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SATISFACTION, DISSATISFACTION AND COMPLAINING BEHAVIOR: 
A CO!1PREHENSIVE STUDY OF THE DISADVANTAGED CONSm(ER 

Introduction 

The emergence of growing political and popular support for the consumer 

movement has prompted policymakers to assign a relatively high priority to the 

development of programs designed to protect the consumer interest. There 

appears-to be widespread agreement between policymakers and researchers that 

broad generalizations over aggregated populations may lead to inappropriate con-

elusions. To develop effective consumer protection programs t_ policymakers re-

quire information based on the unique circumstances of groups with special 

characteristics, needs, and problems. In other words, government officials • 
need information enabling them to identify particular segments which appear to 

be experiencing relatively unusual patterns of dissatisfaction or unique causal 

factors leading to dissatisfaction or other consumer problems. 

This work reports on the results of a project designed to provide informa-

tion to public policymakers on the consumer satisfaction/dissatisfaction and 

complaining behavior of a special consumer population. The special population 

considered here is that of disadvantaged consumers. 

In this report, the first section discusses the conceptual background of 

the term disadvantaged consumer. The relevant literature is examined for 

conceptual as well as operational definitions of the term. Based on this dis-

cussion. a conceptual definition is then developed which guides the construc-

tion of an operational measure of the extent to which a consumer is dis-

advantaged. Key findings are presented followed by a discussion of-the specific 

policy implications at these findings. 

........ ; .. 
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ObJectives and Scope of the Research 

The principal objective of this study is to increase our understanding 

of this special population. This will be accomplished through a broader 

conceptualization of disadvantaged consumer status and, therefore, an improved 

operational measure of the extent to which a particular consumer is dis-

advantaged. 

The major contribution of this work is methodological. The improved 

operational measure of disadvantaged consumer status suggested by this work. 

constitutes an important advance in the policymaker's ability to define the 

disadvantaged segment of the market. 

In terms of the scope of the research,it is important to note several 

limitations. As a part of a study of consumer satisfaction/dissatisfaction, the 

study forcuses only on post-purchase attitudes and behaviors. Thus, it does 

not address the problems which might be particularly significant to 

disadvantaged consumers during the pre-purchase phase of the consumer decision-. 
making process. 

- f 
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Previous Work on Disadvantaged Consumers 

" Due to the policy as well as societal importance of disadvantaged con-

sumers, there exists a body of previous research as well as writings on the 

disadvantaged consumer (for a review, see Andreasen, 1978). These will be re-

viewed here with the intent of discovering what conceptual definition of dis-

advantaged was used and why "that definition was chosen by these authors. In 

other words, before the consequences of being a disadvantaged consumer can be 

examined, we must determine who is a disadvantaged consumer. This will neces-

sarily lead into an examination of the causes of disadvantaged status. The 

effect of this attempt to create a well-founded conceptual and operational 

definition of disadvantaged consumer status will be a study that has clearer 

and more valid implications for policy formulation and implementation. 

What is a disadvantaged consumer? The most obvious definition is that a 

poor consumer is a disadvantaged consumer. TIlis definition is true, and the 

economic status of the individual has been used by many authors in labeling 

certain individuals or groups as disadvantaged. For example, a stream of 

research was published in the late 1960's which examined the p~ices paid by 

those who were disadvantaged because they had a low level of economic resources 

(Caplovitz 1963; Goodman 1968; Sturdivant 1969). Certainly, in a marketplac~ 

which requires money or economic resources for participation, as is the case 

in both Canada and the United States, ~ person without economic resources or 

with very limited economic resources is disadvantaged. This is so because the 

individual is either blocked or severely limited in his or her participation 

in the marketplace. 

In a market structure relying on barter or trade, however, the. amount of 

money or. income a p6r~on has would not be used in determining if the individual 

is a disadvantaged consumer. Instead, in making this determination we would 

look at what amount of crops, crafts. or other items the individual had to 

offer in trade. To the extant that the individual had very few items or had 
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items considered hy others to be of very little value, then we would call the 

person disadvantaged. 

In e~ther case, the criterion for labeling an individual as disadvantaged 

derives from substantial economic (although not necessarily monetary). limits 

placed on the individual's participation in the marketplace. To the'extent that 

the individual is, relative to others, severely limited in his or her ability 

to participate in the marketplace, the individual is a disadvantaged consumer. 

Yet there are limits other than economic ones which restrict people's 

ability to participate in the marketplace. As is shown in Table 1, authors and 

researchers in this area have used several characteristics or components in 

describing and measuring disadvantaged consumer status. Each of these char-

acteristics imposes a limit on the consumer's ability to participate in the 

marketplace. 

Clearly, from Table 1 it is evident that economic limits are those most 

frequently used when describing disadvantaged consumers. This is most likely 

the case due to the correlation between low income and many other characteristics 

which limit a person's ability to participate in the marketplace. Andreasen 

(1975) points this out in his discussion of Caplovitz's classic (1963) work: 

"It was the major contribution of Caplovitz's analysis that the 
consumer problems of poor people were seen to stem not merely from 
this poverty, but also from other characteristics, attitudes, and 
values associated with that poverty ••.• lower income is linked 
to many other undesirable characteristics such as lower rates of 
automobile ownership, and poorer health as well to minority racial 
status and old age. These socioeconomic characteristics in turn 
lead to mediating feelings of alienation and powerlessness as 
well as to preferences for particular outlets" products, and 
media." (p. 13).' 

Yet the cprrelation bdtween income and any of these other characteristics 

is not perfect. There are some people who are poor'; but who are also well 

educated, white, and not feeling alienated. Similarly, there are people who 
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Andreason (1975) 

Andreasen (1976) 

Caplovitz (1963) 

Galbraith (1971) 

Goldman (1978) 

Goodman (1968) 

Karpel (1973) 

l-fagnuson 
& Carper (1968) 

Nader (1973) 

Phillip~ & 
Sterntha1(1977) 

Richard!; (1971) 

Sexton (1973) 

Stafford 
et ale (1973) 

Steade (1975) 

Sturdivant(1968) 
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Table 1 

Limiting Characteristics Used in Describing/Measuring 
Disadvantaged Consumer Status 

Income Minority Poverty Education Age Lanuguage 
(Ghetto) 
Area 

..J .J .J" .J .J J 
J .J J " 
J V oj" V .J 

" .J J 

J 

V .j 

V " " J " .J V 

J .J 

.J .J " J .J 

.J .J 

" oJ 

.J .J .J " ..; 

.J .J " J 
. 

-

- r 

Physical 
Handicapp 

.t 

-

../ 
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I 
are limited in their ability to participate in the marketplace, perhaps because 

their low level of education prevents them from acquiring and using the informa-

I tion needed· in making judicious consumption choices. Yet such individuals may 

.or may not be poor, mayor may not be of a racial minority, and mayor may not 

I live in a poverty or ghetto area. 

I Therefore, as can be seen from Table 1 there are many characteristics 

which may limit a person's ability to participate in the marketplace. Economic 

I resources are only one of these. To focus only on the poor when speaking'of 

disadvantaged consumers is to omit from consideration people whose abilities to 

I participate in the marketplace are limited by characteristics other than a 

I scarcity of economic resources. 

A few examples may serve to illustrate the concept of being a disadvantaged 

I consumer as distinct. although not entirely separate froD, being poor. A young 

person may live in a relatively lot/-income area of a city, have a low (say $5000 

I per year) income, and therefore shop in what might be called low-income area 

I stores. Prices may be high in that area relative to other areas. Yet is this 

person disadvantaged? Is this person's ability to participate in the marketplace 

I limited? Yes, in some senses this person is limited by the low level of income. 

I 
Yet, if this person has chosen the low income in the forD of a stipend in order 

to pursue a Ph.D. rather than taking a $30,000 per year job In brand manage-

I ment after completing an ~lBA degree, then we may pause in calling this person 

disadvantaged. If a definition of disadvahtaged status is based solely on 

I income, however, this individual may be included in the group of disadvantaged 

I 
consumers. Such wo~ld be an inaccurate classification, because the ·individual 

- f 

is ~ as disadvantar,ed as someone who is likely to continue the low level 

I of income through life and does not have the somewhat compensating advantage of 

a high level of education. This high level of education can be viewed as 

I 
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compensatory to a certain degree since it enables the consumer to bring a 

higher level of cognitive skill or ability to the marketplace •. Although it is 

certainly difficult to live on such an income, the consumer may be better able 

to select those products which are better buys or more likely to fit the level 

of income. Similarly, the person with a low income but nigh level of education 

may be better able to evaluate the claims of potential creditors. 

Thus, the definition of disadvantaged consumer status, to be complete and 

accurate, must also be more complicated in its basis than merely household 

income or, more commonly, per capita income. 

This is not to say that per capita income should not be included in a 

definition of disadvantaged consumer status. Rather, it is an essential corn-

ponent in the definition. However l the purpose here is to go beyond work 

which places people into two categories, those above and those below a low-income 

line (see Table 2 for the relevant poverty l~nes for 1978). In the definition 

developed in the current work, two divergences with this approach will be 

included: (1) other bases in addition to income will be included, and 

(2) the level of income rather than where it falls in relation to some pre-

specified poverty line will be used. This latter point requires some discussion. 

In studies which use an income cutoff line, consumers are divided into two 

groups, the poor and the non-poor. The assumption is that the groups are 

homogeneous within and heterogeneous between. Yet this assumption is ques-

tionab1e in consumer contexts. It assumes, for example, that (using the Senate 

data) a person living in a 2 person household with an annual income of $8.850 

is more similar to a .. person living in the same size household with an annual 
: 

income of $50,000 than he or she is to a person living in the same size house-

hold with an annual income of $8,830. In discussing the disadvantaged status 

of people, it is unnecessarily limiting to divide the wo~ld into two groups, 
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Family Size 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Source: 
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Table 2 

Senate Committee Poverty Lines and Statistics Canada 
Low Income Lines by Family Size 1978 

Sen~te Committee Per Capita 
Poverty Lines 1978 
(nearest $10) 

$ 5,300 

$ 8,840 

$ 10,610 

$ 12,390 

$ 14,140 

$ 15,910 

$ 17,690 

$ 5,300 

$ 4,420 

$ 3,540 

$ 3,100 

$ 2,830 

$ 2,650 

$ 2,530 

Statistics C~nada 
Low-Income Lines 
1978 

$ 3,520-$ 4,844 

$ 5,108-$ 7,020 

$ 6,516-$ 8,957 

$ 7,747-$ 10,654 

$ 8,663-$ 11,909 

$ 9,507-$ 13,074 

$ 10,424-$ 14,336 

Prep.1rcd by \.Jaync Brighton for Senate Committee. 
Original information on Statistics Canada Low-Income 
Lines from Statistics Canada fl13-206, "Income 
Distributions by Size in Canada-I978." 

- : 

~"~ .• ,.:~''',.'''.'._'~'''''''._: ". ,,_.~, . ., .::\~."':. '!'_.' -.0",< . -::: 

Average Per 
Capita 

$ 4,180 

$ 3,030 

$ 2,580 

$ 2,300 

$ 2,060 

$ 1,880 

$ 1,770 
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those who are disadvantaged and those who are not. Instead, it is much more 

useful to discuss the extent to which an individual is disadvantaged based 

upon mUltiple components or characteristics (see Table 1) which contribute to 

disadvantaged status. This is the approach which will be used in this work. 

Thus a conceptual definition of the extent to which an individual is 

. disadvantaged would take into account: 

(a) the extent to which the individual is unable to participate 
. in tha marketplace; 

(b) the extent to which the person lacks the cognitive skills or the 
information to select the product which most closely fits his or 
her needs; 

(c) the extent to which the person lacks the cognitive skills or the 
information to recognize problems with products when they are 
encountered; 

(d) the extent to which the person lacks the cognitive and 
psychological abilities to solve problems when they are 
recognized. 

The operational definition of disadvantaged status then must take into account 

the particul.:lr combinations of ch.:lracteristics which make the person dis-

advantaged rather than focusing on only one ch.:lracteristic, such as income. 

As such, it will need to include measures of economic variables as well as 

variables relating to the individual's cognitive abilities and access to 

information. One concl!pt which is relevant with regard to access to information 

is that of stimulus variation (Wallendorf, 1979). 

As society has modernized, the number of types of new and different 

experiences available to the individual has increased (Inkeles and Smith, 1974). 

That is, the variety in,the types of people and groups with which an individual 

is in contact has increased (Blau, 1974). nlis overall increase in"the 
- : 

complexity and variety available within the social structure has opened the 

opportunity for the emergence of stimulus variation. Stimulus variation is 

", ..... ,.: 
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the extent to which an individual exposes himself or herself to a large number 

of mental stiouli which provide new and different or varied types of information 

or content. In short, stimulus variation refers to seeking or being exposed 

to a large amount of varied stimuli. 

Although the overall variety in stimulation has increased as society 

has modernized, there remains a wide range in the amount of stimulus variation 

experienced by individuals within that society. We can therefore conceive 

of a dimension along which all individuals could be arrayed according to 

the extent of stimulus variation existing in their current life pattern 

and activities. This dimension would then show variation across societies 

as well as between individuals within a particular society. 

To the extent that an individual is low in stimulus variation (that is for 

individuals who tend not to see or be exposed to a variety of types of informa-

tion)~ there is a basis for arguing that the individual is disadvantaged. In 

a culture where information is necessary prerequisite to making consumer 

choices, lack of information (like lack of economic resources) is a limit placed 

on the individual's ability to participate in the marketplace. 

On the other hand, a varied and stimulating environment creates in the 

individual the cognitive ability to understand the world from a number of points 

of view by using a large number of evaluative and descriptive dimensions. Thus 

exposure to a variety of sources of stimulation not only provides the individual 

. with information, but also develops the individual's cognitive abilities (also 

known as cognitive complexity, see Bieri, 1966; Scott, 1962). 

In summary, there are several components which comprise the bases for 

determining the extent to which a consumer is disadvantaged. These must be 
_ f 

taken collectively to measure on a continuous scale the extent to which a par-

ticular individual is limited in his or her ability to participate in the 

marketplace. 
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Key Questions Addressed 

The purpose of the current work is to explore the satisfaction/dissatis-
faction and action-taking patte·rns that correiate with dlsadvantaged status. 
In other words, as we note increases in the extent to which a consumer is dis-
advantaged, what changes are found in the nature and extent of consumer sat is-

faction/dissa~isfaction and action-taking. Specifically, the main questions 
addresse~ in this project are as follows: 

1. How can a measure of the extent to which an individual is dis-
advantaged be consutructed? This measure of disadvantaged status 
must meet the criteria of being (1) ~ongruent 'with the conceptual 
definition of disadvantaged status developed earlier, and (2) cross-
validated across samples. 

2. What is the pattern of dissatisfaction that emerges as,~he degree 
of be'ing disadvantaged increases? Are highly disadvantaged con-
sumers more.1ike1y to be dissatisfied with products, resulting 
from the limited availability' of quality products in the areas 
where they live combined with their characteristic low levels of 
education? Or are highly disadvantaged consumers less likely to 
be dissatisfied with products, resulting from their limited 
cognitive abilities to recognize that a problem exists? 

Each of these is discussed at length in the section on findings. 
Study Design and Data Collection 

The research reported in this paper was conducted in the context of a 

broader study conducted for Consumer and;Corporate Affairs Canada, in order 
to assess patterns of consumer satisfaction, dissatisfaction and complaint 
behavior across a comprehensive set of products and services. A report out-
lining the re~ults of the main study is available elsewhere. l The sample was 

derived using a five stage probability technique (stratification by geographic 
region, stratification by community size, selection of interviewing locations, 

selection of census tr~cts, and selection of blocks). 
Giveri the large number of products to be investigated, they were divided 

into three categories and a questionnaire was developed for each. Respondents 
were then assigned to one of the three product categories. There were six ques-
tionnaires in all, including an English and a French version for each of the 
three different product categories: Food and clothing, Durables, and Services. 

Interviews were conducted among 3123 adult Canadians, both males and females, 
eighteen years of age and over. These interviews were divided as follows: 

Food and Clothing 1041 
Durables 1030 
Services 1052 

lStephen B. Ash. Consumer 'Satisfaction', Dissatisfaction and Complaining 
Behavior: 11ajor Findings and Directions for Action, Minister of Supply 
and Services, Government of Canada, 1980. 
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I 
I The data from each of the three categories compare favorably with Statistics 

Canada census information. 

I In orae'r to ensure that both language versions of the three questionnaires 

I had an identical semantic and emotional impact, each questionnaire was prc-

tested on at least twenty respondents (half English and half French speaking). 

I All pretesting and field work was done by professional interviewers who re-

I 
ceived specific training on the administration of the questionnaire. 

Interviews took place in April and }~y, 1979. Questionnaires were left at 

I" . the homes of respondents, and then picked up and checked by interviewers in the 

presence of the respondents to ensure that they were accurately filled out. 

I Validation of fieldwork was conducted to ensure the accuracy of the data collec-

I 
tion procedures. 

Measure of Disadvantaged Consumer Status 

I A measure of the extent to which an individual is disadvantaged in the mar-

I ketplace must be constructed to reflect the conceptual definition presented 

earlier. Since this conceptual definition rests on the idea that various 

I components contribute to the extent to which a person is disadvantaged and 

1 
that these components can in some ways compensate for each other, a linear opera-

tional measure seems most appropriate. 

I The components included in this measure are per capita income, level of 

education, and three measures of the degree of stimulus variation experienced 

I by the individual. A desire for stimulus variation can manifest itself behaviorally 

I 
in any of several different ways. This is the reason for including three mea-

: 
sures of stimulus variation. Individuals may seek stimulus variation by bccom-

I ing members of a large number of groups which vary in content, structure, and 

membership. This form of stimulus variation has been termed role accurr.clation 

I' (Hallimdorf 1978). It is measured here as the number of types of groups or 
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organizations to which the individual belongs. This measure was used because 

it takes into account the variety in content or information represented by 

the set of groups or organizations to which the individual belongs. The 

specific items included in the measure and the coding scheme are shown in 

Exhibit 1. A cross validation of the three data sets indicates that there are 

no statistically significant differences, based on a t-test for the difference 

between means, between any of the pairs. Therefore the distribution of 

responses is comparable across the three data sets. 

Another way of seeking stimulus variation is by exposing oneself to a 

breadth of types of mass media vehicles (e.g. Time, Vogue, Field and Stream 

instead of 1.!.!!!£, Nct.Jsweck, and U.S. News and t-1orld Report). By doing this 

the individual can receive information about a wide variety of topics. A 

similar index was constructed for· this form of sti~ulus variation. The focus 

was on the variety of types of magazines used by the individual. The specific 

items included and the coding scheme arc shown in Exhibit 2. This measure was 

also cross-validated using a t-tcst for the difference between means. None 

of the pairwise comparisons were statistically significant, therefore indicating 

that the distribution of resp6nses are comparable across khe three data sets. ' 

The third way in which people seek stimulus variation is through leisure 

time activities which expose the individual to a variety of experiences, 

information, and interactions. This form of stimulus variation was measured 

by the number of social activities out of a set of thirteen in which the 

individual participates at least one to three times a month. The construction 

of this measure is shotm in Exhibit 3. A comparison of the three data sets 

using a t~tcst for thetdiffcrence between means indicates that the only stat-

istically significant difference is between the 'food data and the services 

data. The values compared are shown in Table. 3. 

.- ,", 
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Exhibit 1 

Measure of Role Accumulation 

Some people have the time and interest to belong to organized groups 
and others do not. Could you please indicate to which, if any, of 
the fdllowing types of groups you belong? 

Consumer groups 
Business or job-related groups 
Religious groups 
Recreational groups 
Community groups 
Social groups 
Political groups 

Role Accumulation Index 

Yes 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

RA = number of types of group memberships held 

Food Durables 

Maximum 6 7 
Minimum 0 0 

X 1.21 1.28 
s.d. 1.78 1. 85 

No 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

Services 

7 
0 

1.32 
1.80 
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Exhibit 2 

Measures of Breadth of Mass Media Vehicles Used 

Here is a list of some different kinds of magazines. 
you read during the past three months? 

Consumer magazines 
News magazines 
Fashion magazines 
Sports magazines 
Travel magazines 
Home/gardening magazines 
Hobby/handicrafts magazines 
Other magazines 

Breadth of Mass Media Utilization Index 

Yes 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Ml-nJ = number of types of magazines read 

Food Durablcs 

Maximum 8 8 
. Minimum 0 0 

X 3.46 3.39 
s.d. 2.07 2.09 

Which kinds have 

No 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

Service 

8 
0 

3.5 
2.04 
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I 
I Exhibit 3 

I Meas~res of Number of Social Activities 

'·1 How often, if ever, do you participate in the following activities? . 

I 
:ennis 

I \ttending concerts or 
ballets 

ittcnding plays 

I Jpectntor sports events 
;olfing 
\ttcnding movies 
;kUng 

l ~rYing new rcstaurnnts 
.istening to the radio, 

records or tapes 

I )i~htseeing and traveling 
\ttending religious 

services 

l
~articiPating in tenm 

sports 
.eisure time reading 

I 

Never 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

I ~umbcr of Socinl Activl ties Index 

Once a 2 to 11 
Year or Less Times a Year 

1 2 

1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 

1 2 
1 2 

1 2 

1 2 
1 2 

1 to 3 Once 
Times a Nonth Heek or 

3 4 

3 4 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 

:3 4 
3 4 

3 4 

3 4 
3 4 

a 
Hore 

• number of activities in which the individual participates at least 1 to 3 times a month 

I 
Food Durables Services 

tlaximum 9 12 10 
Minimum 0 0 0 

I X 2.76 2.83 2.96 
s.d. 1.43 1.52 1~44 

I - : 

I 
I 
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Table 3 

t Test for Differenc~s between Means 
Across Three Samples on Number of Social Activities Measure 

FOOD DURABLES SERVICES 

FOOD 1.065 3.222* 

DURABLES 2.047 

SERVICES 

Tabled Value of t for 2 tailed test, m df is 2.576 

*statistically significant at p ~ .01 

- : 

. -, ..... ~- ..... ~- . " ,- ............. ~.'., .. :- .... -..... - ...... -... ~ ... : ... -_\ ..•.. ~,. ..... . . • •• •• '0:; .:. . : .' .. ~ . 
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Given the conceptual importan~e of the per capita income component, it also 

was tested to see if the measures were comparable across the three data sets. The 

construction of the per capital income measure is shown in Exhibit 4. Using a 

t-test for the difference between means, none of the pairwise comparisons were 

statistically significant at the p~.Ol level. Descriptive statistics for each 

of ' the five components of the disadvantaged consumer status measure are shown 

in Exhibit 5~ 

The next step,then, in constructing a'measure of the extent to which a 

person is a disadvantaged consumer, is to combine these five variables (per 

capita income, level of education, number of types of groups, number of types 

of magazines, and number of social activities) into a linear index. The best 

way of assigning weights to the variables is through a Principal Components 

factor analysis with vnrimnx rotntion. This was done in order to extract the 

underlying components of a disndvantaged/advantaged dimension. In each data 

set two fnctors were extrncted. TIle second factor was included in each case 

due to its closeness to the traditional cutoff of an eigen value of 1.0. or 

greater and due to its conceptual importance, based on an exnminntion of the 

factor londings. The factor loadings and labels are shown in Table 4. 

What is interesting in these factor loadings is the way the factors are 

structured in each data set. The first fnctor to be extracted in each data 

set appears to be an information exposure factor. This would tap the extent to 

which nn individual is disadvantaged due to a lack of access to informntion. 

Such a lack could indicate that the person does not have sufficient infor6ation 

for making a judicious choice in a particulnr situation and/or that due to 

a lack of exposure to varied information over time, the individual does not 

have sufficient evalu~tive dimensions or cognitive skills for making judicious 

choices. Thus, factor 1 is labcl~d Information. TIle moderate londings of 

education on this factor further corroborate this interprctntion. 

• _' .... ,' ~'. ~.:.: • ," _ , ••••• -:. ";'.' ," or .: •• ,.. '". : :.: • .'" .•• ~ ..... " • ",. 
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Exhibit 4 

Measure of Per Capita Income 

Including yourself, how many people are living in your household? 

One . · • 1 

Two . · . . · 2 

Three · · · · · 3 

Four . • . · · · · 4 
Five · . • • . . · 5 
Six or more · 6 

lfuat was the total combined 1978 income, before taxes, of all of the 
members of your household? 

Under $5,000 1 

$5,000 - $ 9,999 2 
$10,000 $14,999 3 
$15,000 - $19,999 4 

$20,000 - $24,999 5 
$25,000 $29,999 · · · · 6 

$30,000 or above · . · . 7 

Per Capita Income 

Answers to the income question were first recorded to the median of the 
category. This figure was then divided by the response to the number 
of residents question. 

s.d. 

Food 

$5,768 
3,938 

Durables 

$6,244 
4,164 

Services 

$6,242 
3,922 
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Exhibit 5 

Descriptive Statistics for Components of 
Disadvantaged Consumer Status Measure 

Components of Disad-
vantaged Consumer 
Status Measure 

Number of types of groups 
(Role accumulation index) 
(out of a set of 7) 

Number of types of . 
magazines 

(Breadth of mass media 
utilization index) 

(out of a set of 8) 

Number of social acti-
vities 

(out of a set ot 13) 

Level of education 
(on a seven point nominal 
scale with 1 = no schooling 
and 7 I:: advanced univer-
sity degree; see question-
naire for full scale) 

Per .capita income 

- f 

.Food & Clothing 

Maximum = 6 
Minimum = 0 
X 1:2 1.21 
s.d. 0:: 1. 78 

Maximum = 8 
Minimum = 0 
X = 3.46 
s.d. = 2.07 

Maximum = 9 
Minimum = 0 
X = 2.76 
s.d. = 1.43 

Maximum = 
Minimum = 
X = 3.85 
s.d. = 1.45 

x = $5,768 
s.d. = $3,938 

./ 

'i~ ... .." .• --. ~''''--'''_'.'~ ..... ,- .-:'" ';-; .•.••• ' .• - -.- "' .• ' -, 

Durables 

Maximum = 7 
Minimum :: 0 
X E:1 1.28 
s.d. I:: 1.85 

Maximum = 8 
Minimum = 0 
X = 3.39 
s.d. = 2.09 

Maximum - 12 
Minimu co 0 
X = 2.83 
·s.d. = 1.52 

Maximum = 
Minimum = 
X = 3.90 
s.d. = 1.49 

X = $6,244 
s.d. = $4,164 

. Services 

Maximum = 7 
Minimum = 0 
X = 1. 32 
s.d. = 1. 80 

Maximum = 8 
Minimum = 0 
X = 3.5 
s.d. = 2.04 

Maximum s:: 10 
Hinimum = 0 
X = 2.96 
s.d. = 1.44 

Maximum = 
Minimum = 
X = 4.00 
s. d. = 1. 51 

X = $6,24:l 
s.d. = $3,922 

.:;"\",' .. 
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Table 4 

Disadvantage Index Factor Loadings 

. FOOD DATA -DURABLES DATA 

Infonn:ltioll " Et!IIt:'ation Tn~ormntion Eclucntlon 
Variables Included Factor Factor Factor Factor 

, -.. 
Number of types of groups [.81] .03 [.80] .04 

Number of types of magazines [.56] .40 [.67] .20 

riumber of social activities [.71] .13 [.72] .15 

Level of education .36 [.69] .33 [.71] 

Per capita income -.03 [.88] .01 [.89] 

Eigenvalue 2.08 .96 2.07 .98 

Cumulative percent of 
variance explained 41.6 60.7 41.4 61.1 

. ..- , 

Factor loadings of .5 or greater are enclosed in brackets. 

SERVICES DATA 

Informntion Education 
Factor Factor 

[.78] .04 

[.58] .37 

[.71] .06 

.47 [.58] 

-.03 [.92] 

2.05 .92 

41.0' 59.4 

I ... 
\0 
I 

• I-, 
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., 
The second factor, on the other hand, appears to be tapping the Economic 

dimension of being disadvantaged. Given the classical relationship between 

income arid education (Barber 1957; Bendix and Lipset 1966), it is not sur-

prising that education loads on the factor with per capita income. 

By adding together the individual's scores on the two factors, we obtain 

a continuous measure of the extent to which the individual is a disadvantaged 

consumer. Given the structure of the loadings, the higher the overall score, 

the more advantaged ~he individual is. The lower the overall score, the more 

disadvantaged the person is as a consumer. 

It is important to ask before proceeding, whether the measures are com-

parable across the three data sets. There are two ways to determine this. 

One is by examining the factor loadings themselves. That is, in pair~ise 

fashion the three factor analyses can be compared as matrices. This procedure 

first rotates one factor loadings matrix into the space of the other using a 

.least squares criterion, and then compares the two loadings matrices within 

the same space. TIlis comparison is done both factor by factor and overall 

(see Ahmavarra 1954 and 1963 for further discussion). The results of these 

comparisons are shown in Tables 5, 6, and 7. Both factor by factor and 

overall the correlations are very strong indicating that the construction of 

the disadvantage indices is comparable across all three data sets. 

The second way to cross-validate the disadvantage index is to examine the 

respondents' scores on the index. The descriptive statistics for each data 

set are shown in Table 8. Each of the distributions appeared to resemble a 

bell shape curve. Using a t-test for the difference between means, none of 

the differences between· pairs was statistically Significant at the p(_.Ol level. 

In s!Jrnmary, an opferational measure has been constructed which is continuous 

• ", ""'-:'," "~:''''''' . '._ ".~ '~.'~ - .••..•. --'.-:: ..• J:.:.'" .--; '.-: -, . ,~-.;";, : -, ':-:-' ..... '", ,-
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Table 5 

Correlations for Food and Durables Disadvantage Factors 

FOOD SAl-lPLE 

Information Factor Economic Factor 

Information 
Factor 1.00 -.04 

Durables 
Sample 

Economic 
Factor .04 .97 

Overall Correlations: 

Pattern similarity (product-moment correlation coefficient) = .97 

Pattern and magnitude similarity (intraclass correlation coefficient) = .98 
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Table 6 

Correlations for Food and Services Disadvantage Factors 

FOOD SAHPLE 

Information Factor Economic Factor 

Inform.ltion .99 -.07 Factor 

Economic 
Factor .07 .97 

Overall correlations: 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Pattern similarity (product-moment correlation coefficient) = .99 

Pattern and magnitude similarity (intracloss correlation coefficient) = .99 
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Table 7 

Correlations for Durables and Services Disadvantage Factors 

Durables SClmple 

Information Factor Economic Factor 

Information 
Factor .97 -.01 

Services 
Sample 

Economic 
Factor .05 .96 

Overall Correlations: 

Pattern similarity (product-moment correlation coefficient) = .96 

Pattern and magnitude similarity (intraclass correlation coefficient) = .97 
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Table 8 
Descriptive Statistics for Disadvantage Index 

- : 

Food 

17557 

226 

3120 

2127 

811 

Durables 

17005 

219 

3270 

2178 

887 

• ,~'."" y '0 .:.: .. .'.: _"'." ...... ~~.: . "' .' '"; - , '." . ' .... ,'" .', • ,"." •. '.-

Services 

11956 

226 

3320 

2083 

917 

-'.- '.. :',": 
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I 
and somewhat compensatory. The two factors which emerged were information 

I and economic bases for being disadvantaged. The measure has been cross-validated 

I and appears.~o be stable across the three samples. 

Findings 

I Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction of the DisadvantaRed 

I Having conceptually and operationally defined disadvantaged states, the 

relationship which this bears to the consumer's satisfaction/dissatisfaction 

I with products remains to be exa~ined. Two alternative hypotheses were put 

I 
forth in the section on key questions. Docs being disadvantaged make a person 

~ likely to experience consu~er dissatisfaction due ~o the restricted set 

I of products available in the individual's shopping area (particularly if these 

are low quality items)? Or, does being disadva~tQged make a person less li~ely 

I to experience dissatisfaction due to an inability to evaluate the product and 

I its outcomes and perceive ways in which these could be better? That is, does 

being disadvantaged mean living a life where nothing is expected to perforn 

I well or work out well? If this were true, according to the expectancy 

disconfirmation theory of consu~er satisfaction (see Oliver, 1980), since 

I nothing is different from what was expected, the consumer would not report 

I high levels of dissatisfaction with that product. This is not to say that on 

the whole the individual would not feel discouraged and perhaps angry. In 

I fact, as was noted earlier, disadvantaged consumers have been described as 

I 
feeling fatalistic (Richards 1973), helpless and insecure (Andreasen 1975). 

But the question to be aadressed here 1s whether they report bein~ dissatisfied 

I with products. - : 

I 
I 
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The way to examine this question is to look at the correlation between 

the disadvantage index and a measure of the overall satisfaction or dissatls-

faction experienced by the individual. Three different measures of satisfaction! 

dissatisfaction will be used. 

The first way to address the question is by looking at the number of 

sections in the questionnaire (out of a total of four sections) in which the 

respondent reported having at least one experience in which he or she was 

highly dissatisfied. Thus, the range for this measure of satisfaction/dissatis-

faction measure is 0-4. The results for each of the three data sets are 

shown in Table 9. 

The interesting finding in these results is the direction of the relation-

ship. The more advantaged a consumer is, the more likely he or she is to report 

being dissatisfied (using this particular measure of dissatisfaction). Because 

advantaged individuals have better developed cognitive abilities for evaluating 

products (as evidenced by the highest correlations which are with number of 

types of magazines read and level of education), they are more likely to report 

having highly dissatisfying product experiences. Note also the lack of a 

statistically significant relationship in two of the three data sets for the 

per capita income variable. The lack of a relationship here and the finding 

of relationships with the education and stimulus variation variables brings 

to mind the saying, "Ignorance is bliss." Although it is probably true that 

the disadvantaged are not in a blissful state, it does appear that the advan-

taged are having dissatisfying experiences. Therefore, -it is most appropriate 

to revise the saying to, "Knowledge is an awareness of problems." 

In order to further explore the relationship between disadvantaged status 

and con~umer dissati~faction, a second measure of dis~atisfaction was used. 

In this analysis, dissatisfaction was measured by asking of those who reported 
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Table 9 

Correlations between Disadvantage Index and Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction 
as measured by Number of Sections (out of four) in which the Respondent reported 

having at least One Highly Dissatisfying Experience 

Food Data Durables Data Services Data 

Disadvantage Index n.s. n.s. 

Number of types of groups .12a .0Sb 

Number of types of magazines .l7a .14a 

Number of social activities .12a .103 n.s. 

Level of education .20a .10a 

Pcr capita income n.s. n.s. 

aStatistically significant at p < .001 

bStatistically significant at p < .005 

cStat istically significant at p < .01 

dStatistically significant at p < .05 

-: 

.. -' .... , -,' ....... , ..... 
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I having at least one highly dissatisfying experience with the products in that 

, 

I 
section (as in the first measure), how many such experiences they had. Thus, 

this measure is examining how often a person was highly dissatisfied. given 

I that the person has indicated having at least one such experience. Thus, this 

is more of an intensity measure than the. first measure was. It can be reported 

I only on a section-by-section basis. This will give additional information about 

I broad categories of products and services. The results for this analysis are 

shown in Tables lOA, lOB, and IOC. 

I One finding that is apparent from these results is that, on the whole, 

the extent to which a person is disadvantaged is less strongly and less frequently 

I related to the number of highly dissatisfying experiences the individual had 

I than it is to the previous measure of dissatisfaction. Again, all of the 

relationships are in 'the positive direction, indicating that the more advantaged 

I a person is, the larger the number of highly dissatisfying experiences the person 

I 
is likely to have had. It is interesting to note that this finding holds for 

sections which had fairly low levels of dissatisfaction in the total population 

I study (e.g., household and family supplies, personal and health care products) 

as well as sections which had relatively high levels of dissatisfaction in the 

I total population study (e.g., cars and other transportation items, repairs and 

I 
general services, see Ash 1980). 

The third way to examine the relationship between disadvantaged states 

I and dissatisfaction is to measure dissatisfaction by counting the number of 

specific products within a section with which the individual reported being 

I "somewhat dissatisfied" ar "very dissatisfied." This measure is a stronger 

I 
measure because it r~lies on an aggregation of item-by-ite~ responses rather 

- : 
than relying on the respondent to report the aggregated amount of dissatisfac-

I tion. This measure can also be combined across sections of the questionnaire 

I 
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Table 10 

Correlations between Disadvantage Index and Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction as 
measured by Number of Highly Dissatisfying Experiences with products in a 

section, given that at least one such experience had occurred 

A. FOOD DATA . 
l. , ? 3. 4. -. 

Food Household and Personal and Clothes, Shoes, 
Products Family Supolies Health Care Products £. Assessories 

Disadvantage Index .l4c .1Sd .20d 
Number of types of 

.13d groups 
Number of types of 

.14d .2Id magazines .16c 
Number of social 

activities 
.nd Level of ~ducation 

.l2d .lJd .20d Per capita income 

B. DURABLES DATA 
l. 2. 3. 4. 

Housing Appliances and Entertainment, Rec- Cars and Other 
& Home Personal Care reation and Educa- Transportation 
Furnish- Equipment tion Items Items 

ings 
Disadvantage Index 
Number of types of 

.l4d .14d groups 
Numbe,r of types of 

.l4d .12d magazines 
Number of social 

activities 
.19d Level of education 

Per capita income 

C. SERVICES DATA 
1. 2. 3. 4. 

Rcip3it"G & Professional & Financial Services Rentals, Public 
General Personal and Insur3nce TransportatIon, 

Services Service,s and Utilities 
Disadvantage Index .l3d .14d 
Number of types of 

_ :.11 d groups , 

Number of' types of 
.l4d magazines .20a 

Number of social 
activities 

Level of education d .12d Per capita income ' .11 

* Same coding for statistical significance as Table 9 
. ~ . :": " .... 
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I to provide an overall result for each of the three questionnaires. These findings 

are shown in Table 11. 

I Several observations are noteworthy with respect to these findings. As 

with the other two measures, this one indicates that the more -advantaged an 

I individual ~is, the more dissatisfaction with products he or she reports experi-

I encing. It is also interesting to note that the correlations with education 

are, in every case, highe~ than those with income. This goes counter to the 

I common use of economic resource limits as the primary characteristics in 

I 
labelling a person as disadvantaged. In these findings an individual with a 

low level of education is disadvantaged because he or she has not developed the 

I requisite cognitive skills for evaluating the outcomes of purchases. In other 

words, because they have very simple cognitive structures, individuals, with 

I low levels of education are less likely to notice ways in which they are dissatis-

I 
fied with a product. Individuals with a higher level of education, like the 

epicure, have more complex cognitive structures and can therefore do a more 

I complex evaluation of the product and its performance outcomes. This evaluation 

is therefore more likely to yield a higher level of reported dissatisfaction. 

I One other observation regarding these findings pertains to the size of the 

I 
correlation coefficients. Were the purpose of the project to correlate the 

extent to which a product had a particular attribute or set of attributes 

I (e.g., spoilage, mechanical breakdown, lateness in delivery) with the level of 

dissatisfaction experienced. we would expect a fairly high level of correlntion. 

I However, the purpose here is to exnmine variations across people rather than 

I variations in the product. If we can assume that many of these types of 

problems with products would be distributed randomly through the popul3tion, 

I then the ~emaining var~3tion in the amount of dissatisfaction reported could be 

I 
attributed to differences between the people involved. This project is exnmining 

I 
.-":- :-., •• -~ .,,:"' ", -;~ ',' ".,.-.; ,', ',' ".:.--: .""~ •. ',,: "'!, •. ,; •.••.• :.: .• 
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Table 11 

Correlations between Disadvantage Index and Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction 
as measured by Number of Products with which the consumer reported being 

either "Somewhat Dissatisfied" or "Very Dissatisfied" 

A. FOOD DATA 
1. Food Products 2. Household and .3. Personal and 4. 

Family Supplies Health Care 
Products 

Disadvantage Index .oac 
.06d Number of types of groups b Number of types of magazines .0Bd 
.10a 

Number of social activities .05 .0Sc .07c 
Level of education .13a .1Sa .07c 
Per capita income .0Sc 

B DURABLES DATA . 

Clothes, Shoes, 
and Accessories 

b .oad .07 
.14a 
.10a 

1- Housing and 2. Appliances and 3. Entertainment 4. Cars and other 
Home Personal Care Recreation and Transportation 

Furnishings Equipment Education IteMS Items 

Disadvantage Index 
.07d .06d 

Number of types of groups .OSc .1Sa .0Sc 
a a .17a .10a Number of types of magazines ·l3d .1Sb 

N~~ber of social activities .06 .09 .17a .Oga 
Level of education a .13a .oac .16d Per capita income .06 

C SERVICES DATA . 
1. Repairs and 2. Professional (, 3. Financial 4. Rentals,· Public 

General Personal Services and Transportation 
Services Services Insurance and Utilities 

Disadvantage Index .13a .07d .0Bc a 
.11

a c .09a .llb 
Numb~r of types of groups .07d .10 

.1Sa a .1Sa Number of types of magazines .07d .10 I 
Number of social activities .06 .06' .11a 

. faa a .lla .21a Level of education .10 1 Per capita income .11. a .ol .OSc .11a 

* Same coding for statistical significance as Table 9 

.p 

All 
Four 

Sections 

.Ogb 

.10a 

.1Sa 

All 
Four 

Sections 

.1Sa 

.20a 

.1Sa 

.isa 

All 
Four 

Sections 
.133 

.12a 

.16a 

.09a 

.2la 

.14a 
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only the portion of variance in reported dissatisfaction which is due to 

differences in the extent to which people are advantaged or disadvantaged. 

For this type of investigation, the reported correlation coefficients are 

therefore.quite strong. The action implications of these findings, discussed 

in a later section, will return to this point in describing actions for 

changing the consumers involved rather than the products involved. 

The results regarding the relationship between disadvantaged status 

and consumer action taking are also highly interesting to both policymakers 

and marketing practitioners. These results are shown on Table 12. First, 

the t~ble reveals that consumers who are advantaged are more likely to take 

some form of action in response to dissatisfaction at least in the case of 

food and clothing produc;s and in the case of consumer services. This result 

1s not surprising and affirms that people who arc advantaged tend to be less 

fatalistic about consumer problems than is the case with people who arc dis-

advantaged. Second, a glance at the correlation coefficients on Table 12 

indica~es that the greatest frequency of action-taking is associated with 

consumers who tend to be fairly high in their readership of a number of 

different types of magazines. Apparently these people, through their 

reading habits, are being exposed to a broader range of information which 

stimulates action-taking behavior as a means of resolving their purchasel 

consumption problems. Third, the table shows significant positive relation-

ships between level of fo~al education and action-taking across all three 

surveys. Consumers with relatively higher levels of educ~tional attainment 

appc~r more likely to ~ake action in response to dissatisf~ction than is the 

c~se with people who report lower levels of formal education. Tak"en together, 
- : 

the findings revealed on Table 12 may be compared to earlier studies which 

reported that complainers in general tended to be above average 1n income, 
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Table 12 

Correlations between Disadvantage Index and Action-Taking as measured 
by Nudber of Sections in the Questionnaire in which the Resppndent reported 
taking action on the most unsatisfactory product in that section. 

Food Data Durables Data Services Data 

Disadvantage Index n.s. 

Number of types of groups 

Number of types of magazines 

Number of social activities n.s. 

Level of education 

Per capita income n.s. 

a Statistic<llly significant at p < .001 

bSt<ltistically s ignif icant at p < .005 

CStatistically significant at p ::. .01 

dStatistically significant at p < .05 

- : 
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education, and social status (Liefeld et al., 1975; Thomas and Shuptrine, 

1975; Warland et al., 1975; Stokes, 1974). The impl~cations of these 

findings are discussed in the ~inal section of the report. 

Conclusions 

A principal finding ~f the current study is that consumars who are 

advantaged tend to report relatively higher levels of dissatisfaction with 

their purchases of goods and services than is the case for consumers who are 

disadvantaged. Since people who are advantaged appear, in general, to 

experienca more dissatisfaction as consumers, it is interesting to speculate 

on the reasons 'for this tendency. 

First, consumers who are classified as advantaged anjoy greater exposure 

to external groups and to various media than their disadvantaged counterparts. 

In other words, their daily lives are influenced by'a relatively high number 

of contacts with their external environment. Consequently, people who arc 

advantaged are likely to have greater knowledge about improvements in 

standards of product quality or service than less advantaged peop,le. As 

such, they may operate with a higher set of pre-purchase expectations 

regarding product quality owed by the manufacturer or with respect to the 

qu~lity of service owed by the supplier. The likelihood that negative 

disconfirmation of prior expectations and hence dissatisfaction might occur 

is therefore increased among comparatively advantaged COnsumers. 

Second, it has been suggested that people who are relatively disadvantaged 

may indeed be cognitivelY,weaker than persons who are described as advantaged. 

Since consumers who arc disadvantaged are defined, in part, as those who 

suffer from rcduce~ fccess to information about a product or service, they 

are likely to operate with a poorly defined set of expectations r~garding 

performance. In short, the 'consumer who is disadvantaged may be less aware 

. " '- .•••••.• ~. ".~ •.• ," ',' ", ~ •. ",.'- •• ~'.' ;. <', •• , •• ''-.' •• ,.;.. • "-'.' 
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than· his advantaged counterpart about the extent to which a product fits 

his specific needs or about the potential problems or defects associated 

with a product. Thus, the disadvantaged consumer, from a public policy 

perspective, is handicapped in terms of the level and quality of infonnation 

used to make choice decisions. 

Third, disadvantaged people, particularly those who are older, may be 

more fatalistic as consumers and, therefore, may be less likely to believe 

that perfonnance standards can be substantially improved. Consequently, they 

may be comparatively less demanding about perfonnance than consumers who are 

advantaged. 

The other important finding of this study is that consumers who arc 

disadvantaged are more likely to take some form of action, including voicing 

a complaint or actively seeking redress, in order to resolve their dis-

satisfaction than consumers who are disadvantaged. This tendency may be 

explained by a combination of factors. 

First, consumers who are advantaged arc more likely to report actions 
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taken 1n response to dissatisfaction, in part, because of a simple mechanical 

factor. Since these consumers apparently are experiencing dissatisfaction 

more frequently than disadvantaged consumers, one would expect them to 

report t~~ing a correspondingly higher number of actioqs to solve 
-

their purchase problems. Other things being equal, higher reported levels 

of dissatisfaction should lead to 'increased reported instances of action-

taking behavior. 

Second, consumers who are advantaged may, as noted earlier, be 

cognitively stronger than those who arc disadvantaged. Consequently, the 

former are likely to have better understanding about how to resolve consumer 

problems, par titularly how to address and utilize alternative corporate 

complaint-handling systems. This may be especially true in cases such as 

the financial services and insurance industries where the complaint-handling 

mechanisms tend to be fairly complex and poorly understood by consumers. 

Third, advantaged consumers are likely to have greater confidence that 

they will receive a favorable payoff from their expenditure of time and effort 

1n actions taken to resolve purchase problems. Consumers who arc disadvantaged 

may feel uncomfortable about taking some form of action to redress a problem 

1f they are confused or uncertain about their rights. In these situations,' 

the pragmatic tendency of the disadvantaged consumer has been to take no 

action whatsoever in response to dissatisfaction. In general, consumers who 

are advantaged may be t:luch less willing than those who disadvantaged to 

settle for inferior products and/or services. 

Finally, people who are advantaged may believe tbat they enjoy, as 

consumers, relatively high economic clout which they can use as a 'lever to 
- f obtain ,swift and equitable resolutions to their disputes. The!ic consumers 

expect to be treated with deference in the marketplace, demand that their 

,.'::..::' ,,~ -" .:: '. "~;".~'_','~'" , .•.••. " 0' : ...... 
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problems be handled quickly and efficiently and insist that their purchases 

of goods and services live up to the promises made by oanufacturers, retailers 

or service suppliers. The prevailing sentiment is that "money talks", and 

that ecenomic power may be used to advantage when one seeks to resolve a 

consumer problem. 

- t 
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SATISFACTION, DISSATISFACTION AND CO~~LAINING BEHAVIOR: 
A COMPREHENSIVE STUDY OF THE DISADVANTAGED CONSUMER 

lolANAGEMENT SUMMARY 

Conclusions 
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1. A consumer who is disadvantaged suffers from lack of access to the 
marketplace for a variety of reasons, some economic and others re-
lated to the use of consumer information to make sound purchase de-
cisions. The extent to which .an individual is disadvantaged takes 
into account: 

(a) the extent to which the individual is unable to participate 
in the marketplace; 

(b) the extent to which the person lacks the cognitive skills 
or the information to select the product which mos~ closely 
fits his or her needs; 

(c) the extent to which the person lacks the cognitive skills 
or the information to recognize problems with products when 
they are encountered; 

(d) the extent to which the person lacks the cognitive and 
psychological abilities to solve problems when they are 
recognized. 

2. Consumers who are advantaged tend to report significantly higher levels 
of dissatisfaction with their purchases of products and services than 
is the case for consumers who are disadvantaged. 

3. Consumers who are advantaged are far more likely to take action in 
response to dissatisfaction than consumers who are comparatively 
disadvantaged. 

Implication$ 

1. Consumers who are advantaged or disadvantaged differ signiflcani:ly 
according to reported levels of dissatisfaction and action-taking 
behavior. This argues persuasively for a market segmentation approach 
in the targeting of government programs designed to improve the con- - ~ 
sumer choice and evaluation processes. 

2. The Key to helping disadvantaged consumers make more informed purchase 
decisions is through increased initiatives in consumer information and -...; 
education rather than through further regulatory interventions. Progress 
is likely to be faster in the short-run if efforts are made to change 
consumers rather than to change products and services. 



3. ~1anufacturers, retailers and service suppliers must begin to recognize 
and accept the fact that self-reported levels of dissatisfaction and 
complaint behavior may significantly underrepresent "the full magnitude 
of problems encountered by consumers. Our data indicate that "this may 
be especially true in the case of consumers who are disadvantaged. 
Valid measures of consumer satisfaction and dissatisfaction are needed 
to supplement conventional volunteered complaint data in order to obtain 
better feedba'ck about how consumers are responding to their purchases of 
products and services. These organizations should recognize that it is 
in their economic self-interest to obtain such information. 

Recommendations 

A set of recommendations are outlined in the final section of the main report. 

Professor Stephen B. Ash 
Professor Melanie Wallend~rf 
February. 1981 
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