The Theory of Reasoned Action
Applied to Coupon Usage
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This application of the theory of reasoned action examines the standard Fishbein-
Ajzen paradigm and several model variations. These variations extend and
challenge the standard model by incorporating tests of interdependent relations
between attitudinal and subjective influence variables, by postulating multiple
cognitive and normative structures rather than unidimensional structures, and by
comparing direct effects of Aact and SN on behavior against indirect effects
mediated through behavioral intentions.

C oupon usage is an aspect of consumer and mar-
keter behavior that has experienced near phe-
nomenal growth, with total coupon distribution in
1982 estimated at $119.5 billion (Marketing Com-
munications 1983), The important role of coupons
and other forms of dealing has prompted researchers
to examine characteristics of the *‘deal-prone’” con-
sumer, to investigate the impact of deals on consumer
choice and brand switching, and to study the influence
of deals on overall product sales and market shares
{e.g., Blattberg et al. 1978; Cotton and Babb 1978;
Dodson, Tybout, and Sternthal 1978; Massy and Frank
1965; Monigomery 1971; Schiffman and Nieverth
1974; Shoemaker and Shoaf 1977; Webster 1965)."

Research generally reflects a decided marketer ori-
entation by focusing on ways to enable companies to
stimulate consumer response. This is, of course, an
important issue, but surprisingly little research has
examined dealing behavior from the consumer’s per-
spective to understand the behavior for its own sake.
Consumers’ coupon usage behavior is basically an
unexplored area that represents the focus of the present
inquiry. Such behavior may appear trivial in compar-
ison to what often is studied by consumer researchers.
The fact remains, however, that coupon use¢ represents
significant expenditures of time and effort and provides
savings to millions of consumers.’

* Terence A. Shimp is Professor of Marketing, University of
South Carclina, Columbia. SC 29208. Alican Kavas is Assistant
Professor of Engineering, Depariment of Food Engineering. Agean
University, 1zmir, Turkey. The authors express appreciation (o two
anonymous reviewers for their comments and helpful suggestions,
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CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Qur guiding research premise is that coupon usage
is rational, systematic, and thoughtful behavior rather
than capricious or primarily under the control of
uncenscious motives. The theory of reasoned action
{Ajzen and Fishbein 1980) provides a suitable frame-
work for conceptualizing such behavior. According to
this perspective, consumers’ intentions 10 use coupons
are determined by their attitudes and perceptions of
whether important others (e.g., spouse) think one
should or should not expend the effort to clip, save,
and use coupons. Behavior is in turn determined by
intentions.

Modeling Coupon Usage

This research, though another in a continuous
stream of applications of the theory of reasoned action,
also provides an opportunity to examine alternative
modeling specifications which have appeared recently
in consumer behavior and cognate literatures (Bagozzi
1981, 1982; Bentler and Speckart 1979, 1981; Burn-
krant and Page 1982; Miniard and Cohen 1979, 1981,
Ryan 1982). Results from these studies, while offering

' The terms “‘deals” and “‘dealing’ include but are not limited
10 coupon activity. Dealing encompasses various sales promotion
actlivities such as cenis-off deals, trading stamps, and coupons. Maost
of the dealing literature already noted has not dealt with coupon
use per se; nevertheless, it is reasonable to assume some similarily
in consumers’ behavior from one dealing mechanism to another.

? Over 75 percent of all U.S. households in 1980 were coupon
users (Aycrigg 1981); direct savings to consumers in the form of
lower prices exceeded $300 million (Sirang 1981).
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additional partial support for the theory of reasoned
action, deviate sufficiently from theory predictions to
warrant additional research.

An application of the theory and its vanants to
coupon usage offers an interesting alternative to the
types of behaviors studied in other recent tests. These
behaviors include relatively uninvolving and somewhat
referent-free decision making in the case of Ryan's
{1982) study of toothpaste; involving, altruistic behav-
ior in Bagozzi's (1981, 1982) and Burnkrant and
Page’s (1982) studies of blood donating; and involving,
referent-based behavier in Bentler and Speckart's
{1981) study of exercise, studying, and dating behaviors
as well as in Miniard and Cohen’s (1979, 1981)
hypothetical purchase of a clothing item.

Coupon usage behavior is comparatively paradoxi-
cal: in certain respects, il is the most trivial and
mundane of behaviors, yet for some consumers it
represents a highly time-consuming and involving
activity. However, what most distinguishes coupon
usage from more typical “Fishbein-tested behaviors™
is the heavy pecuniary rationale motivating coupon
usage, in contrast to the nonpecuniary consequences
ithat underlie blood donating, dating, exercising, and
the other behaviors just mentioned.

The alternative models of coupon usage behavior
tested in our research include the standard Fishbein-
Ajzen paradigm as well as competing models that
both challenge and extend the standard framework.

Model 1. Figure A represents the conventional
Fishbein-Ajzen model of reasoned action, the currency
of which removes the need here for another detailed
explanation. In its application to coupon use, the
model suggests that this behavior is directly influenced
by intentions that result, in turn, from an affective-
based attitude, Aact, and from internalized referent
influences or subjective norms, SN. dact and SN are
postulated as the outcomes of cognitive and normative
structures, respectively, where Zb.e, is a unidimensional
representation of aggregated personal beliefs about the
consequences of coupon usage and their corresponding
evaluations, and ZNBAMC, is a parallel unidimensional
representation of normative beliefs and the associated
motivations to comply with important others’ expec-
tations regarding coupon usage.

Several points are noteworthy prior to offering com-
peting models. First, the standard model (Figure A)
assumes that attitude can be separated into cognitive
and affective components and that the jatter results
from the former. A second assumption is that cognitive
structure is systematic, organized, and connected, and
that it can be represented as a unidimensional con-
struct, Z&¢;. Third and fourth assumptions are that a
global normative construct, SN, results from normative
structure elements, normative beliefs, and correspond-
ing mativations to comply, and that these elements
are also organized, connected, and represent a unidi-
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mensional construct, ZNB,MC,. Fifth, attitudinal and
normative factors are assumed to be independent of
one another; a sixth assumption is that attitudinal
and normative effects on behavior are entirely indirect,
as mediated through behavioral intentions,

The questionable suitability of these assumptions
has prompted a series of recent conceptual and em-
pirical challenges to the theory. Justification for the
following alternative models of coupon usage behavior
arises from these studies, with relevant literature cited
where approprate.

Model 2. This model, illustrated in Figure B,
portrays cognitive structure to consist of multiple
expectancy-value components, £EV1 to EV3, in con-
trast to the unidimensional construct, £&,¢,, which is
assumed in the theory of reasoned action. Justification
for this alternative modeling extends from prior re-
search {Bagozzi 1981, 1982) and is logicailly based in
the view that cognitive elements regarding the conse-
quences of a particular behavior may reasonably be
expected to be qualitatively different, variable in sig-
nificance, and, in general, not organized psychologi-
cally into a singular schema, script, category, or other
cognitive unit.

In similar fashion, Model 2 proposes a multidimen-
sional normative structure, NB,MC, to NB;MC,, as
an alternative to Fishbein-Ajzen's unidimensional
representation. The rationale is that internalizations
of important others’ views may vary greatly in signif-
icance and meaning and not be organized systemati-
cally into a single, coherent cognitive unit. Research
by Ryan and Bonfield {1980) offers empirical support
for this multidimensional representation. Their prin-
cipal components analysis of four referents identified
“family” and *non-family™ referents as distinct factors.
Furthermore, Warshaw (1980) presents a convincing
argument in claiming that referent influences probably
are not homogeneous.

Additional Model Variations. Several variations
on the Fishbein-Ajzen theory in addition to Model 2
are suitably tested in the context of coupon usage
behavior. Miniard and Cohen’s (1979, 1981) demon-
stration that attitudinal and normative constructs are
inseparable, Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975) notion of
inferential beliefs, and Ryan’s (1982) showing that
cognitive and normative constructs are linked all
justify the present effort’s further assessment of *““cross-
over”’ relationships between personal and normative
clements. Two types of crossover effects are tested: (1)
those between cognitive structure and subjective norms
and between normative structure and Aact, and (2)
direct linkages between subjective norms and Aact.

Rationale for the first type of crossover extends
directly from Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975) own writ-
ings, which Ryan (1982, pp. 264-265) has lucidly
detailed. Applied specifically to coupon usage, it stands
to reason that (1) a coupon user’s personal beliefs
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FIGURE A
MODEL 1 ARD ITS VARIANTS®
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provide a basis for inferring what others’” thoughts are
about his/her couponing activity, and (2) his/her nor-
mative beliefs supplement personal beliefs in formu-
lating personal attitudes toward coupon usage. The
psychological operation in the first case may be some-
thing such as *‘because [ think my coupon use behavior
is worthwhile, others probably share this belief.”” Ross
{1977) offers a formal account in his notion of “‘false
consensus,”” which describes the tendency to see cne’s
own behavioral choices and judgments as common
and appropriate and to bias estimates of what is
normal {or deviant) in accord with these personal

judgments and choices. In the second case, the expec-
tation is that because coupon use is a form of behavior
that has direct consequences for important others
(especially one’s spouse), the consumer will utilize
others’ opinions in addition to his/her personal beliefs
when forming attitudes toward the behavior.

A second form of crossover hypothesizes direct,
bicausal effects between Aact and subjective norms.
In addition to the foregoing arguments, the rationale
is that Aacr and SN represent cognitive outcomes that
are logically linked in memory and, accordingly, should
exert direct influence on each other.

9102 ‘9T Ae N uo 159nb Aq /Bi0'sfeulnolpioxo 1ol//:dny wouy pepeojumoq


http://jcr.oxfordjournals.org/

798

THE JOURNAL OF CONSUMER RESEARCH

FIGURE B
MODEL 2 AND ITS VARIANTS®
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A third modeling extension involves the issue of
precisely how Aacr and S affect behavior. The theory
of reasoned action postulates that these effects are
entirely mediated through behavioral intentions, but
this presumption has been challenged by Beniler and
Speckart’s (1981) finding that attitudes influence be-
havior directly as well as indirectly through intentions.
The fact that Bagozzi (19%1) found that attitude
influenced behavior only through ils impact on inten-
tions indicates that the issue is unsettled and in need

. dug). but for clarity' s sake, the paths are excluded from the figura.

of further research. The present study examines both
the direct effects of 4dact and SN on behavior and
their mediated effects.

Testing Program

A total of eight models were examined—two primary
models {Models 1 and 2) with three variants each. In
concert with other recent examinations of Fishbein-
Ajzen theory (Bagozzi 1981, 1982; Bentler and Speck-
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art 1979, 1981; Burnkrant and Page 1982; Loken
1983: Ryan 1982), this study employs a structural
equation approach; the advantages of doing so have
been explicated elsewhere {(Bagozzi 1981, 1982; Bentler
and Speckart 1979; Ryan 1982). Correlation coeffi-
cienls were input into LISREL VI (Joreskog and
Sorbom 1983) to test the various models.”

METHODS
Data Collection

Data were collected in two waves from a two-state
consumer panel whose members reflect a somewhat
upscale (median family income = $25-30,000), white
{93 percent), and older (average age = 49) profile.*
The first wave obtained measures for all of the non-
behavioral variables. Self-reported coupon usage be-
havior was measured at the second wave, which fol-
lowed the first by one full month. The two waves were
separated so that seli-reported behavior would be less
likely 10 contaminate—or be contaminated by—re-
sponses to the other measures,

The selection of questicnnaire items for the panel
and field studies was based upon responses fram a
small (n = 17) convenicnce sample of shoppers who
were asked to list the advantages and disadvantages
(to them personally) of using coupons and to identify
the referents who might influence their coupon use,
In combination with infermal interviews with coupon
exchange club members, this elicitation procedure
identified three couponing-relevant referents: spouse,
family members other than spouse, and friends/neigh-
bors. Seven salient consequences of coupon usage
were also identified: (1) time and effort required to
clip coupons, {2) time and effort required to redeem
them; (3) monetary savings from coupon usage; (4)
feelings of being a thrifty and smart shopper as a
result of using coupons; (5) the necessity of subscribing
to extra newspapers and magazines in order to obtain
coupons; {6) the necessity of purchasing nonpreferred
brands in order to take advantage of coupon offers;
and (7) the need to shop at different grocery stores in
order to avail oneself of coupon offers.

Operationalizations

Specific operationalization of the above items and
all other variables needed to test the theory of reasoned
action are as follows:

! These same anatyses were replicated using covariance rather
than correlation matrices. Results were identical for all key parameter
estimates and for the chi-square statistics.

* This bias is fortuitous, in one sense, as evidence indicates that
coupons work best with older, better educated, and urban married
couples (Schullz and Robinson 1982), On the other hand. any
implicaticns from the present research are necessarily restricted to
this narrow segment.
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Beliefs (B;). Beliefs were measured on 7-point
scales anchored with “entirely disagree™ {—3) and
“entirely agree” (+3) with “mixed feelings” (0) as a
midpoint. *“Using coupons enables me to save on my
grocery bills™ is an illustrative belief statement.

Fvaluations fe;). The evaluative component cor-
responding 1o the salient beliefs was measured by
asking respondents to evaluate the consequences of
each belief item on a 5-point scale ranging from “very
bad™ (—2) to “very good” (+2).

Attitude toward the act (Aact). Respondents were
asked to express their attitude toward the act of using
coupons on 7-point semantic differential scales. Scale
ancheors were: foolish/wise, useful/useless, waste
of time/wise use of time, valuable/worthless, and
good/bad.

Normative beliefs (NB,). Respondents indicated
their normative beliefs with regard to cach referent by
responding to the following illustrative question: “*Are
your family and relatives in favor of your using
coupons?”’ (cf. Oliver and Berger 1979). Responses
were measured on 4-point scales ranging from
“strongly” (+3) to “not at all” (0).}

Motivation to comply (MC,). Motivation to comply
was operationalized with questions such as: “Do your
family’s and relatives’ opinions concerning your use
of coupons matter to you?” (cf. Oliver and Berger
1979). Responses were measured on 4-point scales
ranging from “yes™” (+3) to *‘no” (D)%

Subjective norm (SN). Two separate measures were
used. One (SN 1) was the standard Fishbein and Ajzen
(1975} item worded: *Most people who are important
to me think I (definitely should/definitely should not)
use coupons.” The second measure (SN2} involved
the summation of three bipolar scales (foolish/wise,
useful/useless, valuable/worthless) in response to the
question: “*Most people who are important to me
probably consider my use of coupons to be. . . .7

Behavioral intentions (Bl). Behavioral intentions
were measured with the following question; **All things
considered, what are the chances in 10 that when
buying groceries this week or next you will use coupons
from the following sources as a way of reducing your
grocery bills?”’ Four types of coupon sources {news-
papers, magazines, mail, and infon package) were
individually measured, each representing a separate
indicator of coupening intentions.’

* Note that these are unipolar scales, since people are unlikely to
be motivated to do the opposite of what their salient referents think
they should do (cf. Ajzen and Fishbein 1980, p. 75).

® See note 5.

" An anonymous reviewer has correctly noted that this question
formal gets more at the probability of using coupons than at the
(Continued p. 6.)
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Behavior. Retrospective self-reports of coupon
usage were obtained by asking: “How often in the
past month or so have vou redeemed coupons at the
grocery store that were obtained from. . . .7 Alter-
natives ranged from “never” (0) to “everytime I
shopped™ (3} in response to four separate coupon
sources; magazings, newspapers, direct mail, and in/
on packages of previously purchased items. Each
represents a separaile indicator of coupon usage be-
havior.?

RESULTS

Response Rates

A total of 770 households returned questionnaires
from both data collection waves, for a 5% percent
response rate. Complete data were obtained, however,
from only 533 respondents {41 percent). The large
attrition rate was due primarily to (1) unmarried or
widowed respondents’ inability to answer spouse-rel-
gvant normative belief and motivation ta comply
questions, and (2) other respondents’ failure to answer
occasional questions. Because LISREL assumes that
the data reflect a single, homogeneous sample, the
foltowing results are based on data from this subsample
of 533 respondents.®

intention to do so0. The reviewer goes on to note that some people
use caupons by habit—ar relatively mindlessty—and may not form
an intention. While we agree with these poiots (and, in fact, have
seen evidence in support of mindless coupon usage-=see Psychology
Today 1983), the fact remains that, regardless of format, people
will rationalize their behavior when responding to a questionnnaire
and indicate an intention {or behavioral probability) whether or
not one truly exists. Any operationalization of coupon usage
intentions is thus susceptible both 10 measurement and systematic
Errors,

® The use of retrospective self-reports rather than actual coupon
usage behavior is a notable research limitation. The extent to which
self-report data mirror actual coupon usage is problematic. A field
study was performed 1o validate the accuracy of the self-report
data. Research assistants were positioned in two grocery stores to
observe unobtrusively actual covpon usage behavior. A sample of
205 shoppers, who were ignorant that their behavior had been
observed, later received a mail questionnaire which included ques-
tions regarding self-reported coupon uwsage. Self-report data from
the 146 responding households were correlated with their previously
cbhserved coupon redemption behavior. A startistically significant
though modest correlation obtained (r = 0.32, p <0.001). The
absence of a stronger relationship is due, on the one hand, to the
inherant fallibility of seif-report data, and on the other, to imper-
fections in the vaiidation procedure. Space limitations preclude a
more detailed reporting: specific details are available on request.

71t is relevant to note that no meaningful differences in background
characieristics, beliefs, and so forth were detected when the 237
respondents with partially missing data {which in many instances
amounted to nothing more than one or two missing answers) were
compared to the 533 respondents who provided complete dala, A
large proportion of the missing data was from unmarried, divorced,
or widowed respondents who were unable to respond to those
questions which operationalized spousal influence.
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Model 1 Results

Model { (Figure A) represents the standard Fish-
bein—Ajzen representation. Relevant measurement-
related results for the primary model are followed by
the structural model findings for the primary model
and its variants.

Measurement Model Evaluation. Standardized fac-
tor loadings, reliabilities, and proportions of variance
extracted for the constructs and indicator coefficients
are presented in Table 1, Part A. Notice first that two
constructs (Zhe; and ZNBM(C) had single indicators
with coefficients and errors that were fixed at 1.00 and
0, respectively, thereby precluding the computation of
measurement statistics. The indicator coefficients for
the remaining constructs are generally high and statis-
tically significant. Reliability levels for the constructs
and indicators are generally moderate. The more
conservative proportion-of-variance extracted index
(Fornell and Larcker 1981), which indicates the
amount of variance captured by a construct in relation
to the amount of variance due 10 measurement error,
demonstrates modest validity for the measurement
model; all proportions exceed the minmimal standard
of (.50, which indicates that the variance captured by
the constructs exceeds the variance due to measure-
ment error.

Structural Mode! Results. An initial matter is
whether the maximum likelihood estimates for the
varions models in Table 1 and Figure A provide
satisfactory fits to the data. The x? values (bottom of
Table 1) indicate that none of the models adequately
accounted for the relationship between the observed
sample correlations and the hypothetical population
correlations. Because it is generally agreed that y?
should be used as a guide rather than an absolute
index of fit {Bagozzi 1981; Bearden, Sharma, and Teel
1982; Bentler 1980; Fornell and Larcker 1981}, other
diagnostics need to be examined. Bentler and Bonett's
(1980) incremental fit index, which compares a theo-
retical model's chi-square value with that obtained
from a null model that constrains all parameters
except error coefficients to zero, is particularly useful.

Incremental fits for all models in Table 1 were
calculated based on the null chi-square value for
Model 1 (x3:s = 6246). The incremental fit percentages
at the bottom of Table | reveal that Models | and la
have incremental fits below 90 percent and that both
Models 1band 1¢ have incremental fits of 92.9 percent.
According to the Bentler and Bonett {1980) heuristic,
mode] fits of less than 90 percent are inadequate,
which would mean that Models ! and la are unac-
ceptable but Models 1b and ¢ are marginally accept-
able. However, controversy surrounds the Bentler and
Bonett heuristic. Bearden et al. {1982) concluded from
their simulation studies that incremental fit indices
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TABLE 1
MEASUREMENT RESULTS FOR MODEL 1 AND STRUCTURAL RESULTS FOR MODEL 1 AND ITS VARIANTS (MODELS 1a, 1b, 1c)

A. Measurement model resulis

Standardized factor Proportion of
Constructs and indicators loadings Reliabilities variance extracted
Zbe; 1.00*
INBMC, 1.00*
Aatt 941 .763
foolishjwise .B68 753
useful/useless 796" 634
wasle of time/wise usa of time 875" 766
valuablejworthless .893° 797
good/bad .929"° .B63
SN 761 G114
SM1 .B20 672
SN2 744° R151]
Intentions 850 587
Newspapers 730 533
Magazines 743" 552
Mail .800° 540
Infon package 788" B21
Bahavior B34 543
Newspapsrs 41 543
Magazines 7730 .598
Mail 754° 569
In/on package 676" 457

B. Structural model resuits
Standardized path coefficients

Model
Coefficients 1 1a 1 1c
Exogenous paths
2b,e; — Aact {¥n) 122° .054¢ 025 .025
INB,MC, — SN {22} 509" 497" 387° .387°
Zbie; — NBMC, (1) .085° .Das* .085¢ .pas*
Ibe — SN {Ya1) — 1367 — —
INBMC, — Asc! {1z} — .323° —_ —_
Endogenous paths
Aact — Intantion (a1} 5277 513% .342° .341°
SN — Intention {Ba2) 317 .309% .387° asrr
Intention — Behavior {Faa) 666" 676" .696° B77°
Aact — SN {B21) — — 262¢ 264°
SN — Aact (B2} — — 683" 6820
Aact — Behavior (}341) —_ _ -_— 011
SN — Behavior {Buz) — —_ — 015
Chi-square: 71537 710.23 446.25 446.07
Degrees of freedon: 115 13 113 111
Probability: «<0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.01
Incremental fit;? 87.6% 88.6% 82.9% 82.9%
4 Fixed a1 1.00
*p < 0.01. one-taved
Lo < 0.05, ons-tailed
® Banrtier ardd Bonett’s (1980, p. 500} “nommed fit index
below 0.95 indicate inadequate model fits. Yet their applicable to the more complex models tested in the
conclusion is limited to the two- and four-construct present research. Controversy notwithstanding, the

models tested in their simulations and is not necessarily fact remains that the fits for Models 1b, lc, and all
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models which follow are, at best, marginally accept-
able.'°

We now turn 1o the structural parameters. Although
it has been established that Models 1 and la are
poorly fitted, a few comments are needed to develop
the logical progression to Models 1b and Lc. First, the
results {Table 1) with regard to Model 1, the standard
Fishbein representation, reveal a weak relationship
between cognitive and affective attitude components
(v11), a moderately strong linkage between normative
structure and subjective norms (v}, and statistically
significant causal paths to behavioral intentions from
Aact (84) and from SN (#1:5) and from intentions to
self-reported behavior (84,)."'

The duai crossover effects of cognitive structure on
subjective norms (y4,) and of normative structure on
Aact (vy2) are tested in Model la. Both effects are
statistically significant, indicating that shoppers’ inter-
nalized norms are partially determined by their per-
sonal beliefs toward coupon usage and, to an even
greater extent, that attitudes are influenced by inter-
nalizations of others' beliefs. An interesting dynamic
is abviously operating and will be discussed in con-
Junction with the findings from the next model.

Model 1b tested dual crossover effects directly be-
tween Aact and SN, with reciprocal causation hypoth-
esized. The impact of Aact on SN is slight but statis-
tically significant, whereas the impact of SV on Aact
is considerably stronger. However, in comparison to
the results for Model 1a, the magnitude of the dact
and SN effects on intentions is reversed, with SN
having a slightly stronger effect.

Returning to the dynamic just alluded to, we can
better understand the findings for Models la and 1b
by examining the pattern of correlations between the
various referents, the expectancy-value items, and the
Aaci and SN indicators (Table 2}). The fact that the
desirable consequences from coupon usage (“rewards’)
are nearly as strongly correlated with the SN indicators
as they are with Adact suggests an explanation for the
household dynamics which underlie the crossover

'® Further demonstration of the modest suitability of models 1b
and Ic is provided by examining the residual matrix of differences
between the data correlation matrix and that reproduced by each
model. For each model anly eight of the 136 off-diagonal residuals
were greater than 0.1, and only 31 were greater than (.05, The
mean absolute value of the off-diagonai residuals was 0,044 for
both models, which reflects reasonable specification (¢f. Aaker and
Bagozzi 1979; Costner and Schoenberg 1973).

" The meaningfulness of this latier relationship could be ques-
tioned on grounds that demand effects, common methods bias, or
other errors may offer rival explanations for the relationship, since
coupon behavior was self-reporied rather than actual. Two consid-
erations reduce the seriousness of this potential problem. First, the
setf-reported behavioral measure was separated from the intention
and other measures by one full month. Second, the field study
results (see note B) supgest that self-reported coupon usage is a
moderately good, though certainly imperfect, indicator of aciual
behavior.
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TABLE 2

CORRELATIONS OF REFERENTS AND BELIEFS WITH AACT
AND SUBJECTIVE NORM INDICATORS

Aact® SNt SN2
Referents
Spouse 40 42 41
Family A7 ) | .20
Friends/neighbors .09 .20 K1)
Beliefs
Inconvenierces
Timefeffort clipping coupons -39 -.25 -.27
Time/effort redeeming
coupons —.28 —.11 -.21
Encumbrances
Subscribing 1o extra
media -.10 —-.03" -.07
Purchasing nonpreferred
brards -.11 -.08 —.05°
Shopping at nonfavorite
stores Aa1® -.01° —.03°
Rewards
Saving on grocery
bills 56 .38 47
Feeling of being a thrifty and
smart shopper 58 37 53

*For purposes of this analysis, ihe five bipolar scales thal operstionallzed Aacr were
summed wio a single, intemally consistent index {a coefficent = 0.94).

bo = 0.1, All other correlalions are stahshcally sigmbicant. with most significant at
<(.001. 0 = 533,

effects manifest in Models 1a and 1b. In particular,
we see that a positive attitude toward coupon usage is
due in large part to one’s perceptions that the effort
will be rewarded in monetary savings and from the
approbation of one’s spouse as a result of investing
the time and effort to cut grocery bills. Thus, to the
extent that a shopper perceives his/her spouse {and,
to a lesser extent, other referents) as supporting coupon
use—and to the extent the effort is perceived as
worthwhile—s/he will form a positive attitude toward
coupon usage.

The last Model | variant, Model lc, tested the
hypothesis that Aac/ and SN have direct effects on
behavior in addition to the effects mediated through
behavioral intentions. The resuits do not support this
hypothesis {(see Table 1). Neither coefficient (84, 542)
is statistically significant, and the reduction in x* from
Model 1b to lc is slight and insignificant. This inding
concurs with Bagozzi’'s results (1981, 1982), but not
with Bentler and Speckhart’s (1981).

Model 2 Results

Model 2 (Figure B) extends the Fishbein-Ajzen
representation in two ways: by postulating a multidi-
mensional rather than unidimensional cognitive struc-
ture, and by postulating a multidimensional normative
structure. Confirmatory factor analyses were performed
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to establish empirically the dimensionality of these
two structures. The cognitive structure analyses pitted
a unidimensicnal (Zb,e;) structure against three sepa-
rate expeciancy-value dimensions—perceived ‘in-
conveniences™ of coupon usage, perceived “encum-
brances,” and perceived “rewards™ (the specific com-
ponents underlying each dimension appear in Table
2). Superiority of the mullidimensional solution was
supported, as the fit for the three-factor solution (x7,
= 23.5, p < 0.05) was shown by a chi-square difference
test (x5 = 413.3, p < 0.001) to represent a significant
improvement over the one-factor fil (x3:s = 436.9, p
< 0.001).

Model 2 further extends the Fishbein-Ajzen model
through its multidimensional portrayal of normative
structure, The expectation is that the referents studied
in this research {spouse, family other than spouse, and
friends/neighbors) should vary considerably in their
coupon-trelevant influence and should not, therefore,
constitute a unified normative structure. To test this
supposition a one-factor {three-indicator) confirmatory
factor model was compared against a null model. Chi-
squares for the two were 107.9 and 511.6, respectively,
which indicates that the one-factor model was not
much of an improvement {incremental fit = 40 per-
cent) over the null model. Ideally, a three-factor
model would have been compared against the one-
factor solution, but this was not feasible because only
a single indicator was available for each factor. Thus,
we have no concrete evidence to justify a three-factor
represeniation of normative structure, but nonetheless
assume such to be the case on logical grounds and in
light of Ryan and Bonficid's (1982) similar showing.

Measurement Model Evaluation. Table 3 contains
a summary of the measurement diagnostics for Model
2. Reliable measurement is indicated for all variables
and constructs except the perceived encumbrances
expectancy-value term (£F3). The amount of variance
captured by this construct is less than that due to
measurement error, obviously indicating unreliable
measurement. Structural relations between this and
other constructs are accordingly tenuous,

Structural Mode! Results. As with Model 1, the
chi-square values {bottom of Table 3) indicate that
neither Model 2 nor any of its variants adequately fits
the data. However, turning to the incremental fit
indices (bottom of Table 3), we sce that Models 2a,
2b, and 2c all provide modest improvements in fit
over the Model 2 null (x3p = &025). The mean
absolute residuvals for these models are all below 0.08,
which is further reason for regarding these models as
reasonably good representations of the correlation
data. Model 2, although poorly fit, is examined to
provide a leogical progression to the models that fit
betier.

The findings for Model 2 reveal that the three
expectancy-value terms are statistically significant de-
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terminants of attitudes toward using coupons, with
perceived inconveniences (EV1)} and encumbrances
(EV'3) negatively related to Aact and perceived rewards
{EV2) strongly positively related. In fact, these three
disaggrepated expectancy-value terms accounted for
59 percent of Aact’s variance, in contrast to the
aggregated compound, Zbe;, in Model 1, which ac-
counied for less than 2 percent of Adact’s variance.
Likewise, two referents—spouse (V8,MC ) and family
other than spouse (NB;MC,)—are shown to be signif-
icant determinants of subjective norms (with spouse
being particularly influential), but friends/neighbors
(NByM(C,) i1s not a significant factor. The structural
parameters relating Aact and SN to intentions (83,
=(.531 and B;; = 0.311, respectively) and intentions
to self-reported behavior (84: = 0.676) are all statisti-
cally significant and quite similar in magnitude 10 the
corresponding parameters for Model 1 (Table 1).

The results for Model 2a represent a significant
departure over those from Model 2. As can be noted
in Figure B, Model 2a adds crossover effects of cog-
nitive and normative structure elements, the former
hypothesized to influence subjective norms and the
latter Aact. Several notable findings obtain. First,
Muodel 2a represents a substantial improvement in fit
over Model 2 (x2, = 241, p < 0.001, 6 df). Second,
two of the three expectancy-value terms, especially
“perceived rewards,” are shown to significantly influ-
ence subjective norms; this supports the similar finding
from Model la, which indicated a significant relation-
ship between unidimensional cognitive structure {Zb,e;)
and subjective norms. However, in contrast to the
results for Model la where the unidimensional struc-
ture term (ENBMC;) was shown to have a significant
influence on Aact, none of the individual referents in
Model 2a is significantly related to attitudes toward
coupon use.

The reason for the discrepant findings between
Models 1a and 2a is problematic, of course, but one
explanation extends from a possible statistical artifact
in testing Model 1. Specifically, the aggregation of
multiple, countervailing expectancy-value terms (i.e.,
rewards combined with inconveniences and encum-
brances) led to a poorly constituted variable which, as
it turned out, was weakly related to Aact and explained
less than 2 percent of Aact’s vartance, The considerable
unexplained variance in 4ac¢/ made possible a signifi-
cant relationship between ZNB,MC, and Aact. In
Model 2, where the expectancy-value terms were
meaningfully disaggregated, a strong relationship be-
tween EV2 (spouse) and Aact obtained (accounting
for 59 percent of Aact’s variance), thereby reducing
the opportunity for the disaggregated normative struc-
ture terms in Model 2 to capitalize on much unex-
plained variance remaining in Aact.

Another notable finding for Model 2a is that the
structural parameters relating Aact and SN to Bi
experience a reversal in magnitude in comparison to
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TABLE 3
MEASUREMENT RESULTS FOR MODEL 2 AND STRUCTURAL RESULTS FOR MODEL 2 AND ITS VARIANTS (MODELS 2a, 2b, 2c}

A. Measurement model results

Standardized Proportion of
Constructs and indicators factor loadings Reliabifities variance extracted
EV1 ("Inconveniences’) 838 726
b&y 977 954
b,a, .706° 498
EV2 ("Rewards'') 757 810
ba0, 754 569
bseg .8os* 650
EV3 ("Encumbrances’’} 624 .362
b8, 563 317
byog .697° 486
bre; 532 284
NB.MC, (Spouse) 1.000° —
NBMC, (Family) 1.000° —_
NB,MC, (Friends/neighbars) 1.000° -—
Aact 941 763
foolishfwise .868 753
usefulfuseless 800" 640
waste of timejwise use of time a7a* 77
valuablefworthless .a92* 796
goodibad g25* 856
SN 758 610
SN 793 829
SN2 769" 591
Intentions 889 617
Newspapers 750 560
Magazines 763 581
Mail a21* 672
Infon package .808*° 653
Behavior 833 556
Newspapers 750 561
Magazines .783* 612
Mail .763* 582
Infon package .685¢ 468

[+

B. Structural model resulls
Standardized path coefficients

Model
Coefficients 2 2a 2bh 2c
Exogenous paths
EV1 — Aact (v} -.082° 039 —-.075 -.075
EV2 — Aact (712} 713 .8o7* 951° 951"
EV3 — Aact {(v13) -.116* -.090° —-.13g* —.13g*
NB.MC, — SN vz} 483" .085 .138° .138*
NBMC; — SN {yas) .038° .062 .084° .084°
NBaMCy — SN {(¥zs} .047 —-.024 .018 .018
EV1 — SN (ya1) _ .143" — —_
EV2 — SN {(vz2) — .§99* — —
EV3 — SN (¥2a) — -.037 —_ —
NB.MCy — Aact (14 — -.005 — —
NB,MC, — Aact (‘Y",) —_ -.032 — —_
NBMC; — Aact {r1e) — —.042 —_ -
Endogencus paths
Aact — Intentions (B3} 513 348° .356° 354"
SN — Intentions {Ba2) 311" .398° 378 .378*
Intentions — Behavicr (Aaz) B7e" .696* .696* 678"
Aanct — SN ‘ﬂz;) _— —_ B14* 814"
SN — Asct {3s2) —_ — -.307° —-.306"
Aact — Behavior {Bar) _ — —_ .023
SN — Behavior {(Baz) — —_ — .002
Chi-square: 923.20 682.47 653.10 652.90
Degrees of freadom: 254 248 252 250
Probability: <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Incramental fit:* 88.5% 91.5% 91.9% 91.9%

"o < 0.07, V-taied.

" Fixed at 1.00.

© AN s exOgeNOUS CONStructs were cormsiated in al model tests, but 1o preserve space the 15 phi coefhicients are not prasented,
“p = 0.05, 1-tailed.

* Bantler and Bonett's (1980, p. 538) “‘normed fit index.'
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the Model 2 results. Whereas in the absence of cross-
over effects (i.e., Model 2) the 4dact — Bi coefficient
(63, = 0.513) dominated the SN — BI coefficient (33,
= {.331), these coefficients were reversed for Model
2a—fy, = 0.348, 8;; = 0.398. This occurred because
the SN construct in Model 2a was augmented by the
strong crossover effect from EV2, “perceived rewards”
(a2 = 0.899, p < 0.001), whereas Aqc! was virtually
uninfluenced by any of the disaggregated normative
components. Thus, including crossover effects enriches
the SN construct with a personal influence factor, the
effect of which is to strengthen the SN — behavioral
intention linkage vis-d-vis the 4act — intention path.
However, any conclusion concerning the relative su-
periority of Aact versus SN as a predictor of intentions
would be ill-founded. The fact is that in this particular
application of couponing behavior, Aact and SN are
inextricably linked and operate together to influence
coupon usage intentions.

Models 2b and 2c test the same relationships as
Model 2a except that crossover effects are tested
directly between Aact and SN, and unmediated effects
of dact and SN on behavior are examined also (Model
2¢ oanly). Both models represent significant improve-
ments in fit over Model 2 (x3; & 270, p < 0.001) and
over Model 2a (x%, = 29, p < 0.001). There are
several revealing findings. First, the unmediated effects
of Aact and SN on self-reported behavior (8., and B4;
respectively in Model 2¢) are, as in the case of Model
lc, weak and insignificant (8;;, = 0.023, 8,; = 0.002).

A second result from including direct, bicausal
paths between Aact and SV is a reversal (in comparison
to Model 2) of the relative strength of the linkages
between Aact — BI and SN — BI. Whereas the former
linkage was stronger in the absence af crossover effects
{Madel 2), the latter path supersedes in Model 2b (see
Table 3). This augmentation of the S¥ — B[I linkage
occurs, as it also did in testing Model 2a, because the
subjective norm construct is enriched with personal
influence when crassover effects are included.

The crossover relationships from Aact to SN (8;))
and from SN to dact (8,;) are particularly interesting.
As shown in Table 3, Aact has a strong, positive
impact on SN (82, = 0.814, p < 0.001) but SV has—
inexplicably—a significant, negative effect on Aacr
(812 = —0.307, p < 0.001). If interpreted literally, this
finding would mean that personal attitudes run counter
to internalized behavioral norms. Such a result, though
a theoretical possibility {e.g.. the “rugged individualist™
eschews external influences), is clearly counterintuitive
and aberrant for the couponing behavior examined in
this study. The negative coefficient apparently is the
result of complex, multicollinear relations among the
various Aact and SN indicators and among the indi-
cators of their respective cognitive and normative
structures.

This confounding and the attendant interpretational
uncertainty renders problematic the findings for Model
2b. Two additional analyses (not shown in Table 3)
were performed 1o betler understand the relations
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between Aact, SN, and behavioral intentions. Both
analyses replicate Model 2b except that one (Model
2b,) excludes the SN — Aact path and the other
{Model 2b,) excludes Aact — SN. The findings from
Model 2b, virtually mirror those from Model 2b. All
coefficients are of similar magnitude, and the model
fit, though statistically poorer compared to Model 2b
(xZ; = 4, p < 0.05, | df), nonetheless represents a
modest improvement (21.7 percent) over the Model 2
null. Model 2b;, by comparison, yields considerably
different results: the model fit is substantially worse
than Model 2b (x5, = 138, p < 0.001, | df); the
parameter linking SN — Aact (sans the dact — SN
path) is strong and positive (82, = 0.571, p < 0.001);
and the dact — Bl and SN — B[ linkages are reversed
(in comparison to Models 2b and 2b,), with the Aact
—=+ BI parameter (#:, = 0.446, p < 0.001) dominating
the SN — BJ parameter (35, = 0.273, p < 0.001).

What can be concluded from these analyses? On
statistical grounds alone, all three models (2b, 2b,,
and 2b;) represent significant improvements over the
basic model, Model 2, which excludes any linkages
between Aact and SN. Furthermore, Model 2b is
superior, in terms of data fit, to either reduced-form
model. However, interpretational problems with Model
2b lead to the conclusion that the more parsimonious
and only marginally infertor model, 2b,, provides a
suitable alternative representation for the underlying
correlational data. Added support for this conclusion
is obtained by examining the results from similar
reduced-form analyses that were performed on Model
2a, which, as previously discussed, modeled crossover
effects from three expectancy-value constructs to sub-
jective norms and from three normative constructs to
Aact. Model 2a,, which i1s conceptually parallel to
Model 2b,, excludes the three paths to Aact, while
Model 2a,, parallel to 2b,, excludes the three paths
to SN. Results from these analyses {(not shown in
Table 3) correspond closely to those from testing
Model 2b. Specifically: (1) Model 2a, represents a
significant improvement over Model 2 (x},-f = 238,
p < 0.001, 3 df) and (2) is statistically equivalent to
Model 2a (xZy = 3, p > 0.05, 3 df); moreover, (3)
Model 2a, does not represent a significant improve-
ment over Model 2 (x5, = 7, p > 0.05, 3 df), and, of
course, (4) is inferior to Models 2a and 2a,.

Taken together, these results indicate rather clearly
that the primary flow of influence is from cognitive
and affective attitudes to subjective norms—not from
normative structure and SN to Aact. Coupon users’
personal beliefs and feelings evidently provide the
basis for inferring important others’ thoughts and
feelings about the appropriateness of personal coupon
usage.

DISCUSSION

By making wide-ranging claims about the world
and being highly falsifiable, the theory of reasoned
action is a valuable theory {cf. Chalmers 1976). The
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present research is another in a continuing stream of
studies that challenge certain of the theory's assump-
tions. The assumptions tested are that: (1,2) cognitive
and normative structures are unidimensional; (3) at-
titudinal and normative influences are independent;
and {4) attitudinal and normative factors influence
behavior only via their mediated effects through be-
havioral intentions.

The Nature of Cognitive Structure

The present study supports prior research (Bagozzi
1981, 1982) in challenging the assumption that expec-
tancy-value compounds necessarily aggregate into a
single cognitive unit, Zbe;,. We found that affective
attitude, although tied theoretically to cognitive atti-
tude (e.g., Bagozzi et al. 1979; Burnkrant and Page
1982), was barely related to the unidimensional rep-
resentation of cognitive structure. In Model 1, Zh.e;
accounted for less than 2 percent of Aact’s variance,
whereas the multidimensional representation of cog-
nitive structure with three separate expectancy-value
terms {Model 2) explained nearly 59 percent of Aact’s
variance.

Apparently, perceptions of the positive consequences
from coupon usage {monetary savings, approbation
from spouse) are relatively independent of the negative
consequences {time spent collecting coupons, shopping
at nonpreferred stores to avail oneself of couponing
opportunities). A noncompensatory cognitive algebra
appears to be involved such that moderate negative
consequences of coupon usage do not offset a favorable
consequence. In a sense, our findings represent a
“cognitive side™ counterpart to Abelson et al.’s (1982)
empirical finding that good feelings and bad feelings
are essentially two independent dimensiens of individ-
uals” affective registrations. If indeed consumers main-
tain relatively separate cognitive representations for
positive and negative behavicoral consequences, as
appears to be the case in the present research, then
adding all consequences together in typical Fishbein-
Ajzen fashion amounts to little more than mixing
apples and oranges—i.e., it results in a crude and
nonexplanatory empirical compound, Further research
on this issue certainly scems warranted.

The Nature of Normative Structure

When trealed as an aggregated, unidimensional
construct (Z¥BMC)), normative structure was found
10 be a significant determinant of subjective norms
(Model 1). When separated in Model 2 into multiple
constructs {spouse, family other than spouse, and
friends/neighbors), only spouse was strongly determi-
nant of subjective norms. Yet a specific conclusion
concerning the relative superiority of aggregated versus
disaggregated normative structure is unwarranted, be-
cause (1) our statistical basis for delineating normative
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structure into separate referents is rather tenuous, and
{2) both models explain nearly equivalent amounts of
subjective norms’ variance {26 and 30 percent for
Models 1 and 2, respectively).

Interdependence of Attitudinal
and Normative Influences

The major recent complaint leveled by consumer
researchers against the theory of reasoned action is
that it fails to distinguish sufficiently between personal
(attitudinal) and normative influences on intentions—
that there is redundancy between the components
which creates ‘*double counting” and which makes it
difficult to disentangle their relative effects on behav-
ioral intentions {(Miniard and Cohen 1979, 1981,
1983; Mitchell and Olson 1981; Ryan [982; Ryan
and Bonfield 1975, 1980; Warshaw 1980). The present
research further addresses the issue of attitudinal and
normative interdependence by examining “‘crossover™
effects in the fashion proposed by Ryan (1982). Two
types of crossovers were tested: (1) “indirect™ effects
from cognitive attitude elements to subjective norms
and from normative structure elements to Aact, and
(2) “direct,” bicausal effects between Adact and SN,
The indirect effects reveal that cognitive attitude has
minimal influence on SN when treated as a unidimen-
sional construct (£b,e;), but that when modeled as
multiple expectancy-value elements, cognitive struc-
ture (especially the “perceived rewards” construct)
has a strong impact on subjective norms. Conversely,
normative structure, when modeled as a unidimen-
sional construct (ZNBMC)), has a strong crossover
effect on Aact, yet none of the individual normative
components is influential when treated as multiple,
disaggregated constructs.

While these findings are probably behavior-specific,
the following explanations for their occurrence may
have useful implications for subsequent applications
of the theory of reasoned action. Specifically, aggre-
gated cognitive structure was not related to subjective
norms because the summing of multiple, countervail-
ing expectancy-value compounds led to a crude, poorly
constituted variable that barely accounted for any
variability in its own theoretical consequence, Aact,
let alone contributed to the explanation of subjective
norms. However, when meaningfully disaggregated
into separate expectancy-value constructs, the positive
consequence of coupon usage (i.e., perceived rewards)
accounted for considerable varnability both in Aact
and in subjective norms, The apparent social-psycho-
logical dynamic is that those coupon users who con-
sider their efforts warthwhile and personally rewarding
are also likely to perceive that important others support
and favor these efforts.

With regard to the other indirect crossover effect—
normative structure to Aact—it is clear why only
aggregated normative structure was related to Aact.
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Because the aggregated normative construct, ZNBMC,,
was modeled in conjunction with the crude, apgregated
cognitive structure construct, it was able to capitalize
on considerable variance in Aact that The, failed to
explain. In contrast, because the disaggregated nor-
mative structure constructs, NE.MC, to NBMC,,
were modeled in conjunction with the disaggregated
cognitive structure elements that did account for con-
siderable variability in Aact, there was less opportunity
for chance relations between the disaggregated nor-
mative elements and Aact.

The important conclusion to be drawn from these
findings is that the cheice of modeling convention
(i.e., whether cognitive and normative structure ele-
ments are aggregated into unidimensional constructs
or disaggregated) plays a major role in determining
the nature of indirect crossover effects. If, as in the
present research, cognitive structure is actually mul-
tidimensional, then improperly modeling it as vunidi-
mensional will lead to erronecus conclusions concern-
ing the actual relations between cognitive structure
and SNV and between normative structure and Aact.

Turning to the direct, bicausal crossover effects
between Aacr and SN, findings for the two relevant
models {1b and 2b) are simultaneously inconsistent
and consistent with one another. The inconsistency
arises because Model 1b shows the SN — Adacr path
10 be substantially stronger than the Aacr — SN path,
whereas Model 2b reverses this inding. The apparent
reason for this discrepancy goes back to the improper,
unidimensional modeling of cognitive structure in
Model tb, which, because it accounted for less than
2 percent of the variance in dact, made 1t possible for
SN to capitalize on considerable unexplained variance
and thus appear 10 be a more influential determinant
of Aact than Aact is of SN. Inconsistency aside, the
two models nonetheless agree in showing SN to be
more influential than Aact as a determinant of behav-
ioral intentions.

Qr results echo Ryan's statement that “behavioral
Intention is not a function of parallel, independent
sets or of inseparable attitudinal and normative vari-
ables, but of a rather complex set of interdependencies™
(1982, p. 274). Aact and SN were uniformly significant
determinants of behavioral 1intentions across all mod-
els; however, the relative strength of the two effects
varied from Aact having greater influence before cross-
over effects were modeled to SN being more influential
afterward (with the exception of Model 1a).

What then should be concluded? Are coupon usage
intentions influenced more by personal or by norma-
tive considerations? The rub is that neither conclusion
is appropriate. In the case of coupon use, personal
and normative factors are inextricably linked: the
effects of one are contained in the other—‘‘double
counting” as it were. The relationship between the
personal influence factor, “‘perceived rewards,” and
the referent, “‘spouse,” is especially entangled in this
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study; favorably evaluating coupon uvsage is determined
in large part by the personal belief that an important
other (spouse) approves of one's efforts, while the
perception that one’s spouse favors one’s coupon use
depends on one’s personal belief that the behavior is
worthwhile in terms of monetary savings.

In this respect, our research reaffirms the previously
cited criticism concerning the inseparability of personal
and noermative factors. Ryan and Bonfield's (1975)
early effort to develop a social influence variable
independent of attitude and Miniard and Cohen’s
(1983) more recent undertaking are crucial steps to-
ward separating empirically confounded influences on
behavioral intentions. Furthermore, our results to-
gether with Ryan’s (1982) findings seem to justify the
suggestion that future applications of Fishbein's be-
havioral intentions theory routinely test for crossover
effects and avoid the temptation to draw conclusions
regarding the relative superiority of Aact and SN on
behavioral intentions, unless the crossover effects are
trivial.

Mediated Vs. Unmediated
Effects on Behavior

In support of the theory of reasoned action, we
found that the effects of Aact and SN on self-reported
coupon use are almost entirely mediated through
behavioral intentions. This finding is inconsistent with
Bentler and Speckart’s (1981) results but supports a
similar showing by Bagozzi (1981, 1982).

CONCLUSION

Eight different models of self-reported couponing
behavior and its antecedents were tested. The strong
behavioral intention — self-reported behavior relations
across all models supports prior research in showing
BI-B consistency (Ajzen and Fishbein 1980; Fishbein
and Ajzen 1975; Ryan and Bonfield 1975). It appears
that even a mundane and relatively trivial act such as
coupon usage can be partially accountied for by the
theory of reasoned action.

Both personal attitudes and subjective norms played
major roles in determining intentions to use coupons.
In fact, these two influences explained a minimum of
38 percent of variance in behavioral intentions in
poorly fitted models {e.g., Model 1) and as much as
48 percent of variance in models with better fits (e.g.,
Model 2b). However, relative influence varied from
SN dominance when crossover effects were included
to Aact superiority without such effects. Attempts at
resolving which effect is more influential would be
senseless, because an expectancy-value element, “per-
ceived rewards,” influenced both Aact and subjective
norms.

Coupon use is a form of behavior in which house-
hold dynamics play an imporiant rote. Such behavior
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affects not just the primary shopper but all family
members {(by taking the shopper’s time away from
other household activities, by requiring purchases of
nonpreferred brands to avail oneself of coupon op-
portunities, by yielding savings which can be released
for other household uses, and so on). Actual or per-
ceived monetary rewards from coupon usage appear
to foster favorable attitudes and lead to spousal en-
couragement to continue the behavior, Thus, spousal
influence may have a real impact on one’s intentions
and behavior regarding coupons; alternatively, because
of the false consensus notion {Ross 1977), the influence
may be imagined—although significant nonetheless.

In conclusion, it is important 1o acknowledge the
tentative character of the research findings due to
several study limitations: {1) the possibility of selection
bias due to the high attrition rate; (2) self-reported
rather than actual behavior; (3) chi-square tests indi-
cating unacceptable fits in every case; {4) borderline
incremental fit indices with unknown distributional
properties; and (5) some inconsistencies and anoma-
lous findings in certain models.

{Received August 1982, Revised July 1984.]
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