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ABSTRACT

Intentions are usually included as dependent
variables in satisfaction models, but satisfaction
researchers have paid little attention to the
discussion in psychology and philosophy in which
different intention constructs are distinguished. In
this paper, we examine — empirically and
conceptually — the satisfaction—intention link with
respect to three different intention constructs. The
main result is that satisfaction is not equally
correlated with these three intentions, and it
suggests that satisfaction researchers should be
concerned with the particular intention constructs
they use: the selection of one particular intention
indicator over another will generate different
conclusions about the role of satisfaction as a
determinant of intentions. Since behavioral data
are seldom collected by satisfaction researchers
(intentions are often used as a proxy for behavior),
different conclusions about the satisfaction-
intention link are also likely to affect conclusions
about customer behavior,

INTRODUCTION

Despite a frequently made assumption that
customer satisfaction is affecting customer
behavior, empirical studies of satisfaction’s
consequences seldom include data on behavioral
outcomes. Instead, focus is on behavioral
intentions. Repatronizing intentions, repurchasing
intentions, and word-of-mouth intentions are
examples of intentions often appearing as
dependent variables in satisfaction research. There
are reasons, however, to believe that satisfaction
researchers have not paid enough attention to
intentions. One particular deficiency is dealt with
in this paper: satisfaction researchers have ignored
the existence of different theoretical intention
constructs. Yet scholars outside the field of
customer satisfaction show that different types of
intentions are not always strongly correlated with

each other (Sheeran and Orbell, 1998) and that
they produce different strength in associations
with other variables (Fishbein and Stasson, 1990;
Netemeyer and Burton, 1990; Norman and Smith,
1995; Sheppard et al, 1988; Warshaw and Davis,
1985). Moreover, at a conceptual level, scholars in
psychology (e.g., Sheppard et al, 1988, Warshaw
and Davis, 1985) and philosophy (e.g., Audi,
1973; Kenny, 1966) argue that several different
intention constructs exist. To date, satisfaction
research has not been informed by this
development, since satisfaction researchers seem
to merely select one particular operationalization
of intentions without much explicit consideration.

Attention to different intention constructs,
however, has not been completely absent from
satisfaction research; Soderlund (2002, 2003)
shows that satisfaction is affecting different
intention constructs with unequal strength.
Basically, Soderlund (2002) examined one
specific satisfaction construct (current satisfaction
with an object) and its impact on three different
intention constructs, and Soderlund (2003)
examined two satisfaction constructs (current
satisfaction with an object and anticipated
satisfaction with an object) and their effects on
two intention constructs. The present paper should
be seen as an attempt to replicate and extend this
research. First, the present approach involves a
different stimulus sampling method than those
used by Soderlund (2002, 2003); in those two
cases, all respondents were customers to the same
firm, an airline, but in the present case several
different firms served as stimulus objects. Second,
neither Séderlund (2002) nor Séderlund (2003)
used an act-oriented satisfaction construct, but it is
included here. The main reason is that research on
evaluations, particularly attitude research (cf.
Ajzen and Madden, 1986), suggests that
evaluations of an act are particularly useful in
predicting intentions (to carry out an act)
compared to evaluations of objects, Third, in
relation to Soéderlund (2002) and Séderlund
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(2003), a different explanation of why satisfaction
is not equally correlated with different intention
constructs is explored in the present paper.

The study, then, is based on the assumption
that the strength of the satisfaction—intention
correlation is different for different types of
intentions, and our purpose is to examine the
assumption in conceptual and empirical terms.
This examination, we believe, has important
implications for both academicians and
practitioners, particularly for those who equate
intentions with customer loyalty — if different
intention constructs result in different strength in
the satisfaction—intention link, the mere selection
of one intention indicator over another will
generate different conclusions about the role of
satisfaction as a determinant of loyalty.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

The theoretical framework comprises three
parts. First, we begin by introducing what we
argue are three different intention constructs.
Second, we present evidence that suggests that the
strength of the link between (1) an evaluative
judgment (such as a general attitude or a
satisfaction judgment) and (2) an intention is
contingent on the level of correspondence between
the two constructs. Moreover, we introduce one
particular correspondence element, sense of
ownership, that we believe will contribute to an
examination of the satisfaction-intention
association. Third, we argue that satisfaction and
the three intention constructs are located at
different positions on a sense of ownership
continuum, and that this is likely to produce
different levels of association between satisfaction
and the three intention constructs.

Intentions: Connections with the Future

An intention materializes when an individual
makes a proposition that connects himself/herself
with a future behavioral act. Generally, a
proposition of this type has the form “I —
connection — future act”, and it is usually
conceived of as evaluation-free (this distinguishes
an intention from, for example, an attitude).

Moreover, we view intentions as basic units in a
network of propositions that emerge when
individuals engage in future-oriented cognitive
activities such as mental simulation, planning,
imagination, and ruminations (a network of this
type also includes the individual’s perceptions of
other people’s intentions). The conceptual
boundaries between these cognitive activities are
far from clear, but they seem to share one basic
function: they are windows on the future that help
people perform tasks efficiently. Consequently,
and with respect to intentions, we expect that they
are continuously made with regard to many
different acts. This is reflected in the marketing
literature; propositions about the future which are
explicitly labeled intentions by marketing scholars
cover several acts in the marketplace. Search for
product information, purchasing a product for the
first  time, repurchases, word-of-mouth,
complaints, and contributing money are some
examples. As already indicated, however,
satisfaction researchers (and many other marketing
scholars) do not distinguish between different
intention constructs. Yet an individual may
connect himself/herself with his/her future
behavior in different ways. In the following, three
such ways are examined. They share one
characteristic: each construct has been explicitly
referred to as intention in the literature.

Intentions-as-expectations (IE). One fre-
quently used intention construct is behavioral
expectations. It refers to the individual’s
assessment of the subjective probability that he or
she will perform a particular behavior in the
future. Typically, this is measured with
questionnaire items such as “The likelihood that I
would do A is...”, “The probability that I will do.
B is...”, “Rate the probability that you will do C”,
and “How likely are you to do D?”; the respondent
is thus asked to estimate the probability that he or
she will perform the act (cf. Gruber, 1970; Juster,
1966). This is perhaps the reason why behavioral
expectations are sometimes labeled self-
predictions (cf. Courneya and McAuley, 1993;
Fishbein and Stasson, 1990, Gollwitzer, 1993).
We refer to intention of this type as intentions-as-
expectations (IE). In satisfaction-related research,
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IE seems to be the most popular of the three
constructs discussed in this section, It appears, for
example, in Brady et al (2002), Cronin et al
(2000), Danaher and Haddrell (1996), Gotlieb et
al (1994), LaBarbera and Mazursky (1983),
Lemon et al (2002), Mittal et al (1999), Mittal and
Kamakura (2001), Oliver (1980), Oliver et al
(1997), Patterson et al (1997), and Patterson and
Spreng (1997).

Intentions-as-plans (IP). Another intention
construct comes perhaps closer to the everyday
notion of intention. It refers to the individual’s
planned choice to carry out a particular behavior
in the future. An intention in this sense involves
choosing or deciding to carry out the act (Conner
et al, 1999; Malle and Knobe, 1997). It has also
been argued that such intentions capture
motivational factors that influence behavior; “they
are indicators of how hard people are willing to
try, of how much effort they are planning to exert,
in order to perform the behavior” (Ajzen 1991, p.
181). Similarly, Bandura (1986) views intentions
as “the determination to perform certain activities
or to bring about a certain future state of affairs”,
and Howard (1989, p. 35) stresses “plan” in his
intention definition. In typical applications,

measurement items are “I am planning to...”, “1
intend to...”, “Do you intend to...”, “T will
choose...”, “I am going to choose...”, and “T will

select...” Here, we refer to intention of this type as
intentions-as-plans (IP). Examples of satisfaction
researchers who have used intention in this sense
are Mittal et al (1998) and Taylor and Baker
(1994). 1t can be noted that IP represent a
potentially more homogenous group of intentions
than IE and IW (cf. below), in the sense that an
individual may not view his/her propositions
about intending, choosing, selecting and planning
as identical. However, since a clear typology in
this area is yet to be developed, we will subsume
them under the same general label (i.e., intentions-
as-plans) in the present paper.

Intentions-as-wants (IW). An additional in-
tention construct is a conceptualization in terms of
wants, It has been referred to as an intention
construct by Fishbein and Stasson (1990) and

Norman and Smith (1995). This construct is found
in several formal models of intentionality and in
the “folk concept” of intentionality (Malle and
Knobe, 1997). And, wants also appear in Heider
(1958) who stresses that intention is often taken as
the equivalent of wish or wanting. Moreover,
wants closely resembles Gollwitzer’s (1993)
notion of goal intentions that specify a desired end
state. Measures of this type of connection with the
future usually take the form of Likert-type
statements such as “I want to...” In the present
paper, we label them intentions-as-wants (IW). It
can be noted that in relation to IE and IP, IW is the
least frequently used intention construct in
marketing research. And, in some models in which
it does appear, either as wants or in terms of a
similar construct, desires, it is conceived of as an
antecedent to intention, not an intention construct
per se. For example, Perugini and Bagozzi (2001)
argue that desires provide the motivational
impetus for intentions (in their case, and with our
terminology: intentions-as-plans) and thus that
desires represent an independent variable that
affects intentions (a similar argument appears in
Bagozzi and Edwards, 1998). Nevertheless, and
given that wants serve to connect the individual
with his/her future acts, we refer to them as an
intention construct in this paper.

Effects of Evaluations on Intentions

Thus, so far three types of intentions have
been identified, and in the following sections we
examine the potential of satisfaction for affecting
them with unequal strength. In order to make
contact with previous research (basically attitude
research) in which it is shown that an evaluation
(of an act) is unequally correlated with different
types of intentions to carry out this act, we are
assuming here that satisfaction is one particular
type of evaluation. The general evaluative nature
of the satisfaction construct is stressed by, for
example, Anderson and Sullivan (1990),
Garbarino and Johnson (1999), and Hunt (1977).
Moreover, several authors suggest that satisfaction
is an emotional response (Babin and Griffin, 1998;
Gotlieb et al, 1994; Hausknecht, 1990), and, given
that emotions can take on values ranging from
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feeling bad to feeling good, emotions and thus
satisfaction represent evaluations. We argue, then,
that satisfaction shares an evaluative component
with the traditional attitude construct. If
satisfaction is an attitude, or a particular type of
attitude, however, remains unclear, even though
authors have referred to satisfaction as an
“attitude-like judgment” (Fournier and Mick,
1999) and “similar to attitude” (Churchill and
Surprenant, 1982). Yet for our purposes here, we
deal with both attitudes and satisfaction as
subjective evaluations.

Previous Research. Only a handful of studies
have examined the potential for differences in the
attitude—intention associations’ strength given
different intention constructs — but the studies that
indeed deal with this topic generally indicate that
differences exist. For example, it has been shown
that attitudes are more strongly associated with IW
than with IE (Fishbein and Stasson, 1990; Norman
and Smith, 1995). Furthermore, Sheppard et al
(1988) and Netemeyer and Burton (1990) found
that attitudes were better predictors of IP than of
IE. Given that satisfaction is one specific type of
evaluation, this pattern suggests that we would
expect the satisfaction—intention association to
become increasingly stronger as we move from IE
to IP and then further on to TW. This is also what
Soderlund (2002) and Séderlund (2003) found in
his exploratory studies of the
satisfaction—intentions link. Why, then, do such
differences exist? In the following, we will pursue
an explanation attempt with the notion of
correspondence as the point of departure. First, we
briefly restate the importance of correspondence
for obtaining strong = associations between
variables in the attitude—intention—behavior chain.
Second, we extend this line of reasoning with a
correspondence element — sense of ownership —
that we believe has been overlooked in traditional
views of correspondence.

The Importance of Correspondence.
Basically, it is argued that the level of
correspondence between the predictor and the
criterion variable (e.g., an attitude and an
intention) must be high if strong correlations are to

materialize. It has also been argued that there are
four elements that define any predictor and
criterion — target, action, context, and time — and
that a high level of correspondence (and thus a
high empirical correlation) requires equivalence in
all four elements (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1977;
Fishbein and Middlestadt, 1995). Some empirical
studies — in which the researchers have allowed
for variation in correspondence in terms of target,
action, context, or time — show that
correspondence in those terms does indeed affect
the ability of the predictor variable to be related to
the criterion variable (cf. Conner et al, 1999).
Several authors have applied an implicit
correspondence perspective — in terms of other
elements than target, action, context, and time —
on the strength of associations between selected
entities in the attitude—intention—behavior chain.
Examples of such elements, particularly with
respect to the link between intentions and
behavior, are degree of formation (Bagozzi and
Y1, 1989) and volition (Sheppard et al, 1988). For
example, it has been shown that IE perform better
than IP in predicting behavior, and Sheppard et al
(1988) argue that one reason is that behavior is
often affected by uncontrollable factors that IE
take account for better than IP (since IE allow
more room for low-volition factors than IP),

Sense of Ownership. In an attempt to offer
fuel for more research on correspondence
elements, we propose an extension of the list of
elements by building the present explanation on
sense of ownership (which we believe will capture
additional aspects compared to degree of
formation and volition). This variable, sometimes
referred to as psychological ownership, is derived
from research on ownership and possessions. In
this research tradition, it is observed that (a)
ownership is a subjective variable, (b) ownership
is a continuum rather than a dichotomy, and (c)
subjects do not only perceive that they own
physical possessions, but also mental entities such
as beliefs, ideas, attitudes, memories, and
emotions (cf. Abelson, 1986; Dittmar, 1991;
Pierce et al, 1991; Pierce et al, 2001; Rudmin and
Berry, 1987; Rudmin, 1994a; Rudmin, 1994b).
Our main premise here is informed by this
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research tradition, in the sense that we argue that
differences in sense of ownership with respect to
satisfaction and the three intention constructs can
explain why satisfaction is not equally strongly
associated with the intention constructs. It is the
content of this premise that we turn to in the
following.

Satisfaction and its Link to the Three Intention
Constructs

With regard to satisfaction, we make two
assumptions. First, satisfaction refers to an
evaluative judgment made by customers who have
personal experience with an object. That is to say,
in order to arrive at a satisfaction judgment, the
customer must have consumed the product in
question. This means that the satisfaction
judgment is likely to occupy a special place in the
customer’s mind compared to evaluations of
products that the customer has heard about
through such channels as word-of-mouth,
advertising, and newspaper articles, but not yet
consumed. This assumption is consistent with the
view that the customer’s personal experience
represents a particularly salient base for judgments
(Hoch and Deighton, 1989). Second, satisfaction
has an emotional content (Babin and Griffin,
1998; Gotlieb et al, 1994; Hausknecht, 1990).
Indeed, some authors argue that satisfaction is one
among several emotions (Bagozzi et al, 1999). As
such, it is characterized by partiality; it expresses
a personal perspective (Ben-Ze’ev, 2000). Another
emotion characteristic is its tendency to be
associated with physiological reactions (Ben-
Ze’ev, 2000). This makes an emotion qualitatively
different from, say, the judgment that one brand
has higher quality than another and the belief that
one particular car is blue and not yellow, in the
sense that the emotional state is likely to have a
higher level of self-association. Therefore, we
expect that an emotional state is not only “own”
(i.e., subjective) but also “owned” (i.e., perceived
to be possessed). In other words, my satisfaction,
derived from my personal experience, and real to
me, can be “mine” in the same sense that my car
or my clothes are mine. In fact, we believe that my
satisfaction, thus something referencing an event

that has indeed taken place, is likely to produce a
higher sense of ownership than any type of
intention (since all intention types, by definition,
reference a future event that is yet to take place).
The consequence, we believe, can be seen in all
existing empirical examinations of the
satisfaction—intention link, in the sense that
satisfaction is never explaining all variation in the
selected intention measure. Nevertheless, we
assume that the three different theoretical intention
constructs introduced above are subject to
variation in sense of ownership. In order to
explore this assumption, we use a model
developed by Pierce et al (2001). This model
contains three main factors that determine the of
sense of ownership of an object (control of the
object, intimate knowledge of the object, and self-
investment in the object), and it is assumed that
the higher the scores on each of these three factors
for one particular object, the stronger the
individual perceives that s/he owns the object. Of
these three determinants of sense of ownership,
control is perhaps the most widely discussed to
date (cf. Belk, 1988; Furby, 1978).

Consider, then, the case of IE. The individual
who is forming IE judgments (e.g., “How likely
am I to return to the Hilton hotel in Porto for my
next vacation?””) needs to take into account a
variety of factors beyond himself/herself. For
example, in a vacation context, and if the
individual is considering spending his/her vacation
with the family, s/he needs to assess the likelihood
that family members want to go back to the same
hotel. This individual must also estimate the
chances of obtaining a room at the hotel given that
many other people, who s/he does not know, and
whose plans are even less known, desire to stay at
the same hotel. The IE judgment, then, involves
substantial attention to external factors that are
likely to be uncontroliable, and we believe that
this results in a perception that the IE judgment is
associated with a relatively low level of control.
Given many external factors to take into account,
we also expect that a relatively low level of
knowledge is involved in the IE judgment. And
again given many external factors, we expect that
the IE judgment is associated with a relatively low
level of self-investment. Interestingly, in
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Rudmin’s (1994a) open-ended attempt to identify,
in empirical terms, what people believe that they
own, estimations of probabilities regarding future
behavior did not surface at all as a possession.

With regard to IP, the judgment task becomes
slightly different. In forming such judgments (e.g.,
“To what extent do I plan to return to the Hilton
hotel in Porto for my next vacation?”), focus is
transferred to factors that affect the individual’s
conscious choice. Several of the factors from the
IE task, including external factors, such as other
persons’ wills, are likely to remain in the
assessment. But we expect that at least some of
those factors are eliminated — and that more room
is allowed for self-related factors. For example,
when I assess the extent to which I plan to do X,
I am likely to look relatively less closely at my
non-cognitive habits and the uncontroliable parts
of my environment — and more at “myself”. This
view is consistent with, for example, Azjen’s
(1991, p. 181) notion of intentions-as-plans; they
are “indicators of how hard people are willing to
try, of how much effort they are planning to exert,
in order to perform the behavior.” Moreover, it is
not difficult to change one’s plans. In fact,
planning can easily — at will - take different routes
without much effort. Therefore, we expect a
relatively closer connection with the individual’s
volition and thus control in the IP case compared
to the IE case. We also expect a relatively higher
association with knowledge, since the individual
is assumed to know more about his/her plans than
external factors such as other persons plans. In
addition, we expect that forming IP judgments
involves more self-investment than forming IP
Judgments, since planning involves elements of
activity in which the individual himself/herself is
the agent (i.e., when I plan my future, 7 also make
some kind of choice).

Moving further on to IW, the cognitive task
(e.g., “To what extent do I want to return to the
Hilton in Porto?”) changes again. Compared to IE
and IP, the number of external factors to consider
is likely to decrease, since to “merely” want
something is subject to few external restrictions.
Thus, we are assuming that a relatively high level
of control is involved in wanting things to happen
in the future. Moreover, since my wants have a

closer self-connection than the wants of people in
the environment, and a closer self-connection than
many external factors needed for a probability
estimation, we assumed that the level of
knowledge is relatively high in the formation of
IW judgments. We also expect that what the
individual wants matters more than what he or she
expects will happen and what he or she plans to
do, and thus that a relatively high level of self-
investment is involved in the IW task. In addition,
we assume that the individual is more attached to
his/her wants compared to his/her expectations
and plans, and given that attachment goes hand in
hand with sense of ownership (cf. Carmon et al,
2003), we assume a relatively high sense of
ownership in the case of IW. The relative
frequency in empirical studies of the “items”
people believe that they own also suggests that
wants and desires are conceived of in terms of
ownership to a larger extent than estimation of
probabilities and plans (cf. Rudmin, 1994a).
Moreover, it has been shown that “want” has a
higher semantic proximity to the verb own than
has “plan” (Rudmin, 1994b).

Thus, given that the strength of the
attitude—intention association is affected by the
correspondence between attitude and intention,
that both attitude and satisfaction are evaluative
judgments, that satisfaction is an entity with a
relatively high sense of ownership, and that IE, IP,
and IW are located at different points on the same
sense of ownership continuum, we assume that the
satisfaction—intention ~ association  becomes
increasingly stronger as we move from IE to IP
and then to IW. We turn now to our attempt to
examine this assumption in empirical terms.

METHOD
Research Design

We selected one specific consumption act,
having lunch at one particular restaurant, as the
source of satisfaction and intentions responses,
and the data were collected with a questionnaire.
The respondent was instructed to select one
particular lunch restaurant that he or she had been
visiting during the past month, and s/he was asked
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to answer the subsequent satisfaction and intention
questions with this particular restaurant in mind.
We included an open-ended item in the beginning
of the questionnaire to capture the name of the
selected restaurant, and our examination of the
names revealed that very few respondents selected
the same restaurant as any other respondent. This,
then, means that stimulus heterogeneity was
encouraged by our approach. The research design
was an attempt to respond to an argument made by
psychologists about stimulus sampling; it can be
argued that if all respondents are exposed to the
same stimulus, and only one stimulus, effective
sample size may be reduced to n = 1 regardless of
the number of respondents — which in turn
threatens validity (cf. Wells and Windschit],
1999).

The respondents (# = 101) were participants in
seminars on customer satisfaction. Thus, we used
a convenience sampling procedure. We distributed
the questionnaires to the participants at the
beginning of the seminar, we supervised the
completion task, and we controlled the
environment in the sense that no talking amongst
participants was permitted. Moreover, responses to
all questionnaire items were explicitly encouraged.
This reduced non-response behavior to a
minimum. In order to obtain variation in the
satisfaction and intentions scores, four different
groups of participants — who participated in
seminars at different geographical locations —
were included in the study (in the analysis,
however, they were treated as one single sample).

Measures

Customer satisfaction was measured in two
ways. First, the following question was asked:
“Think about your accumulated experience during
the past month of the selected restaurant. How
would you summarize your impressions of the
restaurant?” It was followed by three satisfaction
items used in several national satisfaction
barometers (cf. Johnson et al, 2001). Examples of
specific studies in which the satisfaction scale
consists of the three items are Anderson et al
(1994), Fornell (1992), and Fornell et al (1996).
These were the items: “How satisfied or

dissatisfied are you with the restaurant?” (1 =
Very dissatisfied, 10 = Very satisfied), “To what
extent does it meet your expectations?” (1 = Not
at all, 10 = Totally), and “Imagine a lunch
restaurant that is perfect in every respect. How
near or far from this ideal do you find the selected
lunch restaurant?” (1 = Very far from, 10 = Can
not get any closer). Cronbach’s alpha for this scale
was .83, and we used the unweighted average of
the responses to the three items as the measure
(i.e., a reflective measurement approach was
used). It should be noted that this object-oriented
way of assessing satisfaction is different from the
act-oriented way of capturing evaluations that is
called for by many attitude theorists who are
interested in predicting intentions with regard to
an act (cf. Ajzen and Fishbein, 1973). Therefore,
as a second (and act-oriented) measure of
satisfaction, we asked the participants the
following question: “How would you summarize
your view of your decision(s) to have lunch at the
selected restaurant during the past month?”. The
question was followed by three items: “T am happy
about my decision(s) to go there”, “I believe I did
the right thing when I selected it”, and “Owverall, I
am satisfied with the decision(s) to go there” (1 =
Do not agree at all, 10 = Agree totally). Similar
satisfaction measures have been recommended by
Oliver (1997) and used by, for example, Butcher
et al (2001) and Cronin et al (2000). In our case,
alpha was .92, and we used the average of the
responses to the three items as the (act-oriented)
satisfaction measure.

In order to put the satisfaction—intention link
into context, and since we are assuming that both
satisfaction and attitudes are evaluative constructs,
we included a traditional attitude measure to
capture the respondent’s overall evaluation of the
selected lunch restaurant. We used a 5-item scale
with 10 points and with adjective pairs common in
marketing communications research (e.g., Mitchell
and Olson, 1981). The question was worded as
follows: “Which are your impressions of the
restaurant, given your experience of it during the
past month?”, These adjective pairs were used to
capture the responses: bad-good, dislike it-like it,
unpleasant—pleasant,  uninteresting—interesting,
and negative impression—positive impression.
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Alpha for this scale was .90. Again, the average
of the scores on the five items was used as the
measure in the subsequent analysis.

Turning to the intention measures, a decision
had to be made about the use of muitiple-item or
single-item operationalizations. On the one hand,
a single-item approach means that reliability in
terms of internal consistency cannot be computed,
and in the typical case no other reliability
assessment is made. This approach, then, means
that a measure with unknown reliability may have
a low reliability, and low reliability in the measure
of one particular variable is known to attenuate
correlations with other variables (Peter, 1979).
This argument was adopted in one of our previous
attempts to examine differences between intention
constructs; Soderlund (2003) developed multiple-
item scales (three items in each scale) for
intentions-as-expectations and intentions-as-plans
and obtained acceptable levels of reliability in two
different samples of participants. On the other
hand, however, many assessments of the
attitude—intention link have been made with
single-item intention measures (Sutton, 1998).
Courneya (1994), for example, argues that
multiple-item measures invite the possibility of a
confounded measurement. More recently, Rossiter
(2002) has strongly argued that intentions should
not be captured with multiple-item scales. In the
present case, we were persuaded by his arguments
to use single-item measures for the intention
constructs. Intentions-as-expectations (IE) were
assessed using the following statement: “I will
have lunch at the restaurant during the coming
month” (1 = Very unlikely, 10 = Very likely).
Similar items, with an emphasis on
probability/likelihood, have been used by
Boulding et al (1993), Brady and Robertson
(2001), Brady et al (2002), Cronin et al (2000),
Gotlieb et al (1994), Krishnan and Smith (1998),
LaBarbera and Mazursky (1983), Patterson et al
(1997), Shim et al (2001), and Zeithaml et al
(1996). Intentions-as-plans (IP) were assessed
with the response to this statement: “I will choose
to have lunch at the restaurant during the coming
month” (1 = Do not agree at all, 10 = Agree
completely). Intention items of this type, explicitly
stressing “choose”, appear in Ajzen (1971) and

Taylor and Baker (1994). As indicated in the
theoretical section on intentions-as-plans,
however, other authors prefer items in terms of
“will try to” (Ajzen and Madden, 1986), “will
make an effort to” ( Madden et al, 1992), “plan to”
(Bagozzi and Yi, 1989; Bentler and Speckhart,
1979; Morwitz et al, 1993), “intend to” (Ajzen and
Madden, 1986; Bagozzi and Yi, 1989; Mittal et al,
1998; Netemeyer et al, 1991; Terry and O’Leary
JE, 1995), and “intend to try” (Bagozzi and
Warshaw, 1990). Yet to date there is little
empirical evidence about the potential for
differences in the meaning of such items (except
that some authors, who use multi-item scales in
which several of these aspects are included, show
that they are internally consistent in terms of high
alphas). Finally, intentions-as-wants (IW) were
measured with this item: “I want to have lunch at
the restaurant during the coming month” (1 = Do
not agree at all, 10 = Agree completely). Intention
items with a specific “want-content” have been
used by Fishbein and Stasson (1990) and Norman
and Smith (1995). Questionnaire items based on
“want” also appear in Bagozzi and Edwards
(1998) and Perugini and Bagozzi (2001).

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

Before we move to the main analysis, the
assessment of the strength of the
satisfaction—intention link for each of the three
intentions constructs, it should be observed that
we have assumed that the three intentions
constructs represent three different ways for the
individual to connect himself/herself with the
future. At the same time, given that all of them are
loaded with some level of sense of ownership (but
not to the same extent), we expect them to be
interrelated. That this is the case can be seen from
an examination of the zerc-order correlations
between them; r = .89 for the IE-IP link, r = .70
for the IE-IW link, and r = .81 for the IP-IW link
(p < .01 in each case). Thus, they share a
significant amount of variance. On the other hand,
however, they did not reach the same level in
terms of absolute values. When the intention
means were compared with each other, it could be
seen that IE (M = 7.21) was higher than IP (M =
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6.80), and that IP was higher than IW (M = 6.14).
Indeed, all mean differences turned out to be
significant (p < .01 in each case). This indicates,
we believe, that the three constructs are tapping
different aspects of the customer’s connection to
his/her future acts,

We assessed the strength of the
satisfaction—intention link for each of the three
intention variables with correlation analysis. As
already noted, two satisfaction measures and one
traditional attitude measure were used to capture
the customers’ evaluations. This means that it was
possible to assess the evaluation—intention link
with three evaluation variables and three intention
variables. In total, then, nine bivariate correlation
analyses were performed. The outcome is
presented in Table 1.

Table 1
Zero-Order Correlations between the
Evaluations and the Intention Variables®

Satisfaction Satisfaction Attitude
(object-oriented) (act-oriented) (object-oriented)

Intentions-as-expectations (IE)

0.392 0.443 0.343
Intentions-as-plans (IP)

0.466 0.501 0.393
Intentions-as-wants (IW)

0.598 0.621 0.538

a: all correlation coefficient are significant (p <.001)

Table 1 shows — as predicted — that the
satisfaction—intention correlations are increasing
in strength as we move from IE to IP and then
further on to IW. This pattern is also consistent
with Séderlund (2002) and Séderlund (2003) —
and with previous studies in which the potential
for differences in correlation strength was
examined regarding attitudes (Fishbein and
Stasson, 1990; Netemeyer and Burton 1990;
Norman and Smith, 1995; Sheppard et al, 1988).
It can also be seen in Table 1 that a similar pattern
was obtained for the traditional attitude variable,
and this adds some support to our belief that both
satisfaction and attitude are evaluative variables.

The data in Table 1 also allow a comparison
between  object-oriented and  act-oriented

measures; in our case, the highest correlations
with intentions were obtained with respect to the
act-oriented satisfaction measure. This part of the
pattern illustrates that it may indeed be worthwhile
to pay attention to the traditional correspondence
elements. That is to say, satisfaction with an act
(having lunch at the restaurant) is doing a better
job in predicting intentions to carry out the act
again than satisfaction with the restaurant per se.

DISCUSSION
Summary of Main Findings

Previous research shows that different
intention constructs covary unequally strong with
attitudes and overt behavior (Fishbein and
Stasson, 1990; Norman and Smith, 1995;
Sheppard et al, 1988; Warshaw and Davis, 1985),
and we can now add that satisfaction (in our view,
one particular evaluation variable) is influencing
different intention constructs with different
degrees of strength. We assumed that the strongest
association between satisfaction and intentions
would be at hand when the intention is of the
intentions-as-wants (IW) type rather than of the
intentions-as-expectations (IE) and intentions-as-
plans (IP) types. The data in this study suggest
that this is the case for two common ways of
conceptualizing satisfaction (i.e., an act-oriented
way and an object-oriented way). The data also
suggest a similar pattern when a traditional
attitude variable is used for predicting intentions.

Limitations and Suggestions for Further
Research

Given that entities in the attitude-intention-
behavior chain must be subject to a high level of
correspondence in order to correlate strongly, that
sense of ownership is a correspondence element,
and that sense of ownership is not equally strong
for satisfaction and the three intentions constructs,
we are not surprised by the patterns obtained in
this study. One obvious limitation, however, is
that we (the researchers) allocated the entities to
various positions on a sense of ownership
continuum, Thus, the extent to which satisfaction
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and the intention constructs actually differ — in the
minds of the respondents — was not assessed
empirically. Clearly, an important task for future
research is to do better than this. One way is to
develop questionnaire items for assessing
respondents’ judgments of intentions (and
satisfaction) in terms of the three determinants of
sense of ownership (control of the object, intimate
knowledge of the object, and self-investment in
the object); this will allow for the use of sense of
ownership as a moderating variable.

Future research must also examine other
characteristics of the entities (e.g., degree of
formation, volition, and accessibility) than sense
of ownership, since such characteristics may
explain why the correlations are not equally
strong. Moreover, these characteristics are likely
to be interrelated in cause-and-effect terms, and
future research needs to untangle this causal web
before the final word is said about why the
strength in satisfaction—-intentions associations are
different for different intention constructs.

Another limitation is that our approach allows
us to say little about how the intentions constructs
are related to each other in conceptual terms.
Wanting a future act, for example, may influence
the planning of the act (an assumption made in
Perugia and Bagozzi, 2001), and planning may
affect the perceived likelihood of the act. It is also
possible, particularly from a consistency theory
point of view, that one’s expectations regarding
the likelihood that an act takes place may affect
planning activities and wants. This calls for a
process approach to studying the formation of
intentions. Above all, since our results suggest that
all forms of intentions should not be considered
the same, future research ought to pull the
intention construct apart and develop typologies
that include more intention constructs than those
in focus in this paper. Consider, for example,
propositions linking the individual with his/her
future of the following type: “I have already
decided to do X, “I must do X”, “Ineed to do X”,
and “I will consider doing X” (this is an intention
measure that is sometimes used in commercial
studies); how are they positioned vis-a-vis the
three constructs used in this paper?

Managerial Implications

One main implication of this study is that the
investigator who is examining the link between
satisfaction and intention should select the
intention measure with care, since the link’s
strength appears to be dependent on how
intentions are measured. And the link’s strength,
in turn, has important implications for decision
making. For example, a weak correlation between
a satisfaction measure and an intention indicator
may be interpreted as a weak causal link. The
logical decision in this case, given that customer
loyalty is an important objective (and given that
intention is equated with loyalty), would be to
abandon activities designed to enhance customer
satisfaction.

In fact, in order to avoid dependency on one
single indicator given the present state of
knowledge about intentions, we believe that a
multi-intention construct approach is more viable.
The main advantage, particularly for marketers
who are interested in customer loyalty, is that it
offers a more detailed picture of the customer’s
view of his/her future. That is to say, differences
in levels between different intentions in the mind
of a customer (or in customer segments) may
provide important information. Some customers,
for example, may have strong wants but low
behavioral expectations, whereas other customers
have strong expectations but weak wants. And
segments defined in those terms are likely to call
for different activities in order to create stronger
intentions.

Furthermore, if a single intention construct is
preferred, it may appear as if intentions-as-
expectations are superior — since previous research
suggests that they predict behavior better than
intentions-as-plans (cf. Sheppard et al, 1988).
After all, it is the customer’s behavior (not
attitudes or intentions) that produces revenues and
costs. Marketers, however, must ask themselves
which behavior is most desirable: is it behavior
resulting from intentions with a low sense of
ownership, or behavior reflecting intentions with
a high sense of ownership? This distinction may
perhaps be insignificant in the short run, since
both types of behavior produce outcomes in terms
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of revenues and costs. But in the long run, the case
may be different. If marketers want highly loyal or
strongly committed customers over time,
intentions associated with a high sense of
ownership appear to be a particularly useful
marketing target. The main reason is that sense of
ownership is assumed to go hand in hand with
customer variables such as motivation and positive
affect (cf. Pierce et al, 1991). It is also likely that
target levels formulated in terms of different
intention constructs produce different levels of
challenge (and thus motivation) for employees.
More specifically, it seems to be more inspiring to
work for a firm that strives for a high level of
wants (“Our target is that our customers should
want to come back!”) compared to a firm striving
for a high level of expectations (“Our target is that
our customners should expect to come back...”).
The marketer who cares for strong loyalty and
commitment in the long run, then, may be advised
to pay more attention to IW than IE and IP.

REFERENCES

Abelson, Robert P. (1986), “Beliefs are Like Possessions,”
Journal for the Theory of Social Behaviour,” 16, (3),
223-250.

Ajzen, Icek (1971), “Attitudinal vs. Normative Messages: An
Investigation of the Differential Effects of Persuasive
Communications on Behavior,” Sociometry, 34, (2),
263-280.

Ajzen, Icek and Martin Fishbein (1973), “Attitudinal and
Normative Variables as Predictors of Specific
Behaviors,” Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 27, (1), 41-57.

Ajzen, Icek and Martin Fishbein (1977), “Attitude-Behavior
Relations: A Theoretical Analysis and Review of
Empirical Research,” Psychological Bulletin, 84, (5),
888-918.

Ajzen, Icek and Thomas J. Madden (1986), “Prediction of
Goal-Directed Behavior: Attitudes, Intentions, and
Perceived Behavioral Control,” Journal of Experimental
Social Psychology, 22, 453-474.

Ajzen, Icek (1991), “The theory of planned behavior,”
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 50, 179-211.

Anderson, Eugene W. and Mary W. Sullivan (1993), “The
Antecedents and Consequences of Customer Satisfaction
for Firms,” Marketing Science, 12, (2), 125-143.

Anderson, Eugene W., Claes Fornell and Donald R. Lehmann
(1994), “Customer Satisfaction, Market Share, and
Profitability: Findings from Sweden,” Journal of
Marketing, 58, (July), 53-66.

Audi, Robert (1973), “Intending,” The Journal of Philosophy,
70, 387-403.

Babin, Barry J. and Mitch Griffin (1998), “The Nature of
Satisfaction: An Updated Examination and Analysis,”
Journal of Business Research, 41, 127-136.

Bagozzi, Richard P. and Youjae Yi (1989), “The Degree of
Intention Formation as a Moderator of the Attitude-
Behavior Relationship,” Social Psychology Quarterly,
52, (4), 266-279.

Bagozzi, Richard P. and Paul R. Warshaw (1990), “Trying to
Consume,” Journal of Consumer Research, 17,
(September), 127-140.

Bagozzi, Richard P. and Elizabeth A. Edwards (1998), “Goal
Setting and Goal Pursuit in the Regulation of Body
Weight,” Psychology and Health, 13, 593-621.

Bagozzi, Richard P., Mahesh Gopinath and Prashanth U.
Nyer (1999), “The Role of Emotions in Marketing,”
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 27, (2),
184-206.

Bandura, Albert (1986), Social foundations of thought and
action: A social cognitive theory, Prentice-Hall, New
Jersey.

Belk, Russell W. (1988), “Possessions and the Extended
Self,” Journal of Consumer Research, 15, (September),
139-168.

Ben-Ze’ev, Aaron (2000), The Subtlety of Emotions, The
MIT Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts.

Bentler, P.M. and George Speckhart (1979), “Model of
Attitude-Behavior Relations,” Psychological Review, 86
(5), 452-464.

Boulding, William, Ajay Kalra, Richard Staelin and Valarie
A. Zeithaml (1993), “A Dynamic Process Model of
Service Quality: From Expectations to Behavioral
Intentions,” Journal of Marketing Research, 30,
(February), 7-23.

Brady, Michael K. and Christopher J. Robertson (2001),
“Searching for a consensus on the antecedent role of
service quality and satisfaction: An exploratory cross-
national study,” Journal of Business Research, 51, 53-
60.

Brady, Michael K., J. Joseph Cronin and Richard R. Brand
(2002), “Performance-only measurement of service
quality: A replication and extension,” Journal of
Business Research, (55), 17-31.

Butcher, Ken, Beverley Sparks and Frances O’Callaghan
(2001), “BEvaluative and relational influences on service
loyalty,” International Journal of Service Industry
Management, 12, (4), 310-327.

Carmon, Ziv, Klaus Wertenbroch and Marcus Zellenberg
(2003), “Option Attachment: When Deliberating Makes
Choosing Feel like Losing,” Journal of Consumer
Research, 30, (June), 15-29.

Churchill, Gilbert A. and Carol Surprenant (1982), “An
Investigation Into the Determinants of Customer
Satisfaction,” Journal of Marketing Research, 19,
(November), 491-504.

Conner, Mark, Rachel Warren, Stephen Close and Paul




64 Journal of Consumer Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction and Complaining Behavior

Sparks (1999), “Alcohol Consumption and the Theory
of Planned Behavior: An Examination of the Cognitive
Mediation of Past Behavior,” Journal of Applied Social
Psychology, 29, (8), 1676-1704.

Courneya Kerry S. and Eric McAuley (1993), “Predicting
Physical Activity From Intention: Conceptual and
Methodological Issues,” Journal of Sport and Exercise
Psychology, 15, 50-62.

Courneya, Kerry S. (1994), “Predicting Repeated Behavior
from Intention: The Issue of Scale Correspondence,”
Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 24, (7), 580-594,

Cronin J. Joseph, Michael K. Brady G. Thomas M. Hult
(2000), “Assessing the Effects of Quality, Value, and
Customer  Satisfaction on Consumer Behavioral
Intentions in Service Environments,” Journal of
Retailing, 76, (2), 193-218.

Danaher, Peter J. and Vanessa Haddrell (1996), “A
Comparison of Question Scales Used for Measuring
Customer Satisfaction,” International Journal of Service
Industry Management, 7, (4), 4-26.

Dittmar, Helga (1991}, “Meanings of Material Possessions as
Reflections of Identity: Gender and Social-Material
Position in Society,” Journal of Social Behavior and
Personality, 6, (6), 165-186.

Fishbein, Martin and Susan Middlestadt (1995),
“Noncognitive Effects on Attitude Formation and
Change: Fact or Artifact?,” Journal of Consumer
Psychology, 4, (2), 181-202.

Fishbein, Martin and Mark Stasson (1990), “The Role of
Desires, Self-Predictions, and Perceived Control in the
Prediction of Training Session Attendance,” Journal of
Applied Social Psychology, 20, (3), 173-198.

Fornell, Claes (1992), “A National Satisfaction Barometer:
The Swedish Experience,” Journal of Marketing, 56,
(January), 6-21.

Fornell, Claes, Michael D. Johnson, Eugene W. Anderson,
Jaesung Cha and Barabara Everitt Bryant (1996), “The
American Customer Satisfaction Index: Nature, Purpose,
and Findings,” Journal of Marketing, 60, (October), 7-
18.

Fournier, Susan and David Glen Mick (1999),
“Rediscovering Satisfaction,” Journal of Marketing, 63,
(October), 5-23.

Furby, Lita (1978), “Possessions in Humans: An Exploratory
Study of its Meaning and Motivation,” Social Behavior
and Personality, 6, (1), 49-65.

Garbarino, Ellen and Mark S. Johnson (1999), “The Different
Roles of Satisfaction, Trust, and Commitment in
Customer Relationships,” Journal of Marketing, 63, (2),
70-87.

Gollwitzer, Peter M. (1993), “Goal Achievement: The Role
of Intentions,” European Review of Social Psychology,
4, 141-185.

Gotlieb Jerry B., Dhruv Grewal and Stephen W. Brown
(1994), “Consumer Satisfaction and Perceived Quality:
Complementary or Divergent Constructs?,” Journal of
Applied Psychology, 79, (6), 875-885.

Gruber, Alin (1970), “Purchase Intent and Purchase
Probability,” Journal of Advertising Research, 10,
(February), 23-27.

Hausknecht, Douglas R. (1990), “Measurement Scales in
Consumer Satisfaction/ Dissatisfaction,” Journal of
Consumer Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction and Complaining
Behavior, 3, 1-11,

Heider, Fritz (1958), The Psychology of Interpersonal
Relations, Wiley, New York.

Hoch, Stephen J. and John Deighton (1989), “Managing
What Consumers Learn from Experience,” Journal of
Marketing, 53, (April), 1-20.

Howard, John A. (1989), Consumer Behavior in Marketing
Strategy, Prentice-Hall, New Jersey.

Hunt H. Keith (1977), “CS/D -~ Overview and Future
Research  Direction.” In: Hunt HXK. (Ed),
Conceptualization and Measurement of Consumer
Satisfaction and Dissatisfaction, Marketing Science
Institute, Cambridge, MA.

Johnson, Michael D., Anders Gustafsson, Tor W.
Andreassen, Line Lervik and Jaesung Cha (2001), “The
evolution and future of national satisfaction index
models,” Journal of Economic Psychology, 22, 217-245.

Juster, F. Thomas (1966), “Consumer Buying Intentions and
Purchase Probability: An Experiment in Survey
Design,” American Statistical Association Journal, 61,
(September), 658-696.

Kenny, Anthony (1966), “Intention and Purpose,” The
Journal of Philosophy, 63, 642-651.

Krishnan, H. Shanker and Robert E. Smith (1998), “The
Relative Endurance of Attitudes, Confidence, and
Attitude-Behavior Consistency: The Role of Information
Source and Decay,” Journal of Consumer Psychology,
7, (3), 273-298.

LaBarbera, Priscilla A. and David Mazursky (1983), “A
Longitudinal Assessment of Consumer
Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction: The Dynamic Aspect of
Cognitive Process,” Journal of Marketing Research, 20,
(November), 393-404.

Lemon, Katherine N., Tiffany Barnett White and Russell S.
Winer (2002), “Dynamic Customer Relationship
Management: Incorporating Future Considerations into
the Service Retention Decision,” Journal of Marketing,
66, (January), 1-14.

Madden, Thomas J., Pamela Scolder Ellen and Icek Ajzen
(1992), “A Comparison of the Theory of Planned
Behavior and the Theory of Reasoned Action,”
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 18, (1), 3-9.

Malle, Bertram and Joshua Knobe (1997), “The Folk Concept
of Intentionality,” Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 33, 101-121.

Mitchell, Andrew A. and Jerry C. Olson (1981), “Are
Product Attributes Beliefs the Only Mediator of
Advertising Effects on Brand Attitude?,” Journal of
Marketing Research, 18, (August), 318-332,

Mittal, Vikas, William T. Ross and Patrick M. Baldesare
(1998), “The Asymmetric Impact of Negative and




Volume 16, 2003

65

Positive Attribute-Level Performance on Overall
Satisfaction and Repurchase Intentions,” Journal of
Marketing, 62, (January), 33-47.

Mittal Vikas, Pankaj Kumar and Michael Tsiros (1999),
“Attribute-Level Performance, Satisfaction, and
Behavioral Intentions over Time: A Consumption-
System Approach,” Journal of Marketing, 63, (April),
88-101.

Mittal, Vikas and Wagner A. Kamakura (2001),
“Satisfaction, Repurchase Intent, and Repurchase
Behavior: Investigating the Moderating Effects of
Customer Characteristics,” Journal of Marketing
Research, 38, (February), 131-142,

Morwitz, Vicki G., Eric Johnson and David Schmittlein
(1993), “Does Measuring Intent Change Behavior?,”
Journal of Consumer Research, 20, (June), 46-61.

Netemeyer, Richard G. and Scot Burton (1990), “Examining
the relationships between voting behavior, intention,
perceived behavioral control, and expectation,” Journal
of Applied Social Psychology, 20, 661-680.

Netemeyer, Richard G., Scot Burton and Mark Johnston
(1991), “A Comparison of Two Models for the
Prediction of Volitional and Goal-Directed Behaviors:
A Confirmatory Analysis Approach,” Social Psychology
Quarterly, 54, (2), 87-100.

Norman, Paul and Lawrence Smith (1995), “The theory of
planned behaviour and exercise: An investigation into
the role of prior behaviour, behavioural intentions and
attitude variability,” European Journal of Social
Psychology, 25, 403-415.

Otiver, Richard L. (1980), “A Cognitive Model of the
Antecedents and Consequences of Satisfaction
Decisions,” Journal of Marketing Research, 17,
(November), 460-469.

Oliver Richard L., Roland T. Rust and Sajeev Varki (1997),
“Customer Delight: Foundations, Findings, and
Managerial Insight,” Journal of Retailing, 73, (3), 311-
336.

Oliver R. L., 1997, Satisfaction: A Behavioral Perspective on
the Consumer, McGraw-Hill, New York.

Patterson Paul G., Lester W. Johnson and Richard A. Spreng
(1997), “Modeling the Determinants of Customner
Satisfaction for Business-to-Business Professional
Services,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, 25, (1), 4-17.

Patterson Paul G. and Richard A. Spreng (1997), “Modeling
the relationship between perceived value, satisfaction
and repurchase intentions in a business-to-business,
services context: An empirical examination,”
International Journal of Service Industry Management,
8, (5), 414-434.

Perugini, Marco and Richard P. Bagozzi (2001), “The role of
desires and anticipated emotions in goal-directed
behaviours: Broadening and deepening the theory of
planned behaviour,” British Journal of Social
Psychology, 40, 79-98.

Peter, J. Paul (1979), “Reliability: A Review of Psychometric

Basics and Recent Marketing Practices,” Journal of
Marketing Research, 16, (February), 6-17.

Pierce Jon L., Stephen A. Rubenfeld and Susan Morgan
(1991), “Employee Ownership: A Conceptual Model of
Process and Effects,” Academy of Management Review,
16, (1), 121-144.

Pierce Jon L., Tatiana Kostova and Kurt T. Dirks (2001),
“Toward a Theory of Psychological Ownership in
Organizations,” Academy of Management Review, 26,
(2), 298-310.

Rossiter, John R. (2002), “The C-OAR-SE procedure for
scale development in marketing,” International Journal
of Research in Marketing, 19, (4), 305-417.

Rudmin, Floyd W. and John W. Berry (1987), “Semantics of
Ownership: A Free-Recall Study of Property,” The
Psychological Record, 37, 257-268.

Rudmin, Floyd W (1994a), “Gender differences in the
semantics of  ownership: A quantitative
phenomenological survey study,” Journal of Economic
Psychology, 15, (3), 487-510.

Rudmin, Floyd W. (1994b), “Cross-Cultural Psycholinguistic
Field Research: Verbs of Ownership and Possession,”
Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 25, (1), 114-132.

Sheppard, Blair H., Jon Hartwick and Paul R. Warshaw
(1988), “The Theory of Reasoned Action: A Meta-
Analysis of Past Research with Recommendations for
Modifications and Future Research,” Journal of
Consumer Research, 15, (December), 325-343.

Sheeran, Paschal and Sheina Orbell (1998), “Do intentions
predict condom use? Meta-analysis and examination of
six moderator variables,” British Journal of Social
Psychology, 37, 231-250.

Shim, Soyeon, Mary Ann Eastlick, Sherry L. Lotz and
Patricia Warrington (2001), “An online repurchase
intentions model: The role of intentions to search,”
Journal of Retailing, 77, 397-416.

Sutton, Stephen (1998), “Predicting and Explaining
Intentions and Behavior: How Well Are We Doing?,”
Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 28, 1317-1338.

Séderlund, Magnus (2002), “Customer Satisfaction and its
Effects on Different Behavioural Intention Constructs,”
Journal of Customer Behaviour, 1, (2), 145-166.

Séderlund, Magnus (2003), “The retrospective and the
prospective mind and the temporal framing of customer
satisfaction,” European Journal of Marketing, 37, (10),
1375-1390.

Taylor, Stephen A. and Thomas L. Baker (1994), “An
assessment of the relationship between service quality
and customer satisfaction in the formations of
consumers’ purchase intentions,” Journal of Retailing,
70, (2), 163-178.

Terry, Deborah J. and Joanne E. O’Leary (1995), “The theory
of planned behaviour: The effects of perceived
behavioural control and self-efficacy,” British Journal
of Social Psychology, 34, 199-220.

Warshaw, Paul R. and Fred D. Davis (1985), “Disentangling
Behavioral Intention and Behavioral Expectation,”




66 Journal of Consumer Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction and Complaining Behavior

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 21, 213-
228.

Wells, Gary L. and Paul D. Windschitl (1999), “Stimulus
Sampling and Social Psychological Experimentation,”
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 25, (9),
1115-1125.

Zeithaml, Valarie A., Leonard L. and A. Parasuraman ( 1996),
“The Behavioral Consequences of Service Quality,”
Journal of Marketing, 60, (April), 31-46.

Send correspondence regarding this article to:
Magnus Séderlund

Center for Consumer Marketing

Stockholm School of Economics

P.O. Box 6501

SE-113 83 Stockholm

SWEDEN

fax: 46-8- 33 94 89

email: magnus.solderlund@hhs.se




