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ABSTRACT

This paper reports the results of 2 study where expec-

tancy value theory and equity theory were cowmpared tela-

tive to the prediction of satisfactlion/ dissatisfaction
and behavioral intention. The resulcs Indicace thac
the expectancy value model performed better than the
equity theory formulatien in terms of predicting both
gatrisfaction/dissatisfaction and behavioral {ntention.

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this paper {s te compare expectancy
value theory and equity theory in terms of predicting
satisfaction/dissatisfaccion and purchase intencion.
Tn referencing Day (1977), Swan and Marcin (1981) say
that "most of the recent models of satisfaction have

been oriented towards a paradigm relating initial expec~

tarions to perceived performance of the oroduct (or
service) ..." Further, Summers and Granbois (1977)
state "The notion that censumer édissatisfaction is a
function of the comparative levels of consumers’ expec-
tations and their actual experiences with goods and
services 15 a potencially powerful source aof explora-
tion for several kinds of variability in actual dissatr-
isfaction.”" Expectancy value theory has not been ex-
plored that muchk in connection with satisfaction/dis-
satisfaction research. According to LaTour and Peat
(1979) "Perhaps one of the major reasons for lack of
integration of the two areas is that attitude research-
ers have facused largely on the pre-decisional evalua-
tions of products while satisfaction researchers have
focused largely on post—consumption evaluative re-
sponses." Equiry theory has also Heen investigated to
a limited extent in satisfaction/dissatisfaction re-
search even through as Adams (196S), the originator of
the theory, says "... there can be little doubt that
inequity results in dissatisfaction, be {t anger or
guilc ..."

THEORY
The work of Rosemberg (1956) and Fishbein (1967) would
be examples of expectancy value wodels of atticude. In
this study, Fishbein's (1976) interprecacion of expec-

tancy value theory is vused. Tishbein's model reads:

n

= I b.e (1)
AB (=1 1 i
vhere: AB = actitude toward performing behavior B
bi = pelief that performing behavior B (i.e.,
buying a brand or product) leader to
conseaquence or outcome 1.
o = e in the person’'s evaluation of ouytcome
i -
i.
i = number of salient beliefs about perform-

ing behavior B,

In 1973, Wilkie and Pessemier stated that "Tn general,

rasulrs have been consistent across products; the muleti-
attribute model vields attitude scores which are signif-

icantly related to measures of purchase or purchase
predisposition {i.e., behavieral intentionj."” Since
1972, a number of stundies have been conducted on the
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expectancy value models and basically all of them have
produced acceptable results when undertaken properly.
4jzen and Fishbein (1980) state that the expecrtancy
value model {3 popular in markerting bacause " ... it
formalizes the widely held view that th
sarisfaction with a preoduct (and hencs
that product) is determined by her beliefs thar the
product fulfills certain functions and that is satis-
fies some of her needs.”

In terms of expectancy value theory, one mav say Ghat
satisfaction Is a function of belief strenpth !
evaluation of those beliefs, Ac¢cording }
Fishbein (1980}, satisfaction is an alterpac: e
sure for actitude toward a given hrand ar produnt.

The conceptual background for equiry theory li
the work of Thibaut and Xelley (1959), Homans
and Jaques (196h1), however, it was [ormallv devel
by Adams (1963, 1965). Equlity theorv is based on dis-
scenance theory and social comparison theorv
and Pritchard 1876} and, as such, " ... an indi
evailuates his 'jinputs into' versus 'outpurs derived
from a given [buving] situztion relative to those of
another, where this ocrher may be another
class of people, an organization, or the
relative tc his experiences from an earl I
time" (Jacoby 1976} . Inputs are what the dec
maker perceives are puf into the erxchange process.
Hemans (1926)) calls them "investments." |

tially zefer to the contribucisns of tha ividual %o
the transaccion. An example of input would be the
perceived low price that was paid or the large amount
of time spent in searching for the producc. Outcomes
refer ro conseguences or what is derived from a pur-
ckasing decisiorn. An example ot an sutcome would be
perceived product durability. In rerms of the Adams
(1965) formularion, and algebraically, enuity say ba

puts essan-

stated as: O /I =0 /1 , where O and are out=-
a "a a

comes and inpurs of Persen a and O, and are out-

comes and inputs of Person b {Adami 1965 In ather

words, an individual perce:ves eguibty w the two

ratios are equal. If rhe two ratios are unequal
({.e., O/1_# 0 /1 ), the individual wil! experience
inequity’ fhen inequity existe the individual will
experlence digsatisfact?on and be motivated to restora
equity (Jacoby 1%76)., The strength af the morivat
to restore equity Is bhased on ..., the magnitude of
the perceived difference berweesn the two vatios" (Lamp-
bell and Pritchard 1976). Equicy restorztion will nct
be addressed in this paper.

In this study equity was operaticnalized as follows:

¢
= e = (0
s I [ he
X 5
where EQ_ eguals equicy towards the behavior B,
zero or low value of EQB represents eguitv; a high

value of EQB indicates 3 conditien of inmeguity.

The O component ic deemed a funcriom of the probabil-
{ty of improbability that the outcomes or ccnseguences

exist and x's evaluation of these consecusnces.

Spec-
{fically,



(@)

wvhere 0 equals actitude toward outcome Eor person X,
b 15 the subjective probabilicy that behavior B has
cdnsequence or outcomes as perceived by person x, e
refers to x's evaluation of consequence ¢ and n in Efe
number of salient outcomes or consequences relative to
performing behavior B,

The componenc, I , is a funccion of the perceived prob-
ability that selécted inputs exist relative to perform—
ing behavior B and x's evaluation of these inputs.

That s,

!
I = I b e (%)
X p=1 pX px
where 1 equals attitvde toward inputs for person x,
b is the subjective probability that performing be~

naVior B leads to inputs p as perceived by person x,

e refers to the evaluation of p by person x, and o
2B the number of inputs relative to performing behav-
ior B.

The ¢ and T _ componentcs of the EQ model cake into
consigeratiog the perceptions of sggnificant others.,
In this study., outcomes and inputs were assessed by
person x '"relarive to those of another" (see Jacoby
1974),

The outcome componenc, 0 , is deemed to be a function

o6f significant other expéctations relative to the per-
ceived consequences of performing behavior B and sipgnif-
icant other evaluative perceptions of these consequences.
Specifically, Os' reads:

n
0O = L b e (5)

where O equals atticude toward outcome relative ro the
expectafions of significant other s, b pertains to
the probabilities that performing behavior B has comse-
quence or ocutcome C as perceived by x relative to s,

@ refers to the evaluation of the consequences by x
rélative to the perceived expectations of g and n
equals the number of ountcomes.

“he 1 component may be viewed as a function of signifi-
cant arher expectations relarive to the inputs in terms
of performing behavior B and significant other evalua-
tive perceptions of these inpucs. Algebrateally,

b e (6)

where I equals the actitude rtowards input relative to
the expdctarions of significant others s, and b

aquais a probability wmeasure that performing beREvior B
has :mput p as percefved in terms of significanc ochers
s, e pertains to rhe evaluation of these inpurs by x
relafive to the perceived expectariors of s, and n re-
fers to the number of inputs considered in performing
bhehavior 5.

[t is assumed that the equiry formulatioc will provide
wore insights into explaining and predicting satisfac-
tion and purchase intention than the expecrtancy value
struccure. The equicyv model, as operaticnalized in
this study, includes outcomes and inputs from the deci-
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sion maker per se pius it includes outcomes and inputs
from a perceived significant other. The expectancy
value model only includes cutcomes or consequences as
perceived by the decision-maker - no declsion-maker
inputs or significant other outcomes/inputs. There-
fore, as stated perviously, the purpose of this study
was to compare the predictive validity of che expectan-
cy value model and the equity model in terms of satis-
faction/dissacisfaction and behavioral intention. To
the author's knowledge. the complere equity model has
not previously been invescigated in 3 marketing con-
text, previous studies iavolving equity theory have
tended ro measure the concept on a unidimensfonal or
indirect basis (e.g., Huppertz, Arenson and Evans,
1978).

METHODOLOGY
Subjects and Stimulus Objects

The sampling frame consisted of six sections of an
undergraduate management course at Syracuse Univer-
sity. Three sections were chosen on a random basis
and the students in those sectioms served as the exper-~
imental subjects. One hundred six students were in-
volved.

The test products or stimulus cobjects were selected on
the basis that they meet certain specifications. The
products has to vary in price. The selected producrts
must have been researched previously in order to have
previous product informacion and in order to provide
research continuity. It was also felt that students
must be able to provide informed {udgments on the se-
lected products. Products that everyone bought or no
one bought were eliminaced. This specification was
desired so that the satisfaction/dissatisfaction and
behavioral intention meascre would have a syitable
variance go that relative predictiveness between the
two models (expecrtancy value and equity) could be as-
certained. The stimulus objects that were selected
were Crest toothpaste, dining out and spending more
cthan $10 per person and buying a sweactey costing more
cthan $30.

The outcome attributes for Cresc toothpasce were ob-
tained from a prior scudy (i.e., Mazis, Ahtola and
Kuppel 1975). The input attribuces ftor Crest tooth-
paste were obtained from two earlier studies - Mazis,
Ahrola and Ruppel, 1975 and Huppertz, 1978. To select
the salient outcome/input attributes for dining out
and spending more than $10 per persor and buying a
sweater costing more than $30, a pre-experimental sur-
vey was conducted. The experimental subjecrta were 63
students in two convepience sampled undergraduate man-
agement clagses. None of these students participated
in the subsequent experiment. Thke eliciraction tech-
nigue recommended by Fishbein (1967) was employed to
obtain rhe arcribuvres.  However, orly outcome oTr con-
sequence variables were obtained using the elicication
technique. The elicitation procedure did not produce
input variables. As the fpput variables were not pro-
duced in the elicitacion procedvre for dining out and
spending more than $10 or for buyinpg a sweater c¢costing
more than $30, they were obtained from a study bv

1
Following the procedure cutlines by Fishbein 1967b

(developed by Maltzman, Bogartz and Breger 1958) cthe
nost frequenc responses glven by the subjects were
selected, The intereasted reader should also consult
Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980, p. 152.



Huppertz (1978). Relarive to dining out and buying a
sweater, price was more or less 3 given - $10 and $30,
respectively, and this is a possible reason it was not
mentioned in the elicication procedure. Table ! shows
the produccs and product ateributes that were analyzed
in the study.

Measures of Behavioral Intention,
tude and Equity

Satisfaction, Arti-

Behavioral Intention (BI)
Behavioral intention was measured using a question
such as "Indicate the likelihood of you buying
sometime during the next year” with a
seven-point scale labeled "definitely will” and "de-
finizely will not™ at che endpoints.

Sacisfaccion (SAT)
Overall satrisfaction or dissatisfaction with an ob-
ject. This concept was operationalized using a
five-point scale labeied, as an exawmple, 'ln gener-
al, 1 like Crest toothpaste' and "In general, I dis-
like Crest toothpaste' ar the endpoints. The like-
dislike measure was used as it was believed chat it
tends to measure satisfaction-dissatisfaction. If a
subject is satisfied with a product (before or after
purchase) they will normally like the product, 1f
they are dissatisfied, they will normally dislike
the product. On an evaluative dimensior, satisfac-
tion leads to favorable feeling and dissati{sfaction
leads to unfavorable feelings (Day and Landon,
1977). According to Fishbein amnd Ajzen (1975), the
evgluacive dimension may be measured in terms of
like-dislike, favorable-unfavoranle, approve-dis-
approve and good-bad scales. Westbrook and Newman
(1978) use che cerm "dislike™ in their composite
measure of dissatisfaction.

Atticude (A))
b, - the’probsbility that 1 is associated with per-
forming behavior B. The concept "Crest toothpaste
prevents decay ...," as an example, was rated on a
seven point scale with endpoints labeied "probable"
and "improbable."

e, - the evaluation of belief {. A representative
measure of e, would be "In terms of buying Crest
toothpaste, 3ecay prevention is ..." wich a seven
point scale with "good" and "bad" at the endpoints.

Ecuity (EQ.)
0 - ou%pu: attitude toward the act by person X.
T8e concepts, such as, "I would dine out and spend
more than $10 per person if the following existed -
right atmospnere" and In terms of dining out and
spending more than $10 per person, a right atro-
sohere is ..." were rared on seven-point scales la-

beled ”prob?ble - improbable’ and "good ~ bad,' re-
spectively.
I - input attitude towagrd the act by person x. The

concepts, such as, "1 would dine out and spend more
rhan 310 per person if the following existed - the
right search time" and “Tn terma of dining out and
spending more than $10 per person - the right search
time is " were rated or seven-point scale

"probakble-improbarle: and "good-bad," respectively.

2
Note that A_ = O
B X

labeled
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0 - output atritude toward the act bv persen .
TAe concents, such as. "Most people whe are impor-—
tent to me believe that Crest toothipaste prevents

decay" and "Most people who are mportant to me be-
lieve that in terrs oy Crest toothpaste decay pre-
vention is ” 01

vere rvated on seven-point scales

labeled "probable-imprebable” ang "good-bad," re-
spectively.

T =~ input atritude toward the act by person s.
The concepts, such as, ''Most people who are imper-

tant Lo me believe that Crest taothsaste involves
searching time" and "Most people who are imporcant
to me believe that in rerms of Crest tooth
searching time jg ..." were rated on seven-point
scales labeled "probable-imprabanle" and "good-
bad," respectively.

ta

The above measures were considered for
ulus objeccs or products involved. Each pracuce
measured with eight constructs - two deal
tude (b,, e ), four pertaining to equiry
I ), oné foCusing on satisfaction (5AT) and
tigating BI.

“he three stim-

wWas

attz-

R L
ona 1nves-

Analysys

The expectancy value model and the equity model were
coded usirg the Lipolar coding rule {e.g., -3 to +3}
This coding procedure follows the recommendations of
researchers such as Ryan and Bonfield (1975: and Berct-
man, Capor and Lutz (1375), The subjects’ resporses
were standardized. Starndardization jmproves the pre-
ciseness of the resuits whep different measures are
irvolved (e.g., BI and A ).  Predictive eifectiveness
was measured by corvelating attitude (expectancy wvalue
theory) and equi{tv theory with SAT and BI. Tt
assumed that the strizude and equity formacion
explain and predicec 3AT an¢ BI. Pearscn corzel
conefficients were used to compare the predictive
tiveness of each model. All cosrrelation coeffi
findings oveseated in thelr paper are based on re-
sponses which have been normalized. The data were
also checked in terms of religbility using Cronbach's
alpha measure,

t1an
effec~
nt

RESULTS

As the objective of this study was tc determine which
rodel (expectancy value or equity) best predicted

satisfaction (satisfaccion/dissatisfaction) and he-
havioral intentien, the fcllowing relationships wete
investigated.
(1) BL = A
(2) sat = R
(3) = EQBI
(4)  SAT = EQ,)
Using a normalization procedure suggested by Hass

and Wilkie (1373), Wilson, Mathews and Harvev (19/3)
found that normslization increased R?'s reiative to
the Fishbein Behaviorai Inrention Model.



TABLE i
PRODUYCTS AND PRODUCT ATTRIBUTES

Crest Toothpasce

Dining Out
(Spending over $10/Person)

Sweater
{Spending over $30)

Outcomes

Prevents Decay
freshens Mouth
Appropriate Taste
Whitens Teeth

OuCcome &

Good Atmosphere

Quality Food

Good Service

Right Tvpe of
food

Right Type of

Inputs

Competitive Price
Right Search Time
Right Search Efforc

Inouts

Right Price

Right Search Time
Right Search Effore

Outlomes
Right Price Right Coler
Right Search Time Right Quality
Right Search Effort Righe Scyle

IHEUCS

Persons Presenc

TARLE 2

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTSS

n = 106
Model Crest Dining Out Buying a Sweartey
Toothpaste and Spending Mare and Spending
thar $10 per Person More than 530
1. BI =4 236445 (p-.0004) L3366 (p=.0008) 5387 (p=.0001)
2. SAT = EB L4968 (p=.0001) .5269 (p=.0001) 5344 (p=.000))
3. BI = FO 1 L0471 (p=.6464) -.1684 (p=.1104) L1789 (p=.0993)
4. SAT = EB“ 1922 (p=.0606) ~.1128 (p=.2871) L1682 (p=.1216)
5. Bl = EQ i .0559 (p=,5863) -.1671 (p=.1132) L0710 (p=.5i59)
6. SAT = E8B2 L1185 (p=.23500) -.2333 (p=.0260) .1059 (p=.3317)
(3) Bl = EQ AA Cronbach alpha measures ranged from .51 te .86, .83 to
(6) SAT = E gz .97, and .91 to .99, respectively for Crest

As shown in Table 2, che model predicced behavioral
intention and satlsfaction/dissacisfaction (SAT) best
across all three brands. The two interpretations of
che equity model did not differ thac much {in terms of
prediztion wicth doch interprectations of IQ, producing
resulcs below expectations. At a minimum, che A model
predicted behavioral intention and satisfaction two
times beccter, on the average, than the EQB model,

The A, Cronbach alpha measures equalled .86, .97, and
.97, respectively, for Crest toothpaste, dining out and
spending more than $10 per person, and buying a sweater
and spending more than $§30. For the EQB model, che

) | refers to the equity formula shown earlier. EQ3
pergains to a welghted average alternative equity modez
acvanced by Anderson (1976). It reads:

L0 ~C = x = .
ORIKOA )R) {B/(IA+ B) or OS/(OX+OS) IS/(1X+IS)
Matnemarically, the alternative equity modei: 1s equiva—

lent ro Oa/Ia = Ob,Ib (Anderson 1976). However, psycho-

logically, they are different 1in that the Anderzon
model involves comparisons berween input and outcomes
anc them between the interpersonal ratics whereas the
origiral Adam's formula (1965) involved outcome and
input evaluation for each person separately and then
between persons on the two outcome/input ratios (Ander-
son 1976).

S'De correlatjon crefficient between 31 and AFF equsl-
fed .840% (p=.0001), .5782 (p=.0001) and .7579 (p=.0G601),
respectively for Crest toothpaste, Dinfng Out and Spend-
ing more rham $10 per Person and Buving a Sweater and
spending mere than $30.
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toothpasce, dining out and spending more than S$10 per
person, and buying a sweater and spending move than
$30. With one exception, the EQ, alpha values were
all in the eighcies agé nineties relative to the four
components. Results from this analysis support the
internal consisteney of the research data.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The present study was conducted to compare expectancy
value theory and equity theorv in terms of predicting
aat{sfaction/dissatisfaction and behavioral intentiom.
Cross sectional correlation analysis was used to ana-
lyze the data. Tt was expected rhat the equity theorty
mnodel would predict better than the expectancy value
model, however, this cturned out not to be the case.
The expectancy value model produced significantly bet-
ter results thar the equity theory formulation. In
terms of rellabjility, both models (expecrancy anéd
equity) produced acceptable results,

Why did che equicy model not sroduce resulrs equal to
or above those of the expectancy value model relative
to prediccion? Perhaps one of the reasons is that
non-decerminant bellefs were used, The aquity model
involves four componencs (0 , ¥, O and I ) and the
possibiliry exists that ar feast in®one ar®more of the
components non-dererminant beliefs were {nvolved. As
an example, the assumptiou was made im this study tha:
0Y and O‘5 plus lx and Is had the same beliefs

Further, the inputs were obtained from 2 prior study
i.e., Hupperctz (1978). In addicior, in this studv,
the beliefs were obtained in terms of x, not x and s.
Anothetr reason the equity model performed poorly may
have been in the selection of the significant ocher.
Perhaps an actual significant other should have been
used rather than the perceived expectatfons of a sig-
nificant other. Turther, the components in the equiry



model were calculated on che basis of belief probabil-
ities and belief evaluations. Perhaps predictive re-
sules would have been better in rerms of equity theory
if the components had been measured in terms of attri-
bute importance (see Campbzll and Pritchard 1976)6ot
perceived atrribute evaluation (see Samuel 1976). In
summary, the equicy model has a great deal of incui-
tive appeal, however., more research is needed to make
it a useful measure for explaining and predicting
satisfaction/dissarisfaction and purchase intention,
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