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PREFACE

This dissertation investigated how individuals’ mood and goal orientation interact
with whether a decision is framed as a loss or gain to influence thesraetn buy a car
warranty. Additionally, theggsychometric properties of the goal orientation construct were
examined. This dissertation employed two studies. The first examined ttieopwtric
properties of the goal orientation construct, and the second investigatgubaqut three-
way interaction among mood, goal orientation, and decision framing.

In Study 1, a series of confirmatory factor analyses indicated thgb&he
orientation scale should be shortened in length to 10 items--5 of which measure
promotion orientation and 5 of which measure prevention orientation. The two scales
were shown to have good discriminant validity. The nomological network for the goal
orientation construct was examined based upon the recommendations of the general
hierarchical model (Mowen and Voss 2008). The structural relationships revealed that
goal orientation was better specified as two constructs than as a singlectdrestause
the antecedents and consequences of the two constructs were different.

An experiment was conducted in the second study. As predicted, the results
revealed a significant three-way interaction among mood, prevention onentatd
whether the problem was framed in the gain or the loss domain. For prevention-oriented
individuals, when a maximum fit occurred (i.e., prevention oriented individuals in a sad

mood, and exposed to loss-framed information), the likelihood of buying a cantyarra



decreased. These results hold only when controlling for purchase risk, situasiona
information diagnosticity, and arousal needs. In contrast, the expecteaviyee
interaction among mood, frame, and promotion orientation was not significant.
Theoretical, managerial and policy implications were discussed, andcteSeatations

and future research avenues were presented.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Consider the following two scenarios:
Scenario 1:

You feel very happy because you just passed your final exams, and you are
getting ready to graduate. At the same time, you are looking forwgettinog a new car.
You find a car in a dealership nearby in Oklahoma. The car has 40,000 miles on it and the
manufacturer’'s warranty has expired. The car is priced at $10,000, which is &isbec
the price is slightly lower than the Kelly Blue Book value.

A mechanic that you trust goes with you to the dealership to inspect the car. The
car seems to be operating well. Since it is a used car, within the first tvep tyear
mechanic tells you, there is a 75% chance that the car will not have anynsald a
25% chance that it will have mechanical problems costing $2000 to fix.

Currently, the car has no warranty. However, before finalizing the dealether
offers you the chance to buy a 2 year warranty, for a premium of $500, thedwei all

repair expenses if a problem occurs.



Buying a warranty means you might SAVE money

A. If you buy the warranty, you are certain®AVING $1,500 no matter what

happens.

B. If you do not buy the warranty, there is a 75% chance that yo&MWIE $2,000

and a 25% chance that you WBIAVE nothing.
Scenatrio 2:

You feel very happy because you just passed your final exams, and you are
getting ready to graduate. At the same time, you are looking forwardtitoggenew car.
You find a car in a dealership nearby in Oklahoma. The car has 40,000 miles on it and the
manufacturer’'s warranty has expired. The car is priced at $10,000, which is &isbec
the price is slightly lower than the Kelly Blue Book value.

A mechanic that you trust goes with you to the dealership to inspect the car. The
car seems to be operating well. Since it is a used car, within the first tvep tyesar
mechanic tells you, there is a 75% chance that the car will not have angnpsaiotd a
25% chance that it will have mechanical problems costing $2000 to fix.

Currently, the car has no warranty. However, before finalizing the dealether
offers you the chance to buy a 2 year warranty, for a premium of $500, thebweH all
repair expenses if a problem occurs.

Buying a warranty means you might SPEND money

A. If you buy the warranty, you are certainSPENDING $500 no matter what

happens.

B. If you do not buy the warranty, there is 75% chance that yolSREND

nothing and 25% chance that you VBPEND $2,000.



The above scenarios illustrate situations in which consumers face risk when
buying a car. This risk can be reduced by purchasing a warranty. In addition, the
scenarios introduce the role of affect in high-involvement contexts. Decrsakimng
under risk and uncertainty has been an active research topic over the g#ars. B
psychologists and economists have made important theoretical and empirical
contributions to the study of decision-making under risk, for example expectgdartdi
subjective expected utility theories. In addition, research in the field ha#figtba wide
range of anomalies, which have fostered the emergence of theories suclpestpros
theory (Kahneman and Tversky, 1979). Prospect theory posits that choices in risky
situations depend primarily on peoples’ assessment of the severity and likelihood of
possible outcomes. Accordingly, people evaluate decision alternatives keg®rgr
their outcomes as either gains or losses in comparison to a specifiocefpoant.
Kahneman and Tversky (1979) also stated that the pain associated with a leaters gr
than the pleasure associated with an equivalent gain, which results in the logsravers
phenomenon.

A number of marketing studies draw upon prospect theory, either to derive their
hypotheses or support the results of their studies (Diamond, 1988; Kalwani and Yim,
1992; Hardie, Johnson, and Fader, 1993; and Dhar and Wertenbroch, 2000). Despite this
support, however, inconsistencies have been found in the loss-aversion predictions of
prospect theory. Based on previous research, Novemsky and Kahneman (2005)ddentifie
four moderators for loss aversion: (1) the substitutability of goods in an exchange, (2)
shorter duration of ownership (3), availability of expendable resources, and (4)

alternative uses for the money.



In this dissertation, | propose that additional anomalies impact prospect theory
predictions. Significant and important factors influence individuals’ choices. Two of
these factors are the effects of feelings (affect) and whethaedmidual has a promotion
or prevention goal orientation. Over the years, affect has been found to influence risk
perception (Johnson and Tversky, 1983; Keller, Lipkus, and Rimer, 2003; Fedorikhin and
Cole, 2004) and researchers have identified factors that influence how afféchsa
individual judgment (Forgas, 1995; Lerner and Keltner, 2001; Pham, Cohen, Pracejus,
and Hughes, 2001). Moreovétiggins (1997) asserted that individuals’ judgments differ
according to whether their orientation has a promotion or prevention focus. Promotion-
oriented people approach their goals with eagerness and are sensitive todjaims-a
gains. In contrast, prevention-oriented people seek to fulfill their obligatr@hara
sensitive to losses and non-losses.

Integrating affect and goal orientation constitutes an evolving area afchse
consumer behavior literature. While consumers often incorporate affect into jidgme
(Schwarz and Clore, 1983), their reliance on affect is qualified by theiogeatation
(Kramer and Yoon, 2007). More specifically, promotion-oriented people are more likely
to rely on their affect, regardless of its valance, in a product satisfactiongatigmith a
positive affect promoting higher satisfaction compared to a negative orlradtech
Prevention-oriented people, on the other hand, rely on a positive affect onlyebteaus
monitor their internal state and are less likely to rely on their affecssiitldoes not
match their chronic affect valence.

The relationship between goal orientation and framing is supported in goal

orientation literature. Chernev (2004) found that prevention-oriented people are more



likely to overweight the negative consequence of any potential departure fremattie

quo. This influence is found to be consistent and significant for outcomes framed both as
gains and as losses. Moreover, research on affect and framing shows thateheerdf
message framing varies across affect valence levels (Kelley 20@3). Therefore, |

propose that the influence of affect on the relationship between individuals’ goal
orientations and their choices will differ across framing conditions as el issue is

worth investigating because the research on affect and framing does not account for
individuals’ tendency to feel certain emotions more than others, which may confound the
observed findings.

The interaction among mood state, framing, and goal orientation on individuals’
decisions about buying a car warranty is examined in this researclarityatecisions
constitute the context of interest in this dissertatiodividuals’ decisions regarding
warranties have received rising attention in consumer behavior. Theuliéeoat
warranties has explored several outcomes, such as individuals’ evaluation of product
quality, risk, and warranty cost redemption (Price and Dawar, 2002; Shimp and Bearden,
1982; Jain and Slotegraaf, 2007).

Although these studies have advanced our knowledge in regard to the outcomes of
warranty decisions, the factors that influence consumer decisions about buying the
warranties have received limited attention. Here, | propose that amorddh&s's are
consumers’ mood and goal orientation and the framing of warranty inform@gsearch
on warranty decision-making has examined the influence of affect anahframi
isolation. Piao (2003) found that an individual's affective state (love vs. disappointment)

is an important factor in driving decisions about whether to buy a laptop wafiPazay



2003). Other research found that message framing influenced consumers’ detisions
buying flood insurance: gain-framed messages were more preferredramaspee than
loss-framed messages (Wiener, Gentry, and Miller, 1986).

Despite this support, research on warranty purchases has not accounted for
individual difference variables that may influence the buying decision. Among thes
variables is individual goal orientation (promotion vs. prevention). In the opening
scenarios, the decision as to whether to buy the car warranty is based not only on how
individuals feel at the moment of purchase, but also on whether they are optimistic or
pessimistic individuals.

Because of the importance of goal orientation as a moderating variable, this
dissertation will further explore the measurement properties of this \@armalblumber of
scales have been used to measure an individual’'s goal orientation. These scales;, how
suffer from methodological flaws: dimensionalityefavioral inhibition, behavioral
activation (BIS, BAS) scajeCarver and White, 1994), social desirability (RFQ; Higgins
et al., 2001), generalizability (Lockwood, Jordan, and Kunda, 2002), and poor model fit
(RFS;Fellner et al., 2007).nlthis dissertatiorthe general hierarchical model (GHM)
(Mowen and Voss, 2008) is used as a frameworlexamining the structure of
individual goal orientation. This framework minimizes the problems that oec¢bei
scale development process: (a) defining the construct, (b) drawing itemmiribiple

domains, (c) identifying dimensions, and (d) showing nomological validity.



Research Questions
The research questions for this dissertation are the following:
e What are the measurement properties of an individual's goal orientation (i.e
dimensionality, discriminant validity)
e How do individual mood and goal orientation interact with choice framing to
influence the purchase of a car warranty?

The research questions have theoretical, managerial, and public policy
implications. From the theoretical perspective, this dissertation extenasthen risky
choice framing by including affect and goal orientation as factors thatratedbe
prospect theory predictions. | propose that risk-taking for promotion-odimie
prevention-oriented individuals is affected by their positive or negative mood. Adding an
affect component to prospect theory is consistent with recent findings concaiffieictg
and risk preference. Lowenstein, Weber, Hsee, and Welch (2001) proposed a risk-as-
feeling hypothesis in which individuals’ responses toward risky situations tereniieed
by the interplay between an individual's emotional reactions to and cognitiveagoas
of the risk. That is, the results from emotional reactions to risky situatiertifeerent
from the results of cognitive evaluation alone.

From the managerial perspective, this dissertation advances knowledge by
identifying factors that influence decisions to purchase warramntiggaurance policies.
Such decisions occur as a result not only of message framing or inducing @ oeod,
but also of individual difference factors such as goal orientation. Moreover, previous
research on warranty purchases has focused on an individual's affect towalogetite

under investigation as a driver for purchasing a warranty (Piao, 2003). Thixhesea



focuses the attention on an individual’s affect that is not related to the object under
investigation. This is important from a practical point of view because an indlisd
affect toward the object is not the only factor driving the decisions. Unrelatsdsafifiay
also contribute to the decision.
Finally, from a public policy perspective, the findings from this dissertatitbn w
be helpful not only in educating consumers about warranty purchases but also ingselect
those mechanisms that will be effective in achieving this objective, that is the
combination of affect and frame that best matches a consumer’s goaltmrmenta
This dissertation contains six chapters. Chapter Il provides a literatuegvrand
theoretical development of each of the model constructs. Then, previous research on how
goal orientation interacts with decision framing to influence an individuaks r
perception and risk-taking is presented. The chapter concludes with the hgpahds
their theoretical rationale. A three-way interaction among mood, franmidgg@al
orientation on individuals’ decisions about buying an automobile warranty is proposed.
Chapter Ill describes the survey and experimental design, the survey and
experimental overview, and the measures for the independent variables and dependent
variables. Chapter IV includes the procedures, data analysis, and discussezhtcel
survey design. Chapter V provides experimental procedures, data analysissfiadohg
discussions for the second study. Chapter VI discusses the findings, iderddig<ine

limitations, and proposes future research.



CHAPTER I
LITERATURE REVIEW

Individuals’ decisions regarding warranties have received risingtiattein
consumer behavior and social psychology literature. Several outcomes related to
warranties have been discussed: product quality judgment, and reliabiligy éRdc
Dawar, 2002), risk (Shimp and Bearden, 1982), and warranty cost redemption (Jain and
Slotegraaf, 2007).

Although these studies have advanced our knowledge in regard to the outcomes of
warranty decisions, the factors that influence consumer decisions regarding tneyi
warranties have received limited attention. Among these factors are mood, goal
orientation, and the framing of warranty information. This chapter presents raieove
of six streams of literature that investigates the influence of frammogd, and goal
orientation on judgment and decisions under uncertainty. First, an overview of the
literature on warranty purchase is presented. The second stream pregssrdsah
overview of prospect theory and the framing influence on warranty decisiomgnaki
This stream is represented by Kahneman and Tversky (1979) and Wiener et al. (1986).
The third stream examines the influence of mood on judgment. This stream isnegatese
by Arkes, Herren, and Isen (1988) and Nygren (199Bg fourth stream investigates the
relationship between mood and framing. The fifth stream examines therngiep

between goal orientation and framing and between goal orientation and Hffisct



stream is represented by Higgins (1997), Avnet and Higgins (2006), Chernev (2004), and

Casario et al. (2004). Finally, a validation of the regulatory focusuneagnt scale is

discussed in the sixth stream. See Table 1 below for a review.
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2.1 Warranty Decisions

In deciding to protect themselves, people evaluate future outcomes thigkyre
and for which they have the option of investing in either financial or physical pvetect
mechanisms. People face many such decisions in their lives: for examplengires
insurance against a potential loss in the event of a hurricane, gettinminea, and
investing in buying stocks or bonds (Piao, 2003).

A warranty purchase is a protective decision consumers can take to reduce the
financial risk from a purchase. Previous research has identified severahesteelated
to warranty decisions. Among these factorspaceluct quality judgment (Price and
Dawar, 2002), reliability (Weiner et al, 1986; Price and Dawar, 2002), risk (Shimp and
Bearden, 1982), and more recently, warranty cost redemption (Jain and Slotegraaf, 2007)

In general, the findings from this research asserwthatanties are effective
signals of security and product quality, and that perceived quality increases as
consumers’ warranty redemption costs decrease. Moreover, the warrantyhaanes
brand signal credibility, which then intensifies brand signaling effects.

In addition to exploring the outcomes from protective decisions, empirical
research has identified various factors that influence people’s proteatiseods.
Among these factors are the probability of the threatening event, the wevéhni loss,
affect toward the object, social influence, peace of mind, and return on investment
(Kunreuther, Ginsberg, Miller, Sagi, Slovic, Borkan, and Katz, 1978; Weinstein, 1987).
Overall, the results indicate that people’s affect toward the object (i.evdove
disappointment) and their feelings toward a threatening event play a dominantrfac

influencing their decision about buying the warranty.
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This dissertation examines the influence of additional factors on consumers’
decisions about buying a warrantyood, goal orientation, and framirigesearch on
warranty decision-making has examined the influence of individual mood anddrami
isolation. Piao (2003) found that the individual’s affective state (love vs. disappoihtment
is an important factor in driving decisions as to whether to buy a laptop warraay (P
2003). This finding is important in drawing attention to the role one’s feelingsdamar
object play in deciding whether to buy a warranty for that object. These fealiag
primarily derived from one’s experience with that object. In real life, however may
not have had the opportunity to try the object over a long period of time. Moreover, one’s
feelings may not be directly related to the issue at hand. Therefore, itogamtzo
examine the influence of affects not directly related to the object or to tieeasband
on our decisions about buying warranties.

Research about buying flood insurance found that message framing influences
consumers’ decisions and that gain-framed messages are more prefdrpedsaasive
than loss-framed messages (Wiener, Gentry, and Miller, 1986). In addition, Wang and
Fischbeck, (2004) found that framing health insurance as a gain was morgesifect
selling health insurance policies.

Previous research has also found that framing has a potentially strartiyaffe
influence on decision-makers’ anticipation of their future experience. Heageng the
information as a gain or as a loss may evoke positive or negative feelirgyeiiN¥998).

In what follows, | will present a general overview of framing redgaand how framing

may influence an individual's decision as to whether to buy a warranty.
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2.2 Framing Effect

Strong support exists in the literature for prospect theory predictions. Howeve
many studies throughout the years have deviated from the original fraomogpt,
causing a misunderstanding of prospect theory and the framing concept. Levin,
Schneider, and Gaeth (1998) described the taxonomy of three different typesimg.fram

The first is attribute framing. Here, only a single contextual attrilsugehjected
to manipulation (i.e. success versus failure), and consumers’ judgments or enalaegi
assessed instead of their choices. A classic example of this framolggdy is Levin and
Gaeth’s (1988) study in which they showed that people’s perception of ground beef
depended on whether the beef was labeled 75% lean or 25% fat.

The second typology of framing, which became important in persuasion studies,
is goal framing. In this approach, the issue is manipulated in a way to focumattent
its potential to gain benefits (the positive frame) or to avoid losses (theveeijatne).

The study of Keller et al. (2003) is an example. The authors were intenmestew
varying the frame of the message would influence the persuasiveness ofshgerfes
individuals in different affective states. The positive frame condition emthgiz
benefits of getting a mammogram to reduce breast cancer, whereas theeriegae
emphasized the costs of not getting the mammogram.

Recently, Cox, Coz, and Zimet (2006) examined the influence of message
framing and product function on consumers’ responses to product risk information in a
skin cancer context. Product function was manipulated by showing a skin cancer lotion as
either curing or preventing cancer. Message framing was manipulatedsentong

either the benefits from using the lotion or the costs from not using it. The afathiods
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that individuals exhibited risk-averse behavior when exposed to loss-framsagessin
contrast, those exposed to upbeat, gain-framed messages essentiallyddidregar
temporary product risks in evaluating the product. Participants exposed toagaedf
messages appear to be better able to discriminate between important and antmport
risks; they essentially ignore minor or temporary product risks but exhibidevable
caution regarding the possibility of more permanent, serious risks.

The third approach, risky choice framing, was originated by Tversky and
Kahneman (1981). An example is the “Asian disease problem,” where outcomes of
various risks are described in term of gains versus losses. The general firahmgjsef
choice framing literature show that people exposed to gain-framed messaigpasisk-
aversion behaviors. In contrast, those exposed to loss-framed messagesigkhibit r
seeking behaviors; that is, people tend to take more risk when options focus attention on
avoiding losses than when options focus attention on realizing gain. Tversky and
Kahneman (1981) explained these findings in prospect theory.

Prospect theory (Kahneman and Tversky 1979) describes how the valuation of
outcomes influences risky choice decisions. It postulates that individuals istgke r
decisions using a two-stage process: an editing stage and an evalaagorrsthe
editing stage, the decision-maker views (frames) the prospects agaitiseor losses. In
the evaluation stage, the decision-maker assigns a value to each of iteespredpects
and chooses the one with the highest value. This evaluation stage is governed by two
functions: the value function and the probability function (See Figure 1 below). The value
function is hypothesized to be concave for gains and convex for losses, and steeper for

losses than for gains. Kahneman and Tversky (1979) proposed that the probability
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function translates the estimates of probabilities into decision weights.déaston
weights are lower than their corresponding probabilities, and thus do not negessaril
adhere to the strict rules of mathematical probability theory, e.g., thdywéesum to

one (Wiener et al., 1985; Kahneman and Tversky 1979).

Figure 1
The Value Function of Prospect Theory

Gain

Reference Poi

Losse: Gains

Loss

Psychological
value

The framing of a prospect into a loss or gain domain influences subsequent
decisions (Levin and Gaeth, 1988; Kahneman and Tversky, 1984) and can result in a
reversal in an individual’s risk preference. The reversal occurs even thoughitimes opt
are objectively equivalerftevin et al., 1998). More specifically, when outcomes are
framed as a gain, one tends to be risk-averse, and when outcomes are fraresd, as a |

one tends to be a risk seeker. This preference rewgotaties the invariance criterion
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listed by Tversky and Kahneman (1984). Despite the similarity of the consequences
people often choose differently depending on how the choice is framed.

In the context of this dissertation, risk aversion is associated with the decision
about buying the car warranty because the fear of loss is high. As a ressllirethe
outcome (either sure gain or sure loss) will be preferred over the probabla one
contrast, risk seeking is associated with the decision of not buying the cantyar
because purchase risk is low. As a result, the probable outcome (either prairable g
probable loss) will be preferred over the sure one.

In the first scenario in chapter one, the decision outcome is framedias a g
buying the warranty results in saving money on repairs. Here, | expettdivaduals
will show risk-averse behavior and choose the sure gain option (i.e. buy the warranty).
The outcome in the second scenario is framed as a loss: buying the wasaltsyime
losing money. Here, individuals will show risk seeking behavior (i.e. not buying the
warranty). These hypothesized patterns are drawn from prospect theocyiqnedi

A number of marketing studies draw upon prospect theory, either to derive their
hypotheses or to support the results of their studies. In the context of insuranoe, &vie
al. (1986) examined the influence of framing on buying flood insurance. Frameg wa
manipulated either as a loss or as a change in total assets by egtth@amount of
money to be lost under four conditions: (1) flood with no insurance, (2) flood with
insurance, (3) no flood with no insurance, and (4) no flood with insurance. The authors
measured respondents’ purchase intentions and beliefs about the insurance. They found
tentative support for the greater likelihood to purchase insurance when the respondents

were using the asset decision frame. In a similar vein, Wang and Fis¢@bédk found
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that framing health insurance as a gain was more effective in sedtidy insurance
policies because people have less cognitive difficulty in dealing witls glaan with
losses.

Despite this support, however, inconsistencies have been found for the loss
aversion predictions of prospect theory. As noted previously, Novemsky and Kahneman
(2005) identified four moderators for loss aversion: (1) the substitutabilggads in an
exchange, (2) a shorter duration of ownership (3), availability of expendablecessour
and (4) alternative uses for money.

This dissertation addresses the influence of moderators not examined by
Novemsky and Kahneman (2005), mood and goal orientation. The role of affect in
decision-making under uncertainty constitutes an evolving area of feseanarketing
and consumer behavior (for a review see Clore, Schwarz, and Conway, 1994; Forgas,
1995, Lowenstein, 1996; Isen and Geva, 1987; Johnson and Tversky, 1983; Cox et al.,
2006). In what follows, | will present an overview of the role of affect in decisiaking
under uncertainty and the integration of affect and decision framing.

2.3 Role of Affect in Decision-Making under Uncertainty

A growing body of literature supports the influence of emotional state (mood) on
information processing and decision-making under uncertainty. In most studiéigeposi
and negative moods are induced by factors that are either irrelevant to the&uistkyrs
such as receiving a gift or recalling happy or sad life events, or faltdrare relevant to
the risky situation, such as describing whether the performance of the product unde
investigation confirms customers expectations (Schwarz, 2001; Piao, 2003; larainer

Yoon, 2007). The effects of these two approaches to mood induction have been explained
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by different theoretical frameworks, each of which produces differenttse What
follows is an overview of the literature concerning these frameworks. Section 2.3.1
introduces studies of how direct affect influences decision-making under risk and
uncertainty. Section 2.3.2 reviews the studies of how indirect affect (affegaited to
decision-making undarmncertainty) influences decision-making.

2.3.1 Role of Direct Affect to Decision Making under Uncertainty

The studies reviewed in this section are concerned with the role of affect that i
related to the risky situation and experienced at the time of making theodediiut this
situation. An example is how you would evaluate a laptop you just purchased that
confirms your expectations.

Early proponents of the importance of direct affect in judgment are Clore,
Schwarz, and colleagues who proposed the “Affect-As-Information” hypothesis
(Schwarz and Clore, 1983; Clore, Schwarz, and Conway, 1994). This hypothesis states
that affects not only influence risk perception but also may serve as infammat
individuals use as a basis for their judgments, with good feelings signalimiga be
situation and bad feelings signaling a problematic situation (Schwarz, 2001). Thus,
people ask themselves,” How do | feel about It” when evaluating objects.i\egat
feelings are interpreted as disliking the products and positive feelingaen@eted as
liking the products (Schwarz and Clore, 1983).

In line with this reasoning, Kramer and Yoon (2007) relied on the “Affect-As-
Information” hypothesis to examine how individuals’ affects influence geisfaction
judgment. Affect was manipulated by varying the degree to which a recenthyagsed

PDA confirmed buyers’ expectations. Across three studies, the authorsramhfheir
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expectation that a positive affect is associated with high satisfactionreeghaive affect
is associated with lower satisfaction.

In warranty-buying situations, Hsee and Kunreuther (2000) examined how the
direct affect toward a vase influenced people’s decisions about buying iresaraththeir
willingness to collect compensation for damages. They found that the moreaffect
people felt for the vase, the more willing they were to buy the insurance et tmi
damages. Similarly, Hsee and Menon (1999) found that students who had recently
purchased cars were more willing to buy a warranty for a sporty carahan brdinary-
looking one when the cost of expected repairs remained constant.

Piao (2003) examined the influence of affect toward a recently purchased laptop
on people’s willingness to pay for insurance. Affect was manipulated bygéawyo
attributes: (1) the degree to which subjects fell in love with their laptop, (2Zharektent
to which the laptop worked properly. The author found that subjects’ intention to buy a
warranty for their laptop was influenced by their affect toward it, as tleeg more
willing to pay for a warranty if they loved the laptop and it was working properly.

The studies mentioned above have increased our understating of the role of one’s
affect toward an object in evaluating that object. However, in real life, @ @ogy
experience emotional states unrelated to the situation that influence theleputdg
regarding a purchase. For example, while shopping for a car, one may havewenegati
mood because he or she failed a test or is having personal problems. Here, the lemotiona
state is clearly not related to the car-buying situation, but may influbaatecision-
maker’s judgment. Other studies assumed that people’s affect resultstisithenthe

object under evaluation confirms their expectations. This assumption is not &lweys
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In some cases, people do not have the chance to try the product and keep it over a long
period of time in order to know whether its performance confirms their expectation.

To sum up, the literature on warranty purchase situations has overlooked the
influence of indirect affect on consumers’ decisions. Including this typdeauit as
important from a practical perspective because people usually do not have theetohanc
try the product before deciding on buying the warranty. This dissertation selsltas
issue by investigating the effect of indirect affect on people’s buyingides. | propose
that individuals’ judgment from experiencing affect not related to the purchiaagsi
will be different from their judgment when experiencing affect thatleded to the object
under investigation.
2.3.2 Role of Indirect Affect to Decision-Making under Uncertainty

The second approach to mood induction is to induce emotional states that are not
related to the risky situation. Past research has demonstrated that when pegsie pr
information, mood may serve as a desired final state or as a resource (Raghandtha
Trope, 2002). When mood serves as individuals’ final desired state or objective, they tend
to ignore negative information and seek positive information for the purpose ofnigpairi
their negative state or maintaining their positive state (Wegener ayd F3&4). Isen
and colleagues conducted a series of studies examining the role of positveaffe
decision-making under risk (Isen and Patrick, 1983; Isen, Nygren, and Ashby, 1988).
They proposed the “Mood Management Hypothesis” to explain their findings that whe
people were in a positive mood, their perception of the probability of losing a gamble

decreased.
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The Mood Management Hypothesis states that people in a positive mood prefer to
maintain their positive state. Hence, they consider negative informationltaseid
make prudent risk-related decisions because they have more to lose if they make the
wrong choice. As a result, they are risk-averse in their decigionsntrast, people in a
negative affective state are concerned about lifting their mood in order to move
themselves out of the negative mood. As a result, they are less risk-averge in the
decisions compared to those in a positive mood.

An alternative approach proposed by Raghunathan and Trope (2002) is the Mood-
As-Resource hypothesis. According to this hypothesis, a positive mood mayaact as
buffer against the affective cost of negative information. This buffer, in turn, enable
individuals to focus on the long term benefits of the information if this information is
considered self-relevant. Hence, a positive mood facilitates individuatshaeg,
elaborating, and revising of their intentions in light of negative self-reteaéormation.
Individuals in a negative mood, in contrast, lack the resources to cope with theenegat
self-relevant information, and their confidence and motivation for informatiore psowy
decreases. Hence, they will seek to improve their state, and the negative ioforsat
likely to be superficially processed.

Raghunathan and Trope (2002) investigated the influence of mood states on the
processing of positive and negative information regarding caffeine consumption.
Participants reported their daily consumption of caffeine and were giventasbay
about the potential health benefits and risks associated with caffeine coiosuimod
series of studies, the authors found that the induction of a positive mood facilitated the

recall of negative and unpleasant information about caffeine consumption, while
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induction of a negative mood facilitated the recall of positive information aboeireaff
consumption. This difference in information recall occurs because people in a negative
mood lack the resources to cope with negative feedback.

The authors interpreted the results to indicate that individuals in a negative mood
recalled positive information as a way to lift their mood state, but this actroa at the
expense of adopting a healthier attitude toward caffeine consumption. In gontrast
positive mood participants were more attentive to negative than to positive infermati
regarding their caffeine consumption and were able to adopt a healthier datvuade
caffeine consumption, but this came at the expense of their positive mood.

In line with the previous reasoning, Zhang and Fishbach (2004) explored the role
of people’s anticipated negative feelings about the possible loss of what they own.
Participants were given the opportunity to use a popular pen. Half of the patscipa
(sellers) were told that the pen was theirs to keep (i.e., endowed to them), thealithe
(buyers) were given cash money and were offered the opportunity to buy the pens. The
authors examined the influence of mood on the magnitude of the endowment effect (the
difference between prices buyers were willing to pay for the pen amhtbent the
sellers were willing to accept for the pen). A negative mood was induced by #sking
participants to complete a negative life events survey. A positive mood wasdriuce
asking participants to respond to a series of funny thought questions. The authors found
support for the Mood-as-Resource hypothesis. Specifically, when people did not
anticipate negative feelings (they were in a positive mood), their wibdsgyto trade the

object increased, and both buyers and sellers offered a similar price, but when people
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anticipated negative feelings (they were in a negative mood), the dispanwgebehe
two prices increased, and the endowment effect was established.

These findings suggest that individuals’ sensitivity to gains and losses differ
across their mood states. The following section presents the literature olatibasbkip
between decision framing and mood.

2.4 Choice Framing and Mood

Framing has a potentially strong affective influence on decision-nmakers
anticipation of their future experience. Hence, framing the information as amgas a
loss may evoke positive or negative feelings. This predication is supportedyisnNy
(1998). He found that information presented in the gain domain produces an effect on
people similar to that of a positive mood. That is, they become risk-averse, Hence
framing and mood may have a similar impact on individuals’ risk perception. This
conclusion assumes that individuals’ affective state and frame operate colydgiuerd
positive mood follows a positive frame).

Keller et al. (2003) examined the persuasiveness of negative and positivgenessa
frames when subjects were placed in a positive or negative mood state. They found tha
participants who were in a positive mood state perceived a higher risk of gediarsg br
cancer when they were exposed to a loss-framed message than to a galnfesmsege.

In contrast, participants who were in a negative mood state perceived more riskdrom
gain-framed than the loss-framed message.

Although affect esearchers cite the work related to choice framing, they have
used the goal- framing or the attribute-framing approaches to examiméuleace on

individuals’ risk perceptiorKeller et al. (2003) were interested in how varying the
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message framing influenced message persuasiveness in respondengsitdiffective
states. The gain frame condition emphasized the benefits of getting aogeamm
whereas the loss frame emphasized the costs of not getting the mammogram.
Additionally, Cox et al. (2006) examined individuals’ risk perception regarding the
potential negative consequences of skin product use (i.e., using this lotion i®yisky)
emphasizing the benefits of adopting the lotion in the gain frame, but emphasizing the
costs of not adopting it in the loss frame.

Arkes et al. (1988) adopted the attribute framing approach to examine the
interaction between positive mood and risk-taking. The authors manipulated the positive
frame by asking the subjects the most they would pay for each of 25 lottety tltkie
varied in the amount to be won and the probability of winning. In the negative frame
condition, subjects were asked the most they would pay for insurance in order to protect
themselves against future loss for each of 25 lottery tickets that variedimata be
lost and the probability of losing.

Although there is a consistency in the findings that risk perception tends to be
lower when an individual’s affective state becomes positive, the researdectraaft
framing does not investigate individuals’ risk preference (i.e. whethertleaysk takers
or risk-averse). Additionally, the previous research does not investigatelties agf of
individual goal orientation and whether subjects are more likely to feel oné\adfstate
over another. These topics are important because the literature has shown that people
vary in their perception of positive versus negative emotions (Higgins, 1997) and that the

influence of affect is qualified by goal orientation. Hence, this digsmrtaxtends the
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literature by adding mood state and goal orientation as factors that necol@sect
theory predictions.
2.5 Regulatory Focus Theory

The third perspective under investigation is individuals’ regulatory orientation.
Regulatory orientation investigates how a particular concern or ingerielgta a person’s
behavior. Carver and White (1994) and Higgins (1997) identified two types of
motivational systems. Promotion-focused people strive to realize thds,idpproach
their goals with eagerness, and are sensitive to gains and non-gains. Theygieto
be influenced by affect that is positive in valence. In contrast, preventosdd people
strive to fulfill their duties and obligations and are sensitive to losses andss®s!

They are thought to be influenced by affect that is negative in valence.

Regulatory focus theory concertie relation between an individual’s regulatory
orientation to an activity and the manner in which that activity is pursued. Hence,
regulatory orientation can affect the value of an individual’s decision outcomediiege
on the manner in which the decision is made. Decision-makers value their decisions more
when they use decision strategies that are suitable to their regulagraton Higgins
(2000, 2002) proposed that people experienagaatory fit when they pursue a goal in
a manner that sustains their regulatory orientation. When there is regtitatiie
manner of goal pursuit feels right and the person assigns greater vwatt toe or she
is doing and has more confidence in his/her decisi@wnet and Higgins, 2003;
Camacho, Higgins, and Luger, 2003). For example, Cesario, Grant, and Higgins (2004)
considered how the feeling of being right that comes from regulatorynfinfaence

persuasionPersuasive messages usually involve some goal and some means described as
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the way to attain it. In their study, participants were given persuasisagess

describing the importance of more fruits and vegetables in one’s daily diet. Enndnas
either the accomplishment concerns or the safety concerns of eating uitsrarfd
vegetables served to temporarily induce either a promotion focus or a prevention focus,
respectively. Additionally, within each regulatory focus condition, the message wa
experimentally framed in terms of eithremger means (i.e., presence and absence of
gain/non-gain information) angilant means (i.e., presence and absence of loss/ non-loss
information).

After reading the communication, participants rated how persuasive they had
found it and expressed their intention to consume more fruits and vegetables. For both
these variables, it was found that when the promotion system had been activated,
participants would give more positive ratings with eager-means fgatinam with
vigilant-means framing, whereas the reverse was true when thenpoeveystem had
been activated.

Regulatory fit has also been tested by the choice strategies people adopt. For
example, Avnet and Higgins (2006) investigated how the manner in which a person
makes a decision sustains the decision-maker’s regulatory state. Morealpgdihey
investigated how regulatory fit influences the amount of money people aregwalpay
to purchase a chosen product. Participants were shown two types of correctiohwhuid
choice strategies were employed in choosing between the products. Those ilirttpe fee
based strategy were asked to use their feelings to rate their emotorseaihg the two
products. Those in the reason-based strategy were asked to rate their vakratiions

of the products. After the ratings, participants were asked to choose one of the products
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based on either their feelings or reason. Finally, they were asked how muchtheyne
would be willing to pay for this product if they saw it in a store. Participants’ mood and
chronic regulatory orientation were measured at the end of the study.

The authors found that wh@nomotion-oriented participants used their feelings
to make a choice, the monetary value of the chosen product increased. In contrast, when
prevention-oriented participants used their feelings to make a choice, the opfpesite e
occurred. The authors also found that when prevention-oriented participants based their
choice on reason, the monetary value of the chosen product increased, whereas when
promotion-oriented participants used their reason to make a choice, the oppadite effe
occurred.

The link between goal orientation and individuals’ sensitivity to gains and losses
is supported in goal orientation literature. Chernev (2004), for example, exammened t
influence of goal orientation on consumer preference for the status quo. The author
manipulated goal orientation by varying the salience of different decisiooroas
(feeling satisfaction versus feeling regret). The decision framenaagoulated by asking
the respondents to choose between two financial plans with varying levels of return. The
choice was set in a way that one of the options became the status quo alternative. Result
across three experiments show that different goal orientations leaceteliffoss
aversion patterns. Because prevention-oriented people focus more on minimizing
negative outcomes, the overweighting of losses relative to gains is likelyrioree
pronounced for them than for promotion-focused individuals. Hence, prevention-oriented
people are more likely to overweight the negative consequence of any potentialrdepar

from the status quo. This influence is found to be consistent and significant for outcomes
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framed both as gains and losses. Hence, the impact of goal orientation on consumer
preference for the status quo is not necessarily moderated by loss aversion.

In another study, Kluger, Elena, Yoav, and Meirav (2004) proposed that the
classical framing effect could be inverted when the context evoked a promotion focus
among promotion-oriented peop&pecifically, when participants were given an Asian
disease-like scenario involving teaching children music, people who scored high in
values of self-direction and who were in artistic /science occupationgislei®eking in
the positive frame and risk-averse in the negative frame. These findengstaronsistent
with Chernev (2004) who did not find a significant goal orientation by framing
interaction. An omitted variable may explain this inconsistency.

Research has shown that a person’s affective state influences attidullesea
complex influence on risk perception and risk preference. For example, people in a
positive affective state have been found to be risk-averse in choice situdtiemstirere
is a chance for a meaningful loss (Arkes et al., 1988). However, when the situation is
seen as low in risk, they tend to show risk-taking behavior (Nygren, 1998). This is
important for understanding how individuals’ affective states influence their shoice

In the previously mentioned Avnet and Higgins’s (2006) study, the authors found
that mood had no significant effect on the amount of money offered to buy the chosen
fluid. Additionally, there was no significant effect of fit, defined by chatg the choice
strategy (feelings vs. reason) to regulatory orientation, on mood. The authors abnclude
that the effect of fit should be independent of mood or other hedonic characteristics
involved in the decision process. Therefore, decision-makers in a positive mood evaluate

their decisions more positively when experiencing fit than when experiencingtnanefi
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decision makers in a negative mood evaluate their decisions more negatively when
experiencing fit than when experiencing non-fit (Avnet and Higgins, 2003, 2006; Cesario
et al., 2004jdson, Liberman, and Higgins, 2004

Related to this issue is previous research that has investigated how goal
orientation moderates people’s reliance on their affect in satisfactiomg@ndg. Kramer
and Yoon (2006, 2007) looked at when people use their affect as information in
satisfaction judgments. They found that individuals’ primed affect intevattigheir
goal orientation to influence satisfaction judgments. More specifically, positiect is
used in satisfaction judgments by both promotion-oriented and prevention-oriented
individuals, while negative affect is relied on only by promotion- oriented individuals.
Moreover, promotion-oriented people reported higher satisfaction ratings in agositi
mood condition and lower satisfaction in the negative mood than in the control mood
condition. In contrast, prevention-oriented people reported higher satisfaction in the
positive mood condition compared to the control mood, and no difference in satisfaction
ratings were found in the negative mood condition. The authors asserted that these
patterns emerge because promotion-oriented people monitor their interrglmtking
the momentary affect of any valance salient. On the other hand, prevenéntedri
people focus on the external environment, making the affect influential only by its
mismatch to their trait-affective valence.

| propose that this conclusion is incomplete. Previous research has shown that
affect has a direct effect on the amount of money people are willing to pay (Piaa, 2003)
Individuals with different goal orientations have different risk preferencesdttand

Higgins, 2006) and different product satisfaction judgments (Kramer and Yoon, 2006)

30



across different affect valences. Because research on affect mnfshows that the
influence of message framing varies across affect valence lewalsr(it al., 2003), |
propose that the influence of affect valence on the relationship between individaals’ g
orientations and their choices will differ across framing conditions as el issue is
worth investigating because the research on affect and framing does not account for
individuals’ tendency to feel certain emotions more than others, which may confound the
observed findings.

As seen in work by Higgins (199Aynet and Higgins (2006), Kluger et al.
(2004), and Chernev. (2004) on the role of fit, promotion-oriented people are gain seekers
and are sensitive to the presence or absence of gains. In contrast, prevemtted-orie
people are loss averse and are sensitive to the presence or absence ofvossen A
Higgins, 2006). Accordingly, both promotion- and prevention-oriented people may show
risk-seeking or risk- aversion behaviors, depending on whether the outcomes of their
behaviors involve gains or losses. For example, previous research has shown that
promotion-oriented people become risk takers if the outcomes involve gains, while
prevention oriented people become risk-takers if the outcomes involve the absence of
losses (Kluger et al., 2004; Chernev., 2004). Hence, risk-taking behavior increases whe
there is a match-up or fit between the decision frame (gain vs. loss) and peoale’s g
orientation (promotion vs. prevention).

In the context of this dissertation, promotion-oriented people achieve a
psychological fit or a match-up when the outcomes of buying a warranty aréoddsn
terms of gains. Promotion-oriented people seek to maximize the positive oufcomes

buying or not buying a warranty; therefore, framing the information in termi$ ga
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enhances the match-up and thus minimizes their fear of dlesee, risk-taking is
maximized, and the likelihood of buying a car warranty will decrease.

Prevention-oriented people, on the other hand, achieve a psychological fit when
outcomes are framed in the loss domain. Because they strive to minimize ttieenega
outcomes from buying or not buying the warranty, framing the informatiommmaé
losses motivates prevention-oriented people to overweight the negative consefuence o
any potential departure from the current normal behavior (Kluger et al., 2004e€he
2004). Thusrisk-taking is maximized, and the likelihood of buying a car warranty wil
decrease.

Risk-taking will decrease when people experience a non-fit. Promotiantextie
people experience a non-fit when outcomes are described as losses, while prevention-
oriented people experience a non-fit when outcomes are described as gamm-fihe
increases people’s fear that their desired outcomes will not be atféheetigh level of
fear motivates people to be risk avoiders. As a result, they will choose buying the
warranty because it ensures them guaranteed outcdheefogic is that as the fear of
risk from having a mechanical problem increases, the likelihood of purchasingaatyar
increases. Thus, the warranty is purchased as a means to minimize theg#Hects
problem should it occur.

To sum up, previous literature that examined the relationship between goal
orientation and decision framing found compelling evidence that prospect theory
predictions hold for prevention-oriented people. More specifically, as Figure 2 below
shows, prevention-oriented people become risk-takers when outcomes are framed in the

loss domain, whereas promotion oriented people become risk takers when outcomes are
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framed in terms of gains. In both cases, the kiggd of buying a car warranty will

low.
Figure 2
Goal Orientation by Framing Interaction
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Individuals’ goal orientation has been measured mumber of ways. Howeve
due to the centrality of this variable in the comtef this dissertation, the struct of the
goal orientation variable needs to be further exaah Therefore, in this dissertatiothe
psychometric properties and the structurthe goalorientation scale will be examinu
using the GHM framework (Mowen and V,, 2008). In what follows, Wwill discuss the
different scales that have been used to meandividuals’ goal orientation arthe
principles derived from the GHM that will be usedeixamine the structure of gc
orientation.
2.6 Validation of the Regulatory FocusMeasurement Scale

Individuals’ dispositional regulatory focus has baeeasured using a numbet

scales. @rver and White (1994) developed the behaviorabihbn, behaviora

activation (BIS, BAS) sca. The BIS is sensitive to signals of punishment iainthibits
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behaviors that may lead to negative or painful outcomes. In contrast, the BAS igesensit
to signals of rewards and it increase persons’ movement toward goalmdltsedle
comprises of four factors: a unidimensional BIS scale and three BAS retated BAS
reward responsiveness, BAS drive, and BAS fun-seeking). The validity and
generalizability of the four-factor model of this scale has been edtatllby Leone,
Perugini, Bagozzi, Pierro, and Mannetti (2001). Recently, Dholakia, Gopinath, bagozzi,
and Ntaraajan (2006) used the BIS/ BAS scale when examining the role ofaggula
focus in the experience and control of desire in a situation of temptation. The results
demonstrated that a consumer with a promotion focus not only experienced desire to a
greater intensity but was also able to more effectively resist sucksidsn were
prevention focused consumeespite these findings, however, the BIS and BAS scales
appear to be a mix of other personality scales. For example, the fun-sesfegauld

be explained by the need-for-arousal scale and the BAS scale could be eXpjetine
impulsiveness scale.

The Regulatory Focus Questionnaire (RFQ) developed by Higgins, Friedman,
Harlow, Idson, Ayduk, and Taylor (2001) relates items to situations experiended in t
past, partly even in childhood, (e.g., “Did you get on your parents’ nerves often ainen y
were growing up?”). People are classified as promotion- or preventiosgd@ccording
to a median split on the difference between the RFQ promotion scale and the RFQ
prevention scale. Herzenstein et al. (2007) adopted the RFQ scale in exploring how
consumers’ self regulation affects the likelihood of their adopting new piodALross
three studies, the authors found that prevention-focused consumers react to new products

differently from promotion-focused consumers as the ownership of new high-tech
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products is higher among promotion-focused consumers. Herzenstein et al. (2007) found
support for their predictions, but because the items relate to events often tageng pla
many years earlier, which is intended to reduce the tendency to giviysbesirable
responses, answers might be less precise.

Lockwood et al. (2002) examined the impact of role models on motivation. The
authors developed an instrument that relates the items to current attitudes, actd
habits (e.g., I typically focus on the success | hope to achieve in the futur@gs Alaree
studies, it was found that individuals are motivated by role models who encourage
strategies that fit their regulatory concerns. More specifically, ptiom-focused
individuals are most inspired by positive role models who highlight strategies for
achieving success. On the other hand, prevention-oriented individuals are mpiostlins
by negative role models who highlight strategies for avoiding failure. Givemdftding
of some of the items in this scale (e.g., “My major goal in school right naweishieve
my academic ambitions”), this questionnaire can only be used in a context rating
initial and continuing education.

Zhao and Pechmann (2007) examined the impact of individuals’ regulatory focus
as measured by the Lockwood et al. scale on adolescents’ responses tovarkiaugtis
advertising campaign. Across two studies, the authors found that the impact of ad
messages can be enhanced by aligning the message’s regulatory focugreessdye
frame to viewers’ regulatory focus. More specifically, for promotion focudeteacents,

a promotion-focused message that is framed positively is the most effectiveuatdieg
them not to smoke. For prevention-focused adolescents, on the other hand, a prevention-

focused message that is farmed negatively is the most effective.
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Shah, Higgins, and Friedman (1998) developed the Regulatory Strength Measure
(RSM), which is administered exclusively by computer and is intended to rag¢hsur
strength of promotion and prevention orientation. It measures the time people tequir
type and in their owrdeals andthoughts and to rate them; based on this data,
conclusions are drawn about the importance and strength of their promotion or preventi
orientation. The shortcoming of this scale is that it can be administered onty unde
extremely controlled conditions (e.g., in the laboratory) and is therefore unsdda
online studies, for example.

Recently, Fellner et al. (200@)esented the Regulatory Focus Scale (RFS), an
instrument comprising 10 items to record promotion orientation and prevention
orientation. In generating these items, the authors attempted to refleotéh&atements
of Higgins’ (1997) regulatory focus theory by wording the items in a way tipattdehe
importance of the individual’s own ideals and obligations (e.g., | often think about what
other people expect of me). The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) shaws-&attor
model with one item cross-loading and four correlated error terms, which patshes
the requirements of a good model fit.

The goal orientation scale that will be used in this dissertation is adapted from
Lockwood et al. (2002). The scale has 18 items, half measuring promotion focus and the
other half measuring prevention focus. This scale appears to be the most agpi@priat
this study for two reasons. First, this scale is more related to the stucphe sad has
been used in marketing and consumer behavior literature to examine the impact of
regulatory focus on adolescents’ responses to an antismoking advertising caffpam

and Pechmann, 2007). Second, the objective in this study is to determine the strength of
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individuals’ goal orientation (whether they are dominant in promotion or prevention)
rather than simply measuring goal orientation. In pursuing this objectivewbod et al.
(2002) used the difference scores between the promotion-focus and prevention focus
values.

To summarize, a number of scales have been used to measure individuals’ goal
orientation. However, for the reasons discussed earlier and because of thanogoft
this variable in the context of this dissertation, the structure of the goatadios
variable needs to be further examined. Theretbeepsychometric properties and the
structure of goal the orientation scale are examined here using the GrieWork
(Mowen and Voss, 2008). In what follows are the principles derived from the GHM that
will be used to examine the structure of goal orientation.

2.7 General Hierarchical Model (GHM)

Mowen and Voss (2008) propose a general hierarchical model (GHM) that
provides an organizational structure for placing many of the individual difference
constructs used in marketing and consumer behavior. Three principles derived from the
GHM have been suggested to solve some of the problems in current scale development
paradigms. These principles are (1) the hierarchical net principle, (@)nleasionality
principle, and (3) the item-matching principle. What follow is a discussidmeof t
structure of goal orientation using the GHM framework.

Principle 1: The Hierarchical Net Principle

The goal orientation trait is proposed to be at the third level of a respondent
hierarchy. By definition, goal orientation reflects a disposition to act or beltaee e

toward or away from an end state. This disposition, however, does not change or is not
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influenced by situational factors. Therefore, goal orientation is proposesutofrem
the effects of subsets of elemental traits on the fourth level of the resporetanthy

It is anticipated that value consciousness and financial conservatism and
propensity to buy a warranty are on the second level of the respondent hierarchy. Mowe
(2000) placed the value consciousness trait at the situational level when egamini
bargaining proneness, as people express a disposition to be value-conscious within the
general purchase situation. Moreover, in the previously mentioned study, Chernev (2004)
found thatdifferent goal orientations lead to different loss aversion when asking the
respondents to choose between two financial plans with varying levels of return.
Therefore, it is anticipated that individuals with different goal oriematwill exhibit
different valueconsciousness and financial conservatism traits. The proposed model is
presented in Figure 3 below.

Figure 3
The General Hierarchical Model

Fourth Level Third Level Second Level Outcomes

Arousal O

Emotional O

Instability

Conscientiousness O Promotion Orientation Financialséoratism

Agreeability O O O Warranty Purchase

Introversion O Prevention Oreintation Value Consciogsne
Openness to O O O
experience

Need for body O
resources

Materialism O

38



Principle 2: The Dimensionality Principle

Examining the dimensionality principle is important for determining whether
promotion focus and prevention focus are two underlying dimensions of goal orientation
or two separate constructs. The literature on affect demonstrated thatrenodtihe
same valence may have a different appraisals and different influenisi perception.

For example, Lerner and Keltner (2000) proposed the appraisal tendencydrima

their framework, the negative emotion anger is appraised high on the control dimension
and has low influence on risk perception. In contrast, fear is appraised low on codtrol a
has high influence on risk perception.

In the context of this study, a promotion focus triggers a positive affemieas a
prevention focus triggers a negative affect. Within the GHM context, | prapase
promotion focus and a prevention focus have different antecedents and consequences;
therefore, they should be treated as separate constructs.

Although goal orientation is proposed as two separate constructs, in this
dissertation, to examine the three-way interaction, | will employ gaaitation as a
two-dimensional construct in accordance with previous literature. Also, éxplbre
how the prediction and results may change if goal orientation is employed asparate
constructs.

Principle 3: Item Matching Principle

This study examines whether the items tapping promotion and prevention focus
are within the same level in the GHM. According to Mowen and Voss (2008), the item-
matching principle is important becautsms from two different constructs at the same

level in the hierarchy should not be combined to form a single measure.
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Moreover, Mowen and Voss (2008) recommend using scales that have four to
eight items. However, the goal orientation scale developed by Lockwood20G2) has
18 items, of which nine measure a promotion focus and the other nine measure
prevention focus, which violates the item-number corollary principle.

To sum updue to the centrality of goal orientation in this study, it is important to
examine the structure of this variable in more depth. This dissertation detetinai st
predictors of goal orientation within the General Hierarchical ModelMGBind it
examines the discriminant validity of the promotion- and prevention-focusrgoiss

Moreover, this study investigates whether mood moderates the effect of
individuals’ goal orientation and framing on risk-taking in the context of kediliood of
purchasing a car warranty.

Figure 4 depicts the proposed triple interaction among goal orientation, mood
state, and frame. As can be seen in the figure, the interaction can be coirezbasal
two, two-way interactions that are organized based upon whether a respondent is
promotion- or prevention-oriented. The predictions are based on the same theoretical
rationale employed previously. Goal orientation is a chronic, stable factofotiedtas
expected to drive the predictions rather than mood state or information frame because
these two are situational factors that can be changed over time. Thus, it is prbpbsed t
the highest risk-taking occurs when individuals’ goal orientations match their raded s
and the information frame.

As seen in Figure 4, maximum fit is proposed to occur in two situations. First, as
in Figure 4a, a high level of fit occurs when a subject has a high level of the gmomoti

trait and is in a positive mood state, and the information is framed in the gain domain.
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Second, as shown in Figure 4b, a high level of fit also occurs when a subject has a high
level of the prevention trait and is in negative mood state, and the information is framed
in the loss domain,. In these two situations, mood and information frame are congruent,
and thus match the individual's goal orientation. Thus, the congruency among the three
constructs is proposed to drive the predictions. As a result, higher levels-@ikiisl are
proposed to occur.

The rationale for this prediction is based upon resource theory. When there is
congruency among goal orientation, mood state, and frame, the match-up gives people
sufficient resources to handle threatening information and the possible lo$seayha
occur. Hence, if a person is promotion-oriented and is in a positive mood state, and the
information is framed in the gain domain, the emotional resources are makif&a
result, the fear of a loss is loag the match-up signate threats that the desired
outcomes will not be attained. Hence, risk-taking is maximized, and the likelihood of
buying a car warranty will decrease. Conversely, when goal orientatrmt congruent
with mood and frame, a maximum lack of fit occurs and the individual becomes kess ris
taking. Hence, the likelihood of buying a warranty will increase.

The lowest level of risk-taking is expected to occur when there is a maxiackm |
of fit between an individual's goal orientation and his or her mood state and framge. Thus
the incongruency among the three constructs is proposed to drive the prediction as to the
two situations when maximum non-fit occurs: first, when a subject has a high I¢kel of
prevention trait and is in positive mood state, and information is framed in the gain
domain; and second, when a respondent has a promotion goal orientation and is in

negative mood state and information is framed in the loss domain. In both cases,
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individuals’ goal orientation is incongruent with their mood state and the information
frame. In this instance, it is predicted that maximum risk aversion wilkoccu

The rationale for this prediction is that when there is maximum incongruency, or
lack of fit, among goal orientation, mood state, and frame, people will not have enough
resources to elaborate on any threatening, incongruent information. Consequently, the
fear increases that a problem will occur and that they will not be ablaito thi# desired
outcomes (either maximizing gains or minimizing losses). The high levelrof fea
motivates people to be risk avoiders. As a result, subjects will choose to buy thetyarr
because it ensures them guaranteed outcomes.

It is also predicted that at intermediate levels of non-fit, risk-taking psaye
will fall between the two extremes. Thus, if the goal orientation is congwitmeither
the mood state or the information frame, risk-taking will be at a moderatedadehus,
people will show a moderate likelihood of buying a car warranty.

If the expected pattern of effects is found, a triple interaction will rdswitking
at Figure 4, one sees that the pattern of means is different in Figures 4a bmdath
case a two-way interaction is predicted. However, the pattern of the tywovgeactions

is different. This will result in a 3-way interaction.

Figure 4
Goal Orientation by Framing by Mood Interaction
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CHAPTER 1l
SURVEY AND EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

3.1 Introduction

This dissertation employs a survey and experimental design to answer the
research questions. The survey serves two objectives. First, it determitrad the
predictors of goal orientation within the General Hierarchical ModelM@&Hsecond, it
examines the discriminant validity of promotion- and prevention-focus constructs

The experiment serves two objectives. First, it compares mood effect on
individuals’ risk-taking under gain and loss conditions. Second, it examines the three-
way interaction among mood, framing, and goal orientation on individuals’ risk-taking.
3.2 Survey Design

3.2.1 Overview

As mentioned previously, due to the centrality of goal orientation in this study, it
is important to examine the structure of this variable in more depth. UtitzenGHM
recently proposed by Mowen and Voss (2008), it is proposed that the elemental traits of
personality developed by Mowen (2000) are at the fourth level of the respondent
hierarchy. It is proposed that both promotion and prevention focuses are placed at the
third level. At the second level of the respondent hierarchy, value consciousness is

expected to predict individual financial conservatism and likelihood to buy a warranty
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3.2.2 lllustration of The GHM

To illustrate the GHM, the present study investigates the trait antes&dewn
compound-level traits: promotion and prevention focus. Measures of the elemerstal trait
are taken from Licata, Mowen, and Brown (2003), where subjects were asked, “How
often do you feel/act this way,” and responded on 9-point scales anchored ly ameve
“always.” Measures of the situational trait of value consciousness areftake
Lichtenstein, Netemeyer, and Burton (1993), where responses were also ongiemt
anchored by “never” and “always.”

3.2.3 Discriminant Validity of Goal Orientation

Individual differences in promotion versus prevention orientation are assessed
using items from Lockwood, Jordon, and Kunda’s (2002) scale. The scale has 18 items,
half of which measure promotion focus (e.g., “l frequently imagine how | ehilexe
my hopes and aspirations,” and the other half measure prevention focus (e.g., “I
frequently imagine how | can prevent failure in my life). A measure of darhina
regulatory focus is created by subtracting the prevention focus score frpmothetion
focus score. That is, high scores reflect a relatively stronger pamfotius than
prevention focus. Then participants are classified as either promotiosefbor
prevention-focused on the basis of a median split. Furthernherdjrhensionality of
Lockwood’s scale has not been established in the literature. Within the GHM ¢antext
promotion focus and prevention focus have different antecedents and consequences, then

they should be treated as different constructs.
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3.3 Experiment Design and Independent Variables Manipulation

Design: 2 (affect valance: positive vs. negative) x 2 (frame: loss vs.»gain)
(goal orientation: promotion vs. prevention) between-subjects design. The diféxelst
were randomly assigned to the groups of subjects that signed up for thenexper

3.3.1 Mood Manipulation

Because the experiment focuses on the influence of affect valence, it isaimipor
to manipulate participants’ affect valence (either positive or negativié&g wontrolling
for variation in arousal. Although previous research suggested several techniques to
manipulate valence (music, gift giving, feedback, life story, videos), tharobszs
either manipulated affect valence while ignoring the arousal levdefkatlal., 2003;
Pham, 1998) or manipulated valence and arousal orthogonally in the same study
(Shapiro, Maclnnis, and Park, 2002). Gorn, Pham, and Sin (2001) used music to
manipulate participants’ affect valence (pleasant- unpleasant) edmteolling for
arousal to examine the difference on ads evaluation. The authors choose twalstimuli
differ in valence but perceived to be highly aroused. Since highly-aroused individuals
perceive high risk compared to quite individuals (Mano,1994) and the arousal influence
on ad evaluation appears when there is a clear affective positive or negative ad t
(Gorn et al., 2001), controlling for arousal by using high aroused stimuli appears to
confound the results of ad evaluation and risk perception.

Therefore, in this experiment, participants will be asked to write a lifeione
passage that elicits a happy mood in one condition and a sad mood in another. Arousal
will be controlled for by including six items for arousal on a 7-point Likertesadapted

from Shapiro et al. (2002). These items are stimulated versus relaxe€d exrsus
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calm, frenzied versus sluggish, jittery versus dull, wide awake versus steepyed
versus unaroused.

As a manipulation check, questions on the survey verify the magnitude of the
manipulations for individuals’ mood. For individuals’ mood, participants were asked to
rate on a 7- point scale their agreement with how they were feelingl(jappleasant,
happy, and in a good mood).

3.3.2 Framing Manipulation

Framing manipulation is adapted from Wang and Fischbeck’s, (2004) health
insurance manipulation. All participants received a car warranty scembe scenario
stated that the probability of mechanical failure is 25%, the cost assowsitligepairs is
$2,000, and the cost of the warranty offered by the dealer is $500. The widely used
“Asian disease problem” adapted from Tversky and Kahneman (1981) was used to
manipulate the outcomes result from either buying or not buying the warranty l@der t
gain versus loss domain.

Under the gain domain, participants had two options, either a sure gain or a
probable gain. The sure gain option results in saving $1,500, if repairs are needed and the
participant buys the warranty. The probable gain option involves not buying thetyarra
Here, there is a 75% of chance of saving $2,000 if no repairs are needed, and 25% of a
chance of saving nothing if repairs are needed.

Under the loss domain, participants have two options, either a sure loss or a
probable loss. The sure loss option results in the participant’s paying $500, if the

participant buys the warranty and no repairs are needed. The probable loss option
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involves not buying the warranty. Here, there is a 25% of chance of spending $2,000 if
repairs are needed and a 75% chance of spending nothing.

To check for the framing manipulation, participants were asked to rate on a 7-
point scale their agreement as to whether or not purchasing warrantydsgd reduce
the purchase risk. Under the loss domain, it was anticipated that respondents would not
perceive the warranty as a means to reduce the purchase risk, and égnasuid show
a risk-seeking behavior.
3.4 Dependent Variable Measures

3.4.1 Likeihood to Purchase

Participants indicated their preference toward either buying aaraanty or not.
Buying the car warranty was associated with the sure outcome (eithgasu sure
loss), which indicates risk aversion. In contrast, choosing not to buy the warranty is
associated with the probable outcome (either probable gain or probable losl), whic
indicates risk taking.

3.4.2 Attitude Toward Warranty

Finally, participants indicated on a 9-point scale their utilitarian attitoxtard
the 2- year car warranty following the two dimensional approach recommepndexbs,
Spangenberg, and Grohmann (2003) (i.e., bad deal/ good deal, practical/impractical
3.5 Process Measures

3.5.1 Purchase Risk

There is no universally accepted scale for perceived risk, and differestdf/p
risk need to be studied, depending on the product category (Fedorikhin and Cole, 2004).

Therefore, my questionnaire included risk measures that fit in the cohtaytsiudy.
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Participants indicated on a 7-point scale whether they consider buyinaitaanty a
risky decision or not, whether buying the car warranty would reduce theies/omnot,
and if buying the warranty would reduce their purchase risk or not.

3.5.2 Regulatory Fit

Subjects will be asked to evaluate the framed message. A regulatory fit occurs
when promotion-oriented subjects give a higher rating to the gain-franmsshges and
when prevention-oriented subjects give a higher rating to the loss-franssdgee
(Cesario et al., 2004).

3.5.3 Anticipated Regret

Participants’ positive and negative anticipated regret is measuregitesins
adapted from Simonson (1992). More specifically, participants indicated in ag&t c
they would feel greater regret: if they bought the warranty and did not oséfithey
did not buy the warranty and they ended up needing it. Moreover, participants wegte ask
in what case they would be happier: if they did not buy the warranty and ended up not
needing it, or if they bought the warranty and ended up needing it.

3.5.4 Mood Change

Participants’ mood was measured again to test whether participantsaiiagige
mood state with information. If mood was used as a resource, one expects that a
participant’s mood after being exposed to incongruent information will be diffiecant

his or her mood at the beginning of the experiment (Raghunathan and Trope, 2002).
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3.5.5 Information Diagnosticity

Message diagnosticity was measured by asking the participant to énldlozat
helpful and how useful the information in the warranty scenario was in making the
decision about the warranty purchase (Kempf and Smith, 1998; Pham and Avnet, 2004,
Zhao and Pechmann, 2007).

3.5.6 Stuational Risk

Risk and uncertainty are essentials for the situation when dealing witle choic
framing. Therefore, two items that measure situational risk were includedtipants
were asked to rate on a 7-point scale their agreement as to whether trensikesdribed
was risky and represented a threat.

3.5.7 Thought Listings

At the end of the questionnaire, participants were asked to explain in detail why

they chose the option they chose (either buying the warranty or not).
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CHAPTER IV
STUDY 1

4.1 Introduction

Although Lockwood et al.’s (2002) goal orientation scale has been used
previously in the marketing literature (Zhao and Pechmann, 2007), the psychometric
properties of this scale have not been tested before. Therefore, becausewoirthieyaof
goal orientation in this research, study 1 examines the dimensionality and the
discriminant validity of this construct scale. The objectives are to {Wwtether goal
orientation is in fact a single construct or two separate constructs, aodlégrmine
the nomological network of the goal orientation construct. To that end, the tradtpredi
and consequents of goal orientation were investigated within the Generathisah
Model (GHM). | propose that goal orientation resides at the third level in the GHM, such
that one or more elemental traits will be significant antecedents togeatation.
4.2 Sample and Procedures

In the first study, the Lockwood et al. goal orientation scale was admiedgsta
280 undergraduate students from a large mid-western university. They weed offe
course credit for their voluntary completion of the study. The sample consists of 44%
males and 56% females, with a mean age of 21.7 years. In addition to the 18 goal
orientation items, other existing scales were also administrated &3 déissaliscriminant

validity of the
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measure. Prior to data analysis, however, the missing values were imputeghmia m
substitution.

To assess the dimensionality of the goal orientation scale, promotion and
prevention were specified in a second order factor CFA, single order factorivand a
factor model. The fit indexes for this scale were examined and compared using
comparative fit indexes and guidelines suggested by Voss et al. (2003), thatiiem
deletion process will stop when one or two possible results occur: (1] diféeerence
test shows no difference and /or (2) the AGFI did not increase

To assess the nomological validity, the goal orientation scale will be eatbdsy
an antecedent to the constructs of value consciousness, financial conservatism, and
likelihood to buy a car warranty. In addition, elemental traits from the 3M matldie
employed as antecedents to goal orientation. Within the GHM context, if the ppomoti
and prevention dimensions have different antecedents and consequences, then they
should be treated as separate constructs.

4.3 Analysis and Results

In order to further evaluate the scales’ properties, the 18 measuremeaniviteen
subjected to a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using LISREL 8.8fifdtestep of the
analysis was to specify and test a second order CFA in which each of promotion and
prevention focus served as indicators of the higher order construct (i.e. goatmmgnt
The test for the second order factor revealed poor modf66.47, 134 df);
comparative fit index [CFI] = 0.86; goodness of fit (GFI) = 0.82; root mean square er

of approximation [RMSEA] = 0. 11. These results show that GO scale used in the
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literature has psychometric problems that need to be solved. Therefore, it vias deci
further examine the properties of this scale.

Because the goal orientation scale is composed of nine pairs of itemsingeasur
both promotion and prevention orientation, it is expected to have items that share a
greater proportion of variance with each other. Because of the exploratoryafahise
study, the objective is to retain the items that have high loadings to main@awafaltty,
since the modification indices suggest that many items have more in common with each
other than the specified model allows. Therefore, consistent with theuresraffending
items were sequentially deleted until the standardized loadings and tithcisi
revealed that no improvement could be attained through item deletion. In addition,
following guidelines outlined by Voss et al. (2003), a series of shortenedn&rdithe
scale were compared usiXgdifference tests, goodness of fit indices (GFI), and adjusted
goodness of fit indices (AGFI). Following the decision rules, item deletion [ctess
when one of two possible results occurs: (1)Xheifference test shows no difference
and /or (2) the AGFI does not increase. Additionally, the comparative fit indegesed
to compare the scales (i.e., AIC, CFlI).

After a series of analyses, the final model consists of 10 items, five of which
measure prevention orientation and five measure promotion orientation. The CFA fit
indices revealed that the model provides an adequate fit to the data (Hu and Bentler
1999) (¥ 138.17, 34 df); comparative fit index [CFI] =0.92; standardized root mean
square residual [SRMR] = 0. 078; goodness of fit [GFI] = 0.91; and root mean square
error of approximation [RMSEA] = 0. 10.24ifference test results ¢ 427.24, df =

100) revealed that the 10-item model was a better fitting model than the 18catam
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The AGFI for the 10-item scale (0.86) was higher than that for the 18-iteen(8car).
Furthermore, the comparative fit indexes for the 10-item scale weeg theth those for
the 18-item scales. The AIC for the 10-item scale (176.86) was lower thdarttiee 18-
item scale (629.25), the CFlI for the 10-item scale (0.92) was higher than the QR4 for
18-item scale (0.86). The significant difference test, the improvement in AGFI, and
the comparative fit indexes, taken together, support the 10-item scale.

To further test the structure of the GO scale, the second order factor GFA wa
compared to a single-order factor model in which all 10 items measuring poevamnd
promotion focuses loaded on one factor (i.e. goal orientation). The CFA fit index for the
single-order factor revealed that the model provides a poor fit to the data (Hu aredt,Bentl
1999) K?1377.28, 35 df); comparative fit index [CFI] = 0.70; standardized root mean
square residual [SRMR] = 0. 17; [GFI] = 0.71; root mean square error of appraximati
[RMSEA] = 0. 24 X difference test results= 1239.11, df = 1) strongly support the
conclusion that promotion and prevention do not represent a single-order goal orientation
construct.

Although the researcher was able to achieve a shorter, yet more aecceptdd|
the fact that the correlation between promotion and prevention was not significant (r =
0.26) and that the loadings of each prevention and promotion dimension on the higher
order construct were not similar in magnitude (prevention = 0.3; promotion = 0.87) and
significant for one dimension (i.e., promotion, t = 3.2), strongly suggests that the
dimensions are different constructs (see Voss et al., 2003). Finally, the sed@nd or
model was compared to a two-factor model of promotion and prevention focus. The CFA

fit indexes for the two-factor model were identical to those indexes obtaindakfor t
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second-order factor. These results strongly support the conclusion that promotion and
prevention focuses are in fact two separate constructs.

In addition, | examined item reliabilities, tests of composite relighdind
average variance extracted. As can be seen in Table 2, the composite rediaisiie
acceptable and around 0.8, provide evidence in support of the measures’ reliability
(Fornell and Larcker 1981; Gerbing and Anderson 1988). Average varianceezktract
measures the amount of variance captured by a construct in relation to dineevatie to
random measurement error. The estimates of average variance exteedathw the
0.5 minimum cutoff suggested by Bagozzi and Yi (1988). These values are reported in
Table 2.

To establish the evidence for the discriminant validity among the constructs, |
compared the squared multiple correlation [SMR] = 0.067 with AVE. The discriminant
validity is established between two constructs if the AVE of each one is hingimethie
SMR. The AVE of the prevention orientation construct is 0.43 and for promotion
orientation, the AVE is 0.49. Since the AVE values of the two constructs are higher than
the squared multiple correlation, the discriminant validity among the |lateables is

supported.
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Table 2
Construct Measures and Validity

Construct Measures and Validity
Sd Composite
Construct Items Loading Reliability AVE
Prevention Orientation 0.79 0.43
| often imagine myself experiencing
bad things and | fear might happen to
me. 0.79
| often think about the person | am
afraid | might become in the future. 0.63
| often worry that | will fail to
accomplish my academic goals. 0.64
| am more oriented toward preventing
losses than | am toward achieving
gains. 0.6
| frequently think about how | can
prevent failures in my life. 0.62
Promotion Orientation 0.82 0.49
| typically focus in the success | hope
to achieve in the future. 0.83
In general, | am focused on achieving
positive outcomes in my life. 0.66
| often think about the person | would
ideally like to be in the future. 0.65
| often imagine myself experiencing
good things that | hope will happen to
me. 0.63
| frequently imagine how | will
achieve my hopes and aspirations. 0.7

To sum up, the CFA results, the significXAtlifference test, and the
improvement in AGFI, taken together, reveal that the 10-item scale, of whickefing i
measure promotion orientation and five measure prevention orientation, isrditbete
model than the 18-item scale. The scales representing promotion and prevention focus

demonstrate both discriminant and statistical conclusion validity.
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4.4 Empirical Test of the Nomological Model

To further ascertain whether, as expected, the goal orientation ijerasaet two
different constructs or are, in fact, two dimensions of the same constrygir@raotion
orientation and prevention orientation), a total of 10 items measuring goal boenta
derived from the CFA model reported previously were used to represent the amtecede
(value consciousness and financial conservatism) and consequent (elemésjtal trai
constructs employed in the General Hierarchical Model.

Single indicators were employed for the elemental and surface traltsvifg
convention, it was assumed that the warranty purchase construct had a reliaBiBty of
for model estimation (Cannon and Hombourg, 2001). Given this assumption, the
elemental and surface traits measurement errors were fixed aj {imes the variance
of the scale score. This approach of model estimation is consistent with pretulié
(i.e., MacKenzie, Podsakoff, and Ahearne, 1998). The model was estimated using
structural equation modeling using LISREL 8.8. If goal orientation is in facigéesi
construct, its predictors and consequences should remain the same when modeling goal
orientation as two separate constructs.

The analysis began with an assessment of the measurement model. Because the
measurement properties of the elemental traits have been supported previeusly, t
measurement model was performed only on the compound, situational, and surface traits
Fit statistics for the model when GO was specified as a single consexecpaor (X =
776.72, df = 165, CFI = 0.85, RMSEA = 0.12). A second measurement model was
estimated in which goal orientation was modeled as two separate congtroictstion

orientation and prevention orientation. The fit indices were excellént 386.43; df =
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146, CFl = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.06). This model outperforms and better fits the data than
the previous model in which goal orientation was modeled as a single construct. This
indicates, thus, that goal orientation is better modeled as two separataateribin as
single constructs.

Next, a partial mediation model was estimated in which paths were created f
the elemental traits to the compound, situational, and surface traits and pathswere
from the compound to the situational to the surface traits. Multiple indicators were
employed for the compound and situational traits. This model allows for examining the
nomological network as well as identifying any unexpected relationshaosistent with
the 3M model principles, the elemental traits act as control variables thatvoad
missing variables problems. Again, two models were estimated, the firetah goal
orientation was modeled as a single construct and the second in which goalionienta
was modeled as two separate constructs: promotion orientation and prevention
orientation..

When GO was specified as a single construct in the nomological net, the fit
indices for the first model were poor{X 1085.16; df = 294, CFI = 0.85, RMSEA =
0.10). In this model, the following constructs were found to be significant predictors for
the goal orientation construct: material resource needs (t = 2.57, p = 0.01) and body needs
(t=2.62, p = 0.01). Additionally, two constructs were found to be significant outcomes
for the goal orientation construct: value consciousness (t = 2.04, p = 0.05) and financial
conservatism (t = 2.06, p = 0.05). Finally, two constructs were significaratgdetio
warranty purchase: value consciousness (t = 2.49, p = 0.01) and the need for material

resources (t=2.16, p =0.05).
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When specifying GO as two constructs in the nomological net, the fit indices wer
excellent (¥ = 537.24; df = 283, CFIl = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.05). Three of the constructs
were found to be significant predictors for the prevention orientation construct:
Introversion (t = 3.43, p = 0.01), consciousness (t =-2.38, p = 0.01), and emotional
instability (t = 4.14, p = 0.01). Additionally, two constructs were found to be significant
predictors for the promotion orientation construct: the need for material res@urce
3.07, p =0.01) and body resource needs (t = 3.23, p = 0.01). Furthermore, in this model,
none of the constructs were significant outcomes for either the preventiomoieor
the promotion orientation constructs. Finally, two constructs were signifiaafeked to
warranty purchase: value consciousness (t = 2.45, p = 0.01) and the need for material
resources (t = 2.12, p = 0.05).

4.5 Discussion

A major goal of study 1 was to examine the psychometric properties of the goa
orientation construct. After a series of confirmatory factor analyisedinal scale
contains 10 items, five of which measure promotion orientation and five of which
measure prevention orientation. The two scales have both discriminant andaltatist
validity.

To test the nomological validity, two measurement models were built. In the firs
goal orientation was modeled as a single construct, and in the second it was n®deled a
two separate constructs of promotion orientation and prevention orientation. The fit
indexes revealed that the second model is a better fitting model.

Additionally, examining the structural relationships in the two models supports

the previous results. When modeled as a single construct, the need for maauiges
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and body needs were found to be significant predictors for the goal orientatitnucions
Moreover, two constructs were found to be significant outcomes for the goahtaent
construct: value consciousness and financial conservatism.

Finally, when modeled as two constructs, three of the antecedent constmects we
significant predictors for the prevention orientation construct: Introversion,
consciousness, and emotional instability. Additionally, two constructs wgrécant
predictors for the promotion orientation construct: the need for material res@mde
body needs. The findings that promotion and prevention orientations have multiple
antecedents support the prediction that promotion and prevention orientations reside at
the third level of the GHM. Furthermore, in this model, none of the constructs were
significant outcomes for either the prevention orientation or the promotion orientation
constructs.

To sum up, the predictors and outcomes were different when goal orientation was
modeled differently. This finding provides evidence that the measures reprgsbe
goal orientation constructs are in fact formative measures. The rationaie bahi
conclusion lies in the fact that when modeled as a single construct, goaltmensal
two outcome variables. These outcomes, however, were not significant when goal
orientation was modeled as two constructs. This means that the goal orientaticuctons
had a different meaning when its items were divided between promotion and prevention

orientations, which is consistent with the formative measures charcseris
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CHAPTER V
STUDY?2

5.1 Introduction

After examining the psychometric properties of the goal orientatior,sstaldy2
tests the proposed interactions among mood, frame, and goal orientation. | proposed that
the highest risk-taking occurs when individuals’ goal orientations match their raded s
and the information frame. Hence, subjects will show a low likelihood to buy the car
warranty. To that end, this study employs a 2 (goal orientation: promotion vs. prayenti
x2 (mood: positive vs. negative) x 2 (frame: loss vs. gain) between-subjegs, desi
where mood and frame were manipulated variables and goal orientation was a&deasur
variable.
5.2 Sample and Procedures

The experiment was designed using the Qualtrcis software. In thedpsgsal
orientation was measured. Here, participants assigned themselves a unigihatcode
consisted of the first two letters of their first name and the last fous difjiheir ID.
After two weeks, the same participants were introduced to the main experirddntc
that it consists of two independent tasks. Before starting, participadtshessame
unique code they created. That gives the researcher the ability to matchitngsps’
responses from the two studies. The first task manipulated mood. As indicated in Chapter
lll, participants were told that the objective was to build a life event inwetitat made

them feel either happy or sad, and their mood was measured immediatelieifesy (
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2003; Pham, 1998). Appendixes B and C show the scenario used to manipulate positive
and negative moods, respectively.

After the mood induction task, participants were asked to perform the second task.
They were given a scenario in which the decision frame was manipulated. tiasti
participants read a scenario where they imagined that they were buyed eau they
liked. The probability of a mechanical failure and the repair cost were provided. T
dealer offered the participants the chance to buy a warranty that cost $500e/d the
decision framing was introduced to the participants who were given the optibinenf e
buying the warranty or not buying it. After reading the scenario, pantitspaood was
measured again along with the dependent variables measures. Appendix B shows the
scenario used to manipulate the gain-framed message and Appendix C shoesahe sc
used to manipulate the loss-framed message.
5.3 Manipulation Check

The success of the mood manipulation was checked first. Results from ANOVA
with measured mood as a dependent variable and mood condition (sad vs. happy) as an
independent variable revealed a significant difference in subjects’ mood betvepgn ha
and sad conditions [F (1,228) = 658.36, p < 0.00]. The mood mean for subjects who were
asked to report happy events was 6.03, compared to 2.86 for those who were asked to
report sad events.

To the author’s knowledge, none of the previous literature has checked for frame
manipulation, relying on the notion that the gain domain triggers risk aversioreasher
the loss domain triggers risk-seeking behavior. In this research, the gaahe/framing

manipulation was checked by examining the difference in purchase risk be&eamd
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loss domain conditions. It is assumed that subjects choose to buy the warranty fa order
reduce the risk associated with their purchase. Because this risk is sedi¢gobe low in

the loss domain, subjects would not purchase the warranty to reduce the purchase risk.
Results from ANOVA with purchase risk as a dependent variable and frame (loss vs
gain) as the independent variable, supported this prediction and showed that subjects i
the loss domain did not perceive the warranty to reduce the purchase risk [F (1,228) =
3.4, p< 0.064].

Finally, the mood-as-resource hypothesis was tested. If mood was used as
resource, two conditions must be met. The first condition is that the decision stesari
to be relevant to the subjects. A t-test was run with relevance as a taiskevarhe
results revealed that subjects rated the decision scenario as relex2#)[& 65.3, M =
4.6, p< 0.00)], and that relevance was a cross framing condition [(F (1,228) = 0.86, p<
354)].

In the second condition, one expects that participants’ mood after being exposed
to incongruent information to be different from their mood at the beginning of the
experiment (Raghunathan and Trope, 2002). An independent sample t-test was run to
examine the mood difference. The results indicated a significant change ictsSubje
mood at the end of the study [(t, 228 = 25.6, p <0.00)].

5.4 Assumptions Testing

Prior to testing the research model, the data was subjected to tests of the

assumption within the regression and ANOVA frameworks. The following section

outlines the tests and their results.
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First, the studentized residuals, skewness, and kurtosis of the dependent variable
were examined to explore any potential outliers. The results showed that Mabbser
had residuals outside the range of (-, +3). After careful considerationrédspeadents
were deleted sequentially, which resulted in 230 usable responses forsanahes
research design of this study satisfies the regression requirement\dlistaled
dependent and independent variables. The normality of the error terms distribigion wa
assessed using the normal probability plot (P-P). The results showed thattex pl
standardized residuals closely resemble the distribution diagonal, thusrsatilséy
normality assumption. The independence of error term was assessed usingthe Dur
Watson statistic which showed to be close the 2 supporting the independence of the
observations. Finally, the homoscedasticity assumption was tested usinge¢he’taest
for the equality of variance. The results showed that the dependent vaxiaibiéee an
equal level of variance across the independent variable, thus satisfying the
homoscedasticity assumption.

5.5 Measurement Model

The measurement model of the scaled variables was examined using EFA,
reliability, and CFA. For mood, participants were asked to rate on a sevensqaient
their agreement with statements about how they were feeling (i.e., egjoyapleasant,
and happy) (Keller et al, 2003). The EFA results revealed a single-fakibosavhere
all three items of the mood scale loaded on one factor with factors loaditer ghea
0.80. The explained variance of the single-factor solution was 72%. The coeffiplent a

for the three-item mood scale was 80.
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For purchase risk, my questionnaire included risk measures that fit in thetcontex
of the study. Participants were asked to indicate on a 7-point scale wheyher the
considered buying the warranty a risky decision or not, whether buying tharcanty
would reduce their worries or not, and whether buying the warranty would redirce the
purchase risk or not. The EFA revealed a single-factor solution whereegllittms of
the perceived risk scale loaded on one factor with factors loading great€.@6aThe
explained variance of the single factor solution was 62%. The coefficient alpiie f
three-item purchase risk scale was 70.

Situational risk was measured with two items. Participants were askai# ton a
7-point scale their agreement as to whether or not the situation described wasdisk
whether or not it represented a threat (Mano, 1994). The EFA results revealgld-a s
factor solution where the two items loaded on one factor with factors loadiiggtiean
0.80. The explained variance of the single factor solution was 67%. The correlation
between the two items was 0.4

Perceived information diagnosticity was measured with two items. iBartis
were asked to indicate how helpful and how useful the information in the warranty
scenario was in making the decision about the warranty purchase (Kempf and Smith
1998; Pham and Avnet, 2004, Zhao and Pechmann, 2007). The EFA results indicated a
single-factor solution where the two items loaded on one factor with factalisig
greater than 0.9, and the explained variance of the single factor solution was 95%. The
correlation between the two items was 0.9.

Finally, arousal was controlled for by including six items for arousal on a 7-point

Likert scale adapted from Shapiro et al. (2002): stimulated versus relaggddeersus
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calm, frenzied versus sluggish, jittery versus dull, wide awake versus ,skeepged
versus unaroused). The EFA results indicated a two-factor solution where tleensix it
loaded on two factors with factors loading greater than 0.5, and the explainedevafianc
the two-factor solution was 0.65. After examining the item-to-total coiwalat was
decided to drop two items (i.e., sleep and arousal). The EFA was run on the four items.
The results indicated a single-factor solution where the four items loaded cactove f
with factors loading greater than 0.6, and the explained variance of the artgle f
solution was 0.62. The coefficient alpha for the four-item arousal scale was 79.

Next, items that measure promotion orientation, prevention orientation, mood,
arousal, purchase risk, situational risk, and information diagnosticity weerted}o
CFA. The results showed an excellent model fit indexés-(%84.08, df = 296, RMSEA
= 0.05, NFI = 0.87, CFIl = 0.94, and SRMR = 0.06). The next step was to test the model’'s
proposed predictions. Table 4 below shows the correlations, means, and standard

deviations of the variables in the measurement model.
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Table 3
Correlations among the Variables in the Measurement Model

Mood Arousal Purchase Purchase Risk Promotion Prever8ituation Risk Diagnosti

Mood 1.00
(M=4.4,std=1.8)

Arousal *0.7 1.00
(M =43, std=1.3)

Purchase -0.07 0.00 1.00
(M =5.6, std =0.8)

Purchase Risk -0.06 -0.20 **0.67 1.00
(M=5.4,std =0.9)

Promotion 0.06 *0.16 -0.09 **-0.18 1.00
(M=28,std=1.2)

Prevention 0.00 *0.14 -0.06 -0.08 0.09  1.00
(M =48, std = 1.6)

Situation Risk -0.03 -0.08 *0.17  *0.13 0.04 0.03  1.00
(M=4.2, std=1.4)

Diagnostic -0.10 0.00 *0.33 **0.28 -0.07 *0.13 #*.017  1.00
(M=409, std =1.2)

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

5.6 Hypotheses Testing

It was proposed that a maximum fit occurs when (1) a person is promotion
oriented and is in a positive mood state, and the information is framed in the gain domain,
and (2) when person is prevention oriented and is in a sad mood state, and the
information is framed in the loss domain. When a maximum fit occurs, the emotional
resources are maximized. As a result, the fear of a loss sddle match-up signat®
threats that the desired outcomes will not be attained. Hence, risk-takiagimined,
and the likelihood of buying a car warranty will decrease. Conversely, when goal
orientation is not congruent with mood and frame, a maximum lack of fit occurs and the
individual becomes less risk-taking. Hence, the likelihood of buying a warrdhty w

increase.
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To test the hypothesized predictions, two analyses were performed. Irstharfi
ANOVA was run to examine the two way interaction between mood and frame with
warranty purchase as a dependent variable. The results revealed a sigwbeaaty
interaction [F (1, 226) = 6.175, p < 0.01]. That is, subjects were more likely to purchase
the car warranty in one of two situations: (1) when they were in a negative mood and the
warranty information was framed as a gain, and (2) when subjects werepgpyanhaod
and the warranty information was framed as a loss. These findings are imfuorteat
reasons. First, they provide evidence for mood as a moderator for the prospgct theor
prediction, as the framing effect was attenuated when exposing subjects tiva posi
mood. Second, these findings provide initial support for the hypothesis that when a match
up or fit occurs, that is exposing subjects to a sad mood and loss-framed information or
exposing subjects to a happy mood and gain-framed information, the likelihood to
purchase the car warranty will decrease.

This conclusion is supported by the fact that subjects’ mood did not change across
framing conditions. An ANOVA was run with mood as a dependent variable and frame
as an independent variable to examine mood difference across frame condtens. T
results revealed no significant difference in subjects’ mood [F (1, 228) = 0.406, p <
0.525)] when exposed to differently framed information, as those who were in positive
mood reported a higher mood rating than those in a negative mood regardless of the
information frame. This finding is important for ruling out any possible mood carny-ove
effect and to establish the effect of mood as independent from the effect of frame.

Complete results for the interaction are shown in Table 4 and Figure 5 below.
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Table 4
Two-Way-Interaction between Mood and Frame

Effect F Sig.

Mood 0.63 0.59

Frame 0.28 0.42

Mood * Frame 6.17 0.01
Figure 5

Two-Way Interaction between Mood and Frame
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Gain Loss

In the second analysis, goal orientation was added to examine the three-way-
interaction among frame, mood, and goal orientation. Following the goal anentat
literature (Lockwood et al., 2002), the researcher averaged the promotion andigmevent
focus scores and created a measure of dominant regulatory focus by subtracting t
prevention focus score from the promotion focus score. That is, high scores reflected
relatively stronger promotion focus than prevention focus. Then, participargs wer
classified as either promotion or prevention focused on the basis of a median split (Mdn =

-1.44).
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When examining goal orientation as a moderating variable, previous research
specified goal orientation as a fixed factor in an ANOVA framework (Zhdo a
Pechmann, 2007). Following this standard procedure, a 2 (Frame: loss vs. gain) x 2
(Mood: sad vs. happy) x 2 (Goal orientation: promotion vs. prevention) ANOVA with
warranty purchase as a dependant variable was run. The results reveaked only
significant mood by frame interaction [F (1,222) = 5.57, p < 0.02]; the three-way
interaction among mood, frame, and goal orientation was not significant. Tortest f
potential mediational effects, purchase risk, situational risk, and informasignadticity
were specified as dependent variables, but the results were not signiftenefore, it
was decided to control for these factors. Here, an ANCOVA was run with penchlas
situational risk, and information diagnosticity as covariates; the resuligled a
significant main effect only for information diagnosticity [F (1, 219 = 8.90/®0)] and a
significant mood by frame interaction [F (1, 219) = 5.3, p< 0.02].

Since the proposed three-way interaction was not significant when spggjbah
orientation as a two-dimensional construct, the researcher built on the finadimgs fr
study 1 and re-examined the proposed relationships. Results from study 1 showed that the
current goal orientation scale suffers from psychometric problems arsp#witying
goal orientation as two separate constructs provides a better model fit than when
specifying it as a single construct. Therefore, an analysis was tlug®al orientation
specified as two separate constructs, promotion orientation and preventionionentat
and the proposed relationships were re-examined using regression modahgls. Usi
regression in the analysis has two advantages: (1) it maintains the meameisgfutd the

integrity of the data, as opposed to losing its variation when classifyirdgataeising the
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median split, and (2) it satisfies the assumption of a continuous scaled independent
variable, as in this stage of analysis, the average scores of promotion and gmeventi
orientation items were used as independent variables rather than a met@m thgli
difference score because each score represents a separate construct.

A series of regression analyses was run to examine the three-wagtiote At
first, the difference scores (i.e., promotion - prevention), mood, frame, and theuatyvo
and three-way interactions were specified as independent variablesoatt®lling for
arousal. The results revealed no significant interactions. Next, purchaséuaiqrsal
risk, and information diagnosticity were specified as dependent variablegninex
potential mediational effects on warranty purchase. The results showed tlaattyarr
purchase is not mediated by these factors. This finding suggests that thecanfhfie
frame, mood, and individual orientation on warranty purchase is beyond the risk and
information diagnosticity.

Therefore, in addition to arousal, it was decided to control for purchase risk,
situational risk, and information diagnosticity when examining the proposed
relationships. The overall model was significant [F (11, 218) = 2056,051, p<
0.00)] and revealed a significant main effect for difference score (t = 2.5, p <a@d4)
significant frame by difference score interaction (t = 2.5, p < 0.01). Also, the Way
interaction among frame, mood, and difference scores was significant (t = 2.16, p.< 0.03)
The results also showed a significant main effect for purchase ssk(2, p < 0.00)
and a significant main effect for information diagnosticity (t = 3.1, p < 0.00).pl&ten

results for the three-way interaction are presented in Table 5 below
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Table 5

Three-Way Interaction among Mood, Frame, and Difference Scores

Effect Beta t sig
Frame -0.09 -0.94 0.35
Mood 0.05 0.47 0.64
Difference Scores 0.24 2.55 0.01
Mood* Frame -0.01 -0.08 0.94
Mood* Difference Scores -0.24 -1.87 0.06
Frame* Difference Scores -0.32 -2.55 0.01
Mood* Frame* Difference Scores 0.31 2.16 0.03
Situational Risk -0.07 -1.51 0.13
Purchase Risk 0.62 12.23 0.00
Information Diagnosticity 0.16 3.11 0.00
Arousal 0.05 0.84 0.40

The significant three-way interaction could be explained as due to eigfer hi

promotion scores or low prevention scores. Therefore, it was decided to build two more

regression models. The first one examines the interaction among frame, mood, and

prevention orientation, and the second model examines the interaction among frame,

mood, and promotion orientation. The first model was significant [F (11, 218) = 20.22,

R?=0.51, p < 0.00)] and revealed a significant main effect for prevention (t = -2.03, p <

0.04) and a significant frame by prevention interaction (t = 2.22, p < 0.03). More

importantly, the three-way interaction among the three constructs gvafcsint (t = -

1.98, p < 0.05). This result supports the hypothesized prediction that when a maximum fit

occurs (i.e., prevention-orientated individuals in a negative mood and are exposed to loss-

framed information), people are less likely to purchase the car warrantyediits also
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showed a significant main effect for purchase risk (t = 11.9, p < 0.00) and a aignific
main effect for information diagnosticity (t = 3.02, p < 0.00).

The second model examined the interaction among frame, mood, and promotion
orientation. The overall model was significant [F (11, 218, = 19.56,®5, p < 0.00)].
The results showed a significant main effect for mood (t = 2.06, p < 0.04), a significant
main effect for purchase risk (t =1 1.83, p < 0.00), and a significant main effect for
information diagnosticity (t = 2.98, p < 0.00), although the three-way interaction among
frame, mood, and promotion orientation was not significant. Complete results for these

relationships are presented in Tables 6 and 7 below.

Table 6
Three-Way Interaction among Mood, Frame, and Prevention Orientation
Effect Beta t sig

Frame -0.38 -1.73 0.09
Mood -0.12 -0.54 0.59
Prevention -0.20 -2.03 0.04
Mood* Frame 0.31 1.12 0.26
Mood* Prevention 0.35 1.43 0.15
Frame* Prevention 0.54 2.23 0.03
Mood* Frame* Prevention -0.58 -1.98 0.05
Situational Risk -0.07 -1.36 0.17
Purchase Risk 0.61 11.91 0.00
Information Diagnosticity 0.16 3.02 0.00
Arousal 0.04 0.77 0.44
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Table 7
Three-Way Interaction among Mood, Frame, and Promotion Orientation

Effect Beta t sig
Frame 0.30 1.61 0.11
Mood 0.39 2.06 0.04
Promotion 0.16 1.56 0.12
Mood* Frame -0.39 -1.75 0.08
Mood* Promotion -0.26 -1.32 0.19
Frame* Promotion -0.26 -1.30 0.19
Mood* Frame* Promotion 0.21 0.93 0.35
Situational Risk -0.06 -1.20 0.23
Purchase Risk 0.62 11.84 0.00
Information Diagnosticity 0.15 2.97 0.00
Arousal 0.05 0.81 0.42

Next, a slope analysis was run to fully understand the direction of the thyee-wa
interaction among mood, framing, and prevention orientation (see Figure 6 bebaw). T
results showed that low prevention people are risk averse and are morelietghase
a car warranty when the warranty information is framed as a gain.udowehen the
warranty information is framed as a loss, low-prevention people are risk ke are
less likely to purchase a car warranty.

High-prevention people, on the other hand, are more likely to purchase a car
warranty in either of two situations: (1) when they were in a sad mood and thatwarra
information was framed as a gain, and (2) when they were in a happy mood and the
warranty information was framed as a loss. These findings are impontawbfeeasons.
First, they provide evidence for mood as a moderator for the prospect theoryigmedic
as the framing effect was attenuated when exposing subjects to a happy ntoad, Se

these findings provide partial support for the hypothesis that when a match-up or fit
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occurs, that is exposing prevention people to a sad mood and loss-framed information,
high risk-taking occurs and the likelihood of purchasing the car warrantyadesre

These findings, however, did not support the prediction that the lowest level of risk-
taking is expected to occur when there is a maximum lack of fit between an indwidual’
goal orientation and his or her mood state and frame (i.e., when a subject has a high leve
of the prevention trait and is in positive mood state, and information is framed in the gain
domain). The results showed that when a maximum lack of fit (MNF) occursakisig

is higher than when a maximum fit occurs (MF), and the likelihood of purchasimg a ca

warranty is lower.

Figure 6
Slope Analysis for Low and High Prevention Focus
PURCHASE Low Prevention PURCHASE High Prevention
LIKELIHOOD LIKELIHOOD

5.9 7 5.9 7

5.8 . 58 1 Bl

57 s _— 57 ——Sad
5.6 ™ 56
3% 1 ~, 55
54 1 54
53 1 53

3.2 1 i
FRAME FRAME
51 5.1

Gainl Loss Gain Loss

5.7 Discussion

An experimental design was employed to answer the second research question:
How do individual mood and goal orientation interact with choice framing to influence
the purchase of a car warranty?

Reliability and CFA were applied to data from a sample of undergraduate
students. From the Mood-As-Resource hypothesis, the prediction of the three-way

interaction among mood, frame, and goal orientation was derived. This hypothesis
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proposes that a positive mood may act as a buffer against the affective costtiobEneg
information. This buffer, in turn, enables individuals to focus on the long-term benefits of
the information if this information is considered self-relevant. (Raghunathan apd, Tr

2002). An independent sample t-test was run to examine the mood difference. The results
indicated a significant change in subjects’ mood at the end of the study compared to their
mood at the beginning of the study. These results support the mood-as-resource
hypothesis, that is, subjects used their mood as a resource when making tsiein dec
regarding buying the warranty.

It was proposed that warranty purchase is a function of the match-up or the fit
among mood, frame, and goal orientation. This prediction was tested on a sample of
students (N = 230). Building on the findings from study 1 that goal orientation is bette
specified as two separate construct than as a single two- dimensinsilct, a
regression model that specified the three-way interaction among mood, fraime, a
difference scores was built. The results showed a significant three-weactn.

Because this interaction effect could be explained due to either high promoton or |
prevention scores, two additional regression models were built. The first onfeesiphe
three-way interaction among mood, frame, and prevention orientation, and the second
model specified the three-way interaction among mood, frame, and promotion
orientation. The results support the proposed prediction. For prevention-oriented
individuals, when a maximum fit occurs (i.e., prevention-oriented individuals in a sad
mood are exposed to loss-framed information), the likelihood of buying a car warranty
decreased, thus, supporting the proposed three-way interaction among mood, frame, and

prevention orientation. These results hold only when controlling for purchase risk,
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situational risk, information diagnosticity, and arousal. However, the three-way
interaction among mood, frame, and promotion orientation was not significant.

Next, a slope analysis was run to fully understand the direction of the three-way
interaction among mood, framing, and prevention orientation. The results showed that
high-prevention people were more likely to purchase a car warranty in one of two
situations: (1) when they were in a sad mood and the warranty information wad &ame
a gain, and (2) when they were in a happy mood and the warranty information was
framed as a loss. These findings provide partial support for the predictiovhiata
match-up or fit occurs, that is exposing prevention people to a sad mood and losks-frame
information, high risk-taking occurs and the likelihood of purchasing the car warrant
decreases. These findings, however, did not support the prediction that the lowest level of
risk-taking occurs when there is a maximum lack of fit between an individyedls
orientation and his or her mood state and the frame (i.e., when a subject with adligh le
of the prevention trait is in positive mood state and the information is framed iaithe g
domain). The results showed that when a maximum lack of fit (MNF) occurdakisig
is higher than when a maximum fit occurs (MF), and the likelihood of purchasarg a ¢
warranty is lower.

Taken alone, the mood-as-resource perspective does not explain these findings.
An alternative perspective is found in the cue diagnosticity perspective. Acctodhmng
perspective, multiple cues combine to form the overall judgment, and a singfeghie
be weighted more heavily than others when forming a judgridérger et al. (2004) for
example, proposed that the classical framing effect could be inverted when # cont

evoked a promotion focus among promotion-oriented peSplecifically, when
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participants were provided with an Asian disease-like scenario involving teaching
children music, people who scored high in values of self-direction and who were in
artistic /science occupations were risk-seeking in the positive faacheisk-averse in the
negative frame. Hence, because the context of this research (that igtyvarahase)
may have evoked a prevention focus, the results were more significant for prevention
oriented than for promotion-oriented individuals. Additionally, the mean for promotion
scores was below the scale mid-point (2.7), compared to the 4.8 prevention score, and
that may explain why significant results were found for prevention orientattbnat for
the promotion orientation.

Mood management theory (Isen and Patrick, 1983, Isen, Nygren and Ashby,
1988) is an alternative perspective that can explain why, contrary to theagquest
when a maximum lack of fit (MNF) occurs, risk-taking is higher than wheaxamum
fit occurs (MF) for high-prevention people. According to this theory, when mood serves
as individuals’ final desired state or objective, they tend to ignore negativenatfon
and seek positive information for the purpose of repairing their negative state or
maintaining their positive state (Wegener and Petty, 1994). In the context i@sissch,
a MNF distorts the psychological balance that prevention people strive t@imaint
this situation, they will be more likely take risks in order to repair theichasdggical
state and to attain their balance. Hence, the perception that a loss may ¢lceduiure
will decrease because things will not get any worse for them, and therefbreisht
taking occurs and the likelihood of purchasing a car warranty decreases.

To sum up, a significant three-way interaction was found only for high-prevention

people. Two alternative theories can explain the findings. First, mood-as-resmaoge t
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explains the findings when a maximum fit occurs (i.e., high prevention, sad mood, and
loss), and second, mood management theory explains the findings when a maximum non-
fit occurs (i.e., high prevention, happy mood, and gain). No process measures are
available in this research to provide evidence for the mood management rationaée. Futur
research should consider comparing and contrasting the premises of these tws theori

and should examine the situations/combinations of mood, frame, promotion focus, and

prevention focus under which consumers form their final judgment.
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CHAPTER VI
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
This chapter discusses and synthesizes the findings of this research and the
implications of these findings. It concludes with the research limitatichs &unture
research agenda.
6.1 Dissertation Overview
This dissertation examines how consumers’ mood, decision framing, and goal
orientation influence their decision to buy a car warranty. To the author’s knowtbdge
is the first work that examines the three-way interaction among thesesfdataddition,
because of the centrality of goal orientation in this study, the psychometperties of
this construct are examined. This study employs a survey approach and anexaérim
approach to addressing two research questions:
e What are the measurement properties of an individual's goal orientation (i.e
dimensionality, discriminant validity)?
e How do individual mood and goal orientation interact with choice framing to
influence the purchase of a car warranty
The first research question was addressed using a survey approach. The seeoci re
guestion was addressed usingeaperimental approach. What follows is a discussion of

the results from these two studies.
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6.2 The Survey Study

A major goal of the survey study (i.e., study 1) was to examine the psycliometr
properties of the individual goal orientation construct. In study 1, the geatation
scale from Lockwood et al. (2002) was investigated. This scale is the most &iprupr
use in this dissertation because it has been used previously in the consumer behavior
literature (i.e., Zhao and Pechmann, 2007).

In the study, the items from Lockwood et al.’s goal orientation scale were
administered to 280 undergraduate students from a large mid-western university.
Preliminary analysis revealed the scale has very poor psychometrictg®ap&iter a
series of confirmatory factor analyses, a final scale was obtainetd wahikcomposed of
10 items, 5 of which measure promotion orientation and 5 of which measure prevention
orientation. The two dimensions had good discriminant validity. The correlation between
the two scales was 0.2, a signal that the two scales are tapping differamsiono
further test whether promotion and prevention are two separate constructs or two
dimensions of a single construct, the nomological network for promotion and prevention
was investigated. Herthe goal orientation scale was employed as an antecedent to the
constructs of value consciousness, financial conservatism, and likelihood to buy a car
warranty. In addition, elemental traits from the 3M model were employadtasedents
to goal orientation. If the promotion and prevention dimensions have different
antecedents and consequences, they should be treated as separate consivaotargil
Voss, 2008).

Two measurement models were built. The first specified goal orientation as a

second-order construct of two dimensions (promotion vs. prevention). The second model
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specified goal orientation as two separate constructs: promotion taergad
prevention orientation. The fit indices revealed that specifying goal atientas two
constructs produce a better fitting model.

Additionally, examining the structural relationships in the two models revealed
that the predictors and outcomes of goal orientation were different. Fopkexavhen
specified as a single construct, the needs for material resources and foesmdyges
were found to be significant predictors of the goal orientation construct. Morewmwer, t
constructs were found to be significant outcomes of the goal orientation ctnsitue
consciousness and financial conservatism. However, when specified as twoatsnst
three of the antecedents constructs were significant predictors foetrenpon
orientation construct: introversion, consciousness, and emotional instability. Ohehe ot
hand, two constructs were significant predictors for the promotion orientationusnstr
the need for material resources and for body resources. Finally, none of theatsnst
were significant outcomes for either the prevention orientation or the promotion
orientation constructs.

These findings provide evidence that the goal orientation construct as conceived
by Lockwood et al. (2002) is formative in nature. The rationale behind this conclusion
lies in the fact that when specified as a single construct, goal orientatidcwdautcome
variables. These outcomes, however, were not significant when goal orientagion wa
specified as two constructs. This means that the goal orientation construdifieceat
meaning when its items were divided between promotion orientation and prevention

orientation, which is consistent with the formative measures characterist
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6.3 The Experimental Study

An experimental study (i.e., study 2) was conducted to address the second
research question. The experiment investigated the joint effect of mood, frantdng, a
goal orientation on a car warranty purchase. The interaction can be conceptaslize
two, two-way interactions that are based upon whether a respondent is promotion or
prevention oriented. The predictions are based on the theoretical rationateathat g
orientation is a chronic, stable factor that is expected to drive the predictioesthean
mood state or information frame because these two are situational factovsl ttizange
over time. Thus, it was proposed that the highest risk-taking occurs when individuals’
goal orientations match their mood state and the information frame. As a resutitssubje
show less likelihood of buying the car warranty.

The prediction was tested using responses from experimental scenarios about a
hypothesized car-buying situation. The scenario states that the probdbiiggloanical
failure is 25%, and that the cost associated with repairs is $2,000, and the cost of the
warranty offered by the dealer is $500. Two variables were manipulated: mood and
frame. Mood was manipulated by asking the participants to write life etheitsiade
them feel either happy or sad. The widely used “Asian disease problem” adapted f
Tversky and Kahneman (1981) was used to manipulate the outcomes result from either
buying or not buying the warranty under the gain versus loss domain. The experiment
was conducted on 246 students. The data from 230 were subjected to analysis.

Because goal orientation was expected to drive the predictions rather than mood
state or information frame, the analysis began by examining the two-teagation

between mood and frame with warranty purchase as a dependent variable. Next, the
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influence of goal orientation on the relationship between mood and frame was examined
to test for the proposed two, two-way interactions. The results revealedfearg two-

way interaction between mood and frame. That is, subjects were more likelghageir

the car warranty in one of two situations: (1) when they were in a sad mood and the
warranty information was framed as a gain, and (2) when subjects werepgpyanhaod

and the warranty information was framed as a loss. These findings are impedamse

they provide evidence that mood moderates the prospect theory prediction, because the
framing effect was attenuated when subjects were in a happy mood. Addititmally
findings provide initial support for the hypothesis that when a match-up occurs,(i.e.,
exposing subjects to a sad mood and loss framed information or exposing subjects to a
happy mood and gain framed information), the likelihood of purchasing the car warranty
decreased.

Next, the proposed three-way interaction was examined. Following standard
procedure, a 2 (Frame: loss vs. gain) x 2 (Mood: sad vs. happy) x 2 (Goal orientation:
promotion vs. prevention) ANOVA with warranty purchase as the dependant variable
was run. The results revealed that the three-way interaction among mausl, dred goal
orientation was not significant. Next, building on the findings from study 1, | re-
examined the proposed relationships. Here, goal orientation was specified apdvates
constructs: promotion orientation and prevention orientation.

A series of regression analyses was run to examine the three-wagtiote At
first, the difference scores (i.e., promotion — prevention), mood, frame, and thewatwo-
and three- way interactions were specified as independent variables. Ulterez®aled

a significant main effect for difference score, a significant framefigreince score
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interaction, and a significant three-way interaction among frame, mood, agre lcie
scores. These results, however, hold only when controlling for purchase risk, situationa
risk, information diagnosticity, and arousal.

Because the significant three-way interaction could be explained as duetto eithe
high promotion scores or low prevention scores, two additional regression models were
built. The first model examined the interaction among frame, mood, and prevention
orientation, and the second model examined the interaction among frame, mood, and
promotion orientation. The first model revealed a significant main effegrévention, a
significant frame by prevention interaction, and a significant threexwasaction among
frame, mood, and prevention orientation. The results from the second model, however,
did not support the interaction among frame, mood, and promotion orientation. In sum,
prevention orientation, rather than promotion orientation is the moderating construct.

Next, a slope analysis was run to fully understand the direction of the three-way
interaction among mood, framing, and prevention orientation. The results showed that
high-prevention people were more likely to purchase a car warranty in one of two
situations: (1) when they were in a sad mood and the warranty information wad &ame
a gain, and (2) when they were in a happy mood and the warranty information was
framed as a loss.

These results can be explained through the cue diagnosticity perspective.
According to this perspective, multiple cues combine to form the overall judgment and a
single cue might be weighted more heavily than others when forming a judgmimns. |

dissertation study, it is possible that the context (that is warranty puychagdave
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evoked a prevention focus. As a result, more significant results were found for the
prevention orientation than for the promotion orientation.

Mood management theory (Isen and Patrick, 1983; Isen, Nygren, and Ashby,
1988), is an alternative perspective that can explain why when a maximum fack of
(MNF) occurs, risk-taking is higher than when a maximum fit occurs (R)igh-
prevention people. In the context of this research, a MNF distorts the psychological
balance that prevention people strive to maintain. In this situation, they will lze mor
likely take risks in order to repair their psychological state and reigeinbalance.
Hence, the perception that a loss may occur in the future will decrease hiboagsevill
not get any worse for them, and therefore, high risk-taking occurs and titebkieof
purchasing a car warranty decreases.

Hence, two alternative theories can explain the findings. First, moodeasges
theory explains the findings when a maximum fit occurs (i.e., high preventobmaad,
and loss), and second, mood management theory explains the findings when a maximum
non-fit occurs (i.e., high prevention, happy mood, and gain).

6.4 Theoretical Implications

This research has a number of theoretical implications. This dissertaioal&x
the work on risky choice framing by including mood as a factor that moderates the
prospect theory prediction, as the framing effect was attenuated whemexgasjects
to a happy mood.

For example, it was found that subjects were more likely to purchase the ca

warranty in one of two situations: (1) when they were in a sad mood and the warranty
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information was framed as a gain, and (2) when they were in a happy mood and the
warranty information was framed as a loss.

Additionally, it was found that the mood and goal orientation interact with the
frame to influence the likelihood of buying a car warranty. For exarfgslerevention-
oriented individuals, the fit or the match-up between mood and framing is what drives
warranty purchases; when a match-up or fit occurs, less likelihood of purchasing a
warranty is shown. Hence, prevention consumers are less likely to purchase a car
warranty when they are in a sad mood and information is framed as a loss. Thisifinding
important for two reasons. First, it replicates the findings from previous casaa
warranty purchases that found tentative support for the greater likelihood cossumer
would purchase insurance when the respondents were using the asset or gain decision
frame (Wiener et al., 1986; Wang and Fischbeck, 2004). Second, this research extends
the work on warranty purchases by adding goal orientation as a factor that iefluenc
consumers’ decisions to buy a warranty.

Another important addition of this research is that it extends the moodeasees
hypothesis. This theory proposes that a positive mood acts as a buffer or regainste a
any potential negative information. In this dissertation, | proposed that waptaetyase
is a function of the match-up or the fit among individuals’ mood, the information frame,
and their goal orientations. Hence, not only a positive mood, but also a negative mood
may be considered as a resource, depending on an individual’s orientation. Holeexam
prevention-oriented individuals may consider a negative mood as a resouncgeleca

gives them the psychological balance they seek. In contrast, promotion-oriented
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individuals may consider a positive mood as a resource because it gives them the
psychological balance they seek.

Moreover, previous research either manipulated mood while ignoring the arousal
level (Keller, 2003; Pham, 1998) or manipulated mood and arousal orthogonally in the
same study (Shapiro et al., 2002). Gorn et al. (2001) used music to manipulate
participants’ mood (pleasant- unpleasant) controlling for arousal; the autlbsestelo
stimuli that differed in valence but were perceived to be highly aroused. Sgite- hi
aroused individuals perceived higher risks compared to calm individuals (Mano,1994)
and the arousal influence on ad evaluation appeared when there was a cltéae affec
positive or negative ad tone (Gorn et al., 2001), controlling for arousal by using high-
arousal stimuli appears to have confounded the results of ad evaluation and risk
perception. Therefore, in this research, arousal was controlled for when exgathani
proposed relationships.

Finally, an important addition to the goal orientation literature is the findiag t
goal orientation is in fact two different constructs (i.e., promotion and preveraitey
than a single two-dimensional construct. After examining the structuagibreships in
the GHM, it was found that promotion focus and prevention focus have different
antecedents and consequences. This finding provides evidence that the measures
representing the goal orientation constructs are formative. The ratiamahel bthis
conclusion lies in the fact that when modeled as a single construct, goatwiehtd
two outcome variables. These outcomes, however, were not significant when goal

orientation was modeled as two constructs. This means that the goal orientaticuctons
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had a different meaning when its items were divided between promotion and prevention
orientation, which is consistent with the formative measures characterist

As a result, this dissertation proposes a shorter version of a promotion and
prevention scale that has a better fit than the already-establisheddantkival. (2002)
scale. Moreover, instead of classifying individuals as either promotiented or
prevention-oriented, the findings suggest that an individual can be high or low on either
trait. This is an interesting finding which calls into question the findingsamiynpast
studies that specified goal orientation as a two dimensional construct of pronmation a
prevention. Moreover, in opposition to what has been suggested—that the prevention trait
is a compound trait—the finding that high-prevention people are risk-takers when a
maximum non-fit occurs suggests that the prevention trait is a situatioh&hatazan be
influenced by mood and frame.
6.5 Managerial and Policy Implications

In addition to the theoretical implications, this dissertation has severayaraia
and policy implications. From the managerial perspective, previous researchrantyar
purchases has focused on an individual’s affect toward the object under inweesagad
driver for purchasing a warranty (Piao, 2003). This dissertation focusescattemian
individual’'s affect that is not related to the object under investigation. This istenpor
from a practical point of view because individuals’ affect toward the object ifaot t
only factor driving their decisions. Unrelated affects may also contributee decision.
For example, consumers are aware that sales people are intentionaiydrgevelop a

positive affect toward the car in order to motivate them to buy the warranty.gbtana
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may also motivate their potential buyers to purchase a car warranty siynpigating a
positive mood and framing the warranty as a way to save money.

The findings also advance knowledge by identifying the joint effects of mood,
frame, and goal orientation as factors that influence the decision to purcraseties.
Such decisions occur as a result of a congruency among these factors combined. For
example, by identifying whether a consumer is promotion-oriented or prevention
oriented, a sales manager can adapt the warranty information and mood to finish the sal
and close the transaction.

From a public policy perspective, the findings from this dissertation will be
helpful not only in educating consumers about warranty purchases, but also in selecting
those mechanisms that will be effective in achieving this objective, thhéis,
combination of affect and frame that best matches a consumer’s goaltmreriar
example, it is beneficial to educate the general public that sales pegpéelapd
consumers’ mood and the framing of the warranty information as a means \dtmgti
them to purchase the warranty, that is, when there is a mis-match betwaesmeshs
orientation on the one hand and their mood and the information framing on the other
hand.
6.6 Research Limitations

There are limitations with this research. One limitation is the geredydity of
the findings. The proposed model was tested in a car warranty context, which may have
evoked a prevention focus. Previous research suggested that the context of the study may
evoke either a promotion or a prevention focus (Kluger et al., 2004). Future work should

attempt to test the proposed three-way-interaction in a promotion-focused ottt
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in another context that evokes neither a promotion nor a prevention focus. This is
important in the light of the average response pattern observed for the watnatase
items, which was found to be higher than the midpoint. This pattern may have occurred
because customers feel that it is better to be safe than sorry and themedoied a

higher likelihood of purchasing the warranty regardless of their attitudeddha

warranty itself.

Another limitation is related to using a student sample. Although previous
literature showed the adequacy of Lockwood’s scale on a student sample, the response
patterns for the promotion and prevention were different. For promotion items, the
response pattern was lower than the midpoint. In contrast, for prevention items, the
response pattern was close to the midpoint. This may explain why signiésatisrwere
found for a prevention focus and not for a promotion focus.

Finally, it is also important to note that data were obtained after manipulating
mood and frame. To completely rule out any possible mood carry over effect, future
research should replicate the findings relying on the current mood state of gwssubj
Manipulating mood is associated with mis-attribution errors, that is, subgotsne
aware that their mood is being manipulated, and how would this awareness influence
their subsequent decisions (Schwarz and Clore, 1983).

6.7 Future Research

The research limitations suggest several future avenues forcles@ae area of
future research is to replicate the findings in a promotion-focused context@heran
a context that evokes neither a promotion nor a prevention focus. For example, one could

adopt a context related to financial plans or a musical concert (e.g., Che6ty
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Kluger et al., 2004). In these situations, | anticipate that the three-wegcte will be
significant.Kluger et al. (2004) for example, proposed that the classical framing effect
could be inverted when the context evoked a promotion focus among promotion-oriented
people. Peoplerho were in artistic /science occupations were risk-seeking in thevgositi
frame and risk-averse in the negative frame. Hence, the framex) eféis attenuated.

It is established in the affect literature that emotions of the samecea(i.e., fear
and anger) trigger different behavioral responses, and that they vary in the level of
control (Lerner and Keltner, 2001). Therefore, a second area of researchaminesthe
joint effect of frame, goal orientation, and specific emotions (i.e., afegat hope,
aspiration) on consumers’ judgments. This would be examined within the cue
diagnosticity context, in which the weight that individuals give to each of thes@as)ot
frames, and goal orientations in forming the overall judgment is investigated.

Within the warranty context, other behavioral theories could be used to answer
different research questions. For example, one could rely on information iregrat
theory and integrated information response model (IIRM) to examine the méatiedma
representation of the different information consumers use to make the decigandsnige
the warranty, taking into account changing the order of this information (Anderson 1979,
Smith, 1993).

Furthermore, it would be worthwhile to examine the proposed relationships in
actual settings and collect the data from real customers in actuahtygachase
situations. Such research could be operationalized by having salespeople miate a
data on consumers’ responses and how their mood, promotion or prevention orientation,

and framing the warranty information impacted their decisions. Based on this
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information, managers can have a better understanding of how consumers process the
buying situation and thus design the best combination of mood, frame, and orientation to
help customers in their warranty purchase. This is important in order to educate
consumers about the mechanisms that sales people use in approaching them about buying
a warranty.

Finally, anumber of scales have been used to measure an individual’s goal
orientation. These scales, however, suffer from methodological flawsnsionality
(BIS and BAS; Carver and White, 1994), social desirability (RFQ; Higginis, 2081),
generalizability (Lockwood et al., 2002), and poor model fit (RFeHiner et al., 2007).
Future research should examine the psychometric properties, compare and thasteast
different scales. This is important from a theoretical perspectiveibethe results will
improve understanding of the goal orientation structure and determine whiclsef the

scales, if any, is most suitable.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A
Study 1 Instrument

Survey of Consumer Lifestyle and Motivation

Directions

This is an informed consent statement for research being conducted by Praflessor J
Mowen and Doctoral student Amjad Abu ELSamen in the Department of Marketing.
Through this 20 minutes survey we seek to understand the motives and personality traits
that influence a number of different consumer activities. The results otithiesyswill

be employed to develop an understanding of the individual difference variables that
influence consumer behavior. The ideas behind the study will be discussed i @lass a
later date.

Your responses are confidential! There are no known risks associated witojac

which are greater than those ordinarily encountered in dailyTlife data will be stored

in an electronic database on the workstation computer in Dr. Mowen'’s office, on
electronic media maintained by Mr. Amjad Abu ElISamen. The data will be held until
destroyed by both Dr. Mowen and Mr. Amjad. To get the extra credit, you need & creat
an ID number for your self at the beginning of the survey. This ID should containsthe fi
two letters of your first name and the last four digits of your Campus WIi@EVID).

When you finish the survey, simply hit submit and logoff your computer. You are not
required to complete the survey. If you do not wish to complete the survey, and desire to
receive extra credit points, you can complete a one-page type writteatenaof a print
advertisement by identifying the marketing concepts illustrated bydth@laere is no

penalty for not completing the survey. Just indicate to your instructordbatigh to do

the one-page write-up.

If you have any questions, please ask them to John Mowen (744-5112, SSB 323) or
Amjad Abu ELSamen (614-1580, CLB 007). In addition, if you have questions about
your rights as a research volunteer, you may contact Dr. Shelia KenR&6€hhir,
Oklahoma State University, 219 Cordell North, Stillwater, OK, 74075, 405-744-1676 or
at irbo@okstate.edu.

| have read and | understand the procedure described above. Your completion and
submission of this survey indicates your consent to participate.

In the space below, you are required to type your ID that contains the firdgtvo
letters of your first name and the last four digits of CWID
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Below are two descriptions for two persons. Please put an X mark next to toae
that best describes the way you are

Person A:

Person B:

An individual that seeks to achieve success and positive
outcomes through high degree of commitment. My main
objectives are to satisfy my own ideals, hope and wishes,
and achieve self actualization need.

An individual that seeks to avoid failure and prevent
negative outcomes by being careful and precise. My main
objectives are to live-up to other’s expectations, fulfill my
obligations, and achieve security needs.
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Directions
For each item circle the number that best describes how frequently yan &stlin the

manner described in your professional, leisure, and home lives. There are no right or
wrong answers. Just circle the response that most accurately describesitfeel or

act in your daily life, nohow you wish you would actPlease note that some of the
guestions may appear to be similar to each other. It is important, however, that you

Answer ALL Questions!! Thanks.
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How often do you feel/act this way?
Feel bashful more than others.
Keep to myself (introverted)

Quiet when with people.

Shy.

Precise
Efficient
Organized
Orderly

Frequently feel highly creative.
Imaginative.

Find novel solutions.

More original than others.

Tender hearted with others.
Agreeable with others

Kind to others.

Softhearted

Moody more than others.
Temperamental

Touchy

Emotions go way up and down.

Enjoy buying expensive things

Like to own nice things more than most people
Acquiring valuable things is important to me
Enjoy owning luxurious things

Drawn to experiences with an element of danger
Seek an adrenaline rush

Actively seek out new experiences

Enjoy taking more risks than others

Focus on my body and how it feels

Devote time each day to improving my body
Feel that making my body look good is important
Work hard to keep my body healthy

Enjoy competition more than others

Feel that it is important to outperform others
Enjoy testing my abilities against others
Feel that winning is extremely important

Enjoy learning new things more than others.
People consider me to be intellectual.

Enjoy working on new ideas.

Information is my most important resource.
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How often do you feel/act this way?

| feel in control of what is happening to me.
Once | make up my mind, | can reach my goals.
| feel like | have a great deal of will power.
When | make a decision, | can carry it out.

I’'m long term goal oriented

When doing a task, | set a deadline for completion.
| set long term goals for the future

| approach tasks in a serious manner.

More playful than others.

Lighthearted.

More fun loving than others.

Find that | can have doing almost anything.

The distant future is too uncertain to plan for

| pretty much live on a day-to-day basis

The future seems very vague and uncertain to me
| focus on the present more than the future

When shopping, | compare the prices of different
brands to be sure | get the best value......

When purchasing a product, | always try to
maximize the quality | get for the money | spend

1

| generally shop around for lower prices on products,
but they still must meet certain quality requirements

requirements before | buy them

| always check prices at the grocery store to be sure

| get the best value for the money | spend
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Circle the number that best represents the extent that you disage to agree with each
statement.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Neutral Agree
I am extremely financially conservative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I do not like to take risks with my money 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| am very cautious about making investments
that are not a sure thing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| take steps to keep my money safe 12 3 4 5 6 7
Protecting my money is very important to me 12 3 4 5 6 7
It is important to me that those who know
me can predict what | will do 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The appearance of consistency is an important 12 3 4 5 6 7
part of the image | Present to the world 12 3 4 5 6 7
An important requirement for any friend
of mine is personal consistency 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| typically prefer to do things the same way 12 3 4 5 6 7
I want my close friends to be predictable 12 3 4 5 6 7

It is important to me that others

view me as a stable person 12 3 4 5 6 7
I make an effort to appear consistent to others 12 3 4 5 6 7
It doesn’t bother me much if my

actions are inconsistent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Using the scale below, please write the appropriate number in the blrbeside each
item.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Not at Very
all true of me true of me
1. In general, | am focused on preventing negative events in my life.
2. lamanxious that | will fall short of my responsibilities and obdigati
3. __ Ifrequently imagine how | will achieve my hopes and aspirations.
4. _ | often think about the person | am afraid | might become in the future.
5. loften think about the person | would ideally like to be in the future.
6. __ ltypically focus in the success | hope to achieve in the future.
7. ___ | often worry that | will fail to accomplish my academic goals.
8. __ loften think about how I will achieve academic success.
9. __loftenimagine myself experiencing bad things and I fear might happen to me.
10. I frequently think about how | can prevent failures in my life.
11. I am more oriented toward preventing losses than | am toward aclgiawviag
12. My major goal in school right now is to achieve my academic amsiti
13. My major goal in school right now is to avoid becoming an academmiefail
14. | see myself as someone who is primarily striving to reach my “e&lfal $o

fulfill my hopes, wishes and aspirations.

15. | see myself as someone who is primarily striving to become thémeght” to
be — to fulfill my duties, responsibilities, and obligations.

16. In general, | am focused on achieving positive outcomes in my life.
17. | often imagine myself experiencing good things that | hope will happen to me.
18. Overall, I am more oriented toward achieving success than preveihtirgg fai
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This set of questions asks you about specific events in your life. Pleas#igate your
answer to each question by circling the appropriate number below it

1. Compared to most people, are you typically unable to get what you want ou? of life

1 2 3 4 5
Never or seldom Sometimes Very often

2. Growing up, have you ever “cross the line” by doing things that your parentd natul

tolerate?
1 2 3 4 5
Never or seldom Sometimes Very often

3. How often have you accomplished things that got you “psyched” to work even harder?

1 2 3 4 5
Never or seldom A few times Many times

4. Did you get on your parents’ nerves often when you were growing up?

1 2 3 4 5
Never or seldom Sometimes Very often

5. How often did you obey rules and regulations that were established by your parents?

1 2 3 4 5
Never or seldom Sometimes Always

6. Growing up, have you ever acted in a way that your parents thought were obfdefona

1 2 3 4 5
Never or seldom Sometimes Very often

7. Do you often do well at different things that you try?

1 2 3 4 5
Never or seldom Sometimes Very often

8. Not being careful enough has gotten me into trouble at times

1 2 3 4 5
Never or seldom Sometimes Very often
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9. When it comes to achieving things that are important to me, | find that | plenfidrm as
well as | ideally would like to do?

1 2 3 4 5
Never true Sometimes true Very often true

10. I feel like | have made progress toward being successful in my life?

1 2 3 4 5
Certainly false Certainly true

11. | have found very few hobbies or activities in my life that capture my stterenotivate
me to put effort into them?

1 2 3 4 5
Certainly false Certainly true

Below is a pair of description for two persons. Please divide 100 ptrbetween the two
descriptions so that the division will reflect the way you are.

Description A: An individual that frequently imagines how to achieve my
hopes and aspirations and typically focuses on the success |
hope to achieve in the future. | often think about the person |
would ideally like to be in the future.

Description B: An individual that is anxious not to fall short of my
responsibilities and obligations and frequently thinks about
how | can prevent failures in my life. | often think about the
person | am afraid | might become in the future.

Total=100
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Please read the below scenario and then answer the three items thatdal.

Imagine that you need to purchase a car. You find a car that ydn bkeéealership

nearby in Oklahoma. The car has 60,000 miles on it and the manufacture warranty has
expired. You are planning to keep the car for two years until you get establisgred aft
graduation. The car is priced at $10,000 which is fair because it is slightly low#reha

Kelly Blue Book value. You have the money in your bank account and decide to go and
test drive the caAlthough it runs well, a mechanic you trust tells you that there is a 25
percent chance it will need repairs in the next two years that they could costlass

$1,500. You decide that you want the car, and make an offer for $9,700, which the dealer

accepts.

As you go through the details of finalizing the purchase, the dealer offerbe/option

of buying a 2-year extended warranty that costs $1,000. The dealer tellaydwou

buy the warranty, you will save money for sure if repairs are needed. Hovieger
decide not to buy the warranty, you still have a chance to save some moneysfaspair

not needed.

Using a 1 to 9 scale below, where 1 = strongly disagree and 9 = strongly agree, please
indicate the level of agreement with each of the following statements

1. I would definitely purchase the car warranty.

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Strongly Agree

2. Purchasing the car warranty will substantially reduce the purchiase ris

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Strongly Agree

3. The price of the car warranty is a really good deal.

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Strongly Agree
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APPENDIX B
Study 2-1 Instrument: Happy Mood-Gain Domain Conditions

Life Events Inventory Construction Study

This study is concerned with constructing a life eants inventory.

This is an informed consent statement for research being conductéy Professor
John Mowen and doctoral student Amjad Abu ELSamen in the Department of
Marketing. Through this 30 minute survey we seek to build a life events inaéory.
The results of this survey will be employed to develop an understandjrof the
individual difference variables that influence consumer behavior. Ta ideas behind
the study will be discussed in class at a later date.

Your responses are confidential! There are no known risks associat@dth this
project that are greater than those ordinarily encountered in daily life The data
will be stored in an electronic database on the workstation computer inD
Mowen'’s office, on electronic media maintained by Mr. Amjad Abu EISamen.The
data will be held until destroyed by both Dr. Mowen and Mr. Amjad. To get the
extra credit, you need to create an ID number for yourself at the beginningf ¢the
survey. This ID should contain the first two letters of your first name ad the last
four digits of your Campus Wide ID (CWID). When you finish the survey, simply
hit submit and logoff your computer. You are not required to complete tk survey.
If you do not wish to complete the survey and desire to receive extra crégoints,
you can complete a one-page type written evaluation of a print advertisement by
identifying the marketing concepts illustrated by the ad. There is nognalty for not
completing the survey. Just indicate to your instructor that you wish to d the one-
page write-up.

If you have any questions, please contact John Mowen (744-5112, SSB 323) or
Amjad Abu ELSamen (614-1580, CLB 007). In addition, if you have questions
about your rights as a research volunteer, you may contact Dr. Shelia Kennison,
IRB Chair, Oklahoma State University, 219 Cordell North, Stillwater, OK, 74075,
405-744-1676 or at irb@okstate.edu.

| have read and | understand the procedure described above. Your completi and
submission of this survey indicates your consent to participate.

In the space below, you are required to type your ID that contains the firgivo letters
of your first name and the last four digits of your CWID

110



Life Events Inventory Construction Task

Your task is to answer the following two questio¥ou have 15 minutes to
finish this task.

Question 1:

Please take 5 minutes of your time and write ddwed to five life events

that you experienced in the past and made yolHAEIPY.
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Question 2:

Now, please recall a single pleasant eweryour life that caused you to feel
the moshappy at the time it occurred. Write down the evenyas
remember it. In particular, describe how the ewamnbe about as concretely
and vividly as you can so that someone readingghtreven feel happy. In
fact, before you begin writing, take a few minui@se-experience this event
as vividly as possible. Then, take about 10 mmtwenrite your

description. Your description will be confidentald anonymous.
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Using a 1 to 7 scale below, where 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree, please
indicate the level of agreement with each of the following statements

| have shared this story with my friends before

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e |t was enjoyable to be in the situation | just described

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e The event | described was a realistic one

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e | keep an updated diary of my life events

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e Currently, | feel unpleasant

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e | would like to participate in this study again if | have the chance

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e | like to tell people stories

StronglyDisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e At this moment, | feel happy

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e At this moment, | feel relaxed

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

113



At this moment, | feel excited

Strongly Disagree

At this moment, | feel sluggish

Strongly Disagree

1

1

At this moment, | feel dull

Strongly Disagree

At this moment, | feel sleepy

Strongly Disagree

At this moment, | feel aroused

Strongly Disagree

1

1

1

2

2

2

2

2
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Car Warranty Evaluation Study

This study is concerned with evaluating car warranties.

On the next page, you will be given a descriptiba situation.
We would like you to imagine that you have just glaiuyour first
car and that you are given the chance to purchaseranty on
that car. Please take 15 minutes of your timeaarsaver all of the
guestions on the following pages carefully. Them@no right or

wrong answers. All of your answers are confidéntia

Please move to the next page
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Car Warranty Description

Imagine that you have $10,000 in your bank account, and you are shopping for a car.
You find a car in a dealership nearby in Oklahoma. The car has 40,000 miles on it and
the manufacturer’s warranty has expired. The car is priced at $10,000 which is fai

because it is slightly lower than the Kelly Blue Book value.

A mechanic that you trust goes with you to the dealership to inspect the car. The car
seems to be operating well. Since it is a used car, within the first twg earsechanic
tells you that there is 75% chance that the car will not have any problems, and 25%

chance that it will have mechanical problems that need to be fixed for $2000.

Currently, the car has no warranty. However, before finalizing the deal,dlex déers
you the chance to buy a 2 year warranty that has a premium of $500 that willltover a

repair expenses if a problem occurs.

Please read the following options carefully before answering the questions.

Buying a warranty means you might SAVE money

a. If you buy the warranty, you are certain®AVING $1,500 no matter what
happens.

b. If you do not buy the warranty, there is 75% chance that yol S&ME $2,000
and 25% chance that you W8IAVE nothing.
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Using a 1 to 7 scale below, where 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree, please
indicate the level of agreement with each of the following statements

I would buy the 2- years warranty offered by the dealer

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e Inthelong run, | would definitely save the most money by buying the described cantyar

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e The scenario | have just read signifies an opportunity

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e | like buying cars

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e Purchasing the car warranty described in the scenario will subByargthice my worries

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e | like to have my car windows tinted

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e Itis possible that | would buy the described car warranty

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e Cars are important

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e | will use the described car warranty

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e At the end of the day, | would lose the most by not buying the described warranty

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e The scenario | have just read signifies a threat

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree
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The scenario | have just read is self relevant

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

The situation discussed in the scenario is risky

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

Purchasing the car warranty described in the scenario will subByargthuce the purchase
risk

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

Purchasing the car warranty described in the scenario will make sneoleserned about my
purchase decision

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

Ultimately, | will probably lose the most by not buying the described ceanty

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

Buying the described car warranty is a risky decision

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

In the long run, | will probably save the most by buying the described car warranty

StronglyDisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

I would feel sorry when buying the described car warranty

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

| would regret buying the described car warranty

StronglyDisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree
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Please answer the following question:

1- What was the price of the car

0 $5,000
¢ $10,000
0 $15,000

2- What was the chance that the car will need a repair

0 20%
0 25%
0 30%

3- What was the amount of money that the repair would require if needed

0 $2,000
0 $3,000
0 $4,000

4- What was the amount of money that the warranty would require

$5,00

$1,000
$2,000
$3,000

S O OO

5-What was your preferred optiorn

¢ Buying the warranty
¢ Not buying the warranty

6- In which case you would feel greater regret:

¢ If I bought the warranty and did not use it
¢ If I did not buy the warranty but | ended up needing it

7- In which case you would feel happier:

¢ If I bought the warranty and ended up needing it
¢ If I did not buy the warranty and ended up not needing it
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For each item below, please circle the number closer to the adjeatithat you
believe describes your feelings about the 2-years car warranty you just read.

Bad deal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Good deal
Practical 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Impractical
Effective 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Ineffective
Functional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not Functional
Unenjoyable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Enjoyable
Favorable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unfavorable
Unpleasant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Pleasant

Dull 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Exciting

For each item below, please circle the number closer to the adjeatithat you
believe describes the information presented in the scenario you justad.

Not at all useful 7 Extremely Useful

1 2
Not at all Helpful 1 2 7 Extremely Helpful
Difficult to Understand 1 2

1 2

1 2

Difficult to Comprehend 7 Easy to Comprehend

W owow W ow
ST U U SN N

6
6
6 7 Easy to Understand
6
6

Not Clear at All 7 Very Clear

For each item below, please circle the number closer to the adjeatithat you
believe describes your mood

Pleasant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unpleasant
Happy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Sad
Good Mood 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Bad Mood
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Please explain in detail why did you make the decision regarding buying tloar
warranty.

What, in your opinion, is the purpose of this study?
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APPENDIX C
Study 2-2 Instrument: Sad Mood-Loss Domain Conditions

Life Events Inventory Construction Study

This study is concerned with constructing a life eants inventory.

This is an informed consent statement for research being conductéy Professor
John Mowen and doctoral student Amjad Abu ELSamen in the Department of
Marketing. Through this 30 minute survey we seek to build a life events ientory.
The results of this survey will be employed to develop an understanding thfe
individual difference variables that influence consumer behavior. Ta ideas behind
the study will be discussed in class at a later date.

Your responses are confidential! There are no known risks associat@dth this
project that are greater than those ordinarily encountered in daily life The data
will be stored in an electronic database on the workstation computer inD
Mowen'’s office, on electronic media maintained by Mr. Amjad Abu ElSamen. fie
data will be held until destroyed by both Dr. Mowen and Mr. Amjad. To get the
extra credit, you need to create an ID number for yourself at the beginningf ¢the
survey. This ID should contain the first two letters of your first name ad the last
four digits of your Campus Wide ID (CWID). When you finish the survey, simply
hit submit and logoff your computer. You are not required to complete tk survey.
If you do not wish to complete the survey and desire to receive extra crégoints,
you can complete a one-page type written evaluation of a print advertisement by
identifying the marketing concepts illustrated by the ad. There is nognalty for not
completing the survey. Just indicate to your instructor that you wish tao the one-
page write-up.

If you have any questions, please contact John Mowen (744-5112, SSB 323) or
Amjad Abu ELSamen (614-1580, CLB 007). In addition, if you have questions
about your rights as a research volunteer, you may contact Dr. Shelia Kennison,
IRB Chair, Oklahoma State University, 219 Cordell North, Stillwater, OK, 74075,
405-744-1676 or at irb@okstate.edu.

| have read and | understand the procedure described above. Your completi and
submission of this survey indicates your consent to participate.

In the space below, you are required to type your ID that contains the firgivo letters
of your first name and the last four digits of your CWID
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Life Events Inventory Construction Task

Your task is to answer the following two questio¥ou have 15 minutes to
finish this task.

Question 1:

Please take 5 minutes of your time and write ddwed to five life events

that you experienced in the past and made youSiaBl.
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Question 2:

Now, please recall a single pleasant eweryour life that caused you to feel
the mosiSAD at the time it occurred. Write down the eveny@as
remember it. In particular, describe how the ewanbe about as concretely
and vividly as you can so that someone readingghtreven feel happy. In
fact, before you begin writing, take a few minui@se-experience this event
as vividly as possible. Then, take about 10 mmtwenrite your

description. Your description will be confidentald anonymous.
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Using a 1 to 7 scale below, where 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree, please
indicate the level of agreement with each of the following statements

I have shared this story with my friends before

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e |t was enjoyable to be in the situation | just described

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e The event | described was a realistic one

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e | keep an updated diary of my life events

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e Currently, | feel unpleasant

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e | would like to participate in this study again if | have the chance

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e |like to tell people stories

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e At this moment, | feel happy

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e At this moment, | feel relaxed

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e At this moment, | feel excited

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree
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At this moment, | feel sluggish

Strongly Disagree

1

At this moment, | feel dull

Strongly Disagree

At this moment, | feel sleepy

Strongly Disagree

At this moment, | feel aroused

Strongly Disagree

1

1

1

2

2

2

2
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Car Warranty Evaluation Study

This study is concerned with evaluating car warranties.

On the next page, you will be given a descriptiba situation.
We would like you to imagine that you have just glaiuyour first
car and that you are given the chance to purchaseranty on
that car. Please take 15 minutes of your timeaarsaver all of the
guestions on the following pages carefully. Them@no right or

wrong answers. All of your answers are confidéntia

Please move to the next page
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Car Warranty Description

Imagine that you have $10,000 in your bank account, and you are shopping for a car.
You find a car in a dealership nearby in Oklahoma. The car has 40,000 miles on it and
the manufacturer’s warranty has expired. The car is priced at $10,000 which is fai

because it is slightly lower than the Kelly Blue Book value.

A mechanic that you trust goes with you to the dealership to inspect the car. The car
seems to be operating well. Since it is a used car, within the first twg earsechanic
tells you that there is 75% chance that the car will not have any problems, and 25%

chance that it will have mechanical problems that need to be fixed for $2000.

Currently, the car has no warranty. However, before finalizing the deal,dlex déers
you the chance to buy a 2 year warranty that has a premium of $500 that willltover a

repair expenses if a problem occurs.

Please read the following options carefully before answering the questions.

Buying a warranty means you might SAVE money

c. If you buy the warranty, you are certainRPENDING $500 no matter what
happens.

d. If you do not buy the warranty, there is 75% chance that yolBREND nothing
and 25% chance that you WBPEND $2,000.
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Using a 1 to 7 scale below, where 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree, please
indicate the level of agreement with each of the following statements

I would buy the 2- years warranty offered by the dealer

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e Inthelong run, | would definitely save the most money by buying the described cantyar

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e The scenario | have just read signifies an opportunity

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e | like buying cars

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e Purchasing the car warranty described in the scenario will subByargthice my worries

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e | like to have my car windows tinted

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e Itis possible that | would buy the described car warranty

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e Cars are important

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e | will use the described car warranty

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e At the end of the day, | would lose the most by not buying the described warranty

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e The scenario | have just read signifies a threat

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree
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The scenario | have just read is self relevant

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

The situation discussed in the scenario is risky

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

Purchasing the car warranty described in the scenario will subByargthuce the purchase
risk

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

Purchasing the car warranty described in the scenario will makesenedecerned about my
purchase decision.

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

Ultimately, | will probably lose the most by not buying the described ceanty

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

Buying the described car warranty is a risky decision

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

In the long run, | will probably save the most by buying the described car warranty

StronglyDisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

I would feel sorry when buying the described car warranty

StronglyDisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

| would regret buying the described car warranty

StronglyDisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree
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Please answer the following question:

5- What was the price of the car

0 $5,000
¢ $10,000
0 $15,000

6- What was the chance that the car will need a repair

¢ 20%
0 25%
¢ 30%

7- What was the amount of money that the repair would require if needed

0 $2,000
0 $3,000
0 $4,000

8- What was the amount of money that the warranty would require

$5,00

$1,000
$2,000
$3,000

S O OO

5-What was your preferred optiorn

¢ Buying the warranty
¢ Not buying the warranty

6- In which case you would feel greater regret:

¢ If I bought the warranty and did not use it
¢ If I did not buy the warranty but | ended up needing it

8- In which case you would feel happier:

¢ If I bought the warranty and ended up needing it
¢ If I did not buy the warranty and ended up not needing it
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For each item below, please circle the number closer to the adjeatithat you
believe describes your feelings about the 2-years car warranty you just read.

Bad deal

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Good deal
Practical 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Impractical
Effective 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Ineffective
Functional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not Functional
Unenjoyable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Enjoyable
Favorable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unfavorable
Unpleasant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Pleasant
Dull 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Exciting

For each item below, please circle the number closer to the adjeatithat you
believe describes the information presented in the scenario you justad.

Not at all useful 7 Extremely Useful

Not at all Helpful 7 Extremely Helpful

5 6

5 6

5 6 7 Easy to Understand
5 6
5 6

Difficult to Comprehend

1 2
1 2

Difficult to Understand 1 2
1 2 7 Easy to Comprehend
1 2

W owow W ow
M pp B >

Not Clear at All 7 Very Clear

For each item below, please circle the number closer to the adjeatithat you
believe describes your mood

Pleasant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unpleasant
Happy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Sad
Good Mood 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Bad Mood
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Please explain in detail why did you make the decision regarding buying tloar
warranty.

What, in your opinion, is the purpose of this study?
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APPENDIX D
Study2-3 Instrument: Happy Mood-Loss Domain Conditions

Life Events Inventory Construction Study

This study is concerned with constructing a life eants inventory.

This is an informed consent statement for research being conductéy Professor
John Mowen and doctoral student Amjad Abu ELSamen in the Department of
Marketing. Through this 30 minute survey we seek to build a life events innéory.
The results of this survey will be employed to develop an understanding thfe
individual difference variables that influence consumer behavior. Ta ideas behind
the study will be discussed in class at a later date.

Your responses are confidential! There are no known risks associat@dth this
project that are greater than those ordinarily encountered in daily life The data
will be stored in an electronic database on the workstation computer iniD
Mowen'’s office, on electronic media maintained by Mr. Amjad Abu EISamen The
data will be held until destroyed by both Dr. Mowen and Mr. Amjad. To get the
extra credit, you need to create an ID number for yourself at the beginningf the
survey. This ID should contain the first two letters of your first name ad the last
four digits of your Campus Wide ID (CWID). When you finish the survey, simply
hit submit and logoff your computer. You are not required to complete tk survey.
If you do not wish to complete the survey and desire to receive extra ciegoints,
you can complete a one-page type written evaluation of a print advertisement by
identifying the marketing concepts illustrated by the ad. There is nognalty for not
completing the survey. Just indicate to your instructor that you wish to d the one-
page write-up.

If you have any questions, please contact John Mowen (744-5112, SSB 323) or
Amjad Abu ELSamen (614-1580, CLB 007). In addition, if you have questions
about your rights as a research volunteer, you may contact Dr. Shelia Kennison,
IRB Chair, Oklahoma State University, 219 Cordell North, Stillwater, OK, 74075,
405-744-1676 or at irb@okstate.edu.

| have read and | understand the procedure described above. Your completi and
submission of this survey indicates your consent to participate.

In the space below, you are required to type your ID that contains the firgivo letters
of your first name and the last four digits of your CWID
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Life Events Inventory Construction Task

Your task is to answer the following two questio¥ou have 15 minutes to
finish this task.

Question 1:

Please take 5 minutes of your time and write ddwed to five life events

that you experienced in the past and made yolHAEIPY.
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Question 2:

Now, please recall a single pleasant eweryour life that caused you to feel
the mostHAPPY at the time it occurred. Write down the evenyas
remember it. In particular, describe how the ewanbhe about as concretely
and vividly as you can so that someone readingghtreven feel happy. In
fact, before you begin writing, take a few minui@se-experience this event
as vividly as possible. Then, take about 10 mmtwewrite your

description. Your description will be confidentald anonymous.
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Using a 1 to 7 scale below, where 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree, please
indicate the level of agreement with each of the following statements

I have shared this story with my friends before

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e |t was enjoyable to be in the situation I just described

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e The event | described was a realistic one

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e | keep an updated diary of my life events

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e Currently, | feel unpleasant

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e | would like to participate in this study again if | have the chance

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e | like to tell people stories

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e At this moment, | feel happy

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e At this moment, | feel relaxed

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree
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At this moment, | feel excited

Strongly Disagree

At this moment, | feel sluggish

Strongly Disagree

1

1

At this moment, | feel dull

Strongly Disagree

At this moment, | feel sleepy

Strongly Disagree

At this moment, | feel aroused

Strongly Disagree

1

1

1

2

2

2

2

2
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Car Warranty Evaluation Study

This study is concerned with evaluating car warranties.

On the next page, you will be given a descriptiba situation.
We would like you to imagine that you have just glaiuyour first
car and that you are given the chance to purchaseranty on
that car. Please take 15 minutes of your timeaarsaver all of the
guestions on the following pages carefully. Them@no right or

wrong answers. All of your answers are confidéntia

Please move to the next page
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Car Warranty Description

Imagine that you have $10,000 in your bank account, and you are shopping for a car.
You find a car in a dealership nearby in Oklahoma. The car has 40,000 miles on it and
the manufacturer’s warranty has expired. The car is priced at $10,000 which is fai

because it is slightly lower than the Kelly Blue Book value.

A mechanic that you trust goes with you to the dealership to inspect the car. The car
seems to be operating well. Since it is a used car, within the first twg earsechanic
tells you that there is 75% chance that the car will not have any problems, and 25%

chance that it will have mechanical problems that need to be fixed for $2000.

Currently, the car has no warranty. However, before finalizing the deal,dles déers
you the chance to buy a 2 year warranty that has a premium of $500 that willltover a

repair expenses if a problem occurs.

Please read the following options carefully before answering the questions.

Buying a warranty means you might SAVE money

e. If you buy the warranty, you are certainRPENDING $500 no matter what
happens.

f. If you do not buy the warranty, there is 75% chance that yolSWHND nothing
and 25% chance that you WBPEND $2,000.
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Using a 1 to 7 scale below, where 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree, please
indicate the level of agreement with each of the following statements

I would buy the 2- years warranty offered by the dealer

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e Inthelong run, | would definitely save the most money by buying the described cantyar

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e The scenario | have just read signifies an opportunity

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e | like buying cars

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e Purchasing the car warranty described in the scenario will suladitargiduce my worries

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e | like to have my car windows tinted

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e Itis possible that | would buy the described car warranty

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e Cars are important

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e | will use the described car warranty

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e At the end of the day, | would lose the most by not buying the described warranty

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree
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The scenario | have just read signifies a threat

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

The scenario | have just read is self relevant

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree
The situation discussed in the scenario is risky

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

Purchasing the car warranty described in the scenario will subByargthuce the purchase
risk

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

Purchasing the car warranty described in the scenario will make sneoleserned about my
purchase decision

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

Ultimately, | will probably lose the most by not buying the described earanty

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

Buying the described car warranty is a risky decision

StronglyDisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

In the long run, | will probably save the most by buying the described car warranty

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

I would feel sorry when buying the described car warranty

StronglyDisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

| would regret buying the described car warranty

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree
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Please answer the following question:

9- What was the price of the car

0 $5,000
0  $10,000
0 $15,000

10-What was the chance that the car will need a repair

o 20%
0 25%
¢ 30%

11-What was the amount of money that the repair would require if needed

0 $2,000
0 $3,000
0 $4,000

12-What was the amount of money that the warranty would require

$5,00

$1,000
$2,000
$3,000

S O OO

5-What was your preferred option

¢ Buying the warranty
¢ Not buying the warranty

6- In which case you would feel greater regret:

¢ If I bought the warranty and did not use it
¢ If I did not buy the warranty but | ended up needing it

9- In which case you would feel happier:

¢ If I bought the warranty and ended up needing it
¢ If I did not buy the warranty and ended up not needing it
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For each item below, please circle the number closer to the adjeatithat you
believe describes your feelings about the 2-years car warranty you just read.

Bad deal

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Good deal
Practical 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Impractical
Effective 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Ineffective
Functional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not Functional
Unenjoyable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Enjoyable
Favorable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unfavorable
Unpleasant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Pleasant
Dull 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Exciting

For each item below, please circle the number closer to the adjeatithat you
believe describes the information presented in the scenario you justad.

Not at all useful

Not at all Helpful

1 2 7 Extremely Useful
1 2
Difficult to Understand 1 2
1 2
1 2

5 6

5 6 7 Extremely Helpful
5 6 7 Easy to Understand
5 6
5 6

Difficult to Comprehend 7 Easy to Comprehend

W wow W w
P pp b >

Not Clear at All 7 Very Clear

For each item below, please circle the number closer to the adjeatithat you
believe describes your mood

Pleasant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unpleasant
Happy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Sad
Good Mood 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Bad Mood
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Please explain in detail why did you make the decision regarding buying tloar
warranty.

What, in your opinion, is the purpose of this study?

145



APPENDIX E
Study 2-4 Instrument: Sad Mood-Gain Domain Conditions

Life Events Inventory Construction Study

This study is concerned with constructing a life eants inventory.

This is an informed consent statement for research being conductéy Professor
John Mowen and doctoral student Amjad Abu ELSamen in the Department of
Marketing. Through this 30 minute survey we seek to build a life events innéory.
The results of this survey will be employed to develop an understandjrof the
individual difference variables that influence consumer behavior. Ta ideas behind
the study will be discussed in class at a later date.

Your responses are confidential! There are no known risks associat@dth this
project that are greater than those ordinarily encountered in daily life The data
will be stored in an electronic database on the workstation computer iniD
Mowen'’s office, on electronic media maintained by Mr. Amjad Abu EISamen.The
data will be held until destroyed by both Dr. Mowen and Mr. Amjad. To get the
extra credit, you need to create an ID number for yourself at the beginningf the
survey. This ID should contain the first two letters of your first name ad the last
four digits of your Campus Wide ID (CWID). When you finish the survey, simply
hit submit and logoff your computer. You are not required to complete tk survey.
If you do not wish to complete the survey and desire to receive extra crégioints,
you can complete a one-page type written evaluation of a print advertisement by
identifying the marketing concepts illustrated by the ad. There is nognalty for not
completing the survey. Just indicate to your instructor that you wish to d the one-
page write-up.

If you have any questions, please contact John Mowen (744-5112, SSB 323) or
Amjad Abu ELSamen (614-1580, CLB 007). In addition, if you have questions
about your rights as a research volunteer, you may contact Dr. Shelia Kennison,
IRB Chair, Oklahoma State University, 219 Cordell North, Stillwater, OK, 74075,
405-744-1676 or at irb@okstate.edu.

| have read and | understand the procedure described above. Your completi and
submission of this survey indicates your consent to participate.

In the space below, you are required to type your ID that contains the firgivo letters
of your first name and the last four digits of your CWID
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Life Events Inventory Construction Task

Your task is to answer the following two questio¥ou have 15 minutes to
finish this task.

Question 1:

Please take 5 minutes of your time and write ddwed to five life events

that you experienced in the past and made youSiaBl.
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Question 2:

Now, please recall a single pleasant eweryour life that caused you to feel
the mosiSAD at the time it occurred. Write down the eveny@as
remember it. In particular, describe how the ewanbe about as concretely
and vividly as you can so that someone readingghtreven feel happy. In
fact, before you begin writing, take a few minui@se-experience this event
as vividly as possible. Then, take about 10 mmtwenrite your

description. Your description will be confidentald anonymous.
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Using a 1 to 7 scale below, where 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree, please
indicate the level of agreement with each of the following statements

I have shared this story with my friends before

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e |t was enjoyable to be in the situation I just described

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e The event | described was a realistic one

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e | keep an updated diary of my life events

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e Currently, | feel unpleasant

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e | would like to participate in this study again if | have the chance

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e | like to tell people stories

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e At this moment, | feel happy

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e At this moment, | feel relaxed

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree
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At this moment, | feel excited

Strongly Disagree

At this moment, | feel sluggish

Strongly Disagree

1

1

At this moment, | feel dull

Strongly Disagree

At this moment, | feel sleepy

Strongly Disagree

At this moment, | feel aroused

Strongly Disagree

1

1

1

2

2

2

2

2
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Car Warranty Evaluation Study

This study is concerned with evaluating car warranties.

On the next page, you will be given a descriptiba situation.
We would like you to imagine that you have just glaiuyour first
car and that you are given the chance to purchaseranty on
that car. Please take 15 minutes of your timeaarsaver all of the
guestions on the following pages carefully. Them@no right or

wrong answers. All of your answers are confidéntia

Please move to the next page
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Car Warranty Description

Imagine that you have $10,000 in your bank account, and you are shopping for a car.
You find a car in a dealership nearby in Oklahoma. The car has 40,000 miles on it and
the manufacturer’s warranty has expired. The car is priced at $10,000 which is fai
because it is slightly lower than the Kelly Blue Book value.

A mechanic that you trust goes with you to the dealership to inspect the car. The car
seems to be operating well. Since it is a used car, within the first twg earsechanic
tells you that there is 75% chance that the car will not have any problems, and 25%

chance that it will have mechanical problems that need to be fixed for $2000.

Currently, the car has no warranty. However, before finalizing the deal,dles déers
you the chance to buy a 2 year warranty that has a premium of $500 that willltover a

repair expenses if a problem occurs.

Please read the following options carefully before answering the questions.

Buying a warranty means you might SAVE money

g. If you buy the warranty, you are certain®AVING $1,500 no matter what
happens.

h. If you do not buy the warranty, there is 75% chance that yol SA&ME $2,000
and 25% chance that you W8IAVE nothing.
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Using a 1 to 7 scale below, where 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree, please
indicate the level of agreement with each of the following statements

| would buy the 2- years warranty offered by the dealer

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e Inthelong run, I would definitely save the most money by buying the described cantyar

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e The scenario | have just read signifies an opportunity

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e | like buying cars

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e Purchasing the car warranty described in the scenario will subByargduce my worries

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e | like to have my car windows tinted

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e |tis possible that | would buy the described car warranty

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e Cars are important

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e | will use the described car warranty

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

e At the end of the day, | would lose the most by not buying the described warranty

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree
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The scenario | have just read signifies a threat

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

The scenario | have just read is self relevant

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

The situation discussed in the scenario is risky

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

Purchasing the car warranty described in the scenario will sulbdifardiduce the purchase
risk

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

Purchasing the car warranty described in the scenario will make sneoleserned about my
purchase decision.

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

Ultimately, | will probably lose the most by not buying the described cenanty

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

Buying the described car warranty is a risky decision

StronglyDisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

In the long run, | will probably save the most by buying the described car warranty

StronglyDisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

I would feel sorry when buying the described car warranty

StronglyDisagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree

| would regret buying the described car warranty

Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly Agree
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Please answer the following question:

13-What was the price of the car

0 $5,000
0 $10,000
0 $15,000

14-What was the chance that the car will need a repair

0 20%
0 25%
¢ 30%

15-What was the amount of money that the repair would require if needed

0 $2,000
0 $3,000
0 $4,000

16-What was the amount of money that the warranty would require

$5,00

$1,000
$2,000
$3,000

S O OO

5-What was your preferred option

¢ Buying the warranty
¢ Not buying the warranty

6- In which case you would feel greater regret:

¢ If I bought the warranty and did not use it
¢ If I did not buy the warranty but | ended up needing it

10-In which case you would feel happier:

¢ If I bought the warranty and ended up needing it
¢ If I did not buy the warranty and ended up not needing it
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For each item below, please circle the number closer to the adjeatithat you
believe describes your feelings about the 2-years car warranty you just read.

Bad deal

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Good deal
Practical 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Impractical
Effective 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Ineffective
Functional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not Functional
Unenjoyable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Enjoyable
Favorable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unfavorable
Unpleasant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Pleasant
Dull 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Exciting

For each item below, please circle the number closer to the adjeat that you
believe describes the information presented in the scenario you justad.

Not at all useful

Not at all Helpful

1 2 7 Extremely Useful
1 2
Difficult to Understand 1 2
1 2
1 2

7 Extremely Helpful

Difficult to Comprehend 7 Easy to Comprehend

W owow W w
Sl U O SN
U'IU-|U-|O'10-|

6
6
6 7 Easy to Understand
6
6

Not Clear at All 7 Very Clear

For each item below, please circle the number closer to the adjeatithat you
believe describes your mood

Pleasant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unpleasant
Happy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Sad
Good Mood 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Bad Mood
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Please explain in detail why did you make the decision regarding buying tloar
warranty.

What, in your opinion, is the purpose of this study?
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