Variable 

Independent 
Variables Teenager Parent Teenager Parent 

  B Sig. B Sig. B Sig. B Sig. 
(Constant) 0.49 0.23 0.76 0.01 0.71 0.08 0.74 0.00 
Rel. Certainty 0.04 0.47 0.00 0.93 0.04 0.42 0.01 0.82 
Rel. Stubbornness -0.10 0.17 -0.05 0.49 -0.09 0.23 -0.01 0.80 
Rel. Knowledge 0.10 0.18 0.04 0.57 0.05 0.53 -0.09 0.14 
Rel. Desire to Win 0.12 0.13 0.07 0.38 -0.07 0.37 0.00 0.98 
Rel. Importance 0.04 0.34 0.03 0.47 0.06 0.21 0.02 0.44 
Rel. Consumption -0.01 0.65 0.00 0.98 0.00 0.88 0.02 0.15 
Co-shopping  0.02 0.84 0.01 0.89 -0.04 0.62 0.06 0.35 
R2 0.09  0.03  0.05  0.06  

Revision 
Index for 
Brand 
(αbrand) 

N 97  98  96  97  
(Constant) 0.37 0.52 1.13 0.01 0.07 0.89 0.91 0.01 
Rel. Certainty -0.03 0.55 0.05 0.43 0.10 0.09 -0.01 0.91 
Rel. Stubbornness -0.11 0.28 0.00 0.99 -0.05 0.56 0.01 0.90 
Rel. Knowledge 0.01 0.89 0.05 0.67 -0.08 0.33 0.08 0.37 
Rel. Desire to Win 0.16 0.12 -0.05 0.63 -0.04 0.63 0.10 0.26 
Rel. Importance 0.04 0.59 -0.02 0.66 0.16 0.01 0.01 0.76 
Rel. Consumption -0.04 0.06 0.01 0.76 -0.02 0.20 0.00 0.92 
Co-shopping  0.04 0.71 -0.06 0.61 -0.01 0.94 -0.02 0.82 
R2 0.10  0.02  0.13  0.04  

Revision 
Index for 
Size 
(αsize) 

N 94  95  87  89  
(Constant) 0.61 0.18 1.35 0.00 -0.33 0.57 0.87 0.02 
Rel. Certainty -0.01 0.82 -0.02 0.75 -0.01 0.89 -0.02 0.71 
Rel. Stubbornness 0.06 0.50 0.14 0.21 -0.03 0.75 -0.14 0.11 
Rel. Knowledge -0.05 0.52 -0.02 0.83 0.11 0.30 0.03 0.75 
Rel. Desire to Win -0.15 0.11 0.16 0.19 -0.09 0.43 0.00 0.97 
Rel. Importance 0.04 0.45 -0.05 0.39 0.12 0.09 0.01 0.89 
Rel. Consumption 0.01 0.46 0.00 0.99 -0.01 0.73 -0.01 0.60 
Co-shopping  -0.03 0.78 -0.06 0.64 0.11 0.37 -0.03 0.77 
R2 0.06  0.07  0.06  0.04  

Revision 
Index for 
Price 
(αprice) 

N 88  89  104  105  
(Constant) 0.52 0.06 1.04 0.00 0.16 0.57 0.83 0.00 
Rel. Certainty 0.00 0.89 0.02 0.63 0.04 0.31 -0.01 0.75 
Rel. Stubbornness -0.06 0.26 0.03 0.63 -0.06 0.22 -0.06 0.21 
Rel. Knowledge 0.03 0.57 0.01 0.80 0.03 0.54 0.00 0.91 
Rel. Desire to Win 0.06 0.24 0.05 0.37 -0.07 0.22 0.03 0.51 
Rel. Importance 0.03 0.30 -0.01 0.70 0.11 0.00 0.01 0.54 
Rel. Consumption -0.01 0.29 0.00 0.84 -0.01 0.35 0.00 0.90 
Co-shopping  0.01 0.89 -0.03 0.61 0.02 0.76 0.01 0.91 
R2 0.02  0.01  0.05  0.01  

Overall 
Revision 
Index  
(αoverall) 

N 279  282  287  291  
NOTES: - The table presents unstandardized coefficients.  Overall revision index (α-overall) is calculated by aggregating α's for all 
three attributes.  The corresponding relative certainty measures are aggregated similarly. 



 

   71 

 
TABLE 3 

IMPACT OF INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES ON REVISION BASED ON INFERRED MEASURES 
 

  Dependent Variable:  
α(Dummy 1)

a 
Dependent Variable:  

α(Dummy 2) 
  Teenager Parent Teenager Parent 

Attribute Independent Variables B Sig.b B Sig. B Sig. B Sig. 
         
Rel. Certainty 0.02 0.33 0.05 0.11 0.02 0.32 0.03 0.28 
Rel. Stubbornness 0.05 0.16 0.03 0.28 0.01 0.46 0.04 0.23 
Rel. Knowledge -0.01 0.46 -0.05 0.18 0.04 0.23 0.15 0.00 
Rel. Desire to Win 0.04 0.22 -0.09 0.04 0.08 0.07 -0.05 0.21 
Rel. Importance -0.02 0.39 -0.07 0.07 -0.07 0.08 -0.01 0.46 
Rel. Consumption 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.05 0.03 0.28 0.05 0.20 

BRAND 

Co-shopping  0.05 0.19 -0.01 0.45 0.04 0.22 -0.03 0.28 
         
Rel. Certainty -0.02 0.49 -0.57 0.08 -0.13 0.19 -0.06 0.30 
Rel. Stubbornness 0.47 0.11 -0.29 0.33 0.06 0.31 -0.13 0.18 
Rel. Knowledge -0.17 0.36 -0.03 0.47 0.33 0.01 -0.06 0.32 
Rel. Desire to Win -0.24 0.28 -0.03 0.45 -0.06 0.31 0.04 0.37 
Rel. Importance 0.86 0.03 -0.15 0.38 0.11 0.25 0.03 0.44 
Rel. Consumption 0.03 0.43 -0.19 0.33 -0.17 0.15 -0.02 0.44 

SIZE 

Co-shopping  0.15 0.38 0.90 0.04 -0.27 0.02 0.18 0.06 
         
Rel. Certainty 0.04 0.40 0.07 0.28 0.28 0.02 0.10 0.13 
Rel. Stubbornness -0.01 0.48 -0.05 0.36 0.05 0.36 -0.01 0.46 
Rel. Knowledge 0.11 0.30 -0.19 0.13 0.06 0.34 0.00 0.47 
Rel. Desire to Win 0.08 0.30 0.01 0.48 0.09 0.25 0.03 0.38 
Rel. Importance -0.27 0.07 -0.24 0.10 -0.25 0.03 -0.08 0.26 
Rel. Consumption 0.19 0.15 -0.14 0.18 0.21 0.06 -0.17 0.04 

PRICE 

Co-shopping  -0.11 0.24 0.06 0.35 0.05 0.35 -0.14 0.06 
 
NOTES: - N = 117 teenagers and 117 parents. 
a Due to the dummy coding, two weights are estimated for each attribute.  There are also two revision indices (α) estimated for each 
attribute.  For example, if we focus on brand in the above table, "Dependent Variable: α(dummy 1)" column displays the results when the 
dependent variable is α(brand1).   
b Significance = Probability (coef<0) if coef>0 and Probability(coef>0) if coef<0.  
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TABLE 4 

IMPACT OF REVISION ON SATISFACTIONa 
 

  Unstandardized Standardized    

 Independent Variablesb Beta SE Beta t Sig. R2 

Stated (Bipolar) (Constant) 7.002 0.146  47.81 0.000 0.001 

 Average Revision Index (αb) -0.126 0.155 -0.036 -0.81 0.417  

Stated (Const. Sum) (Constant) 6.999 0.172  40.60 0.000 0.001 

 Average Revision Index (αc) -0.136 0.164 -0.037 -0.83 0.407  

Inferred (Constant) 6.919 0.087  79.89 0.000 0.017 

 Average Revision Index (αi) -0.060 0.020 -0.130 -2.97 0.003  
 
NOTES: -    
a The dependent variable is satisfaction, measured  on a 9-point scale with endpoints "1=Extremely Dissatisfied" and "9=Extremely 
Satisfied".  The independent variable is α. Recall that higher α indicates lower revision.  A negative coefficient is expected between 
satisfaction and α.  The subjects included in the above table are members who did not get what they initially preferred from the joint 
decision(s). 
b N =506 subjects when independent variable is αb, N =506 subjects when independent variable is αc, and N =518 subjects when 
independent variable is αi 
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TABLE 5 
IMPACT OF REVISION ON SATISFACTION FOR TEENAGERS AND PARENTSa 

 
   Unstandardized Standardized     

  Independent Variableb B SE Beta t Sig. R2 N 

Stated (Bipolar) Teen (Constant) 6.746 0.203  33.246 0.000 0.000 224 

  Average Revision Index (αb) -0.053 0.231 -0.015 -0.230 0.818   

 Parent (Constant) 7.274 0.210  34.687 0.000 0.005 282 

  Average Revision Index (αb) -0.258 0.212 -0.073 -1.218 0.224   

Stated (Const. Sum) Teen (Constant) 6.780 0.263  25.758 0.000 0.000 224 

  Average Revision Index (αc) -0.056 0.266 -0.014 -0.210 0.834   

 Parent (Constant) 7.181 0.231  31.146 0.000 0.003 282 

  Average Revision Index (αc) -0.205 0.210 -0.058 -0.975 0.330   

Inferred Teen (Constant) 6.699 0.135  49.702 0.000 0.000 229 

  Average Revision Index (αi) 0.009 0.046 0.013 0.190 0.849   

 Parent (Constant) 7.040 0.117  60.301 0.000 0.033 289 

  Average Revision Index (αi) -0.071 0.023 -0.181 -3.114 0.002   
 
NOTE: - The dependent variable is satisfaction, measured  on a 9-point scale with endpoints "1=Extremely Dissatisfied" and "9=Extremely Satisfied".  The independent variable is α. Recall that higher 
α indicates lower revision.  A negative coefficient is expected between satisfaction and α.  The subjects included in the above table are members who did not get what they initially preferred from the 
joint decision(s).   
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TABLE 6  
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR CONCESSIONa 

 

Measure Respondent Concession N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Std. 

Error t df Sig. 

 Teen Self 452 3.40 2.24 0.11 -2.14 451 0.033 

Stated  Other 452 3.70 2.37 0.11    

Concessionb Parent Self 452 3.35 2.38 0.11 1.49 451 0.137 

  Other 452 3.13 2.29 0.11    

          

Inferred Teen  452 8.51 17.31 0.81 -2.25 451 0.025 

Concessionc Parent  452 11.40 19.46 0.92    

          
 
NOTES: -  
a In the above table, only the decisions that the members had a disagreement on are included. 
b Stated concession is measured on a 9-point scale with endpoints "1=Compromised a lot" and "9=Did not compromise at all". The 
scale is reversed in the above table to be consistent with the inferred measure. 
c The statistics for Inferred concession-self and concession-other are identical.  The reason is that there is a single inferred concession 
calculated for each member (parent or teenager).  
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TABLE 7 
COEFFICIENT ESTIMATES FOR THE INTERACTION MODELa  

 
  Unstandard

ized 
Standardize

d    

Measure of 
Concession Independent variables B SE Beta t Sig. R2 

(Constant) 9.4130 0.110  85.44 0.000 0.562 

Concession-Self -0.6440 0.029 -0.821 -21.88 0.000  

Concession-Other 0.0010 0.029 0.001 0.04 0.972  
Statedb 

(Concession-Self)x(Concession-Other) 0.0171 0.008 0.113 2.21 0.027  

(Constant) 7.8230 0.069  112.71 0.000 0.244 

Concession-Self -0.0488 0.003 -0.496 -15.44 0.000  

Concession-Other 0.0088 0.003 0.089 2.77 0.006  
Inferredc 

(Concession-Self)x(Concession-Other) 0.0005 0.000 0.097 2.84 0.005  

 
NOTES: -  
a The dependent variable is satisfaction, measured  on a 9-point scale with endpoints "1=Extremely Dissatisfied" and "9=Extremely 
Satisfied".  In the above table, only the decisions that the members had a disagreement on are included. 
b N = 904 subjects with stated measures . 
c N = 904 subjects with inferred measures.  
d Please note that there is unit difference between stated and inferred measures of concession 
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TABLE 8 
IMPACT OF INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES ON CONCESSION 

 

Individual 
Difference 
Variable 

Dependent Variable Independent 
Variable N Mean Standard 

Deviation t df Significance 

Stated Concession-Self low 433 3.50 2.29 1.57 902 0.06 

 high 471 3.26 2.33    

Inferred Concession-Self low 433 8.71 16.00 -1.94 902 0.03 
Altruism 

 high 471 11.10 20.42    

Stated Concession-Self low 348 3.73 2.35 3.75 902 0.00 

 high 556 3.14 2.27    

Inferred Concession-Self low 348 11.20 19.35 1.60 902 0.06 
Stubbornness 

(self) 

 high 556 9.18 17.86    

Stated Concession-Self low 383 3.45 2.28 0.87 899 0.19 

 high 518 3.32 2.34    

Inferred Concession-Self low 383 10.39 19.30 0.56 899 0.29 
Knowledge 

 high 518 9.69 17.88    

Stated Concession-Self low 301 3.08 2.32 -2.14 620 0.02 

 high 321 3.48 2.31    

Inferred Concession-Self low 301 11.24 20.85 1.73 620 0.04 
Relative 

Importance 

 high 321 8.68 15.98    

Stated Concession-Self low 526 3.61 2.33 3.73 902 0.00 

 high 378 3.03 2.25    

Inferred Concession-Self low 526 10.99 18.76 2.00 902 0.02 
Desire to win 

 high 378 8.51 17.96    

Stated Concession-Self low 500 3.37 2.39 0.02 902 0.49 

 high 404 3.37 2.22    

Inferred Concession-Self low 500 9.83 18.01 -0.23 902 0.41 
Consumption 

(per week) 

 high 404 10.11 19.03    

 
NOTE: - The above table includes only those decisions that members had disagreements on.  The presented significance levels are 

one-tailed.  In the measure of relative importance, low = more important for the other member, high = more important for self. 
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TABLE 9 

COEFFICIENT ESTIMATES OF THE INTERACTION MODEL FOR HIGH AND LOW ALTRUISM GROUPSa 
 

   Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

    

Measure of 
Concession 

Altruism  B Std. Error Beta t Sig. R2 N 

Stated Low (Constant) 9.650 0.161  59.77 0.00 0.629 433 
  Concession-Self -0.757 0.042 -0.950 -18.07 0.00   

  Concession-Other -0.068 0.041 -0.087 -1.66 0.10   

  (Concession-Self) x (Concession-Other) 0.040 0.011 0.262 3.72 0.00   

 High (Constant) 9.240 0.149  61.91 0.00 0.508 471 
  Concession-Self -0.555 0.041 -0.721 -13.60 0.00   

  Concession-Other 0.056 0.042 0.072 1.33 0.19   

  (Concession-Self) x (Concession-Other) 0.000 0.011 -0.001 -0.01 0.99   

Inferred Low (Constant) 7.611 0.103  73.64 0.00 0.227 433 
  Concession-Self -0.052 0.005 -0.457 -9.53 0.00   

  Concession-Other 0.011 0.005 0.113 2.50 0.01   

  (Concession-Self) x (Concession-Other) 0.000 0.000 0.047 0.97 0.33   

 High (Constant) 8.036 0.093  86.77 0.00 0.279 471 
  Concession-Self -0.048 0.004 -0.543 -12.47 0.00   

  Concession-Other 0.006 0.004 0.066 1.46 0.15   

  (Concession-Self) x (Concession-Other) 0.000 0.000 0.127 2.61 0.01   
 
NOTES: -    
a The dependent variable is satisfaction, measured  on a 9-point scale with endpoints "1=Extremely Dissatisfied" and "9=Extremely Satisfied". The above table includes only those decisions 
that members had disagreements on. 
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TABLE 10 

COEFFICIENT ESTIMATES OF THE INTERACTION MODEL FOR HIGH AND LOW DESIRE TO WIN GROUPSa 
 
 

   Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients     

Measue of 
Concession 

Desire to 
Win 

 B Std. Error Beta t Sig. R2 N 

Stated Low (Constant) 9.163 0.180  51.04 0.00 0.523 373 
  Concession-Self -0.610 0.045 -0.782 -13.47 0.00   

  Concession-Other 0.051 0.047 0.069 1.10 0.27   

  (Concession-Self) x (Concession-Other) 0.015 0.012 0.104 1.29 0.20   

 High (Constant) 9.583 0.139  69.07 0.00 0.596 529 
  Concession-Self -0.664 0.039 -0.842 -17.09 0.00   

  Concession-Other -0.035 0.038 -0.045 -0.94 0.35   

  (Concession-Self) x (Concession-Other) 0.017 0.010 0.111 1.69 0.09   

Inferred Low (Constant) 7.810 0.111  70.17 0.00 0.483 373 
  Concession-Self -0.047 0.005 -0.487 -9.57 0.00   

  Concession-Other 0.008 0.005 0.086 1.66 0.10   

  (Concession-Self) x (Concession-Other) 0.001 0.000 0.189 3.39 0.00   

 High (Constant) 7.829 0.088  88.51 0.00 0.513 529 
  Concession-Self -0.049 0.004 -0.494 -11.97 0.00   

  Concession-Other 0.009 0.004 0.091 2.25 0.03   

  (Concession-Self) x (Concession-Other) 0.000 0.000 0.003 0.06 0.95   
 

NOTES: -    
a The dependent variable is satisfaction, measured  on a 9-point scale with endpoints "1=Extremely Dissatisfied" and "9=Extremely Satisfied". The above table includes only those decisions 
that members had disagreements on. 
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TABLE 11 
SUMMARY OF RESULTS 

 
HYPOTHESES: RESULTS: 
 STATED MEASURES INFERRED MEASURES 
 
H1: Impact of individual 
differences on revision 

  

(a) Certainty (-) Not confirmed Not confirmed 
(b) Stubbornness (-) Not confirmed Not confirmed 
(c) Knowledge (-) Not confirmed Confirmed 
(d) Desire to win (-) Not confirmed Significant with opposite signs: 
(e) Importance (-) Confirmed Confirmed 
(f) Consumption (-) Not confirmed Mixed Findings: 

   
H2: Degree of revision is 
negatively related to the degree 
of influence in joint choice 

Not confirmed Not confirmed 

   
H3:Degree of revision is 
positively related to the degree 
of satisfaction with joint 
choice 

Not confirmed Confirmed 

   
H4: The impact of concession 
on satisfaction   

(a) Concession-self is 
negatively related to 
satisfaction. 

Confirmed Confirmed 

(b) Concession other is 
negatively related to 
satisfaction. 

Not confirmed,  
significant interaction. 

Not confirmed,  
significant interaction. 

(c) The impact of Concession-
self on satisfaction is greater 
than the impact of concession-
other. 

Confirmed Confirmed 

   
H5: Impact of individual 
differences on concession   

(a) Altruism (+) Not confirmed Confirmed 
(b) Stubbornness (-) Confirmed Not confirmed 
(c) Knowledge (-) Not confirmed Not confirmed 
(d) Importance (-) Significant with opposite signs Confirmed 
(e) Desire to win (-) Confirmed Confirmed 
(f) Consumption (-) Not confirmed Not confirmed 
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FIGURE 1 
A GENERAL FRAMEWORK FOR GROUP DECISIONS 

 
 

T1: Initial Member Preferences

T2: Group Discussion

T3: Revised Member Preferences

T4: Joint Choice

T5: Post-decision Satisfaction
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FIGURE 2 
DISTRIBUTION OF REVISION INDICES  
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FIGURE 3 
DISTRIBUTION OF DECISIONS WITH DISAGREEMENT BETWEEN THE 

MEMBERS 
 

 
NOTE: - Each dyad made a total of six decisions.  The above figure represents the number of decisions that the 
members had disagreements in.  Overall, 6% of the dyads had no disagreements on any of the decisions, 6% had a 
disagreement on one decision, 14% on 2 decisions, 12% on 3 decisions, 24% on 4 decisions, 9% on 5 decisions, and 
29% on all decisions. 

 

Number of Decisions with Disagreement

6543210

Pe
rc

en
t

40

30

20

10

0



 

   84 

 
 
 

 
 
 

FIGURE 4 
DISTRIBUTION OF STATED AND INFERRED MEASURES OF CONCESSION 

 
 
 

 

 
NOTE: -The distributions are only for those decisions that the members had disagreement on. 
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FIGURE 5 

PATTERN OF INTERACTION WITH STATED AND INFERRED MEASURES OF 
CONCESSION 

 

 
NOTE: -The interaction graphs are based on only those decisions that the members had disagreement on. 
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EXHIBIT 1 

DUMMY VARIABLE TABLE 
 

 
 
Attribute:  Attribute Levels 

 
Brand1 

 
Brand2 

BRAND A 0 0 
 B 1 0 
 C 0 1 
 
 

   

  Size1 Size2 
SIZE Miniature 0 0 
 Snack size 1 0 
 Regular 0 1 
 
 

   

  Price1 Price2 
PRICE $2.39 0 0 
 $2.99 1 0 
 $3.59 0 1 
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EXHIBIT 2   
INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCE HYPOTHESES 

 
 
 

Individual Difference 
Variables 

  Individual Difference 
Variables 

 

HYPOTHESIS 1: IMPACT ON 
REVISION  HYPOTHESIS 5: 

IMPACT ON 
CONCESSION-

SELF 
(a) Certainty -  (a) Altruism + 
(b) Stubbornness -  (b) Stubbornness - 
(c) Knowledge -  (c) Knowledge  - 
(d) Desire to win -  (d) Importance  - 
(e) Importance -  (e) Desire to win - 
(f) Consumption -  (f) Consumption - 
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 Welcome to our study! 
 

The purpose of this study is to understand your individual and joint decisions 
when purchasing bags of sweet snacks.  Most people purchase these bags to eat at a 
later time, unlike a single-serve sweet snack item which is usually consumed right after 
purchasing.  Please consider non-seasonal sweet snacks in your following evaluations 
and exclude seasonal specials (e.g., Halloween, Valentines, etc).   

There are six different parts to this study.  Here is Part I.  Please answer the 
following questions carefully. Your honest responses will be helpful. 

 
 
PART 1 
 
In the evaluation of sweet snack products, there are a number of features that one might 
consider.  On the following pages, we provide you with descriptions of sweet snack 
products varying on three features: brand, package type, and price.   
 
Brand refers to a specific sweet snack.  In this study, we will focus on the following 
sweet snack brands: Brand A, Brand B, or Brand C. 
 
The package type refers to the size of each piece of sweet snack within the bag.  The 
picture below shows different sweet snack item sizes. The package types are multi-
packs when the bag contains single-serve items, miniatures when it contains bite sized 
items, and snack size when it contains items that are between a single-serve and bite 
size item. 
 

MINIATURES SINGLE SERVE ITEMS SNACK SIZE ITEMS 
 
 
 

Picture 1-Different sizes of each brand are illustrated here. 
 
 
 

 
The price is for a large bag of sweet snacks (12 oz.).  Three such bags containing bite 
sized items are pictured below. 
 

 
 

Picture 2- Family packs with bite-size items are illustrated here. 
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We are interested in how important these features (brand, package type, and price) are 
in your decision to purchase sweet snacks. 
 
Please indicate how important BRAND is in your decision to purchase sweet snacks.  If 
brand is very important, then circle a higher number (e.g., higher than 4).  Similarly, if 
brand is not important, then circle a lower number (e.g., lower than 4).   
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 

Unimportant 
 Neither Important  

nor Unimportant 
 Very 

Important 
 
 
Please take a look at your importance rating in the above question.  How certain are 
you about the importance of BRAND in your decision to purchase sweet snacks?  
 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all 
Certain 

   Very 
Certain 

 
 
Please indicate how important PACKAGE TYPE is in your decision to purchase sweet 
snacks.   
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 

Unimportant 
 Neither Important  

nor Unimportant 
 Very 

Important 
 
 
In the above question, how certain are you about the importance of PACKAGE TYPE in 
your decision to purchase sweet snacks? 
 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all 
Certain 

   Very 
Certain 

 
 
Please indicate how important PRICE is in your decision to purchase sweet snacks. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 

Unimportant 
 Neither Important  

nor Unimportant 
 Very 

Important 
 
 
In the above question, how certain are you about the importance of PRICE in your 
decision to purchase sweet snacks? 
 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all 
Certain 

   Very 
Certain 
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In the following scale, please allocate 15 points between the three attributes of sweet 
snacks to reflect the importance of each attribute.  For example, if you think that BRAND 
would be as important as PACKAGE TYPE and PRICE in your purchase decision then 
you should allocate 5 points to each BRAND, PACKAGE TYPE, and PRICE.  If you think 
that BRAND would be more important then you should allocate more than 5 points to 
BRAND. Please remember that the points allocated should sum up to 15. 
 
 

 
Attribute 

Relative  
Importance 

BRAND  
PACKAGE TYPE  
PRICE ___________ 
Total: 15 

 
 
In the above question, how certain are you about your importance allocations for 
BRAND, PACKAGE TYPE, and PRICE? 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all 
Certain 

   Very 
Certain 
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Next, you will see descriptions of possible sweet snack alternatives varying on brand, 
package type, and price.  Please carefully evaluate each alternative on the following 
scale of 1-100.   
 

EXTREMELY 
UNAPPEALING 

  
NEUTRAL 

 EXTREMELY 
APPEALING 

|-----------------------|-----------------------|------------------------|----------------------| 
  1  50  100 

 
While evaluating these alternatives, remember that an alternative that is more appealing 
should be given a higher rating than those that are less appealing. For example, a sweet 
snack that is very appealing should be given a high number of points (e.g., between 90 
to 100). Similarly, a sweet snack that is very unappealing should be given a low number 
of points (e.g., 10 points or less).  In your evaluations, please focus only on the three 
attributes: brand, package type, and price.  All of the following alternatives have a total 
weight of 12 oz.   
 
In your evaluation of the following alternatives, please consider your INDIVIDUAL 
preferences for sweet snacks as if you would be purchasing a large bag of sweet 
snacks by yourself for your INDIVIDUAL consumption in the future. 
 

Sweet Snack 1  
 
Brand A 
Multi-packs 
$2.39 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 1?   _____ 
 
 

Sweet Snack 2 
 
Brand B 
Snack size 
$3.59 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 2?   _____ 
 
 

Sweet Snack 3  
 
Brand C 
Multi-packs 
$2.39 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 3?   _____ 
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Sweet Snack 4 
 
Brand A 
Snack size 
$3.59 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 4?   _____ 
 
 

Sweet Snack 5 
 
Brand C 
Miniatures 
$3.59 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 5?   _____ 
 
 

Sweet Snack 6  
 
Brand A 
Multi-packs 
$2.99 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 6?   _____ 
 
 

Sweet Snack 7 
 
Brand B 
Multi-packs 
$3.59 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 7?   _____ 
 
 

Sweet Snack 8  
 
Brand C 
Snack size 
$2.99 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 8?   _____ 
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Sweet Snack 9  
 
Brand B 
Snack size 
$2.39 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 9?   _____ 
 
 

Sweet Snack 10  
 
Brand B 
Miniatures 
$2.99 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 10?   _____ 
 
 

Sweet Snack 11  
 
Brand A 
Miniatures 
$2.39 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 11?   _____ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please turn your survey over and let the researcher know that you are done with Part 1.  
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PART 2 
 
 
 
 

In this part, please discuss with your child how you would evaluate different 

sweet snacks if you were purchasing a sweet snack product together.  For the 

purpose of this study, please act as if the sweet snack product would be 

purchased and consumed by only two of you.  Please exclude other family 

members in your evaluation of the alternatives. 

 

 

In your discussion, please explain to your child your individual likes and dislikes 

in evaluating a sweet snack product.  

 

When you complete your discussion, please let the researcher know that you are 

done with Part 2. 
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PART 3 
 
In this part, please answer all of the questions based on your individual preferences and 
the discussion that you had with your child. 
 
Here we ask you again to indicate how important these features (brand, package type, 
and price) are in your INDIVIDUAL decision to purchase a bag of sweet snacks for your 
INDIVIDUAL consumption in the future. 
 
Please indicate how important BRAND is in your decision to purchase sweet snacks. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 

Unimportant 
 Neither Important  

nor Unimportant 
 Very 

Important 
 
 
In the above question, how certain are you about the importance of BRAND in your 
decision to purchase sweet snacks?  
 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all 
Certain 

   Very 
Certain 

 
 
Please indicate how important PACKAGE TYPE is in your decision to purchase sweet 
snacks.   
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 

Unimportant 
 Neither Important  

nor Unimportant 
 Very 

Important 
 
 
In the above question, how certain are you about the importance of PACKAGE TYPE in 
your decision to purchase sweet snacks? 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all 
Certain 

   Very 
Certain 

 
 
Please indicate how important PRICE is in your decision to purchase sweet snacks. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 

Unimportant 
 Neither Important  

nor Unimportant 
 Very 

Important 
 
 
In the above question, how certain are you about the importance of PRICE in your 
decision to purchase sweet snacks? 
 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all 
Certain 

   Very 
Certain 
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In the following scale, please allocate 15 points between the three attributes of sweet 
snacks to reflect the importance of each attribute as if you were to purchase a bag of 
sweet snacks for your INDIVIDUAL consumption in the future.  For example, if you think 
that BRAND would be as important as PACKAGE TYPE and PRICE in your purchase 
decision then you should allocate 5 points to each BRAND, PACKAGE TYPE, and 
PRICE.  If you think that BRAND would be more important then you should allocate 
more than 5 points to BRAND. Please remember that the points allocated should sum up 
to 15. 
 
 

 
Attribute 

Relative  
Importance 

BRAND  
PACKAGE TYPE  
PRICE ___________ 
Total: 15 

 
 
 
In the above question, how certain are you about your importance allocations for 
BRAND, PACKAGE TYPE, and PRICE? 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all 
Certain 

   Very 
Certain 
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Based on your individual preferences and the discussion that you had with your child, 
please carefully evaluate each alternative on the following scale of 1-100.  
 

EXTREMELY 
UNAPPEALING 

  
NEUTRAL 

 EXTREMELY 
APPEALING 

|-----------------------|-----------------------|------------------------|----------------------| 
  1  50  100 

 
While evaluating these alternatives, remember that an alternative that is more appealing 
should be given a higher rating than those that are less appealing. For example, a sweet 
snack that is very appealing should be given a high number of points (e.g., between 90 
to 100). Similarly, a sweet snack that is very unappealing should be given a low number 
of points (e.g., 10 points or less).  In your evaluations, please focus only on the three 
attributes: brand, package type, and price.  All of the following alternatives have a total 
weight of 12 oz.   
 
In your evaluation of the following alternatives, please consider your INDIVIDUAL 
preferences for sweet snacks as if you would be purchasing a large bag of sweet 
snacks by yourself for your INDIVIDUAL consumption in the future. 
 
 

Sweet Snack 1  
 
Brand A  
Miniatures 
$2.99 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 1?   _____ 
 
 

Sweet Snack 2 
 
Brand B  
Multi-packs 
$2.39 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 2?   _____ 
 
 

Sweet Snack 3 
 
Brand A 
Snack size 
$2.39 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 3?   _____ 
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Sweet Snack 4  
 
Brand B  
Miniatures  
$3.59 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 4?   _____ 
 
 

Sweet Snack 5  
 
Brand C 
Miniatures  
$2.39 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 5?   _____ 
 
 

Sweet Snack 6  
 
Brand A  
Multi-packs 
$3.59 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 6?   _____ 
 
 

Sweet Snack 7  
 
Brand C 
Multi-packs 
$2.99 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 7?   _____ 
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Sweet Snack 8  
 
Brand C 
Snack size 
$3.59 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 8?   _____ 
 
 

Sweet Snack 9  
 
Brand B 
Snack size 
$2.99 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 9?   _____ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please turn your survey over and let the researcher know that you are done with Part 3.  
 
.
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PART 4 
 
You have completed three of the six parts.  You are halfway through this study.   
In this part, please answer all of the questions JOINTLY with your child.  Please exclude 
other members of your family when responding to the following questions. 
 
 
We are interested in how important these features (brand, package type, and price) are 
in your JOINT decision to purchase a bag of sweet snacks for your JOINT consumption 
in the future. 
 
Please indicate how important BRAND is in your decision to purchase sweet snacks. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 

Unimportant 
 Neither Important  

nor Unimportant 
 Very 

Important 
 
 
In the above question, how certain are you about the importance of BRAND in your 
decision to purchase sweet snacks?  
 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all 
Certain 

   Very 
Certain 

 
 
Please indicate how important PACKAGE TYPE is in your decision to purchase sweet 
snacks.   
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 

Unimportant 
 Neither Important  

nor Unimportant 
 Very 

Important 
 
 
In the above question, how certain are you about the importance of PACKAGE TYPE in 
your decision to purchase sweet snacks? 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all 
Certain 

   Very 
Certain 

 
 
Please indicate how important PRICE is in your decision to purchase sweet snacks. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 

Unimportant 
 Neither Important  

nor Unimportant 
 Very 

Important 
 
 
In the above question, how certain are you about the importance of PRICE in your 
decision to purchase sweet snacks? 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all 
Certain 

   Very 
Certain 



 

P 103 

In the following scale, please allocate 15 points between the three attributes of sweet 
snacks to reflect the importance of each attribute if you were to purchase a bag of sweet 
snacks together for your JOINT consumption in the future.  For example, if you think that 
BRAND would be as important as PACKAGE TYPE and PRICE in your purchase 
decision then you should allocate 5 points to each BRAND, PACKAGE TYPE, and 
PRICE.  If you think that BRAND would be more important then you should allocate 
more than 5 points to BRAND. Please remember that the points allocated should sum up 
to 15. 
 
 

 
Attribute 

Relative  
Importance 

BRAND  
PACKAGE TYPE  
PRICE ___________ 
Total: 15 

 
 
 
In the above question, how certain are you about your importance allocations for 
BRAND, PACKAGE TYPE, and PRICE? 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all 
Certain 

   Very 
Certain 
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Please carefully evaluate each alternative on the following scale of 1-100.  
 

EXTREMELY 
UNAPPEALING 

  
NEUTRAL 

 EXTREMELY 
APPEALING 

|-----------------------|-----------------------|------------------------|----------------------| 
  1  50  100 

 
While evaluating these alternatives, remember that an alternative that is more appealing 
should be given a higher rating than those that are less appealing. For example, a sweet 
snack that is very appealing should be given a high number of points (e.g., between 90 
to 100). Similarly, a sweet snack that is very unappealing should be given a low number 
of points (e.g., 10 points or less).  In your evaluations, please focus only on the three 
attributes: brand, package type, and price.  All of the following alternatives have a total 
weight of 12 oz.   
 
In your evaluation of the following alternatives, please consider BOTH of your 
preferences for sweet snacks as if you would be purchasing a large bag of sweet 
snacks together for your JOINT consumption in the future. 
 
 

Sweet Snack 1  
 
Brand B  
Snack size  
$3.59 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 1?   _____ 
 
 

Sweet Snack 2  
 
Brand C 
Miniatures  
$2.99 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 2?   _____ 
 
 

Sweet Snack 3  
 
Brand B  
Multi-packs 
$2.99 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 3?   _____ 
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Sweet Snack 4 
 
Brand C 
Snack size  
$2.39 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 4?   _____ 
 
 

Sweet Snack 5 
 
Brand A 
Snack size  
$2.99 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 5?   _____ 
 
 

Sweet Snack 6 
 
Brand B  
Miniatures 
$2.39 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 6?   _____ 
 
 

Sweet Snack 7 
 
Brand A  
Miniatures 
$3.59 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 7?   _____ 
 
 

Sweet Snack 8 
 
Brand A 
Multi-packs 
$2.39 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 8?   _____ 
 
 

Sweet Snack 9 
 
Brand C  
Multi-packs 
$3.59 

 
On a scale of 1-100, how would you rate Sweet Snack 9?   ______ 
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Please jointly choose one of three alternatives in each of the following questions.  
In your evaluation of the following alternatives, please consider BOTH of your 
preferences for sweet snacks as if you would be purchasing a large bag of sweet 
snacks together for your JOINT consumption in the future. 
 
 
In each of the following questions, please check (!) in the box provided in the upper 
right corner of each alternative to indicate which of the three alternatives (alternative 1, 
2, or 3) you find most attractive.  Please check only one alternative in each question.   
 
 
Q1: Please check the alternative that you find most attractive. 
Alternative 1   Alternative 2   Alternative 3  
 
Brand A 
Miniatures 
$2.99 

  
Brand B 
Multi-packs 
$2.39 

  
Brand C  
Miniatures 
$2.39 

 
 
 
Q2: Please check the alternative that you find most attractive. 
Alternative 1   Alternative 2   Alternative 3  
 
Brand C 
Multi-packs 
$2.99 

  
Brand A 
Multi-packs 
$3.59 

  
Brand B 
Miniatures 
$3.59 

 
 
 
Q3: Please check the alternative that you find most attractive. 
Alternative 1   Alternative 2   Alternative 3  
 
Brand B 
Snack Size 
$2.99 

  
Brand C 
Snack Size 
$3.59 

  
Brand A 
Snack Size 
$2.39 

 
 
 
Q4: Please check the alternative that you find most attractive. 
Alternative 1   Alternative 2   Alternative 3  
 
Brand A 
Snack Size 
$2.39 

  
Brand B 
Snack Size 
$2.99 

  
Brand C 
Miniatures 
$2.39 
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Q5: Please check the alternative that you find most attractive. 
Alternative 1   Alternative 2   Alternative 3  
 
Brand C 
Snack Size 
$3.59 

  
Brand A 
Multi-packs 
$3.59 

  
Brand B 
Miniatures 
$3.59 

 
 
 
Q6: Please check the alternative that you find most attractive. 
Alternative 1   Alternative 2   Alternative 3  
 
Brand B 
Multi-packs 
$2.39 

  
Brand C 
Multi-packs 
$2.99 

  
Brand A 
Miniatures 
$2.99 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please turn your survey over and let the researcher know that you are done with Part 4.  
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PART 5 
 
In this part, we are interested in some individual level information that will be useful for 
understanding sweet snack category purchase decisions.  
Please carefully answer each question. 
 
We are interested in your knowledge and experience as a consumer of sweet snack  
products.  In the following scales, please indicate your agreement with each statement 
by circling the appropriate number. 
 

 Definitely 
Disagree 

 Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

 

 Definitely 
Agree 

I frequently purchase sweet 
snacks. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

I am familiar with many sweet 
snack brands. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

In general, I know a lot about 
sweet snack products. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

I am knowledgeable about 
sweet snack products. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

I feel very confident about my 
ability to tell the difference 
between sweet snacks. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

I frequently consume sweet 
snacks. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 
Please indicate your agreement with each of the following statements. 
 

 Definitely 
Disagree 

 Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

 

 Definitely 
Agree 

I like to win. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

I am very competitive. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

I dislike losing. 1 2 3 4 5 
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Please rate yourself on the following scales.  
 

 Not at All 
Like ME 

   Very Much 
Like ME 

 
Considerate 1 2 3 4 5 

Generous 1 2 3 4 5 

Helpful 1 2 3 4 5 

Sympathetic 1 2 3 4 5 

Quarrelsome 1 2 3 4 5 

Stubborn 1 2 3 4 5 

Tests limits 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
Please rate your child who is participating in this study on the following scales. 
 

 Not at All 
Like My 

Child 

   Very Much 
Like My 

Child 
 

Considerate 1 2 3 4 5 

Generous 1 2 3 4 5 

Helpful 1 2 3 4 5 

Sympathetic 1 2 3 4 5 

Quarrelsome 1 2 3 4 5 

Stubborn 1 2 3 4 5 

Tests limits 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
Please circle the number that best describes your food shopping experiences. 

 Very 
Seldom 

Seldom Sometimes Often Very 
Often 

 
My child(ren) and I go grocery 
shopping together. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

When shopping for sweet snack 
products, I go shopping with my 
child(ren). 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

We go shopping together with my 
child(ren), when we are shopping 
for food products for our joint use. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
How many times do you eat sweet snack products in a week at home?    
        ______ times/week 
 
How many times do you eat sweet snack products in a week away from home?   
        ______ times/week 
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Please use the following scale to indicate your and your child's consumption of sweet 
snack products at home.  You should circle a higher number if you think that you 
consume more sweet snacks at home than your child in a week.  Similarly, you should 
circle a lower number if you think that you consume less sweet snacks than your child.  
Please focus on only you and your child participating in this study and exclude other 
family members in your rating. 
 

1 2   3   4 5 6 7 8 9 
My child 
consumes 
MORE  

 My Child and I  
consume  
EQUALLY 

 
 

I consume 
MORE 

 
 
Please indicate your agreement with each of the following statements. 
 

 Definitely 
Disagree 

 Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

 

 Definitely 
Agree 

 

I would not hesitate to give directions 
to a stranger. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

I would volunteer to help a stranger 
carry his/her belongings (books, 
parcels, etc.). 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

I would delay an elevator and hold the 
door open for a stranger. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

I would allow someone to go ahead of 
me in a line (at the supermarket, etc.). 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

I would voluntarily look after a 
neighbor's or friend's pets without 
being paid for it. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

I would offer to help a handicapped or 
elderly person to cross the street. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

I would offer my seat on a bus or train 
to a stranger who was standing. 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
Please use the following scale to indicate importance of sweet snack products to you 
and to your child.  You should circle a higher number if you think that sweet snack 
products are more important to you than to your child.  Similarly, you should circle a 
lower number if you think that sweet snack products are less important to you than to 
your child.  Please focus on only you and your child participating in this study and 
exclude other family members in your rating. 
 

1 2   3   4 5 6 7 8 9 
MORE 
important to 
MY CHILD 

 EQUALLY  
Important to  

BOTH OF US  

 
 

MORE 
important to 

ME 
 
Please turn your survey over and let the researcher know that you are done with Part 5 
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PART 6 
 
This is the final part of the study.  In this part, we are interested in how satisfied you 
personally are with each of the joint decisions you made with the other family member.   
 
Next, you will be shown the alternative that you jointly chose in Part 4.  We placed a 
check (!) next to the alternative that you jointly chose.   
 
Please indicate how satisfied you PERSONALLY are with the chosen alternative in each 
alternative set.  Please answer the questions carefully. 
 
 
Q1:  
Alternative 1   Alternative 2   Alternative 3  
 
Brand A 
Miniatures 
$2.99 

  
Brand B 
Multi-packs 
$2.39 

  
Brand C  
Miniatures 
$2.39 

 
 
 
In the above set, you jointly chose the checked alternative. 
Please indicate how satisfied you personally are with the jointly chosen alternative? 
 

1 2   3   4 5 6 7 8 9 
Extremely 

Dissatisfied 
   

 
    

 
Extremely 
Satisfied 

 
Please indicate how much you think you compromised (gave in) when jointly choosing 
the checked alternative with your child. 
 

1 2   3   4 5 6 7 8 9 
Compromised 
a lot 

  
 

   Did not 
Compromise at all 

 
Please indicate how much you think your child compromised (gave in) when jointly 
choosing the checked alternative with you. 
 

1 2   3   4 5 6 7 8 9 
Compromised 
a lot 

  
 

   Did not 
Compromise at all 
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Q2:  
Alternative 1   Alternative 2   Alternative 3  
 
Brand C 
Multi-packs 
$2.99 

  
Brand A 
Multi-packs 
$3.59 

  
Brand B 
Miniatures 
$3.59 

 
In the above set, you jointly chose the checked alternative. 
Please indicate how satisfied you personally are with the jointly chosen alternative? 
 

1 2   3   4 5 6 7 8 9 
Extremely 

Dissatisfied 
   

 
    

 
Extremely 
Satisfied 

 
Please indicate how much you think you compromised (gave in) when jointly choosing 
the checked alternative with your child. 
 

1 2   3   4 5 6 7 8 9 
Compromised 
a lot 

  
 

   Did not 
Compromise at all 

 
Please indicate how much you think your child compromised (gave in) when jointly 
choosing the checked alternative with you. 
 

1 2   3   4 5 6 7 8 9 
Compromised 
a lot 

  
 

   Did not 
Compromise at all 

 
 
Q3:  
Alternative 1   Alternative 2   Alternative 3  
 
Brand B 
Snack Size 
$2.99 

  
Brand C 
Snack Size 
$3.59 

  
Brand A 
Snack Size 
$2.39 

 
In the above set, you jointly chose the checked alternative. 
Please indicate how satisfied you personally are with the jointly chosen alternative? 
 

1 2   3   4 5 6 7 8 9 
Extremely 

Dissatisfied 
   

 
    

 
Extremely 
Satisfied 

 
Please indicate how much you think you compromised (gave in) when jointly choosing 
the checked alternative with your child. 
 

1 2   3   4 5 6 7 8 9 
Compromised 
a lot 

  
 

   Did not 
Compromise at all 

 
Please indicate how much you think your child compromised (gave in) when jointly 
choosing the checked alternative with you. 
 

1 2   3   4 5 6 7 8 9 
Compromised 
a lot 

  
 

   Did not 
Compromise at all 
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Q4:  
Alternative 1   Alternative 2   Alternative 3  
 
Brand A 
Snack Size 
$2.39 

  
Brand B 
Snack Size 
$2.99 

  
Brand C 
Miniatures 
$2.39 

 
In the above set, you jointly chose the checked alternative. 
Please indicate how satisfied you personally are with the jointly chosen alternative? 
 

1 2   3   4 5 6 7 8 9 
Extremely 

Dissatisfied 
   

 
    

 
Extremely 
Satisfied 

 
Please indicate how much you think you compromised (gave in) when jointly choosing 
the checked alternative with your child. 
 

1 2   3   4 5 6 7 8 9 
Compromised 
a lot 

  
 

   Did not 
Compromise at all 

 
Please indicate how much you think your child compromised (gave in) when jointly 
choosing the checked alternative with you. 
 

1 2   3   4 5 6 7 8 9 
Compromised 
a lot 

  
 

   Did not 
Compromise at all 

 
 
Q5:  
Alternative 1   Alternative 2   Alternative 3  
 
Brand C 
Snack Size 
$3.59 

  
Brand A 
Multi-packs 
$3.59 

  
Brand B 
Miniatures 
$3.59 

 
In the above set, you jointly chose the checked alternative. 
Please indicate how satisfied you personally are with the jointly chosen alternative? 
 

1 2   3   4 5 6 7 8 9 
Extremely 

Dissatisfied 
   

 
    

 
Extremely 
Satisfied 

 
Please indicate how much you think you compromised (gave in) when jointly choosing 
the checked alternative with your child. 
 

1 2   3   4 5 6 7 8 9 
Compromised 
a lot 

  
 

   Did not 
Compromise at all 

 
Please indicate how much you think your child compromised (gave in) when jointly 
choosing the checked alternative with you. 
 

1 2   3   4 5 6 7 8 9 
Compromised 
a lot 

  
 

   Did not 
Compromise at all 
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Q6: 
Alternative 1   Alternative 2   Alternative 3  
 
Brand B 
Multi-packs 
$2.39 

  
Brand C 
Multi-packs 
$2.99 

  
Brand A 
Miniatures 
$2.99 

 
In the above set, you jointly chose the checked alternative. 
Please indicate how satisfied you personally are with the jointly chosen alternative? 
 

1 2   3   4 5 6 7 8 9 
Extremely 

Dissatisfied 
   

 
    

 
Extremely 
Satisfied 

 
Please indicate how much you think you compromised (gave in) when jointly choosing 
the checked alternative with your child. 
 

1 2   3   4 5 6 7 8 9 
Compromised 
a lot 

  
 

   Did not 
Compromise at all 

 
Please indicate how much you think your child compromised (gave in) when jointly 
choosing the checked alternative with you. 
 

1 2   3   4 5 6 7 8 9 
Compromised 
a lot 

  
 

   Did not 
Compromise at all 

 
 
Finally, we are interested in some individual level information that will be used for 
classification purposes.   
 
Please indicate your age:     _______ years 
 
Please circle your gender:  Male   Female 
 
Please indicate the number of children you have:  __________ child(ren) 
 

If more than "1", then please indicate the birth order of your child who is 
participating in this study.  If your child is your first born and oldest child, then 
write "1" in the space provided below.  Similarly, if he or she is your second born, 
then write "2" in the space provided.  _________ 

 
Please indicate the total amount of money that your child gets for her/his personal 

spending each week (from allowance or job)?   $ ________/ week 

 
Please indicate your annual household income? (Check one) 
 
_____ Less than $20,000   _____ $21,000-$35,000 
_____ $36,000-$50,000   _____ $51,000-$65,000 
_____ More than $65,000 
 

This is the end of this study.  Please turn your survey over and let the researcher know that you 
are done with the study. Thank you for your participation
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