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ABSTRACT

This study investigated the effects of involvement 
and information on the price students were prepared to 
pay for a computer or for health insurance.

It was hypothesized that high involvement would be 
associated with higher minimum and maximum price, 
decreased variability of price limits, and a smaller 
range of acceptable prices. It was also hypothesized 
that high information would be associated with decreased 
variability of price limits, and a smaller range of 
acceptable prices.

Participants were lead to believe either that they 
would have to buy a computer, or that they would have to 
buy a health insurance plan. Involvement was manipulated 
via the date at which this new school policy would be 
implemented. Information was manipulated by providing 
subjects with either minimal or more detailed 
information. Subjects stated the maximum and minimum 
prices that they would be prepared to pay for the 
computer or health insurance.

Data were analyzed by a four-way analysis of 
variance (condition x involvement x information x 
source), and three-way analyses of variance (involvement 
x information x source).

None of the hypotheses are supported by the results.

It is proposed that the compulsory element of the 
fabricated new school policy induced reactance in 
participants. Reactance theory accounts for the effects 
of taking away specific freedoms from an individual. 
Future directions for research are suggested.
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This study investigated the influence of involvement 

and information on the price individuals are prepared to 
pay for a product.

Economic theories of pricing assume that consumers 
attempt to minimize the cost of purchasing by buying the 
lowest priced item. However, research has demonstrated 
that both high and low prices act as disincentives to 
buy; "Price as a psychological quantity constitutes a 
barrier to demand when it is too low just as much as when 
it is too high," (Stoetzel, 1970, p. 71). The economist 
Scitovszky (1944) claimed that consumers find low prices 
to be unacceptable because they believe that price 
represents production costs. Under this assumption, high 
price reflects high costs and therefore indicates 
superior quality, and vice versa. For example, a new 
mustard packaged in a crockery jar only sold well after 
the purchase price was doubled (Monroe & Petroshius,
1981). Thus, lower prices are both attractive (having 
diminished purchase cost) and repelling (as a cue to low 
quality). This reasoning lead to the conclusion that 
there is a linear relationship between price and 
perceived quality (Scitovszky, 1944). However, more than 
30 years of research has yielded conflicting evidence 
that indicates that the relationship between price and 
perceived quality is much more complex than was 
originally thought.
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In addition to problems in defining the price- 

perceived quality relationship, research initiated by 
Oxenfeldt (1950) indicates that the association between 
price and actual quality is apparently inconsistent 
across product classes. This is perhaps mediated by the 
difficulty of assessing objective quality. The 
difficulty of assessing quality is also a problem in 
investigating perceived quality. Unless the respondents 
are experts, they may have no point of reference from 
which to make judgments of quality and may therefore use 
an arbitrary criterion, for example, color (Monroe & 
Petroshius, 1981). Researchers have attempted to verify 
that buyers do perceive a positive price-quality 
relationship. Studies have indicated that when price is 
the only information available, consumers perceive 
quality to be a function of price (Leavitt, 1954; Monroe, 
1973). Olson (1977) found that this effect was enhanced 
where products appear to be heterogeneous in quality, and 
where differences in price were large.

In criticizing this approach, several researchers 
(e.g., Jacoby & Olson, 1976) have emphasized the 
importance of context in influencing the price-perceived 
quality relationship. The simplicity of early studies 
casts serious doubts on the external validity and 
generalizability of the results. In response to 
criticisms of single-cue studies, subsequent price-
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quality research varied other cues. This research 
indicated that factors other than price influence
consumers* perceptions of worth. These include: store
information (e.g., Enis & Stafford, 1969)? store image 
(e.g., Wheatley & Chiu, 1977); product differences (e.g., 
Szybillo & Jacoby, 1972, cited in Monroe & Petroshius, 
1981); product familiarity (e.g., Raju, 1977); packaging 
(e.g., Pincus & Waters, 1975); and brand name (e.g., 
Jacoby, Olson, & Haddock, 1971).

Enis and Stafford (1969) manipulated price and store 
information. They found that the perceived quality of 
carpeting was directly related to price, and only
indirectly to store information. In an extension of this
study, Wheatley and Chiu (1977) found that product color 
as well as price and store image were related to 
perceived product quality. In contrast, Szybillo and 
Jacoby (1972, cited in Monroe & Petroshius, 1981) studied 
perceptions of the quality of nylon hose. They concluded 
that physical differences between products had a greater 
effect on perceptions of quality than price or store 
image information had. Raju (1977) found that both price 
and brand name influenced the perceived quality of stereo 
receivers, but that subjects' familiarity with the 
product did not. Pincus and Waters (1975) manipulated 
price, product characteristics, and packaging. They 
found that, although product variation and packaging were
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related to perceived quality, price was not. Jacoby, 
Olson, and Haddock (1971) found that brand image affected 
the perceived quality of beer, but that price was only 
influential when presented as the only cue. Not all 
multiple-cue studies suggest that price is less important 
than other factors in the perception of quality. Andrews 
and Valenzi (1971, cited in Monroe & Petroshius, 1981) 
found that although the influence of brand name increased 
as the price of sweaters and shoes dropped, price 
remained the dominant cue to quality. Similarly, a study 
focusing on butter and margarine (Cimbalo & Webdale,
1973) found that, although both price and product 
differences affected quality ratings, price was the most 
important factor. Della Bitta (1971) found that students 
used price as a quality indicator for radios; 
concomitantly, the less certain individuals were of their 
ability to assess quality, the more they relied on price.

The preceding research demonstrates the conflicting 
evidence produced by multiple-cue studies attempting to 
determine the influence of price relative to other cues 
in the judgment of product quality. Multiple-cue studies 
have introduced actual brand and store names as 
additional information. The primary effect of these 
additional extrinsic cues has been to moderate the 
influence of price on subjects1 quality perceptions. The 
magnitude of this effect will vary according to
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individuals' familiarity with the cues provided in 
addition to price (Rao, 1986). Although it is difficult 
to establish whether, how much, and in what way consumers 
use price as a cue to quality, the evidence reviewed 
broadly suggests that both brand name and store image may 
mediate the relationship between price and perceived 
quality, and possibly dominate price for some products.

In addition to the variables established in the 
price-perceived quality literature, research within the 
field of price limits has identified other factors which 
can affect the perceived worth of an object, and hence 
the price that an individual is prepared to pay for it. 
These include: market price knowledge (e.g., Kosenko & 
Rahtz, 1988) ; price range available in the marketplace 
(e.g., Cox, 1986); and price last paid (e.g., Fouile,
1970).

Price limit research assumes that a positive 
relationship exists between price and perceived quality, 
where acceptable price range is the measure of perceived 
worth. Research in this field is based on the premise 
that individuals do not enter a purchase situation with a 
single price in mind, but with a range of acceptable 
prices (Cox, 1986). This range is bounded by a lower and 
an upper limit that represent the minimum and maximum 
price that an individual is prepared to pay for a given 
product (Stoetzel, 1954, cited in Stoetzel, 1970). A
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product costing less than the lower limit set by an 
individual is perceived to be of insufficient quality; 
whereas for products priced above the maximum limit, the 
increase in quality is viewed as insufficient 
justification for the higher cost (Kosenko & Rahtz, 1988? 
Stoetzel, 1954, cited in Stoetzel, 1970).

When individuals form price limits for products, 
they make judgements of value. Klein and Oglethorpe 
(1986) claim that these judgements are influenced by the 
following factors: objective perception of worth (based 
on past experience)? subjective perception of worth 
(influenced by need and personal relevance); and market 
influences (primarily price last paid, Fouile, 1970, and 
prices available in the marketplace, Cox, 1986). Thus, 
price limits set by individuals represent indices of 
perceived value; the more consumers feel objects are 
worth, the more they will be prepared to pay.

Consumer behavior researchers (e.g., Cox, 1986? 
Kosenko, 1988? Kosenko & Rahtz, 1988) claim that the 
concept of price limits is analytically derived from 
psychophysics (Monroe, 1971, 1973), and theoretically 
derived from social judgement theory (e.g., Sherif,
1963). However, prices are neither psychophysical nor 
social stimuli, so the parallels between psychophysics 
and social judgement theory, and price limits are 
necessarily limited. Within psychophysics, adaptation-
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level theory (Helson, 1964) and assimilation-contrast 
effects are held to be most relevant to the theoretical 
underpinnings of price limits (Monroe, 1973? Monroe & 
Petroshius, 1981). According to adaptation-level theory, 
individuals' behavioral responses to stimuli are affected 
by how they have adapted to past stimuli, internal as 
well as external. This effect has been found to be 
useful, for example? in explaining the influence of price 
last paid on current purchase intention (Fouile, 1970), 
and in initiating work on reference prices (Klein & 
Oglethorpe, 1986). The assimilation-contrast theory 
states that stimulus values falling within a latitude of 
acceptance will be assimilated and will influence the 
structure of that latitude. Conversely, highly 
discrepant stimuli which fall outside this latitude of 
acceptance will be rejected. In a pricing context this 
is relevant, for example, in explaining how the range of 
prices actually available in the market-place modifies 
the amount that consumers are prepared to pay (Cox,
1986).

Social judgement theory evolved from psychophysics 
because it was recognized that important differences 
exist between psychophysical and psycho-social judgement 
(Sherif, 1963? Sherif & Cantril, 1947? Sherif & Hovland, 
1961? Sherif, Sherif, & Nebergall, 1965). For example, 
unlike weights or lines, objects of social judgement are
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seldom "neutral" for the individual. In addition, 
although the physical properties of objects form a 
sufficient basis for analyzing psychophysical judgements, 
they are inadequate for describing the judgement of 
social stimuli (Sherif, 1979). Social judgement is 
defined as:

The study of peoples' judgements of physical 
stimuli, in so far as these are influenced by 
socially communicated values and expectations ... 
and the study of peoples' judgements of 'social 
stimuli', such as other people, their 
characteristics, their intentions, and the attitudes 
which they express (Eiser & Stroebe, 1972, p. 2). 
Within the paradigm of social judgement theory, 

attitudes are formed from judgements of social stimuli. 
Sherif and Hovland (1961) demonstrated that the most 
acceptable item of a set serves as a standard or anchor 
to which other items are compared and judged to be 
acceptable or not. In addition, there may be certain 
positions on which an individual is reluctant to commit 
him or herself. In this way items relating to an issue 
are categorized, and the resulting attitude structure is 
comprised of three ranges; latitude of acceptance, 
latitude of rejection, and latitude of non-commitment.

In a pricing context, the latitude of acceptance is 
translated into the range of prices an individual finds
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acceptable to pay. The latitude of rejection corresponds 
to those prices an individual feels are unacceptable, 
being either too low or too high. Past experience is an 
important variable in both social judgment and price 
limits. In social judgement theory, "Judgement of social 
stimuli involves interaction between past experiences and 
properties of the immediate situation" (Sherif, 1963, p. 
149). In price limit research the influence of past 
experience also leads to relevant individual differences, 
for example: in frames of reference (Klein & Oglethorpe,
1986)? market price knowledge (Kosenko & Rahtz, 1988); 
and brand loyalty (Fouile, 1970). In addition, social 
judgement theory emphasizes the effect of context in the 
judgement of stimulus values. In price limits research, 
context is important in terms of the influence of the 
range of stimulus prices offered to the subject in an 
experiment (Della Bitta & Monroe, 1974), and the effect 
of actual prices in the marketplace on the range of 
prices an individual is prepared to pay (Cox, 1986).

In sum, psychophysics and social judgement theory 
are relevant to the study of price limits in similar 
ways, stressing the importance of past experience and the 
context of the present. To a large extent, the 
differences between social and more simple perceptual 
judgements derive from the greater complexity of social 
stimuli, their value-laden nature, and the fact that they
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are interpreted within the context of social 
relationships (Eiser & Stroebe, 1972). However, it is 
important not to overemphasize the parallels between the 
three fields because, as previously noted, they focus on 
different classes of stimuli, and price is neither a 
physical nor a social stimulus.

Despite more than three decades of work, research on 
price limits remains fragmentary and incomplete. Most 
studies have centered on establishing market-wide 
frequency distributions of acceptable prices for specific 
products (Cox, 1986), and have focused on drawing close 
parallels between psychophysics and social judgement 
theory, and price limits. However, more recently 
researchers have investigated variables which have the 
potential to affect the perceived worth of a product, and 
hence the price that an individual is prepared to pay for 
it.

This study investigated the effect that involvement 
has on the price that individuals are prepared to pay for 
a product. Involvement was hypothesized to be important 
for three reasons:
(a) Acceptable price limits are assumed to be created 
through a process of judgement similar to social 
judgement, and because the relative widths of the 
latitudes in social judgment are governed by degree of 
personal involvement (Sherif, 1979; Sherif et al, 1973?
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Sherif, Sherif, & Nebergall, 1965), involvement should 
also be an influential variable in the formation of price 
limits.
(b) Judgments of monetary worth are subjective in nature. 
Klein and Oglethorpe (1976) proposed that level of 
involvement influences the price that people are prepared 
to pay by affecting this subjective judgement.
(c) Several consumer behavior researchers (e.g., Cox, 
1986; Kosenko, 1988; Kosenko & Rahtz, 1988) have 
suggested that involvement is an influential factor in 
individuals' perceptions of the worth of an object.

However, despite widespread agreement that 
involvement is a potentially influential factor in the 
formation of price limits and acceptable price range, it 
has not been investigated as a primary independent 
variable. One reason for this is because of problems 
associated with defining, operationalizing, and measuring 
the involvement construct. The social judgement approach 
views involvement as a single hierarchy or continuum 
along which individuals differ in terms of magnitude from 
high to low involvement. Involvement is defined in terms 
of personal relevance, commitment to a position 
(Freedman, 1964, cited in Sherif, Sherif, & Nebergall, 
1965), and as a function of the closeness of an issue or 
social object to an individual's ego (Sherif & Cantril, 
1947) :
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The person1s commitment to the value of the family, 
to his religion, to his politics, to his stand on 
the virtue of his way of life. The latter 
commitments and stands are ingredients of his self- 
picture— intimately felt and cherished in his own 
eyes. As such, the latter are among his ego- 
involved attitudes. The term involvement in our 
approach refers to arousal of such attitudes.
(Sherif, Sherif, & Nebergall, 1965, p. iv). 
Judgemental processes are affected by motivational- 

affective factors which are in proportion to involvement 
(Sherif, Sherif, & Nebergall, 1965). The highly involved 
individual is more likely to hold extreme views or stands 
on an issue (Sherif & Hovland, 1961), and has a greater 
tendency to act than someone less involved (Sherif et al, 
1973). As level of involvement increases, situational 
factors have progressively less influence on attitude 
formation (Zimbardo & Ebbesen, 1969): In terms of
attitude structure, the latitude of rejection becomes 
increasingly larger than the latitude of acceptance, 
while the latitude of non-commitment becomes 
correspondingly smaller, even vanishing (Sherif et al, 
1973). High involvement is associated with a greater 
degree of cognitive processing than is low involvement 
(Judd & Johnson, 1984), which leads to more consistent 
and similar distributions of judgement amongst highly
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involved individuals compared to those who are less 
involved (McGuire, 1969; Sherif, 1979; Sherif, Sherif, & 
Nebergall, 1965). In sum, social psychology, and in 
particular social judgment theory, view involvement as an 
inferred construct and an enduring state that primarily 
refers to issue involvement and personal relevance, and 
includes inseparable elements of cognition, motivation, 
and affect.

In consumer behavior research, involvement is a 
widely researched and discussed concept about which 
little is agreed upon. For example, Lastovicka and 
Gardner (1979) state that "There is no clear statement or 
agreement on what this concept (involvement) represents" 
(p. 59). Krugman (1965) was the first to apply the 
social psychological concept of involvement to the 
consumer behavior field. He defined and operationalized 
involvement as "The number of conscious 'bridging 
experiences', connections, or personal references per 
minute that the viewer makes between his own life and the 
stimulus. This may vary from none to many" (p. 355). 
Since then, dispute over the definition, 
operationalization, and measurement of involvement has 
dominated this field.

Although many researchers (e.g, Antil, 1984; 
Zaichowsky, 1986) agree that involvement exists along a 
continuum, it is usually treated as a dichotomy of high
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and low for ease of analysis. There is debate over 
whether involvement is a single hierarchy (Antil, 1984; 
Finn, 1982? Smith & Swinyard, 1983) as in social 
psychology, or composed of multiple hierarchies (Kapferer 
& Laurent, 1985; Lastovicka & Gardner, 1979; Rothschild, 
1984) . It seems most likely that involvement has many 
dimensions (Houston & Rothschild, 1978)? however, there 
is also disagreement among authors as to the number and 
form of these dimensions. Kapferer and Laurent (1985) 
proposed that because involvement is an inferred and 
therefore unobservable construct, quantification would be 
simplified by measuring behaviors associated with the 
state. Stone (1984), taking a behaviorist viewpoint, 
claimed that involvement is behavior, and should be 
understood and measured as "Time and/or intensity of 
effort expended in the undertaking of behaviors" (p.
210) .

The primary reason for the lack of agreement over 
involvement in consumer behavior research is that this 
field covers many different foci of study. As a result, 
definitions and methodologies specific to each have 
evolved. For example; product involvement (e.g., Antil,
1984)? issue involvement (Petty & Cacioppo, 1979)? 
response involvement (Nuttin, 1975)? and media 
involvement (Krugman, 1965). Some authors (e.g., Antil, 
1984; Zimbardo, 1960) claimed that because involvement is
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so heavily dependent on context that it is always 
situational? conversely, others (e.g., Bloch & Richins,
1983) have claimed that involvement is, by its very 
nature, enduring. In an attempt to reconcile these two 
points of view, Houston & Rothschild (1978) proposed that 
involvement exists in three forms; situational, enduring, 
and response.

Although there have been attempts (e.g., Adam, 1970) 
to classify products as high or low involvement across 
individuals? individual differences lead to over­
generalization (Cox, 1986; Kosenko & Rahtz, 1988). 
Concomitantly, Newman and Dolich (1979) and Kassarjian 
(1981) claim that some people have a tendency to be more 
highly involved than others.

The diverse goals and focuses of different areas of 
research make it difficult to have an overall definition 
of involvement. Definitions of involvement vary 
considerably? what is measured as involvement depends on 
what is defined as involvement. If involvement is 
thought by a researcher to be a behavior, then relevant 
behaviors will be measured (e.g, Stone, 1984): However,
if it is believed to be an inferred construct, then more 
projective measures are appropriate (e.g., Zaichowsky,
1985). Research on involvement is hampered by continual 
re-examination of existing literature and never-ending 
redefinition of the concept. However, in order to
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investigate this construct, it is necessary to adopt a 
definition of involvement and make it explicit.

Despite contradictions in the literature, the theme 
of personal relevance is central to both social 
psychological and consumer behavior definitions of 
involvement. In social judgement theory the importance 
and closeness of an object or issue to a person 
determines involvement in it (Sherif, Sherif, &
Nebergall, 1965); the more salient or personally 
meaningful something is to an individual, the more 
involved he or she will be in it. Concomitantly, in 
consumer behavior research, Krugman (1965) emphasizes 
that level of involvement is governed by the number of 
"bridging experiences" made or "personal references" 
perceived by the individual. Therefore, for the purposes 
of this study, involvement is defined as an inferred 
construct representing the perceived personal relevance 
or salience of a product to the individual.

It has been claimed that involvement influences 
perceptions of worth (Cox, 1986; Klein & Oglethorpe,
1986? Kosenko, 1988? Kosenko & Rahtz, 1988), more 
specifically, that an individual who is highly involved 
in a product will value it more. In the field of price 
limit research, the minimum and maximum price that a 
person is prepared to pay for something is a reflection 
of the value that he or she places on that object? in
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other words, what it is worth to him or her.
Similarities exist between judging sets of social stimuli 
(e.g., statements of positions on an issue) and judging 
the acceptability of prices. For example, in both cases, 
judgements result in the formation of latitudes of 
acceptance and rejection in which past experience and 
individual differences are highly influential. In the 
judgement of sets of social stimuli, involvement has a 
clear effect which is reflected in the relative widths of 
the latitudes (Sherif et al, 1973). This study focuses 
on the influence that involvement has on an individual1s 
judgement of what he or she is prepared to pay for a 
given product. Hypotheses were taken from what is known 
about the effects of involvement on judgements of social 
stimuli, and also from evidence from price limit research 
concerning the process by which an individual decides on 
the range of prices he or she is prepared to pay for a 
product.

Hypothesis 1:
There is a positive relationship between level of 
involvement and the minimum and maximum prices that 
a person is prepared to pay for a product (below 
which quality is perceived to be too low to be 
acceptable, and above which the product is perceived 
to be poor value).
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It is assumed that quality is more important for the 
highly involved individual than for someone less 
involved. For this reason, the involved individual 
should be more repelled by low prices because of the low 
quality they represent. Highly involved individuals are 
hypothesized to be prepared to pay more for a high 
quality item as opposed to less for one which is merely 
adequate.

Hypothesis 2:
There is an inverse relationship between level of 
involvement and the width of the acceptable price 
range. In addition, variability in the minimum and 
maximum acceptable prices is inversely related to 
level of involvement.

In judging sets of social stimuli, high involvement 
leads to an increase in the size of the latitude of 
rejection relative to the latitude of acceptance (Sherif, 
Sherif, & Nebergall, 1963). In addition, highly involved 
individuals are more discriminating (Cox, 1986; Sherif, 
1963) and are likely to find a much narrower range of 
stimuli to be acceptable (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Sherif 
& Hovland, 1961). In social judgement, variability is 
reduced where subjects are highly involved in a class of
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stimuli (Eiser & Stroebe, 1972); therefore the 
variability of price limits was expected to be smallest 
among highly involved subjects.

Involvement mediates information processing. High 
levels of involvement are motivating and lead to 
information seeking (Sherif et al, 1973) and to more 
processing of that information. In turn this leads to 
greater retention of the information (Judd & Johnson,
1984). Because involvement and information are closely 
associated, this study investigated the influence of both 
variables on the price that individuals are prepared to 
pay. No specific predictions are made about the effects 
of information on the minimum and maximum price that 
people are prepared to pay.

Hypothesis 3:
There is an inverse relationship between amount of 
information and the width of the acceptable price 
range. In addition, variability in the minimum and 
maximum acceptable prices is inversely related to 
amount of information.

Information reduces the ambiguity of the stimulus. 
Individuals possessing higher levels of information about 
a product are able to make more precise judgements about
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the range of prices they find acceptable.

In social judgement, high information leads to 
judgments which are more consistent (McGuire, 1969;
Sherif, Sherif, & Nebergall, 1965). Concomitantly, 
Kosenko, Krishnan and Davies (1988) found that the less 
information was given about price and brand, the more 
individuals varied in their judgements of acceptable 
price.

To test the above hypotheses, the following 
experiment was conducted. Subjects were lead to believe 
either that they would have to buy a computer, or that 
they would have to buy a health insurance plan. The date 
at which this acquisition would become compulsory 
constituted the involvement manipulation; the nearer the 
date, the higher the level of involvement due to 
increased personal relevance. Information was 
manipulated by providing subjects with either minimal or 
more detailed information about the computer or health 
insurance plan. Subjects then stated how much they would 
be prepared to pay for the computer or health plan 
described.
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Method
Subjects

Subjects were 22 6 undergraduate freshmen, aged 
between 19 and 2 0 years old, voluntarily participating in 
partial fulfillment of a research requirement for an 
Introduction to Psychology class. All subjects completed 
the experiment.
Materials and Procedure

The experiment was framed as a fictitious survey of 
student attitudes towards a new school policy conducted 
on behalf of the Dean of Student Affairs. Half the 
subjects were told that at some future date it would 
become compulsory for them to acquire a computer, and 
half that it would become compulsory for them to acquire 
health insurance through the school. A computer 
(product) and health insurance (service) were selected 
because of their relevance to students and their wide 
price variability.

Each experimental session lasted approximately 
thirty minutes, and consisted of groups of between eight 
and eleven subjects. Subjects took part in either the 
product or the service condition, under one level of 
involvement, and one level of information only.

Instructions to subjects were standardized (see 
Appendix A). After a brief introduction to the study, 
subjects were presented with an envelope containing
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information from the Dean about the survey. Other 
materials were presented separately. The researcher 
controlled the order and length of presentation of the 
following materials.

Involvement Manipulation (See Appendix B). There 
were three levels of the involvement manipulation. This 
took the form of a memo from the Dean to the Chair of the 
Department of Psychology. The date at which the new 
policy supposedly came into effect manipulated 
involvement by varying degree of personal relevance. The 
three dates were: (a) next Fall, 1989 (high involvement);
(b) two years from next Fall, 1991 (medium involvement); 
and (c) in the Fall of 1995 (low involvement).

Information Manipulation (see Appendix C). There 
were two levels of the information manipulation. This 
took the form of either a memo from the Director of the 
Computer Center to the Dean (computer condition), or a 
memo from the Director of Student Health to the Dean 
(Health insurance condition) giving either extensive 
(high information) or minimal (low information) 
information about the computer or the health insurance 
plan.

In order to emphasize these two manipulations, 
transparencies of the two memos were projected onto a 
screen using an overhead projector.

Consumer Information (see Appendix D). In order
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reduce variation in the amount that subjects knew about 
computers or health insurance they were provided with 
bogus consumer information about the desirable and the 
essential features of either computers or health 
insurance.

Background Information Questionnaire (see Appendix 
E). This was presented as a survey from the Dean to 
determine students' attitudes towards the new policy, and 
was therefore included in the manilla envelope. These 
questions focused on how much subjects' knew about the 
product or service, and were aimed at helping to explain 
the results.

Price Questionnaire (see Appendix E) . The Stoetzel 
price questionnaire (Stoetzel, 1954, cited in Stoetzel, 
1970) was used to establish the minimum and maximum price 
(and therefore the range of prices) that subjects would 
be prepared to pay for the product or service presented 
in this experiment.

The effect of information is strongly influenced by 
source? for example, whether an individual perceives the 
source of the information to be reliable and credible 
(Sherif, Sherif, & Nebergall, 1965). In addition the 
perceived destination of responses (Dean or researcher) 
was expected to influence subjects' answers. To increase 
internal validity, the source of the price questionnaire 
and the PII was varied. For half the subjects the Dean
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was presented as the source (and the questionnaire 
included in the envelope), and for the other half the 
researcher was presented as the source. The typeface was 
varied accordingly.

Product Involvement Inventory (see Appendix E). The 
Product Involvement Inventory (PII, Zaichowsky, 1985) was 
included as a manipulation check for the involvement 
conditions. The PII is a 20 item bi-polar adjective 
scale. Possible scores range from 20 (indicating very 
low involvement) to 140 (indicating very high 
involvement). The same source counterbalancing procedure 
was followed as for the price questionnaire.

MA Thesis Questionnaire (see Appendix E). This 
questionnaire was devised by the researcher to determine 
reactions to the deception, to the information 
manipulation, and to the fictitious consumer information.

Honor Forms (see Appendix F). Due to the deceptive 
nature of this study and the fact that the experiment 
took several weeks to complete, it was essential that 
subjects did not divulge the true nature of the study.
In order to minimize the likelihood of this, subjects 
were requested to sign an honor form verifying that they 
would not discuss the experiment.

After a thorough debriefing (see Appendix A), 
subjects were thanked for their participation, and 
informed that the results of the study would be posted.
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The primary dependent variables were lower price 

limit, upper price limit, and acceptable price range. 
Involvement and information were the experimental 
variables manipulated in this study. A four-way analysis 
of variance (condition x involvement x information x 
source) was the primary analysis. In addition, the 
computer and health insurance conditions were also 
analyzed separately using three-way analyses of variance 
(involvement x information x source). Although the 
primary analysis of this study was a four-way analysis of 
variance, the major dependent variables (minimum price, 
maximum price, and range) were analyzed separately for 
the two conditions. This was made necessary by 
differences in the scales of prices between the computer 
and health conditions on the Stoetzel questionnaire.

Sign tests were conducted to test the relative 
magnitude of the variances of the minimum and maximum 
price limits. Observations were paired to permit 
judgement across non-relevant dimensions and between the 
levels of the relevant dimension. The larger of the two 
cells was assigned a positive sign, and the smaller a 
negative. The distribution of signs between the 
dimension under comparison represents the relative 
magnitude of variances. The symmetrical binomial 
cumulative distribution formula yielded the probability 
that this pattern was due to chance.
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Results

Manipulation checks
Involvement
A four-way analysis of variance (condition x 

involvement x information x source) was performed on 
scores on the Product Involvement Inventory (PII, 
Zaichowsky, 1985). It revealed no significant 
differences in scores among the three involvement 
conditions. The mean scores were; high involvement =
104, medium involvement = 102, and low involvement = 101.

The four-way analysis revealed a condition by source 
interaction. Where the Dean was the source, subjects in 
the health condition were more involved (M = 105) than 
were those in the computer condition (M = 95). However, 
where the researcher was the source, subjects in the 
computer condition (M = 106) were more involved than were 
those in the health condition (M = 103), F (1, 195) = 
4.87, p < .05. Three-way analyses of variance 
(involvement x information x source) revealed a main 
effect of source on PII scores in the computer condition 
only, F (1, 100) = 5.63, p < .05. Therefore the 
significant condition by source interaction in the four­
way analysis can be attributed to the effect of source on 
this variable in the computer condition.

Belief in the Fictitious School Policy
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How sure are you that this new plan will be implemented?
The mean score for this question was 2.8, that is, 

subjects were somewhat sure that the new plan would be 
implemented.

The four-way analysis of variance revealed a 
condition by involvement interaction. In the computer 
condition, subjects in the low (M = 2.9) and medium (M = 
2.9) involvement groups felt more sure that the plan 
would occur than those in the high involvement group (M = 
2.3) did. However, in the health insurance condition, it 
was subjects in the medium (M = 3.2) and high (M = 3.1) 
involvement groups who were more sure than those in the 
low (M = 2.6) that it would occur, F (2, 195) = 4.36, p < 
.05. Three-way analyses of variance revealed a main 
effect of involvement in the health condition only, F (2, 
95) = 3.74, p < .05. Therefore the significant condition 
by involvement interaction in the four-way analysis can 
be attributed to the effect of different levels of 
involvement on this variable in the health condition.

Major dependent variables
HI: It was hypothesized that there would be a

positive relationship between level of involvement and 
the minimum and maximum prices that a person is prepared 
to pay for a product. This hypothesis was not supported.
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Three-way analyses of variance revealed no 

significant effect of involvement on minimum or maximum 
price for either the computer or health insurance 
conditions (see Table 1).

Insert Table 1 about here

H2: It was hypothesized that there would be an
inverse relationship between level of involvement and the 
width of the acceptable price range. In addition, 
variability in the minimum and maximum acceptable prices 
would be inversely related to level of involvement.
These hypotheses were not supported.

Three-way analyses of variance revealed no 
significant effect of involvement on the range of 
acceptable prices (maximum - minimum acceptable price) 
for either the computer or health insurance conditions 
(see Table 2).

Insert Table 2 about here

To determine the effect of involvement on the 
variability of the price limits, sign tests were 
conducted between the variances under the following 
levels of involvement; (a) low and medium, (b) medium and
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high, and (c) low and high. The symmetrical binomial 
cumulative distribution formula yielded the probability 
of the direction of the differences occurring by chance 
(Cohen, 1977).

Involvement had a significant effect for only one of 
the sign test comparisons. In the computer condition, 
variability in maximum price was significantly higher 
under medium involvement than under high involvement (p < 
.05) (see Table 3). Different levels of involvement had 
no other significant effects on the relative magnitude of 
the variances of the minimum and maximum prices that 
subjects were prepared to pay for either the computer 
(see Table 3) or the health insurance plan (see Table 4).

Insert Tables 3 and 4 about here

H3: It was hypothesized that there would be an
inverse relationship between amount of information and 
the width of the acceptable price range. In addition, 
variability in the minimum and maximum acceptable prices 
would be inversely related to amount of information.
This was not supported. Level of information had no 
significant effect on the range of prices subjects were 
prepared to pay (see Table 5).
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Insert Table 5 about here

Sign tests of differences were conducted to compare 
variability in minimum and maximum price limits between 
high and low information (see Table 6).

Insert Table 6 about here

These indicated that, in the computer condition 
only, variability of both the minimum and maximum limits 
was higher under high information than under low 
information (p = .09), that is, the reverse of what was 
hypothes i z ed.

Neither level of information nor source had a 
significant effect on the minimum or maximum price that 
subjects were prepared to pay for the computer or the 
health plan.

In the computer condition there was a source by 
information interaction for the range of acceptable 
prices. Where the Dean was the source, the range between 
minimum and maximum price was greater under high 
information (M = 842) than under low information (M =
583). However, where the researcher was the source, the 
range was greater under low information (M = 877) than
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under high (M = 702), F (1, 104) = 5.07, p < .05.

When this new policy comes into effect, how much (if any) 
of the cost will vour parents expect you to pay?

The four-way analysis of variance revealed that 
students in the computer condition felt they would have 
to pay a higher proportion of the cost (M = 2.4, between 
a quarter and a half of the total) than those in the 
health condition felt they would have to pay (M = 1.5, 
between none and a quarter of the total), F (1, 195) =
26.89, p < .001.

How much do you think you personally will benefit from 
this new plan?

The mean score for this question was 1.9, that is 
subjects felt they would benefit only slightly from the 
new plan.

The four-way analysis of variance revealed that 
subjects in the computer condition (M = 2.3) felt that 
they would benefit more from the new policy than those in 
the health condition (M = 1.6) felt they would, F (1,
195) = 4.95, p < .05. This is perhaps because 93% of 
subjects in the health condition already had health 
insurance, whereas only 3 3% of subjects in the computer 
condition owned a computer. However, this is qualified 
by a condition by information interaction. In the
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computer condition, subjects in the low information group 
(M = 2.4) felt they would benefit more from the policy 
than those in the high information group (M = 2.1) did. 
However, in the health condition, it was subjects in the 
high information group (M = 1.8) who felt they would 
benefit more from the policy than those in the low 
information group (M = 1.4) did, F (1, 195) = 4.93, p < 
.05. Three-way analyses of variance revealed a main 
effect of information in the health condition only, F (1, 
95) = 4.5, p < .05. Therefore the significant condition 
by information interaction in the four-way analysis may 
be able to be attributed to the effect of information on
this variable in the health condition.

How important is it for you to be able to choose which
computer/health insurance to buy, as opposed to going 
along with the School’s choice?

The mean score for this question was 3.7, that is, 
subjects felt it was quite important to be able to choose 
which computer/health insurance to buy.

The four-way analysis of variance revealed that 
choice was felt to be more important by those in the high 
information condition (M = 3.9) than those in the low 
information condition (M = 3.6), F (1, 195) = 3.92, p < 
.05. However, this is qualified by an information by 
source interaction. Where the source was the researcher,
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subjects in the low information condition (M = 3.7) felt 
it was more important to choose their own health plan 
than those in the high information condition did (M =
3.5). However, where the source was the Dean, it was 
subjects in the high information condition (M = 3.7) who 
rated it more highly than those in the low information 
condition did (M = 3.5), F (1, 195)) = 8.79, p < .01.

How much influence do you think your opinions on this 
survey will have on the implementation of this new 
policy?

The mean score for this question was 1.8, that is, 
subjects felt their opinions would only have a slight 
influence on the new policy.

In the questions in the earlier part of this survey, how 
honest were you being in your estimations of how much you 
would pav?

Subjects in the computer condition (M = 4.1) felt 
that they had been more honest in their price estimations 
than those in the health plan condition (M = 3.9) felt 
they had been, F (1, 195) = 4.06, p < .05.

How knowledgeable do you consider yourself to be (in 
comparison with your peers) about the features offered bv 
different computers/health insurance plans?
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The four-way analysis of variance revealed an 

involvement by condition interaction. In the health 
condition, subjects in the medium involvement group (M =
2.6) felt that they knew more than those in the low (M =
2.1) and high (M = 2.1) involvement groups felt they did.
However, in the computer condition, it was subjects in
the high involvement group (M = 2.6) who felt they knew 
more than those in the low (M = 2.1) and medium groups (M 
= 2.1) felt they did, F (2, 195) = 3.2, p < .05.

Having read the consumer information - how much more 
knowledgeable about computers/health insurance do you 
feel you are?

The four-way analysis of variance revealed that
subjects in the health condition (M = 2.3) felt that they
had learned more from the consumer information than those 
in the computer condition felt they had (M = 1.9), F (1, 
195) = 17.69, p < .001.

The four-way analysis also revealed an involvement 
by source interaction. Where the source was the Dean, 
subjects in the low (M = 2.2) and medium (M = 2.3) 
involvement groups felt they had learned more than those 
in the high involvement group (M = 2) felt they had. 
However, where the source was the researcher, subjects in 
the high (M = 2.3) and medium (M = 2.2) involvement 
groups felt they had learned more than those in the low
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involvement group (M = 1.8) felt they had, F (2, 195) = 
3.86, p < .05.

How much did the consumer information influence vour 
decision about the range of prices you were prepared to 
pay for the computer/health insurance?

The four-way analysis of variance revealed that 
subjects in the health condition (M = 2.1) felt that the 
consumer information affected their price estimates more 
than those in the computer condition did (M = 1.6), F (1, 
195) = 16.32, p < .001.

The three-way analysis of the computer condition 
revealed a main effect of information. Subjects in the 
high information group (M = 1.8) felt that the consumer 
information affected their price estimates more than 
those in the low information group did (M = 1.5), F (1, 
100) = 4.77, p < .05.

Having read the consumer information, how much more 
interested are you in the various features of different 
computers/health plans?

The four-way analysis of variance revealed a main 
effect of condition. Subjects in the health (M = 2.3) 
condition became more interested after reading the 
consumer information than those in the computer condition 
(M = 2) did, F (1, 195) = 4.45, p < .05. However, this
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is qualified by an information by condition interaction. 
In the computer condition, subjects in the low 
information group (M = 2.1) became more interested than 
those in the high information group (M = 1.9) did.
However, in the health condition, it was subjects in the 
high information group (M = 2.5) who became more 
interested than those in the low information group (M =
2.2), F (1, 195) = 4.45, p < .05.

Three-way analyses revealed a main effect of 
information for the health condition only, F (1, 95) = 
4.16, p < .05. Therefore the significant condition by 
information interaction in the four-way analysis can be 
attributed to the difference between high and low 
information in the health condition.

Once all the details are known, how well do you think the 
computer/health plan will fill the specifications laid 
out in the "Consumer Reports11 article?

The four-way analysis revealed that information had 
a positive effect on subjects* averaged ratings of the 
various aspects of both the computer package and the 
health insurance plan. Subjects in the high information 
group (M = 4) rated the computer/health plan more 
positively than those in the low information group did (M 
= 3.4), F (1, 202) = 40.93, p < .001.

Overall, the computer was rated more highly (M =
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4.0) than the health insurance plan (M = 3.4), F (1, 2 02) 
= 7225.65, p < .001.
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Discussion

The results of this study did not confirm the 
hypotheses advanced. It was hypothesized that high 
involvement would lead to individuals forming higher 
minimum and maximum price limits. The results indicated 
that the minimum and maximum price limits were not 
affected by different levels of involvement in either the 
direction predicted, or the reverse. It was hypothesized 
that high involvement would also be associated with a 
smaller range of acceptable prices, and reduced 
variability in the minimum and maximum limits. However, 
there was no relationship between range of acceptable 
prices and level of involvement. In addition, 
involvement had a significant effect on the variability 
of price limits for only one of the sign test 
comparisons: In the computer condition, variability in
maximum price was significantly higher under medium 
involvement than under high involvement (p < .05), that 
is, the reverse of what was hypothesized.

Finally, it was hypothesized that relevant 
information would lead subjects to define a smaller range 
of acceptable prices, and also to reduce the variability 
in their minimum and maximum limits. Again, the results 
indicated that level of information did not affect the 
range of prices that participants found to be acceptable. 
Variability of price limits was not reduced by high
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information; in fact, for the computer condition, 
variability of both minimum and maximum price limits was 
significantly higher under high information than under 
low information.

The failure of this experiment to support the 
hypotheses advanced could have been due to subjects not 
believing the fictitious new policy, that is, subjects 
may not have believed that they would be forced to buy a 
computer or health insurance. The data indicated that 
this was not the case: Subjects accepted the deception
as posed. In response to the question "How sure are you 
that this new plan will be implemented?," the mean reply 
was "Somewhat sure," indicating that participants 
believed the deception. No subjects expressed disbelief 
during the experiment or the de-briefing. The typical 
reaction of subjects during de-briefing was, "Sounds like 
this has already been decided." One subject claimed 
"Last week I spoke to the guy who is selling the school 
the computers." Subjects said they had heard nothing 
about the experiment before they took part. After being 
told of the deception, only 5 out of 226 said they had 
any suspicions about its veracity whatsoever. The 
hypotheses were based on the experimental manipulation of 
involvement and information. The lack of support found 
for the hypotheses could have been due to a failure of 
these manipulations. The lack of differences in PII
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scores as a function of level of involvement suggested 
that the involvement manipulation did not work. However, 
scores on the PII were unexpectedly high. Subjects 
appeared to be more involved in the computer/health 
insurance than would be expected if the involvement 
manipulation had simply failed. This indicated that, 
although the involvement manipulation did not 
differentially increase involvement as planned, it may 
have increased involvement overall.

The fictitious school policy presented in this 
experiment threatened subjects' freedom to choose whether 
or not to purchase a computer/health insurance, and also 
their freedom to choose which type to buy. Participants 
were told that all students would be required to purchase 
either a computer or a health insurance plan through the 
school, whether or not they already had one. Because 
involvement is closely linked to group norms and values 
(Sherif et al, 1973), it is proposed that this policy 
threatened group freedom and therefore compulsion became 
the most salient aspect of this experiment; dominating 
the experimental manipulation of involvement and, to some 
extent, information.

Reactance theory, developed by Brehm (1966), 
accounts for the effects of certain restrictions on the 
individual, and therefore it is helpful in explaining the 
lack of support for the hypotheses in this study. This
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approach refers only to specific freedoms, not to general 
or abstract concepts of freedom, that is, freedom to 
engage or not in a certain activity. A threat to or loss 
of a freedom motivates the individual to restore that 
freedom. Arousal of reactance is maximal where a freedom 
is most severely threatened. However, where freedom is 
eliminated altogether and the individual is convinced 
that there is no way to restore freedom, then he or she 
is more likely to give up (Brehm & Brehm, 1981).

One problem associated with explicitly investigating 
involvement is that the investigative process itself can 
affect involvement (Zaichowsky, 1986). In order to avoid 
this problem, this study was devised specifically to 
manipulate involvement without subjects' awareness, and 
to measure its effects on the price individuals are 
prepared to pay. However, there is strong evidence that 
the highly salient compulsive element of the new policy 
dominated the subtle involvement manipulation, inducing 
reactance, and increasing involvement in all subjects.

This experiment took away students' freedom to 
choose whether to buy and what to buy. As a result, the 
answers to the question "How important is it for you to 
be able to choose the best computer/health insurance to 
buy, as opposed to going along with the school's 
choice?," indicated that subjects felt it was very 
important to choose their own computer or health
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insurance if they wished. These responses may reflect 
feelings induced by reactance, or may themselves increase 
reactance. In addition, because information served to 
highlight the restrictions imposed by the new policy, 
subjects in the high information condition felt it was 
more important to be free to choose than those in the low 
information condition did.

During the experiment many subjects expressed 
frustration and hostility towards the school because of 
the new policy, for example, "This sucks." Hostility was 
also expressed during de-briefing, for example, "School 
just wants to make a fast buck." Such expressions of 
hostility indicated that subjects were experiencing 
reactance. The frequency and vehemence of these comments 
was markedly higher amongst those in the high involvement 
condition. This suggested that reactance may also have 
been higher in these subjects. Greater hostility amongst 
subjects in the high involvement condition indicated that 
the involvement manipulation may have served only to vary 
the degree of reactance aroused.

In response to the question "How much influence do 
you think your opinions on this survey will have on the 
implementation of this new policy?," the mean reply was 
none at all or a slight amount. Similarly, a typical 
response elicited during de-briefing was "Sounds like 
this has already been decided," indicating that subjects
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felt they had minimal control, and perceived themselves 
to be helpless to reverse the new policy.

Reactance also occurs when people have freedoms that 
they observe to be threatened for other individuals 
similar to themselves (Andreoli, Worchel, & Folger,
1974) . This is connected to the importance of group 
norms and values in involvement. It is proposed that 
subjects perceived the new policy to be a threat to the 
whole student body, regardless of the time manipulation. 
This could account for apparently high involvement 
amongst even those in the low involvement condition who 
would have left university by the time the plan was 
implemented. It is suggested that these subjects 
identified with future students that the plan would 
affect, and became more involved as a result. It is 
believed that subjects became highly involved in the 
situation, as opposed to differentially involved in the 
product/service.

The data provided evidence that reactance was 
aroused in the participants of this experiment. In 
addition, certain factors increased the likelihood that 
reactance would be aroused by presentation of the 
fictitious new plan. For example, subjects were told 
that no student would be exempt from the policy, even if 
they already had a computer or health insurance.
Therefore it is likely that the 93% of subjects who
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already had health insurance, and the 3 3% who owned a 
computer resented the new policy.

Although not directly addressed by reactance theory, 
intuitively it seems likely that reactance will be higher 
where individuals perceive little or no personal 
benefits, and lower where they perceive that they will 
benefit. Subjects felt they would benefit very little 
from the new policy, "I never use a computer so it's 
useless to me," and "I'm already insured under my 
parents' policy, so what do I want more insurance for?" 
The perceived lack of personal benefits of the compulsory 
plans may have contributed to the reactance participants 
felt. This perceived lack of positive aspects of the 
plan could have been both the result (especially amongst 
those who already had a computer or health insurance) and 
the cause of reactance.

In addition, there are certain other factors that 
may have contributed to the lack of support for the 
hypotheses. Subjects were ignorant of even the 
approximate price of computers or health insurance, this 
was especially true of those in the health insurance 
condition. For this reason, subjects may have relied 
heavily on the range of prices presented to them when 
making their estimations of acceptable price (Cox, 1986).

The veracity of the policy presented in the 
experiment was not doubted by participants. For this
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reason, subjects may have chosen price limits based on 
what they or their parents could afford, and not on what 
they felt the computer/insurance was really worth to 
them.

Despite the failure of this experiment to confirm 
the hypotheses advanced, this study yielded some 
interesting results. The data indicated that subjects' 
perceptions of the compulsory computer plan were 
different from subjects' perceptions of the compulsory 
health insurance plan.

Participants in the computer condition felt their 
parents would expect them to pay between a quarter and a 
half of the cost, whereas participants in the health 
condition felt they would only be expected to pay between 
none and a quarter of the cost. 93% of participants were 
already insured under their parents' health insurance 
policy, but only 3 3% owned a computer. Thus, a much 
smaller proportion of subjects in the health condition 
than in the computer condition felt they would benefit 
from the new policy. Concomitantly, the computer was 
rated more highly by subjects than the health insurance 
plan was. As expected, information had a positive 
effect; both the computer and the health insurance plan 
were rated more highly under high information.

Subjects in the computer condition felt that they 
knew more about the features and prices of computers, and
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were therefore less influenced by the consumer 
information and learned less from it. However, during 
the experiment subjects expressed more uncertainty about 
the features and price of health insurance, and therefore 
reported being more influenced by the consumer 
information. In addition, they felt that they had 
learned more from it. Subjects in the computer condition 
reported being more honest in their price estimations 
than those in the health condition did; however, it is 
possible that subjects in the health condition were 
simply more ignorant about appropriate prices, as opposed 
to less honest.

These unexpected differences highlight the 
importance of investigating subjects' perceptions of the 
stimuli under investigation, as opposed to concentrating 
on establishing simple empirical relationships. The 
differences uncovered in this study suggest that it is 
unwise to generalize from the study of a limited number 
of products to all products without a good reason for 
believing that they are comparable in terms of the way 
they are perceived by consumers.

In conclusion, it appears that the experiment failed 
to support for the hypotheses because of the method used. 
The primary effect of the experimental manipulation was 
to increase involvement in all subjects, and to arouse 
reactance. This, combined with the other factors
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mentioned above, means that this study was unable to 
establish how involvement and information affect the 
price that consumers are prepared to pay.

However, the findings of this study do have 
implications for future research into consumer behavior. 
In consumer behavior research the importance of 
individual differences and psychological factors such as 
motivation and reactance are frequently minimized. The 
emphasis is overwhelmingly on establishing empirical 
relationships between variables. The results of this 
study indicate that psychological influences, already 
well established in social psychology, should be 
centrally incorporated in consumer research and 
explanations of purchasing behavior. In addition, this 
study indicates that compulsory purchase situations may 
be different from voluntary purchase situations. It is 
possible that different factors influence the prices that 
consumers perceive to be acceptable in the two 
situations. Because consumers are often in the 
uncomfortable position of being compelled to purchase 
(for example, to replace a broken appliance) more 
research is needed to determine the nature of the 
differences between compulsory and voluntary purchase 
situations.
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Table 1
Means of Price Limits Under Different Levels of 
Involvement

Levels of involvement

Condition Low Medium High

Computer
Health

Minimum Price 
1207 1270 
248 284

1244
274

Computer
Health

Maximum price 
1949 2018 
452 482

2025
459

Note. None of these results were significant at p < .05. 
The prices for the computer and the health conditions are 
on different scales.
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Table 2 
Mean Rancre of Acceotable Prices Under Different Levels of
Involvement

Levels of involvement

Condition Low Medium High

Computer 743 748 781
Health 204 199 184

Note. None of these results were significant at p < .05. 
The prices for the computer and health insurance 
conditions are on different scales.
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Table 3
Sian Test of Differences of Variance of Price Limits
Under Different Levels of Involvement: Commuter Condition

Cell pairs

Comparison 1 2 3 4 R

Minimum Price
Low + +
Medium + + . 190

Medium -ir + + +
High + — —  — .125

Low + +
High + + . 190

Maximum Price
Low — +
Medium + + + . 125

Medium + + + +
High — . 030

Low + + -
High + + . 190

Note. p calculated using symmetrical binomial cumulative
distribution formula. Cell key:

1. Low information/Researcher
2. Low information/Dean
3. High information/Researcher
4. High information/Dean
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Table 4
Sign Test: of Differences of Variance of Price Limits
Under Different Levels of Involvement: Health Condition

Cell pairs

Comparison 1 2 3 4 E

Minimum Price
Low + + +
Medium — + . 125

Medium + +
High + + . 190

Low + + - +
High + .125

Maximum Price
Low + + +
Medium _ + . 125

Medium + +
High — + + .190

Low + + - +
High — + . 125

Note. p calculated using symmetrical binomial cumulative
distribution formula. Cell key:

1. Low information/Researcher
2. Low information/Dean
3. High information/Researcher
4. High information/Dean
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Table 5
Mean Range of Acceptable Prices Under Different Levels of 
Information

Levels of information

Condition Low High

Computer 742 772
Health 194 197

Note. None of these results were significant at p < .05.
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Table 6
Sign Test of Differences of Variances of Price Limits 
Under Different Levels of Information

Cell

Information 1 2 3 4 5 6 £

Minimum Price 
Low + +

Computer 
+ + +

High - - - - + . 09
Maximum Price

Low - + + + + +
High + — — - — — . 09

Minimum Price 
Low +

Health
+

High - + + + + .23
Maximum Price

Low + - + + -

High — + + — + . 31

Note. p calculated using symmetrical binomial cumulative
distribution formula. Cell key:

1. Low involvement/Dean
2. Low involvement/Researcher
3. Medium involvement/Dean
4. Medium involvement/Researcher
5. High involvement/Dean
6. High involvement/Researcher
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(Note that sections in bold represent either 
different conditions or notes to the researcher).

Hi, my name is Corinne Symes and I am a graduate 
student here, studying for my M.A. I work for Professor 
Friedman and I've been asked to help him carry out some 
research for Dean Sadler about a new campus policy 
concerning personal computers/health insurance - in fact 
this is more of an attitude survey than an actual 
experiment. This policy will be coming into effect this 
coming Fall/two years next Fall (1991)/in the Fall of 
1995. Your parents will soon be sent a similar 
questionnaire.

At the moment I'm also working on my thesis which is 
to do with how people make decisions. When I was asked 
to help with this survey for Dean Sadler I requested to 
be allowed to ask some questions of my own at the end.
It will be clear to you which parts of this survey are 
from the Dean, and which are from me.

(Distribute Dean's envelope) - please wait until I tell 
you before opening this.
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This should take approximately 3 0 minutes to 

complete, and when you've finished I'll explain the study 
more fully to you, and then I'll answer any questions you 
have as best I can.

First, please read and fill out this consent form. 
(Hand out consent form). Is everyone here a Freshman?

It's important that you listen carefully and follow 
my instructions because Dean Sadler and Professor 
Friedman have determined the way that they want this 
survey to be conducted. So please turn pages when I ask 
you to, not before; and if you have questions, ask me 
rather than anyone else. To help you I have been asked 
to run through some of the materials with a projector. 
Please feel free to raise your hand and ask me if you're 
at all confused about anything.

Can everyone see the projector? If not, move to 
where you can.

(Using overheads of the materials)

O.K., you can open the envelope now, and please look 
at the first page ....
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1. Dean1s memo (Involvement manipulation)

Take a few minutes to read this through carefully. 
When you've finished reading, please wait until I ask you 
to turn over.

As you can see this memo was sent from Dean Sadler 
to Professor Herbert Friedman. In this first part the 
Dean explains that a new policy is going to be 
introduced, and that he needs some information about 
students' attitudes towards this.

In this next part you can see this new policy means 
that this coming Fall/two years next Fall/in the Fall of 
1995, all students will have to buy a computer through 
the school/the school health insurance plan. I've been 
told that there won't be any exceptions.

2. Computer/Health memo (Information manipulation)
Please turn over the page and spend a couple of 

minutes reading this. This memo was sent from the 
Director of the Computer Center/Health Center (name) to 
Dean Sadler. He/she gives a description of the computer 
package/health plan that you will be buying this coming 
Fall/two years next Fall/in the Fall of 1995.

After I'd had a look at the survey, it occurred to 
me how difficult it might be to evaluate this new policy. 
I discussed this possible problem with Professor Friedman 
and Dean Sadler, and they felt it would be OK for me to
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provide some background information to assist you. So I 
went to the library and found a Consumer Reports article 
which I hope will help. (Distribute consumer 
information).

3. Consumer Information
I read the article and picked out what I thought 

were the most important points and I've summarized them 
for you on this page. I hope this helps you understand 
the new policy better. (Go through briefly).

Instructions

Please turn the page and answer the questions on the 
Background Information sheet, keeping what you have just 
read in mind. Feel free to turn back and refer to any of 
the pages we have looked at together.

Once you've finished this first part I'll pass 
around a short questionnaire from me which will help me 
with my thesis.

(Pass out my packet when everybody has finished)

Debriefing

First of all, please turn to my Master's thesis 
questions, question 8 - if you actually turned back to



look at the memos when answering this question, please 
put a check at the beginning of this question. Now 
please put all the papers together and put them in the 
envelope. (Collect papers).

Well the survey itself is pretty much over now, but 
I'm curious to know how you all feel about the new 
policy... (What was your first reaction? How do you feel 
now? Does it worry you at all? What do you think your 
parents will have to say? What do you think your friends 
will think?)

Has anyone got any questions about anything you've 
read or heard today?

OK, first of all I must reassure you that you will 
not be required to buy a computer/health insurance plan. 
The memos that you read were made up for this study; and 
now I'll tell you why it was necessary to deceive you. 
It's important that you understand that deception is only 
used where no other method is appropriate or valid - so I 
did think a lot about it before I devised this study.
The reason that I mislead you is that I'm trying to study 
involvement. I think the idea of involvement's easier to 
understand if I give you an example - with jeans say, a 
person who is highly involved would want to buy exactly 
the right make and style, whereas someone less involved
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wouldn't care what sort they got. In this study, because 
I didn't know how involved any of you were in various 
products, I had to create involvement in computers/health 
insurance by making you believe you would have to buy 
one/it.

I couldn't ask you what you thought you'd do if 
you'd have to buy one/it.... because people's 
expectations of how they'd behave are often very 
unreliable indicators of their actual behavior. For 
example; in advertising research, if you show a person an 
ad they hate they think they will buy that product less 
often because they hate the ad - but in fact the thing 
which affects whether a person actually buys or not is 
the number of times they have seen or heard the ad, and 
not whether or not they liked it.

How many of you think you would have reacted 
differently if you'd known this survey and policy weren't 
real?

To help me understand the results, I need to know 
how many of you had heard anything about this study 
before you got here? (What exactly had you heard? How 
do you think this affected your answers? Did anyone 
suspect anything part way through? - why?)

Now for those who believed the deception in this
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study and perhaps feel a little foolish, it should 
reassure you to remember that I've spent a great deal of 
time devising this study to make it believable. I've had 
help from members of faculty and friends to make sure 
that the whole thing sounded legitimate. I expected you 
to believe, and you will have helped me a great deal if 
you did.

Obviously it's very important that you don't tell 
anyone at all the details of my thesis study. By now you 
should understand how essential it is that subjects 
believe that the new policy is real and will happen. If 
you tell anybody - even your roommate or your boyfriend 
or girlfriend, then this could invalidate my whole 
thesis. I'm trusting you and depending on you not to 
tell anyone. I've spent nearly two years working on this 
study - and this will be wasted if you talk about it to 
other people.

Members of my committee and my advisor will ask me 
how I'm sure that none of my subjects revealed 
information about this study. For this reason I'm asking 
you to sign this confidentiality form. Just as I have 
guaranteed you that your answers will be anonymous, I'd 
like you to reassure my committee that you will not talk 
about this study to anyone.

(Hand out word of honor form).
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If anyone presses you to tell them, you could say 

that I asked you not to prejudice their thoughts, and to 
let them just experience the study with no 
preconceptions.

So, to get back to the study itself - the two 
factors that I'm studying in my thesis are involvement 
and information. Some people were told that the new 
policy would happen soon, and some were told it would 
happen some time in the future - that was the involvement 
manipulation. Also, some were given only a little 
information, whereas others were given quite detailed 
information - that was the information manipulation. You 
were in the high/medium/low involvement and high/low 
information group. In my thesis I'm interested in how 
involvement and information affect the price people are 
prepared to pay for something. If you want to know about 
the results I get and what they mean, I will post a 
summary on the sign-up board towards the end of the 
semester.

Ok, the experiment's over now - so thanks very much 
for taking part and helping me with my thesis. If you 
want to ask me any questions please stick around and I'll 
be happy to talk to you and answer your questions.
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In t e r d e p a r t m e n t a l  c o m m u n ic a t io n

From
W. Samuel Sadler, Dean of Student Affairs Date 2/1/89

To Herbert Friedman, Chair, Department of Psychology.

Subject : Attitudes toward policy changes.

I am interested in assessing students' attitudes toward thefollowing recent changes in policy that will inevitably affect them. Thank you for agreeing to co-ordinate a survey within your department. As I m entioned in our meeting last week, we wanted your department to conduct the survey because of your controlled access to large numbers of students, and your experience in investigating attitudes.Please feel free to use the information in this memo in your investigation. I would appreciate it if you could let me have some preliminary results by the middle of the semester. Many thanks for your help in this.

Re: New Policy Regarding Student Computers
With the recent expansion of the College and projected re-organization of campus communication links, it has become necessary to re-evaluate the increasing demands on the campus computing facilities. As a result of this, a n e w  policy regarding computers will be implemented **From this date it will be compulsory for all students to acquire their own personal computer (printer, and modem) through the s c h o o l . Purchases under the plan will be co-ordinated by the Computer C e nter in Jones Hall; all computers must be purchased 

from here.I am aware that this will be an additional financial burden, but many schools already stipulate p o ssess ion of a computer by students and this pi an "has 
proved financially viable for them.
(See attached sheet for details).
** next Fall (1989)/two years from next Fall (1991)/ 

in the Fall of 1995.
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INTERDEPARTMENTAL COMMUNICATION

From W. Samuel Sadler, Dean of Student Affairs Dat* 2/1/89
To Herbert Friedman, Chair, Department of Psychology.
Subject:

A t titude towards policy changes.

I am interested in assessing students' attitudes toward thefollowing recent changes in policy that will inevitably affect them. Thank you for agreeing to co-ordinate a survey within your department. As I m entioned in our meeting last week, we wanted y o u r  depart m e n t  to conduct the survey because of y o u r  controlled access to large numbers of students, and your experience in investigating attitudes.Please feel free to use the information in this memo in your investigation. I would a ppreciate it if you could let me have some prel i m i n a r y  results by the m iddle of the semester. Many thanks for yo u r  help in this.

Re: New Policy Regarding Student Health
With the recent and projected expansion of the college it has become n ecessary to re-evaluate the role and usage of the campus S tudent Health Center. As a result of this, a new policy regarding student medical insurance will be implemented **From this date it will be compulsory for al_L students (including those on scholarship, or with related concessions) to enroll in the College Accident and Sickness Insurance scheme, which is to be c o ­ordina t e d  by the Health center.I am aware that this will be an additional financial burden, but ma n y  schools already make such a s tipulation and it has proved to be financially viable 

for them.
(See attached sheet for details).
** next Fall (1989)/two years from next Fall (1991)/ 

in the Fall of 1995.
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INTERDEPARTMENTAL COMMUNICATION

Henry C. Johnson, Director of Computer Center Date 1/21/89

W. Samuel Sadler, Dean of Student Affairs

Student Computer PlanSubject :

With reference to our meeting last week, I enclose the information you requested about the 
computer package (PC, printer, and modem) which students will be required to purchase when the new 
computer policy comes into action.

All students must purchase their computer, printer, and modem through the College of William 
and Mary. The following is a brief description of the features of the computer (printer, and modem) that 
the college will offer. It is hoped that students will find these machines useful not only now, but also 
once they have left the college.

Features:

IBM compatible
A large memory on mother-board
Monitor
Hard disc
Printer (near letter-quality)
Modem
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INTERDEPARTMENTAL COMMUNICATION

Henry C. Johnson, Director of Computer Center Datg 1/21/89

W. Samuel Sadler, Dean of Student Affairs

Student Computer PlanSubject :

With reference to our meeting last week, I enclose the information you requested about the 
computer package (PC, printer, and modem) which students will be required to purchase when the new 
computer policy come into action.

Ail students must purchase their computer, printer, and modem through the College of William 
and Mary. The following is a brief description of the features of the computer (printer, and modem) that 
the college will offer. It is hoped that students will find these machines useful not only now, but also 
once they have left the college. Software is available for these machines, and it is possible to upgrade 
them using additional hardware.

Features:

IBM compatible • uses the MSDOS (micro-soft disc operating system) which comes with basic and ASCII 
programming languages. In addition, this system is easily uploaded to most main-frame 
systems.

At least a 640K memory on the mother board (in order to utilize most available software) - this can deal 
with menu-driven programs which facilitate running two or more programs simultaneously (ie; 
’windows’).

Graphics full-screen monitor - permits visualization of a graphics program (non-graphic monitors cannot 
show pictures, only words and numbers), and also simulated 3-D. Full-screen allows you to see 
a large proportion of your document before it is printed; this makes writing and editing much 
easier.

20 megabyte hard disc for storage - for maximum efficiency of data manipulation and storage or filing. It 
also enables effective use of software, eliminating the need to use easily damaged floppy discs.

Printer (a minimum of 12 pins for legibility) - this is near letter quality due to double-striking, and makes 
print much neater and easier to read, thus greatly improving presentation.

Modem, at least 1200 baud - this allows you to link up to the main-frame, transfer data easily, and read 
public files and bulletin boards. 1200 baud is the current minimum acceptable in order to 
transfer information quickly.
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In t e r d e p a r t m e n t a l  C o m m u n ic a t io n

From Juliette S. Karow, Director of Student Health Dat* 1 /21 /89

W. Samuel Sadler, Dean of Student Affairs 

Student Health Insurance PlanSubject :

With reference to our meeting last week, I enclose the information you requested about the 
health insurance plan which students will be required to purchase when the new health policy comes 
into action.

The plan will cover most situations requiring medical attention that result from accident and 
sickness. Claims for reimbursement will be made through the Campus Health Center. This insurance 
supplements the College’s Student Health services and protects insured students and their insured 
dependents.

Information about enrollment will be provided at the time when the plan comes into action. 

Plan Covers:

Out-patient care, including emergency treatment and some lab work
Essential surgical treatment, and most hospital fees
Injury, including sports injuries
Some hospital transport
Most prescription drugs
Some dental care
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INTERDEPARTMENTAL COMMUNICATION

pr0 l̂t Juliette S. Karow, Director of Student Health Dat§ 1/21/89

W. Samuel Sadler, Dean of Student Affairs

Student Health Insurance PlanSubject :

With reference to our meeting last week, I enclose the information you requested about the health 
insurance plan which students will be required to purchase when the new campus health plan comes into 
action.

The plan will cover most situations requiring medical attention that result from accident and 
sickness. Claims for reimbursement will be made through the Campus Health Center. In comparison with 
other available plans, this plan provides moderate cover and is suitable for college students and their needs.

This insurance supplements the college’s Student Health Services, and protects students and their 
insured dependents on and off the campus, 24 hours per day for the policy period.

Any eligible student may enroll for insurance under the policy for the Term commencing on the 
Effective Date selected. To enroll for the insurance, an Eligible Student must submit his or her enrollment 
form and the premium for the Period of Coverage selected to the agent. The Effective Date of Coverage 
under this plan is based upon date of enrollment.

Plan Covers:

Loss of sight/limb - one or both eyes, one or both hands, one or both feet. Occurring within 90 
days of accident.

Sports injuries - including competitive, recreational sports, and practice for sports 
Hospital fees in the event of accident or sickness - includes doctors’ and consultants’ fees, nursing 

costs, room, and board.
Surgical expenses * anaesthesioiogist, surgical team costs, nursing associated with surgery, 

treatment in the event of complications 
Outpatient care - X-rays (and interpretation by a Roentgenologist), emergency treatment,

physiotherapy, consultant physician fees, transport to hospital in an emergency, some 
pregnancy costs (such as complications associated with pregnancy, abortion).

Dental care - treatment of sound and natural teeth, removal of impacted wisdom teeth.
Hospital transport - to the hospital for hospital confinement (as opposed to in an emergency), 

treatment, and investigatory examinations 
Laboratory tests - for investigation and diagnosis.

\
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Appendix D 

Consumer Information: Computers 
(Presented on 14" paper)

This article was taken from volume 376 (1988), of
Consumer Reports. p.79.

Personal Computers: How Personal Should They Be?

Nowadays it's hard to choose between the wide 
variety of personal computers; in addition, technology is 
changing every day. Computer magazines seem to be aimed 
at the enthusiast and are filled with jargon.

Here is a 'user-friendly' list of minimum essentials 
for any computer - at home, or in the office. Don't 
allow yourself to be overwhelmed by attractive packaging 
and the hard-sell techniques of salesmen. If the 
computer you choose doesn't have the features starred (*) 
in the list below - then it may not be capable of many 
functions, also it may not be possible to upgrade it 
later. Starred features are essentials, those without 
stars are useful but not necessary.
1. Compatibility

* - with either IBM or Mackintosh
- Basic programming
- Ascii programming
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2. Mother-board

* - at least a 64OK memory
- window capability

3. Monitor
- graphics capable
- full-screen

4. Hard Disc
* - 20 megabytes

- software available
- upgrading possible using hardware

5. Printer
* - 10 pin minimum

- double striking

6. Modem
* - 1200 baud

- 900 bytes per unit of time
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Consumer Information; Health Insurance 

(Presented on 14" paper)

This article was taken from volume 376 (1988) of Consumer
Reports. p. 79.

Citizens Watchdog: On Your Health Insurance

With the wide variety of health insurance plans 
available to consumers it's nearly impossible to choose 
among them. When it comes to your health it's essential 
to make an informed decision depending on what a plan 
offers, otherwise you may end up paying too much and 
being inadequately covered.

The following guidelines are designed to help you 
make that decision. We have separated the different 
areas of coverage included under most plans; this gives 
information about what should be present in a 
comprehensive and reliable health insurance plan. All 5 
areas mentioned below should be covered by a good health 
plan to some extent. Essential features within each area 
are starred (and in order of importance); those without a 
star are good features, but are not essential for 
everyone.

It's important to remember that no plan covers all 
costs: Most are limited either by the maximum time
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permitted (for example, hospital stays), or by the 
maximum cost that the company is prepared to pay for a 
treatment.

1. Surgery
* - surgeon’s and doctor's fees
* - anesthesiologist's fees
* - surgical team
* - post-operative care and nursing
* - complications arising from surgery

2. Hospital Care (non-surgical)
* - doctor's fees
* - nursing and basic care
* - room and board

- treatments while in hospital (eg; drugs)

3. Injury
* - loss of sight, limb, or limbs
* - general injury

- sports injuries (recreation, competition,
and practice)

- reconstructive surgery due to injury

4. Out-Patient Care
* - X-rays
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* - lab work
* - emergency care

- physiotherapy

5. Miscellaneous Care
* - coverage in all situations, 2 4 hours a day
* - dental check-ups
* - proportion of prescription drugs
* - information about terms and enrollment

- transport to hospital
- pregnancy costs
- pre-existing conditions
- prescription drugs
- hearing aids
- elective treatments
- yearly check-ups
- pap smears
- mammograms
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Background Information - Computers 
Please answer the following questions by circling your response.

1. Do you own a computer?
YES NO

2. Have you ever owned a computer?
YES NO

3. How seriously have you ever considered buying one?
NOT AT ALL SLIGHTLY SOMEWHAT QUITE VERY 

- if so, how much did you investigate what is available?
NOT AT ALL A LITTLE A LOT

4. Are you intending to buy a computer in the next year or two(regardless of the new policy}?
DEFINITELY YES PROBABLY YES PROBABLY NOT DEFINITELY NOT

5. How often do you use any PC per w e e k ?
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 7+

6. How k nowledgeab le do you consider y o u r se l f  to be (in comparisonwith y o u r  peers) about computers and what features different ones offer?
NOT AT ALL SLIGHTLY SOMEWHAT QUITE VERY

7. How k n o w ledge able do you consider y o u r se l f  to be (in comparisonwith y o u r  peers) about the prices of different computers, d e pendi ng upon what they offer?
NOT AT ALL SLIGHTLY SOMEWHAT QUITE VERY

8. How much do you think that the campus computing facilities are
stretched by demands at present?

NOT AT ALL SLIGHTLY SOMEWHAT QUITE VERY
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9. When this new policy comes into effect, how much (if any) of thecost of the computer etc., will your parents expect vou to pay?
NONE 1/4 1/2 3/4 ALL

10. How important is it for you to be able to choose which computerto buy, as opposed to going along with the school's choice?
NOT AT ALL SLIGHTLY SOMEWHAT QUITE VERY

11. How important is it for you to own a computer which is a well-known brand?
NOT AT ALL SLIGHTLY SOMEWHAT QUITE VERY
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Please answer the following questions by circling your response.

1. Do you have any type of medical/health insurance at present?
YES NO

2. Are you currently enrolled in the William  and Mary healthinsurance plan?
YES NO

3. Are you included under yo u r  parent's health insurance?
YES NO DON'T KNOW

4. How knowledgeable do you consider y o u r se l f  to be (incomparison with yo u r  peers) about the features offered byvarious health insurance plans?
NOT AT ALL SLIGHTLY SOMEWHAT QUITE VERY

5. How k now ledge able do you consider y o u r se l f  to be (incomparison with y o u r  peers) about the prices of various health insurance plans?
NOT AT ALL SLIGHTLY SOMEWHAT QUITE VERY

6. In the past 5 years, how many times (approximately) have youneeded to claim from y o u r  current insurance plan?
0 1 2 3 4 5 5+

7. How ma n y  times in the last ye a r  have you visited the campus
Health Center?

0 1 2 3 4 5 5+
8. When this new health policy comes into effect, how much (ifany) of the cost will y o u r  parents expect y m  to pay?

NONE 1/4 1/2 3/4 ALL



How important is it for you to decide on the best health insurance, as opposed to having to opt for the school plan?
NOT AT ALL SLIGHTLY SOMEWHAT QUITE VERY
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Given the information that you have just read, p.lease answer the following two questions. Choose your answers from the list of prices below each question, and circle the one which represents your choice.Please only choose prices which occur in these lists - do not add any of your own.If there is anything else that you think might help me understand your choices please feel free to write in the space at the bottom of this page.

1. What is the m inimum price that you would be willing to pay for the personal computer (including printer, and modem)? (That is, below what price would you seriously doubt the aualitv of the products?)

$500 $600 $700 $800 $900
$1,000 $1,100 $1,200 $1,300 $1,400
$1,500 $1,600 $1,700 $1,800 $1,900
$2,000 $2,100 $2,200 $2,300 $2,400
$2,500 $2,600 $2,700 $2,800 $2,900
$3,000 $3,100 $3,200 $3,300

Z. What is the m a x i m u m  price that you would be willing to pay for the personal computer (including printer, and modem)? (That is, beyond what price would you feel it would not be worth paying
more?)

$500 $600 $700 , $800 $900
$ 1 ,000 $1,100 $1,200 $1,300 $1,400
$ 1 ,500 $1,600 $1,700 $1,800 $1,900
$2,000 $2,100 $2,200 $2,300 $2,400
$2,500 $2,600 $2,700 $2,800 $2,900
$3,000 $3,100 $3,200 $3,300
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Given the information that you have just read, please answer the following two questions. Choose your answers from the list of prices below each question, and circle the one which represents your choice. Please only choose prices which occur in these lists - do not add any of your own.If there is anything else that you think might help me understand  your choices please feel free to write in the space at the bottom of this page.

1. What is the m i n i mu m  price that you would be willing to pay for the health i nsurance plan (per y ea r)? (That is, below what price would you seriously doubt the quality of the service?)

$100 $125 $150 $175 $200
$225 $250 $275 $300 $325
$350 $375 $400 $425 $450
$475 $500 $525 $550 $575
$600 $625 $650 $675 $700
$725 $750 $775 $'800

2. What is the m a x i m u m  price that you woul d be willing to pay for the health insurance plan (per year)? (That is, beyond what price would you feel it would not be worth paying 
more?)

$100 $125 $150 $175 $200
$225 $250 $275 $300 $325
$350 $375 $400 $425 $450
$475 $500 $525 $550 $575
$600 $625 $650 $675 $700
$725 $750 $775 $800
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Personal Computers 
Please complete the following by marking the point that you 

choose with an X. Mark only one point for each pair of words, 
e.g. Good . X  . . . .  Bad
Be very careful to respond according to your feelings about 

personal computers in general, and nai according to your attitude 
towards the new policy.

Important 
Of no concern to me 

Relevant 
Means a lot to me 

Useless 
V aluable 
Trivial 

Beneficial 
Matters to me 
U n i n terested 
Sign if i c a n t 

Vital 
Bori ng 

U nexciting 
A ppealing 

M u ndane 
Essential 

Undesi rable 
Wanted 

Not needed

Unimportant
Of concern to me
Irrelevant
Means nothing
Useful
Worthless
Fundamental
Not beneficial
Doesn't m a t t er
Interested
Insignificant
Superfluous
Interesting
Exciting
Unappealing
Fascinating
Nonessential
Desi rable
Unwanted
Needed
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Health Insurance 
Please complete the following by marking the point that you 

choose with an X. Mark only one point for each pair of words, 
e.g. Good X Bad
Be very careful to respond according to yo u r  feelings about 

health insurance plans in general, and not according to your attitude 
towards the new policy.

Important 
Of no concern to me 

Relevant 
Means a lot to me 

Useless 
Valuable 
Trivial 

Beneficial 
Matters to me 
U n i n tereste d 
Signi ficant 

Vital 
Boring 

Unexciting 
A ppeali ng 

Mundane  
Essential 

U n d e sirable  
Wanted 

Not needed

Unimportant
Of concern to me
Irrelevant
Means nothing
Useful
Worthless
Fundamental
Not beneficial
Doesn't matter
Interested
Insignificant
Superfluous
Interesting
Exciting
Unappealing
Fascinating
Nonessential
Desi rable
Unwanted
Needed
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MA Thesis: Attitude Formation
In my master's thesis I am interested in the process 

of attitude formation; that is, what influences feelings 
towards something, and how a person comes to make a 
decision. I would very much appreciate it if you would 
answer the following questions by putting an X through 
the middle of your response. This is a completely 
confidential survey. Please be honest.

1. Having read the consumer information - how much more
knowledgeable about computers do you feel you are? 
NOT AT ALL SLIGHTLY SOMEWHAT QUITE VERY MUCH

2. Having read the consumer information, how much more
interested are you in the various features of 
available computers?
NOT AT ALL SLIGHTLY SOMEWHAT QUITE VERY MUCH

3. How much did the consumer information influence your
decision about the range of prices you were prepared 
to pay for the computer, modem, and printer?
NOT AT ALL SLIGHTLY SOMEWHAT QUITE VERY MUCH
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4. In the questions in the earlier part of this survey,

how honest were you being in your estimations of how 
much you would pay?
NOT AT ALL SLIGHTLY SOMEWHAT QUITE VERY

5. How much do you think you personally will benefit
from this new plan?
NOT AT ALL SLIGHTLY SOMEWHAT QUITE VERY MUCH

6. How much influence do you think your opinions on this
survey will have on the implementation of this new 
policy?
NONE AT ALL SLIGHTLY SOMEWHAT QUITE VERY MUCH

7. How sure are you that this new plan will be
implemented?
NOT AT ALL SLIGHTLY SOMEWHAT QUITE VERY

8. Once all the details are known, how well do you think
the college computer described will fill the 
specifications laid out in the "Consumer Reports" 
article? (please refer to the article and the 
description of the college computer)

1. Compatibility
Not at all Slightly Somewhat Quite Very well
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2. Mother-board
Not at all Slightly Somewhat Quite Very well

3. Monitor
Not at all Slightly Somewhat Quite Very well

4. Hard Disc
Not at all Slightly Somewhat Quite Very well

5. Printer
Not at all Slightly Somewhat Quite Very well

6. Modem
Not at all Slightly Somewhat Quite Very well
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Final Questionnaire (Health Insurance)

(Presented on 14" paper)

MA Thesis: Attitude Formation
In my master's thesis I am interested in the process 

of attitude formation; that is, what influences feelings 
towards something, and how a person comes to make a 
decision. I would very much appreciate it if you would 
answer the following questions by putting an X through 
the middle of your response. This is a completely 
confidential survey, so please be as honest as you can 
be.

1. Having read the consumer information given to you -
how much more knowledgeable about health insurance 
plans do you feel you are?
NOT AT ALL SLIGHTLY SOMEWHAT QUITE VERY MUCH

2. Having read the consumer information, how much more
interested are you in the various features of 
different health plans?
NOT AT ALL SLIGHTLY SOMEWHAT QUITE VERY MUCH

3. How much did the consumer information influence your
decision about the range of prices you were prepared
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to pay for the health insurance?
NOT AT ALL SLIGHTLY SOMEWHAT QUITE VERY MUCH

4. In the questions in the earlier part of this survey,
how honest were you being in your estimations of how 
much you would pay?
NOT AT ALL SLIGHTLY SOMEWHAT QUITE VERY

5. How much do you think you personally will benefit
from this new plan?
NOT AT ALL SLIGHTLY SOMEWHAT QUITE VERY MUCH

6. How much influence do you think your opinions on this
survey will have on the implementation of this new 
policy?
NONE AT ALL SLIGHTLY SOMEWHAT QUITE VERY MUCH

7. How sure are you that this new plan will be
implemented?
NOT AT ALL SLIGHTLY SOMEWHAT QUITE VERY

8. Once all the details are known, how well do you think
this plan will cover the 5 main areas mentioned in 
the "Consumer Reports" article? (please refer to 
the article and the college health plan description)
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1. Surgical aspects
Not at all Slightly Somewhat Quite Very well

2. Hospital care
Not at all Slightly Somewhat Quite Very well

3. Injury
Not at all Slightly Somewhat Quite Very well

4. Out-patient care
Not at all Slightly Somewhat Quite Very well

5. Miscellaneous care
Not at all Slightly Somewhat Quite Very well
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Appendix F 
Consent Form

COLLEGE OF WILLIAM AND MARY 
PSYCHOLOGY DEPARTMENT CONSENT FORM

In the experiment conducted by Corinne A. Svmes I 
understand that I will be asked to evaluate information, 
make decisions, and answer questions about those 
decisions.

I further understand that my anonymity will be 
preserved and that my name will not be associated with my 
responses or any result of this study. I know that I may 
refuse to answer any question asked and that I may 
discontinue participation at any given time. I also 
understand that upon completion of my participation I 
will be given a full and complete explanation of this 
study and have the right to withdraw the use of my data 
at that time. I am aware that I may report 
dissatisfactions with any aspect of this experiment to 
the Psychology Department's Research Ethics Committee.
My signature below signifies my voluntary participation 
in this experiment.

Date Signature
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Pie as e complete -the blanks on
this form;
D s t  s  z

In order t o preserve the 
validity of the MA -thesis
study conducted by Corlnne
Symes, I .......................( print
name) give my word that X
wi 1 1 no t communicate
anything t hat X* ve learned 
or heard while participating 
in finds study. I am aware
that finds agreement extends
only unt dl t he end of tins
s s ms s t s r .

S d gnsd:



99
VITA

Corinne Ann Svines

The author was born on June 7th, 1965 in 
Buckinghamshire, England. She received her B.A. in 
psychology from the University of Exeter, England in 
July, 1987. After being awarded the 1987 Exchange 
Scholarship from the University of Exeter to the College 
of William and Mary, she entered the Master of Arts 
program in psychology in August, 1987.


