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Abstract
The purpose of this research is to study the effects of popularity cues on both maximizers
and satisficers. Consumers perceive that a popular product has a higher quality. Maximizers
strive to purchase the best product possible. Therefore maximizers may not prefer a popular
product to a non-popular product. They do not perceive this as the very best product. An
online experiment was conducted with 178 participants to study this expectation.
Participants were manipulated to put them in a maximizing or satisficing state and then
showing them a popular product or non-popular product. The results of the study show that
there is an effect between maximizers and satisficers. The effect is the opposite of the
expected effect. Maximizers actually prefer a popular product to a non-popular product.
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1. Introduction
Other people are constantly influencing what you buy, not just your family and friends, but
also people you have never even met. For instance when you buy a book because it is a
bestseller, you are influenced by all the other consumers who also bought this book. Many
websites give you the option to look at products in order of popularity. Apart from listing
products as popular, or bestseller, they may be labelled as musthaves or hot items, etc.
Consumers often rely on popularity when deciding which product to buy (Leiss et al, 1990;
Jung and Kellaris, 2004; Lapinski and Rimal, 2005). They rely on popularity because it
increases the consumers’ perceived quality of a product (Berger and Heath, 2007; Lascu and
Zinkhan, 1999; Pincus and Waters, 1977; Steinhart et al., 2013; Banerjee, 1992). When
popularity is used to infer quality of a product this is called informational influence (Deutsch
and Gerard, 1955).
While popularity is a tool to use when deciding which product to buy, consumers can also
have a different state when making decisions. The current study will deal with two states
when making decisions, namely a maximizing and a satisficing state (Schwartz et al., 2002).
These two states are especially interesting because the role of popularity is expected to be
very different for both. Consumers who often make decisions in a maximizing state are
called maximizers. The goal of maximizers is to find the best product possible. In order to
reach this goal, maximizers strive to check as many product options as possible before
making a decision. Consumers who often make decisions while in a satisficing state are
called satisficers. Satisficers are likely to stop and buy the first product they think is good
enough for them (Chowdhury et al., 2009). So, while maximizers want the very best product
they can find, satisficers just want a good enough product.
Maximizers may use information about the popularity of a product different than satisficers.
Maximizers search for the best possible option. When a product is popular they may
perceive that the product is of better quality than other products, but not the best quality
possible. They will then continue their search for the best product. Satisficers on the other
hand may be happy when they see a product is popular, because they may perceive this as a
good enough product, and that means they do not have to search any further. Thus, when a
product is perceived as a product on which most consumers want to maximize, this product
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is better off if not only known as a popular product. The consumers who maximize on this
product may need other cues (or tools) to decide that this is the best product possible.
The goal of this study is to examine the moderating effect of participants being in a
maximizing state or in a satisficing state, when inferring quality from a popularity cue, and
how this affects their purchase intention of a product. This will be studied by answering the
following main research question and sub questions:
v Does a popularity cue have a different effect on the purchase intention of maximizers
than on that of satisficers?
Ø What effect does the use of a popularity cue have on maximizers?
Ø What effect does the use of a popularity cue have on satisficers?
The practical relevance of the current study is that it can enhance the work of marketers by
advising whether only to use popularity cues in the promotion of their products, or to also
use other cues. Showing that your company’s product is the most popular one may be an
outstanding strategy when promoting your product to the public. However, if you expect
your customers to be more maximizers than satisficers, then only stating that your product
is popular may not be the best option. It is important to know how consumers in different
states use different sorts of information. In the case of maximizers they may not value the
knowledge of other consumers when making their own choices.
The theoretical relevance of this study is that it will contribute to decreasing the knowledge
gap between popularity cues, and how consumers in different states use these cues when
making decisions. At this moment most research focuses on the normative influence of
popularity in consumer decisions (O’Reilly and Caldwell, 1985; Maecker et al., 2013;
Kastanakis and Balabanis, 2012). However, the current study can contribute to the literature
about the informational influence of popularity by studying quality inferences of popularity
cues.
The first step in this research will be to give the theoretical background on several concepts
and theories such as, popularity, quality perception, and maximizers and satisficers. This
results in a conceptual framework and the hypotheses. The second step will be an empirical
study, including a method and results section. The study ends with a conclusion and
discussion.
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2. Theoretical Background
2.1 Popularity

In this section popularity is further explained. First, naive theories are explained, with a focus
on the naive theory of popularity. The influences introduced by Deutsch and Gerard (1955)
will be discussed, first informational influence, and then normative influence (this concept
will only be shortly stated, not discussed). Then, the optimal level of distinctiveness is
discussed. Ways to signal popularity will be presented and finally, the section will be
concluded.
2.1.1 Naive Theories
When consumers come across situations they do not have an explanation for, they use
simple common-sense explanations to make sense of what they see. These explanations are
called naive theories (Lynn, 1992). Consumers use naive theories in order to compensate for
the fact that they do not have all the information available (Steinhart et al., 2014).
Consumers often rely on naive theories because they take minimal cognitive effort to be
activated when making inferences about products (Deval et al., 2013).
There are several naive theories, such as the naive theory of price. This theory explains that
when a product has a higher price, consumers will perceive that the product is also of higher
quality (Cronley et al., 2005). Another theory is the naive theory of product description. This
theory states that consumers perceive a product description as more persuasive when the
message is more lucid (Deval et al., 2013). The naive theory that is the centre of the current
study is the naive theory of popularity. This is the belief that “a product is more desirable
when it is popular” (Steinhart et al., 2014, p. 472). This theory should not be confused with
another naive theory, namely the naive theory of exclusivity. This is the belief that “a
product is more desirable when it is exclusive” (Steinhart et al., 2014, p. 473). Exclusivity and
popularity are often studied together (See e.g. Deval et al., 2013; Steinhart et al., 2014;
Jeong and Kwon, 2012). The difference between these two concepts is that popularity
means that a great deal of people buy the product. While exclusivity means that there is
(deliberately) a small amount of the product available (Jeong and Kwon, 2012). Popularity
can lead to scarcity, but this is because of the high demand rather than the short supply.
These theories are product dependent. Functional products are likely to evoke popularity
whereas expressive products may evoke exclusivity (Steinhart et al., 2014). Consumers make
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different inferences depending on the situation that they come across. This is also the case
for the naive theory of popularity. Sometimes consumers may buy a popular product
because they infer it has a higher quality, while in other situations they may buy a popular
product because they infer to it as an expectation to conform to. These different influences
will be further discussed in the next section.
2.1.2 Informational (and Normative) Influence
Deutsch and Gerard (1955) studied different experiments, which proved the existence of
social influences in individual psychological processes. They perceived that in these
experiments two influences were operative. The first one is informational influence, this
implies people evaluate the information received from other people as true, and accept it as
a signal of reality. The other one is normative influence; this means that people want to
assimilate themselves to the expectations of other people.
Informational Influence
Consumers can infer a signal of quality from popularity (Caminal and Vives, 1996). They infer
this because they think other people have more information about the product than they
have (Pincus and Waters, 1977). For example, when a consumer sees that a book is popular,
because it is in the bestseller section, this raises their expectations of the quality of the book.
Otherwise other consumers would not have bought the book. The tendency of consumers to
rely on other people and imitate their decisions can result in herd behaviour (Morone and
Samanidou, 2008).
If consumers uncritically imitate others, this may have negative consequences, which
decreases the overall quality of a decision or purchase (Banerjee, 1992). When a person
observes another person’s actions and follows this behaviour without questioning, an
informational cascade can occur. People do not consider multiple sources but follow only
one observation. One person makes a mistake in his or her decision, but the other people do
not know this and will use the information as a source and follow the decision. This will
make the error spread through all of the decisions (Bikhchandani et al., 1992). Such cascades
happen when there are fewer sources from which the information is retrieved.
Next to a signal of quality, consumers may use popularity to reduce their uncertainty about
their decision to purchase a product. Consumers want to have as little uncertainty about a
product as possible when buying a product, because they are afraid of the discomfort of
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experiencing a loss (Roselius, 1971; Dowling, 1986). Popularity can take part of this
uncertainty away. If other people are not experiencing a loss when buying the product, this
indicates that the product is not likely to disappoint.
Normative Influence
The normative influence of popularity is that people want to assimilate to the expectations
of other people. In order to conform to our social group we try to follow the norms. Norms
are the unofficial rules people live by in order to keep peace in society (Burnkrant and
Cousineau, 1975; Lapinksi and Rimal, 2005). By following other people in their purchase
behaviour we try to make sure that we follow the rules of society. However, normative
influence is not the main element in this study, the focus will be on the informational
influence.
2.1.3 Optimal Level of Distinctiveness
Some consumers may think that choosing a product because it is popular will make them
lose part of their uniqueness (Brewer, 1991; White and Argo, 2011; Hanson and Putler,
1996). These consumers want to feel special and unique, but only to a certain extent to
avoid standing out (Hung and Wyer, 2008; Hornsey and Jetten, 2004). One of the reasons
consumers buy certain products is to signal their (social) identity (Leonardelli et al., 2010).
Consumers may buy popular products if they think that these products will enhance their
social identity, and thus gain them social approval. However, consumers want to avoid being
part of the herd while still wanting to express their social identity. The optimal
distinctiveness theory (Brewer, 1991) describes that consumers want to follow a trend by
buying a certain popular product, but also want to remain unique. When consumers
explicitly try to avoid popular products, this is known as a higher need for uniqueness. They
try to deviate themselves from other people (Snyder and Fromkin, 1977).
2.1.4 Signalling Theory
When a product is popular consumers may notice this by, for instance, seeing a certain
product everywhere. Sometimes a company or retailer perceives a product as popular and
they want to make sure the consumer knows this. They will signal the popularity of a
product to the consumer, for example by making a top 10 of popular products in the shop.
Connelly et al. (2011) propose a signalling timeline with two main actors, the signaller and
the receiver. In this case the signaller is the company or retailer and the receiver is the
5

consumer. First, the signaller uses popularity as a signal. This signal is sent to the receiver,
who has a certain perception about the signal. The receiver then chooses to purchase the
product or not. Finally, the receiver sends feedback to the signaller. This is known as the
signalling theory (Kirmani, 1997).
Popularity can be signalled to consumers through explicit information cues and implicit
information cues (Steinhart et al., 2014). An explicit information cue can be created by
marketers and used in their marketing communication. The cue is explicit because of the
clarity with which it expresses that a product is wanted by others. Such as, the percentage of
people who also bought the product is mentioned on the product or stating that the product
is a bestseller. A real-life example of this is the web shop www.brandfield.nl; they have a
system by which consumers can view products in order of popularity. If a product is really
popular they will even put the word ‘HOT’ above it to highlight this even more.
An example of an implicit information cue of popularity is shelf-based scarcity. If a shelf of a
certain product is almost empty consumers will perceive this as a popular product (Verhallen
and Robben, 1994; Parker and Lehmann, 2011). Furthermore, consumers perceive this
product as having higher quality, and being more preferable compared to other products
(van Herpen et al., 2009). In this case, the signal does not even have to be triggered by the
retailer or company but will be signalled by the product itself, or better, by absence of it.
Since the shelf is empty a lot of other people must have thought it was a good product and
bought it.
This section introduced several naive theories, focusing on the naive theory of popularity.
This states that a product is wanted when it is popular. Consumers can be differently
influenced by popularity in different situations. By balancing uniqueness and popularity
consumers try to reach their optimal level of distinctiveness. Finally, some different ways to
signal popularity were discussed.

2.2 Product Quality

Consumers use popularity to infer the quality of products. This section discusses the
perception of consumers about product quality, and primary perceived quality. These two
sections finally lead to the first two hypotheses.
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2.2.1 Quality Perception
When consumers consider buying a product, they try to infer the quality of the product.
Inferring quality is difficult for consumers because when buying a product, they do not know
whether a product will break down or in some other way will not be worth its money
(Ophuis and Van Trijp, 1995; Tsiotsou, 2006). Consumers will look for attributes on the
product that help them perceive the quality of the product (Steenkamp, 1990).
Steenkamp (1990) created a conceptual model of the quality perception process of
consumers. The most important concepts of his model are the quality attributes. First, he
described the search attributes, sometimes called quality cues (Arora, 2006). These search
attributes are the physical appearances of the product, such as colour or flavour. Other
search attributes are features that are not the product itself, such as price and popularity
(Szybillo and Jacoby, 1974; Roest and Rindfleisch, 2010). These attributes can be observed
prior to consumption of the product and help consumers search for the right product
(Everard and Galletta, 2005). Using search attributes, consumers can form their belief about
the other two quality attributes (Zeithaml, 1988): experience, and credence attributes
(Srinivasan and Till, 2002).
The experience and credence attributes of a product can only be determined after
consumption. Therefore, search attributes are used to form a belief about quality attributes
(Northen, 2000; Steenkamp and Meulenberg, 1986). Experience attributes can be detected
after using the product, such as the taste of an apple (Nelson, 1974; Kirmani and Rao, 2000).
Credence attributes, on the other hand, remain to be very difficult to detect. Even after
consuming a product the credence attributes can often not be detected without the opinion
of an expert. These attributes comprise of, for example, whether the apple was actually
healthy for you, or whether a product is sustainable (Darby and Karni, 1973).
Consumers use search attributes to form quality attribute beliefs. They can establish their
beliefs by the following cognitive processes: descriptive -, informational -, and inferential
belief formation (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1972). These will now be discussed in more detail.
First, descriptive belief formation, descriptive beliefs are formed by observing the
characteristics of the product, for instance, the look of the product, but also sampling the
product by tasting it or testing it in store. However, since this is a brief experience of the
product and does not give a complete picture of the experience and credence attributes.
7

Consumers still need to use search attributes in order to rate the quality of the product
(Hsieh et al., 2005).
Another way beliefs are formed about quality attributes of the product is by informational
belief formation. This means that the quality attribute beliefs are formed by the information
provided about the product from different sources of information. Examples of these
sources are friends, articles in magazines, promotions of the product, and reports of the
consumers’ union. The information about an attribute will be accepted more easily if it
contributes to the consumer’s opinion (Steenkamp, 1990).
Finally, inferential belief formation, formation of these beliefs is based on prior beliefs of
consumers about the relation between a search attribute and, experience and credence
attributes. These relations are activated from memory, or constructed based on new
information from the environment. For example, a search attribute is: this olive oil is made
in Italy, the inference can then be: this olive oil therefore has a good taste. These beliefs are
based in memory on; stereotypes, prior knowledge of the product, and general rules and
norms. Just seeing the product’s search attributes can trigger these beliefs (Acebrón and
Dopico, 2000). Popularity can be considered a search attribute consumers may use to infer
that a product has the desired quality attributes, without actually experiencing the product.
2.2.2 Primary Perceived Quality
Consumers do not consider all search attributes of a product at the same time when forming
beliefs about the quality attributes. Some search attributes are more visible than others and
thus will be easier to process (Chang and Wildt, 1994). When coming across a popular
product consumers will have a first belief of the quality, when looking further, they will form
their complete opinion about the product’s quality and then purchase it, or not (Kim and
Fesenmaier, 2008). Before processing all the information of the product consumers form a
first impression about the quality of the product.
A first impression is the first judgement about something, “made before the [person] had a
chance to cognitively analyse the incoming stimuli” (Lindgaard et al., 2006, p. 116). Most
commonly known, your first impression is used to judge someone’s personality character
attributes (Anderson, 1980). However, first impressions are shown to be relevant in other
fields ass well, for instance, in the design of a website (Lindgaard et al., 2006), in the
judgment of travel destinations (Kim and Fesenmaier, 2008; Han and Mills, 2006), in a

8

medical diagnosis (Iguchi et al., 2006), and when discussing climate change (Senhorst and
Zwolsman, 2005). The importance of a first impression is that it influences the evaluation of
other attributes as well (Mynatt et al., 1977). In the current study the first impression is of
the quality of a product and is considered the primary perceived quality.
Since first impressions are formed in a very short amount of time, they are mostly formed by
the visual cues presented. Visual cues play a big part in consumer quality perception, since
these are the first to be noticed (Imram, 1999). Presentation of the product proved to be a
significant quality attribute to consumers when judging perceived quality (Acebrón and
Dopico, 2000). Popularity is often observed by visual cues, such as shelf-based scarcity, and
claims on products that they are bestsellers. Popularity is thus assumed to be one of the
important cues to be seen when presented with a popular product. The first hypothesis will
be as followed:
H1: A popularity cue leads to a higher primary perceived quality of a product.
Many studies have researched the positive influence of product quality on purchase
intention (Chi et al., 2009; Tariq et al., 2013; Tsiotsou, 2005; Tsiotsou, 2006). Purchase
intention is the willingness of a consumer to buy a certain product; it is also referred to as
willingness to buy (Mirabi et al., 2015). Since higher perceived quality is known to lead to
higher purchase intention, it is here argued this is the same for higher primary perceived
quality. The second hypothesis:
H2: Consumers have a higher intention to purchase a product with a higher perceived
primary quality.
In summary: consumers look for certain quality attributes before purchasing a product. If
popularity is presented as a visual cue, this is one of the search attributes that consumers
notice. If the consumer has a primary perception about the quality of a product, this will
influence their purchase intention. The relation between quality and purchase intention can
be moderated by the state of a consumer. This is further explained in the next section.
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2.3 Maximizers and Satisficers

In this section a differentiation is made between maximizers and satisficers. First, the
difference between these two is explained. The relation between maximizers and satisficers
and popularity is discussed. Finally, the last hypothesis is presented.
2.3.1 Maximizing and Satisficing
Tsiotsou (2006) has shown that perceived quality has a positive influence on purchase
intention together with overall satisfaction. However, some people are easier satisfied than
others. Satisficers are pleased with the first option that is good enough for them and do not
care about the fact that there may be other options out there that are better. Maximizers on
the other hand want to make sure that the decision they make is the best one, which is very
hard, if not impossible to know for sure (Schwartz, 2004; Parker et al., 2007). People prefer
to have a lot of options when making a choice. However, having a lot of choice options can
result in choice overload, which can cause various psychological costs (Iyengar and Lepper,
2000; Reed et al., 2011). Preferring more choice options while these can have negative
consequences is called the paradox of choice (Loewenstein, 1999; Schwartz, 2004).
Maximizers are especially affected by this paradox of choice. Maximizers want to find the
very best option, which is why they like to have more choice. This does result however in
more regret and anxiety, and less happiness with their overall decision (Polman, 2010).
Since going through all the choice options is often time consuming, difficult, and may not be
in their field of interest, most people are satisficers in most domains and maximizers in only
a few (Schwartz et al., 2002). Thus, these states can be imagined as a continuum with on one
end satisficers and on the other end maximizers. Most consumers will fall between these
two states and not just on one end. They will however have the tendency to either be more
a maximizer or more a satisficer and not exactly in the middle (Lewer et al., 2009). Although
consumers will either be in a more satisficer or more maximizer, these states can be
temporarily manipulated (Arunachalam et al., 2009). A decision-making scenario that directs
consumers to a more satisficing or maximizing approach may put them in a different state of
mind when making a choice, despite their more maximizing or satisficing personality.
2.3.2 The Moderating Effect
If a maximizer comes across a popular product, they may use this as a primary perceived
quality cue that the product is better than other products. However, this does not mean that
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they perceive the product as the one that best fits the quality attributes. A satisficer will
probably perceive the popular product as having a higher primary perceived quality, and
thus good enough for them to buy. A maximizer will see the same popularity cue as the
satisficer, but then decides that this search attribute is not good enough to base their
decision on. This is however speculation since it is difficult to argue how the maximizers will
behave exactly.
It is expected that maximizers will eventually have a lower intention to purchase popular
products than satisficers, because maximizers will want to keep searching for other products
when encountering a popular product and satisficer want the popular product. This leads to
the following hypothesis:
H3: Satisficers have a higher intention to purchase a popular product after establishing the
primary perceived quality than maximizers.
This section shows how the different tendencies of maximizers and satisficers will affect
their choices when buying a product. Both will be influenced by popularity, but the purchase
intention will be different for both.

2.4 Theoretical Framework

Together all the hypotheses are combined into a theoretical framework; figure 1. The
framework shows how popularity influences the primary perceived quality, by using it as a
search attribute to infer the quality attribute beliefs of a product. This process can be
moderated by whether someone is in a maximizing or a satisficing state. A satisficer will
probably be more influenced to buy a popular product than a maximizer will be. Since
maximizers are more critical when it comes to the quality attributes of a product and will
less easy infer quality from a popularity cue. This will result in a higher intention of satisficers
to purchase popular products than of maximizers.
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Figure 1. The Theoretical Framework
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3. Method
3.1 Participants and Design
3.1.1 Participants
178 Dutch participants took part in the online experiment. Participants were randomly
assigned to conditions (44 – 45 participants). All participants were between 18 – 67 years
old. The mean of the age was 26.75 (SD=10.9). 78.1 per cent of the participants were female
and 21.9 per cent male. Participants were recruited through social media and e-mail. They
could win a price when participating, a VVV-voucher with a value of 10 euros.
3.1.2 Design
The experiment had a 2(Popularity vs. Non Popularity) x 2(Maximizer vs. Satisficer) between
subjects design. It was conducted via qualtrics. Participants were randomly distributed
across conditions. Questions were asked on a 7-point Likert scale (From 1= strongly disagree
to 7= strongly agree).
The four conditions:
1. Maximizer x Non Popularity
2. Satisficer x Popularity
3. Satisficer x Non Popularity
4. Maximizer x Popularity

3.2 Procedure and Variables
3.2.1 Manipulations
Maximizer and Satisficer Manipulation.
In order to observe the difference in primary perceived quality when confronted with a
popular or non-popular product, participants were manipulated to either be in a maximizing
or a satisficing state. Introducing a hypothetical scenario to the participants had to put them
in this state; they either had to imagine themselves being a maximizer or a satisficer when it
came to buying a product for a friend. Hypothetical scenarios are used a lot in studies (Ajzen
and Fishbein, 1972; Cohen et al., 1955; Raghubir and Valenzuela, 2006; Taylor et al., 1998;
Tolchinsky et al., 1981), to study how participants make certain decisions. The hypothetical
scenario, created for this manipulation, combined elements from different studies. First, the
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scenario had to put participants in a maximizing or satisficing state, using a hypothetical
scenario to do this was inspired by Keltner et al. (1993) and Raghunathan and Pham (1999).
Furthermore, similar to Valenzuela and Raghubir (2009), participants were asked to imagine
buying a product for someone else. The text used was pre-tested; the pre-tests showed that
the differences between the two texts had to be as big as possible in order for people to
really behave like a maximizer or like a satisficer. This was all taken into account and the
scenario was adapted. The text below is the final scenario. The normal text is the satisficer
condition and the text between brackets is the text that was added in the maximizer
condition.
Uw (allerbeste) vriend is na een ongeluk in het ziekenhuis beland. Hij belde u net op om te
vertellen dat hij in ieder geval een week moet blijven. Ook vertelde hij dat hij zich wel wat
verveelde en vroeg u om een boek voor hem te kopen. Hij zei dat hij wel weer eens een
thriller zou willen lezen, dus u gaat op zoek naar een thriller. (Omdat hij graag thrillers leest,
gaat u op zoek naar een echt spannende thriller.) U wilt niet dat uw vriend zich nog langer
verveeld, maar dat hij zijn gedachten wat kan verzetten met een boek; zolang hij zichzelf
maar een beetje bezig kan houden. (U wilt immers niet dat uw vriend zich nog langer
verveeld, maar dat hij zijn gedachten kan verzetten met een goed verhaal; een waar hij écht
helemaal in op kan gaan.) Afgelopen jaar zijn er nogal wat thrillers verschenen en er zijn dan
ook een hoop boeken om uit te kiezen. U wilt niet al te lang zoeken, u wilt gewoon een
prima thriller die op dit moment te verkrijgen is. (Het maakt niet uit hoeveel u er moet
bekijken, u wilt de allerbeste thriller die er op dit moment te verkrijgen is.)
U besluit op internet op zoek te gaan naar een boek.

Popular and Non-Popular Manipulation.
The other manipulation was the popularity manipulation. An explicit information cue was
used to indicate that a certain product is popular, based on Steinhart et al. (2014) and Jeong
and Kwon (2012). Participants saw a picture of a webshop displaying a book. In the popular
condition the book had a claim next to it stating ‘#1 Bestseller’ to indicate that this was the
popular product, as can be seen in figure 2. The use of this claim was inspired by the web
shops www.brandfield.nl and www.bruna.nl. This claim made it obvious that the product
was popular, because this produced a clear visual cue. In the non-popular condition the
same picture of a webshop was shown only the claim was not present. A book was chosen as
14

the product because consumers often buy books online (Clay et al., 2002; Chen and Barnes,
2007). Furthermore, books are sensitive to popularity (Chen, 2008) as indicated by bestseller
lists. Also, they are divided in different genres; this makes the decision task more specific.
The price of the book was not shown in the picture, because this could evoke the naive
theory of price and could compromise the study. Furthermore, a non-existent book was
used in the study to rule out effects of existing authors or titles. For the same purpose a nonexistent webshop was used.
Figure 2. The Picture Used in the Popular Condition

3.2.2 Measures
Main Variables
Primary Perceived Quality. In order to measure the first quality impression of the
participants, their opinion was asked about the book presented in the webshop. After briefly
seeing the book, participants had to respond to the quality of the book by rating ‘This book
is of good quality’ (Grewal et al., 1998). This is based on the affect misattribution tasks of
Payne et al. (2005). In which participants had to rate their attitude towards something in a
short and simple way.
Purchase Intention. A 3-item scale was used to measure the independent variable purchase
intention, based on Baker and Churchill (1977). It measured the purchase intention of the
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book that the participants saw in the popularity manipulation, and proved to be a reliable
scale (α= .911).
Additional Variables
Uncertainty Reduction. A certainty measure was used, based on the uncertainty reduction
scale of Dean and Biswas (2001). This 4-item certainty measure proved to be reliable (α=
.913). It measured the certainty of the participants about the book. This was measured to
further explore the differences between maximizers and satisficers. Since maximizers want
to have the best possible product they are assumed to be less certain about their choice.
Expecting there will be a better choice out there. Satisficers on the other hand will be certain
about their choice because they think it is good enough and do not care whether there is a
better product or not.
Perceived Quality. The perceived quality of the book was then measured again, but this time
with more elaborated questions and no time limit. The time spent on these questions was
measured because it was expected that maximizers would spent more time on these
questions than satisficers. Maximizers are expected to be less certain than satisficers, which
causes more doubt and a longer response time. This 4-item scale (Sweeney and Soutar,
2001), proved to be reliable (α= .906). These questions were also asked to compare to the
primary perceived quality.
Control Variables
Manipulation Check. After these questions a manipulation check question was asked. This
question checked whether the maximizer and satisficer manipulation had worked. The scale
used for this check was based on Mao (2016). It asked participants to what extend they were
driven by being satisfied with the book, or finding the very best book available. For this
question the scale went from 1= ‘Am I satisfied with this book?’ to 7= ‘Is this the very best
book?’.
Maximization Scale. In order to check whether the participants’ personality was more on
the maximizer or the satisficer end of the continuum a maximization scale was used
(Schwartz et al., 2002). One of the items: “When I am in the car listening to the radio, I often
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check other stations to see if something better is playing, even if I am relatively satisfied with
what I’m listening to.” was removed because this was no longer a relevant concept for the
sample, thus taking face validity into account. This left a 12-item scale, which proved to form
a reliable scale (α= .747). This personality trait was measured because participants naturally
being more satisficing or maximizing could influence the results of the study.
CNFU-measure. Consumer’s need for uniqueness (CNFU) was measured because
participants with a higher need for uniqueness may be less vulnerable to popular products,
which could affect the results of the study. The scale was based on the shortened version of
the CFNU-scale of Ruvio et al. (2008). This is a 12-item scale and consists of three parts,
creative choice, unpopular choice, and avoidance of similarity. These three parts will be
considered three different scales, since they all measure a different item. All parts formed a
reliable scale (α= 881, α= 674, and α= .909).
Attention Check. Some questions were then asked to check whether participants were
paying attention during the manipulations. First, two yes or no questions were asked to
make sure that the participants had noticed whether the scenario mentioned their best
friend or a good friend, the maximizer/satisficer manipulation. Although important to notice
that it can never be known for sure whether the participants were more satisficer or
maximizer because of the scenario. Then, two yes or no questions were asked about
whether the chosen book was a popular book or not, to check the popular/non-popular
manipulation.
Background. At the end of the experiment four background questions were asked, about the
age, education, and gender of the participants. Also, the participants could fill in their e-mail
address if they wanted a chance to win the VVV-voucher.
3.2.3 Procedure
First, the hypothetical scenario was presented describing that participants had to buy a book
for a friend. This friend was either their best friend or just a friend, and they respectively
needed to buy the best book possible or an ok book for him. These scenarios aimed to
manipulate participants to be more maximizer or more satisficer. When this was finished
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participants saw a picture of a webshop, this was the second manipulation. This webshop
sold the book asked for in the first manipulation; the participants were shown the book and
had to imagine that this was one of the books they were considering to buy. In one condition
this book had a claim showing that this book was popular, in the other condition this claim
was not present. The webshop was first shown for only 5 seconds, after which the
participants had to answer a first impression question about the quality of the book
displayed. The book and the scenario were then shown again, this time without time limit
and the participants could rate their purchase intention. After that certainty about the
purchase was measured and some elaborate questions about the perceived quality were
asked. After these questions a first manipulation check question was asked. Some
personality traits were measured, namely maximizing and satisficing as a personality trait
and the need for uniqueness. These can influence the purpose of the study and thus had to
be taken into account. Finally, several attention checks were done and some background
information was collected such as gender, age, and e-mail address, for when participants
wanted to have a chance to win a VVV-voucher. The exact questions of the experiment can
be viewed in Appendix I.
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4. Results
4.1 Data Check
4.1.1 Manipulation and Attention Checks
Before looking at the data, it is necessary to look at how participants responded to the
manipulation and attention checks. The first check was the question what drove the
participants when rating purchase intention: finding the best book or finding a satisfying
book. This attempted to check whether the participants were more a maximizer or more a
satisficer after the scenario. However, there were only small differences between the
participants in the satisficer (Mean=3.99, SD=1.74) manipulation and the maximizer
(Mean=3.87, SD=1.67) manipulation (F (1,176)= 0.194, p= .66). Participants in the satisficers
condition had an even higher mean, while 7 was ‘Is this the very best book?’. It was expected
that the satisficers would answer this question closer to 1 and maximizers closer to 7.
However, this was not the case.
There were a few questions that checked participants’ attention. First, participants were
asked whether their friend in the scenario was either their best friend or just a friend. In the
maximizer condition 50 participants said it was their best friend and 39 participants said it
was a friend. In this condition all participants had to answer this question with their best
friend, thus 39 out of 89 participants answered this incorrectly. In the satisficer condition 55
participants said it was a friend and 34 participants said it was their best friend. In this
condition all participants had to answer this question with a friend, thus 34 participants out
of 89 answered this incorrectly. The scenario was in the beginning of the experiment and the
attention checks were at the end. Thus, it is possible that because of the questions in
between the participants forgot whether it was their best friend or just a friend.
Then there were two questions that checked whether the participants had noticed whether
the book that they saw was popular or not. The first question just asked; was the book
popular? Yes or no. In the popular condition 66 participants said the book was popular and
23 said it was not popular. In this condition all participants had to answer this question with
yes, thus 23 participants out of 89 answered this incorrectly. In the non-popular condition 57
participants said the book was not popular and 32 participants said the book was popular. In
this condition all participants had to answer this question with no, thus 32 participants out
of 89 answered this incorrectly. The participants in the non-popular condition may consider
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the book as popular because they do not know that the book in their condition is not the
popular one. They may derive from other attributes of the book that it was popular although
it was not.
Another question also asked whether the book was popular or not but this time with
different words. In the popular condition 71 participants said the book was popular and 18
said it was not popular. In both conditions all participants had to answer this question with
yes, thus 18 participants out of 89 answered this incorrectly. In the non-popular condition 48
participants said the book was not popular and 41 participants said the book was popular. In
both conditions all participants had to answer this question with no, thus 41 participants out
of 89 answered this incorrectly. An explanation for the difference between the two attention
checks for the popularity condition may be that the different wording confused the
participants. They may not have recognised the second question as a question about the
popularity of the book. It was decided to leave in all the participants in the analysis despite
some of the wrong answers in the attention checks, since excluding them did not affect the
results.
4.1.2 Additional Checking of Data
Further checking the data showed that some scales had a few extreme answers but no
participants had extreme answers on all scales. Table 1 and 2 show all the means and
standard deviations per scale per condition. None of the scales had any missing values and
no unusual ages were reported.
However, three participants took more than ten minutes to finish the 4-items from the
perceived quality. This seems unrealistic, because all the 175 other participants took 90
seconds or less to finish these questions. This is why it was decided to remove these three
participants when analysing the time it took to answer these questions. This was the only
analysis were time was of importance. Thus, for the other measures the time the
participants took was not checked.
Some participants did report as a remark that they thought the questions were too difficult
or tough. The reported age, education, gender, and book preferences were added as
covariates into the analyses, but none of these affected the results.
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Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations of the Main and Additional Variables (Mean (SD))*

Condition/Scale
Max x Non-Pop
Sat x Non-Pop
Sat x Pop
Max x Pop

PPQ

Purchase Intention

Certainty

Perceived Quality

4.14(1.09)
3.89(1.05)
3.70(1.11)
4.04(0.90)

3.77(1.44)
3.84(1.50)
3.83(1.58)
4.64(1.36)

3.91(1.16)
3.99(1.29)
4.14(1.47)
4.36(1.35)

3.96(0.97)
3.72(1.05)
4.19(1.20)
4.36(1.41)

*The abbreviation PPQ is the primary perceived quality.
Table 2. Means and Standard Deviations of the Control Variables (Mean (SD))*

Condition/Scale
Max x Non-Pop
Sat x Non-Pop
Sat x Pop
Max x Pop

MaxTrait

NeedTrait-CC

NeedTrait-UC

NeedTrait-AS

3.85(0.86)
3.99(0.87)
3.76(0.97)
3.66(0.91)

3.48(1.16)
3.76(1.56)
3.73(1.44)
3.32(1.41)

4.03(1.03)
4.17(1.07)
4.21(1.00)
4.18(1.15)

3.51(1.52)
3.63(1.40)
3.51(1.57)
3.11(1.54)

*The abbreviation MaxTrait is the maximization personality trait, and the NeedTraits are the 3 different parts of
the need for uniqueness measure.

4.2 Analyses
4.2.1 Main Variables
According to the predictions participants in a satisficing state would have a higher intention
to buy a popular product, after establishing the primary perceived quality, than participants
in a maximizing state. A 2(Popularity vs. Non Popularity) x 2(Maximizer vs. Satisficer) ANOVA
with purchase intention as dependent variable showed two main effects. First, the main
effect of popularity, F (1,174)=3.86, p= .05. Participants in the popular condition rated their
purchase intention of the book higher (M=4.24, SD=0.16) compared to participants in the
non-popular condition (M=3.80, SD=0.16). There was also a main effect of maximizing, F
(1,174)=2.86, p= .09. Participants in the maximizing condition rated their purchase intention
of the book higher (M=4.21, SD=0.16) than participants in the satisficer condition (M=3.83,
SD=0.16). There was also an interaction effect (F (1,174) = 4.06, p= 0.05, η²= .02), but
unexpectedly, this interaction effect was not in the predicted direction. As can be seen in
figure 3, maximizers were actually the ones who had a higher purchase intention of popular
products than satisficers. A simple effects analysis was conducted to test whether this
difference was significant, which it was (F (1,174) = 7.92, p < 0.01). Thus, rejecting hypothesis
3: Satisficers have a higher intention to purchase a popular product after establishing the
primary perceived quality than maximizers. Table 3 shows all the means of the interaction
effect including the standard deviations. Thus, the findings do not support the predictions.
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Figure 3. Means of Purchase Intentions, as a Function of Popularity of The Product and Maximizer or Satisficer
State
Table 3. Means and Standard Deviations of the Interaction Effect of Purchase Intention (Mean (SD))

Manipulation
Popular product
Non Popular product

Maximizer

Satisficer

4.64 (0.22)
3.83 (0.22)

3.77 (0.22)
3.84 (0.22)

Furthermore, it was predicted that when a product is perceived as popular, that this would
lead to a higher primary perceived quality. However, the findings do not support our
expectations. An ANOVA with the primary perceived quality as dependent variable showed
no significant difference between the rating of primary perceived quality between the
popular and the non-popular condition (F (1,176)=0.74, p= .39, η²= .00). So, in this case
seeing a popular product did not increase the participants rating of the primary perceived
quality. This means that hypothesis 1: A popularity cue leads to a higher primary perceived
quality of a product, has to be rejected. Since this hypothesis has to be rejected it is
nonsensical to test for a mediation effect or test the full model.
However, when further analysing primary perceived quality it appeared that being in a
maximizing or satisficing state does influence the perceived primary quality rating. A
2(Popularity vs. Non Popularity) x 2(Maximizer vs. Satisficer) ANOVA with primary perceived
quality as dependent variable showed one main effect (F (1,174)=3.54, p= .06, η²=. 02). Thus,
this main effect showed that participants in the maximizer conditions (M=4.09, SD= 0.11)
perceived the primary quality as higher than the participants in the satisficer conditions
(M=3.78, SD=0.11).
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Finally, according to the predictions, consumers have a higher intention to purchase a
product when they perceive the primary perceived quality to be high. The findings
supported our expectations. A regression analysis was conducted to predict purchase
intention based on primary perceived quality. A significant regression model was found (F
(1,176)= 36.06, p < .01) with an R2 of .16. Participants’ purchase intention did indeed
increase when they perceived the primary quality to be higher (β=0.58, p < .01). So,
hypothesis 2: Consumers have a higher intention to purchase a product with a higher
perceived primary quality, is supported by the findings.
4.2.2 Additional Variables
Other items measured were uncertainty reduction and perceived quality. First uncertainty
reduction, it was predicted that since maximizers want to have the best possible product,
they will be less certain about their choice, even with a popular product. Satisficers on the
other hand will be more certain about their choice of a popular product because they
assume that the product has a higher quality than other products. A 2(Popularity vs. Non
Popularity) x 2(Maximizer vs. Satisficer) ANOVA with uncertainty reduction as dependent
variable was conducted. This produced no significant main effect for popularity (F= 2.34, p=
.13, η² = .04) nor for maximizing (F= 0.12, p= .73, η² = .00). Also, no significant interaction
effect (F= 0.53, p= .47, η² = .00) was found. Thus, the findings did not support our
expectations.
To further analyse uncertainty reduction the relation between uncertainty reduction and
primary perceived quality was examined. A regression analysis was conducted to predict
uncertainty reduction based on primary perceived quality. A significant model was found (F
(1,176)= 26.92, p < .01) with an R2 of .13. Thus, primary perceived quality significantly
influenced uncertainty reduction scores (β=0.46, p < .01).
Then, the relation between uncertainty reduction and purchase intention was examined. A
regression analysis was conducted to predict purchase intention based on uncertainty
reduction. A significant model was found (F (1,176)= 397.29, p < .01) with an R2 of .69. Thus,
uncertainty reduction significantly influenced purchase intention scores (β=0.95, p < .01).
The other additional variable measured was perceived quality. It was predicted that
maximizers would spent more time on the perceived quality questions than satisficers.
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However, there was no significant difference between the average submit time of
maximizers and satisficers (F (1,176)= 0.29, p = .59). The means and standard deviations of
the submit time can be seen in table 4. However, the standard deviations are relatively high.
When examining the data it was seen that there were three participants who had spent
more than 10 minutes on these questions, which caused these standard deviations. When
excluding these participants and only including participants who spent 90 seconds or less on
these questions the standard deviations were reduced. The means and standard deviations
without these participants can be seen in table 5. However, this did not affect the
significance of the results (F (1,173)= 0.79, p = .37).
Table 4. Means and Standard Deviations of the Page Submit Time of Primary Quality (Time in Seconds)

Manipulation

N

Mean

SD

Maximizer

89

15.62

29.39

Satisficer

89

19.74

65.47

Total

178

17.68

50.64

Table 5. Means and Standard Deviations of the Page Submit Time of Primary Quality Without the Outliers (Time
in Seconds)

Manipulation

N

Mean

SD

Maximizer

88

12.74

11.20

Satisficer

87

11.49

6.88

Total

175

12.12

9.30

To further investigate perceived quality a 2(Popularity vs. Non Popularity) x 2(Maximizer vs.
Satisficer) ANOVA with perceived quality as dependent variable was conducted. The results
showed a significant effect of popularity on perceived quality (F (1,174)=6.33, p= .01 η²=.
03). Participants in the popular conditions rated the quality of the book higher (M=4.28, SD=
0.12), than participants in the non-popularity condition (M=3.84, SD= 0.12).
Another relationship that seemed interesting to examine is the relationship between
primary perceived quality and perceived quality. Since perceived quality is a broader
interpretation of the primary perceived quality. A regression analysis was conducted to
predict perceived quality based on primary perceived quality. A significant model was found
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(F (1,176)= 35.65, p < .01) with an R2 of .17. So, primary perceived quality significantly
influenced perceived quality (β=0.47, p < .01).
Finally, a regression analysis was conducted to predict purchase intention based on
perceived quality. It seemed plausible that participants would rate purchase intention higher
if they perceived the quality to be high. A significant model was found (F (1,176)= 177.15, p <
.01) with an R2 of .50. Thus, indeed perceived quality significantly influenced purchase
intention (β=0.90, p < .01).
4.2.3 Control Variables
Two control variables were measured namely the maximization scale and the CFNUmeasure. First, the maximization scale was added as a covariate to control for this
personality trait. However none of the results improved when adding this scale. Thus, it
appeared that the participants more maximizing or satisficing personality did not influence
the outcomes.
Then, the CFNU-measure was added as a covariate to control for the participants need for
uniqueness. Again the results were not affected when adding this scale. So, it seemed like
the participants need to be unique did also not influence the outcomes.
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5. General Discussion
5.1 Discussion
5.1.1 Findings Hypotheses
The current study shows a difference between maximizers’ and satisficers’ purchase
intention of a popular product. However, this difference is not as predicted. The prediction
was that satisficers have a higher intention to purchase a popular product than maximizers.
In the current study the participants in the maximizer condition only had one book to choose
from and the expectation was that this would not be enough for them because maximizers
want the best book available. However, the findings show that it is actually not the case.
Maximizers have a higher intention to purchase popular products than satisficers.
It was expected that when confronted with the information of others, maximizers would be
more critical than satisficers. They would trust the information of others less, which would
result in a lower perceived quality and lower certainty about their decisions. This would fit
with their personality trait that they want to find the best product. However maximizers may
depend more on the information of others than expected (Parker et al., 2007; Iyengar et al.,
2006). This dependence on others may come from the low self-esteem of maximizers
(Schwartz et al., 2002). This low self-esteem may be why they doubt themselves more and
trust the decisions of others more. Weaver et al. (2015) also propose that maximizers may
not only depend on others for information but that they may sometimes also use them to
increase their own social status. The goals of maximizers may vary per situation and context.
These different findings show that maximizers may have very difficult personalities that
deserve to be studied more.
The second hypothesis predicted that when confronted with popularity consumers would
form a high first belief of the quality. Then they would look further and complete their
opinion about the product and deciding to purchase it, or not. The results did support the
idea that the primary perceived quality would lead to a higher perceived quality, and a
higher purchase intention. However, the results did not support the belief that a popularity
cue leads to a higher primary perceived quality of a product. Furthermore, the popular book
had a higher rated purchase intention and perceived quality when compared to the nonpopular book. This was to be expected because popular products should indicate a higher
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quality, which would result in a higher purchase intention. Taking this all together, this could
indicate that not primary perceived quality but another process takes place when consumers
come across popular products. This may also explain why primary perceived quality did
influence perceived quality, but the effect size was relatively small. It may be that separating
the first impression of the perceived quality from the whole perceived quality allowed
participants to change their mind about their decision. This extra opportunity to change
their mind may make them belief that they have extra control over their behaviour. Control
beliefs are “beliefs about the presence of factors that may facilitate or impede performance
of the behaviour and the perceived power of these factors” (Ajzen, 1985, p. 1). After seeing
the website with the book a second time the participants could reconsider their behaviour
and have extra control over their behaviour. This may result in them adjusting it a little bit
from their first decision, which is why the effect size between primary perceived quality and
perceived quality is smaller.
5.1.2 Other Findings
It was predicted that maximizers would want to have the best possible product, and thus be
less certain about their choice. Satisficers on the other hand should be more certain about
their choice of a popular product because they would rely on the naive theory of popularity
(Deval et al., 2013) and assume that the product had a higher quality than other products.
But, the findings showed that there was no difference in certainty between maximizers and
satisficers. Since maximizers actually prefer popular products, it may also be that since they
depend on the information of others this makes them more certain about their purchase
intention. Satisficers may still be more certain of their purchase intention because they rely
on the naive theory of popularity.
Furthermore, primary perceived quality scores did influence uncertainty reduction scores
and the uncertainty reduction scores did also influence the purchase intention scores. Thus,
consumers will be more certain about a product when they perceive the primary quality to
be higher and more certainty also resulted in a higher purchase intention. This was as
expected.
Finally, it was predicted that maximizers would spent more time on the perceived quality
questions than satisficers. However, there was no difference between satisficers and
maximizers. This is in line with the fact that maximizers were not less uncertain with their
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purchase intention. It was expected that maximizers would take more time to answer the
perceived quality questions because they were more in doubt about their decision of the
primary perceived quality resulting in more uncertainty. Maximizers were not less certain
about the product and thus there was no need for them to spend more time on the
perceived quality questions than satisficers.

5.2 Limitations and Future Research

Some observations can be made regarding the current study. Since most predictions about
the behaviour of maximizers and satisficers could not be supported, it seems that something
might be incorrect. Maximizers may be more positive or trusting of the opinion of others
than expected. It was expected that maximizers would see the popularity cue and think of
this product as a better product but not necessarily the best product they could approach.
However, maybe maximizers value the opinion of others more than satisficers. Maximizers
may be more affected by the fact that they believe others have more information than they
have, although this may not be the thinking pattern that was expected of a maximizer. Thus
it is important for future research to study the motives of maximizers and satisficers even
more and try to figure out how maximizers make decisions in different situations.
Another reason the predictions about the behaviour of maximizers and satisficers were not
supported may be because the manipulation is not completely getting participants in a
maximizing or satisficing state. Although several pre-tests were done to improve the
scenario as much as possible, it may still be that this scenario did not put participants
enough in the desired state. It is thus advised that different products and situations will be
used in future research. For this study a book was the best choice to fit the scenario,
because a book could be bought for someone in the hospital and it was an informational
influence. When studying other influences the scenario and product may be more focused
on social acceptance, for instance by using wine and bringing the product to a party (as in
Valenzuela and Raghubir, 2009). A party involves more people, which may increase the
social pressure of the decision. Wine is difficult to buy since consumers have to infer the
intrinsic quality from the attributes without tasting it (van Herpen et al., 2014).
Another observation regarding the current study is that there was no support for the
hypothesis that a popular product would have a higher primary perceived quality than a
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non-popular product. One reason for this may be that consumers have a first impression
about a product, but a popularity cue is not part of this first impression, because consumers
have to process what popularity means longer than predicted. Since the perceived quality of
the book was higher in the popular condition than in the non-popular condition it may
actually be that for a first impression the popularity of the product does not matter. The
naive theory that popularity indicates a higher quality may only occur to people when
further accessing the quality of the product. It is thus advised that future research will
further look into the effect of first impressions on popularity cues.
Another reason that this hypothesis is not supported may be that the method to measure
the primary perceived quality was not optimal. Now participants were presented with a
picture of a web shop and could only see this picture for 5 seconds. After they had seen this
picture they would answer one question about the quality without any time limit. It was
considered to have them see the picture and answer the question at the same time with a
time limit. However, because this experiment was an online experiment, with no control
from the researcher, it was thought best not to do it this. Participants might not have been
in time to answer the question, which would reduce the data collection. Changing this
approach to measure primary perceived quality may also increase the low effect size of
primary perceived quality on perceived quality. For future research a method may be used
where participants are invited to a lab so the researcher has more control over what
happens. Then the picture of the webshop and book may be shown simultaneously with the
first impression question about the quality and participants would have to answer this
question within a certain time. If a participant were not in time to answer the question the
researcher would see this and could immediately exclude the participant from the
experiment. This way it would really be assured that the question is a first impression of the
book in the webshop.

5.3 Conclusion
Popularity has different effects on maximizers than on satisficers. This study shows that,
against the predictions, maximizers have a preference for popular products instead of
satisficers. Showing that maximizers may think differently than expected.
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Appendix I
Experiment
Block 1: Introduction

Bedankt voor het meedoen aan dit onderzoek voor mijn masterscriptie aan Wageningen University.
Deelname duurt circa 5-10 minuten. Uw gegevens zullen niet worden gebruikt voor andere
doeleinden dan dit onderzoek. Er zijn geen goede of foute antwoorden. Wilt u invullen wat als eerste
in u opkomt?
Als dank voor uw deelname kunt u kans maken op een VVV-bon, indien u dit zou willen kunt u aan het
einde van het onderzoek uw e-mailadres invullen. U kunt op elk gewenst moment stoppen, echter
alleen volledig ingevulde vragenlijsten kunnen gebruikt worden in het onderzoek. Voor vragen kunt u
terecht bij Danissa van Hattem via danissa.vanhattem@wur.nl.
Door op 'Ja' te klikken geeft u aan dat u bovenstaande heeft gelezen en ermee instemt;
0 Ja, ik doe mee met dit onderzoek
>>

Block 2: Start

Het onderzoek zal nu starten.
>>

Block 3: Maximizer Condition

Leest u alstublieft het volgende scenario en probeert u zich er zo goed mogelijk in te verplaatsen:
Uw allerbeste vriend is na een ongeluk in het ziekenhuis beland. Hij belde u net op om te vertellen
dat hij in ieder geval een week moet blijven. Ook vertelde hij dat hij zich verveelde en vroeg u om
een boek voor hem te kopen. Omdat hij graag thrillers leest, gaat u op zoek naar een echt spannende
thriller. U wilt immers niet dat uw vriend zich nog langer verveeld, maar dat hij zijn gedachten kan
verzetten met een goed verhaal; een waar hij écht helemaal in op kan gaan. Afgelopen jaar zijn er
nogal wat thrillers verschenen en er zijn dan ook een hoop boeken om uit te kiezen. Het maakt niet
uit hoeveel u er moet bekijken, u wilt de allerbeste thriller die er op dit moment te verkrijgen is.
U besluit op internet op zoek te gaan naar een boek.
Als u op >> klikt zal u de webshop ziet u een webshop van een boekenwinkel met een geselecteerd
boek, u heeft 5 seconden om de webshop te bekijken.
>>

Block 4: Satisficer Condition

Leest u alstublieft het volgende scenario en probeert u zich er zo goed mogelijk in te verplaatsen:
Uw vriend is na een ongeluk in het ziekenhuis beland. Hij belde u net op om te vertellen dat hij in
ieder geval een week moet blijven. Ook vertelde hij dat hij zich wel wat verveelde en vroeg u om een
boek voor hem te kopen. Hij zei dat hij wel weer eens een thriller zou willen lezen, dus u gaat op zoek
naar een thriller. U wilt niet dat uw vriend zich nog langer verveeld, maar dat hij zijn gedachten wat
kan verzetten met een boek; zolang hij zichzelf maar een beetje bezig kan houden. Afgelopen jaar zijn
er nogal wat thrillers verschenen en er zijn dan ook een hoop boeken om uit te kiezen. U wilt niet al
te lang zoeken, u wilt gewoon een prima thriller die op dit moment te verkrijgen is.
U besluit op internet op zoek te gaan naar een boek.
Als u op >> klikt zal u de webshop ziet u een webshop van een boekenwinkel met een geselecteerd
boek, u heeft 5 seconden om de webshop te bekijken.
>>

38

Block 5: Non-Popular Condition + Timer 5 Seconds

>>

Block 6: Popular Condition + Timer 5 Seconds

>>

Block 7: Primary Perceived Quality
Beantwoordt u alstublieft de volgende vraag over het boek voor uw vriend getiteld ‘Het Alziend Oog’.
Dit boek is van goede kwaliteit.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Helemaal mee eens
>>
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Block 8: No Time-Restriction
De volgende vragen zullen geen tijdsrestrictie meer hebben, u kunt rustig de vragen lezen en
beantwoorden.
>>

Block 9: Purchase Intention + Non-Popular Condition

Beantwoordt u alstublieft de volgende vragen over het boek voor uw vriend getiteld ‘Het Alziend
Oog’.
Dit boek zou mijn vriend graag proberen.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Helemaal mee eens
Dit boek wil ik graag kopen voor mijn vriend.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0

0

0

0

0

Helemaal mee eens

Dit boek zou ik kopen voor mijn vriend als ik het in de winkel zie.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0

0

Helemaal mee eens
>>

Block 10: Purchase Intention + Popular Condition
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Beantwoordt u alstublieft de volgende vragen over het boek voor uw vriend getiteld ‘Het Alziend
Oog’.
Dit boek zou mijn vriend graag proberen.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Helemaal mee eens
Dit boek wil ik graag kopen voor mijn vriend.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0

0

0

0

0

Helemaal mee eens

Dit boek zou ik kopen voor mijn vriend als ik het in de winkel zie.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0

0

Helemaal mee eens
>>

Block 11: Certainty

Beantwoordt u alstublieft de volgende vragen over het boek voor uw vriend getiteld ‘Het Alziend
Oog’.
Het is waarschijnlijk dat dit boek aan de verwachtingen van uw vriend voldoet.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Helemaal mee eens
Het is waarschijnlijk dat uw vriend tevreden is met dit boek.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0

0

0

De kans is groot dat dit boek niet tegenvalt, vergeleken met andere boeken.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Aankoop van dit boek is waarschijnlijk een goede keuze.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0

0

0

Helemaal mee eens

Helemaal mee eens

Helemaal mee eens
>>

Block 12: Perceived Quality

Beantwoordt u alstublieft de volgende vragen over het boek voor uw vriend getiteld ‘Het Alziend
Oog’.
De kwaliteit van dit boek is goed.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Helemaal mee eens
Dit boek heeft een consistente kwaliteit.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0

0

0

0

0

Helemaal mee eens

Dit boek heeft een acceptabele kwaliteitsstandaard.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0

0

0

0

Helemaal mee eens

Dit boek is een van de betere boeken.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0

0

0

0

Helemaal mee eens
>>

0

Block 13: Manipulation Check 1

Beantwoordt u alstublieft de volgende vraag.
In hoeverre werd u bij het beoordelen van uw aankoopintentie voor het boek, gedreven door...
‘Ben ik tevreden met dit boek?’ 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
‘Is dit is het
allerbeste boek?’
>>
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Block 14: Maximizer/Satisficer Personality Trait

De stellingen op deze pagina gaan over hoe u doorgaans keuzes maakt. Om het voor u makkelijker te
maken, probeer u in te denken hoe u zojuist het boek hebt beoordeeld. Sommige stellingen zijn zo
opgesteld om dit makkelijker te maken. Anderen staan misschien wat verder van de situatie af. Geef
op de schalen aan in hoeverre de stelling op u van toepassing is. Er is geen goed of fout antwoord. We
zijn benieuwd naar uw mening.
Het maakt niet uit hoe tevreden ik ben met mijn huidige baan, het past bij mij om op zoek te blijven
gaan naar betere kansen.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Helemaal mee eens
Als ik tv kijk zap ik langs alle zenders, zelfs al probeer ik naar één programma te kijken.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Helemaal mee eens
Ik behandel vriendschappen zoals boeken: ik lees een hoop achterkantjes voordat ik het perfecte
verhaal vind.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Helemaal mee eens
Ik vind het vaak moeilijk om een boek te kopen voor een vriend.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0

0

Helemaal mee eens

Een boek kiezen om te lezen is erg moeilijk, ik heb altijd moeite om het beste te vinden.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Helemaal mee eens
Als ik aan het winkelen ben naar boeken, vind ik het moeilijk om boeken te vinden waar ik echt van
hou.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Helemaal mee eens
Ik ben een groot fan van lijstjes maken om dingen te rangschikken (de beste boeken, de beste
schrijvers, de beste verhalen, etc.)
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Helemaal mee eens
Ik vind schrijven erg moeilijk, zelfs al is het maar een e-mail schrijven naar een vriend, omdat het
moeilijk is om de juiste woorden te vinden. Ik schrijf vaak enkele versies van zelfs simpele berichtjes.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Helemaal mee eens
Ik neem nooit genoegen met het op een na beste verhaal.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0

0

0

Helemaal mee eens

Telkens als ik geconfronteerd wordt met een keuze, probeer ik me voor te stellen wat alle andere
mogelijkheden zijn, zelfs mogelijkheden die er op dat moment niet zijn.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Helemaal mee eens
Ik fantaseer vaak over manieren van leven die heel anders zijn dan mijn huidige leven.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Helemaal mee eens
Het maakt niet uit wat ik doe, ik leg de lat hoog voor mezelf.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0

0

0

Helemaal mee eens
>>
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Block 15: Need for Uniqueness Personality Trait - Creative Choice

De volgende stellingen gaan over uzelf, geef aan in hoeverre de volgende stellingen op u van
toepassing zijn.
Ik combineer mijn spullen vaak zo dat ik een persoonlijke uitstraling heb die niet snel gekopieerd kan
worden.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Helemaal mee eens
Ik probeer vaak een originele versie van standaard producten te vinden omdat ik het leuk vind
origineel te zijn.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Helemaal mee eens
Ik ben actief bezig met het ontwikkelen van mijn unieke persoonlijkheid (imago) door speciale
producten of merken te kopen.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Helemaal mee eens
Oog hebben voor interessante en ongebruikelijke producten helpt me om een karakteristiek imago
neer te zetten.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Helemaal mee eens
>>

Block 16: Need for Uniqueness Personality Trait - Unpopular Choice

De volgende stellingen gaan over uzelf, geef aan in hoeverre de volgende stellingen op u van
toepassing zijn.
Als het gaat om de producten die ik koop en de situaties waarin ik ze gebruik, heb ik mijn eigen
manieren en regels.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Helemaal mee eens
Ik negeer vaak de ongeschreven regels van mijn sociale groep als het gaat om wat ik koop of heb.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Helemaal mee eens
Ik ga vaak in tegen de ongeschreven regels van mijn sociale groep als het gaat om hoe en wanneer
bepaalde producten gebruikt moeten worden.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Helemaal mee eens
Ik hou ervan om de heersende smaak van mensen op de proef te stellen door iets te kopen wat ze
waarschijnlijk niet zouden accepteren.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Helemaal mee eens
>>

Block 17: Need for Uniqueness Personality Trait - Avoidance of Similarity

De volgende stellingen gaan over uzelf, geef aan in hoeverre de volgende stellingen op u van
toepassing zijn.
Als een product dat ik heb populair wordt bij het algemene publiek, dan ga ik het zelf minder
gebruiken.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Helemaal mee eens
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Ik probeer vaak producten of merken te vermijden als ik weet dat ze veel gekocht worden bij het
algemene publiek.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Helemaal mee eens
Als regel, heb ik een afkeer tegen producten en merken die iedereen koopt.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Helemaal mee eens

Hoe gebruikelijker een product of merk is bij het algemene publiek, hoe minder ik geïnteresseerd
ben in de aankoop van het product of merk.
Helemaal mee oneens 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Helemaal mee eens
>>

Block 18: Manipulation Check 2

Beantwoordt u alstublieft de volgende vragen.
Was de vriend in het scenario uw beste vriend of gewoon een vriend van u?
0 Uw beste vriend
0 Een goede vriend
Was het gekochte boek voor uw vriend populair?
0 Ja
0 Nee
Was het gekochte boek voor uw vriend in trek?
0 Ja
0 Nee
>>

Block 19: Background Information
Beantwoordt u alstublieft de volgende vragen.
Wat is uw leeftijd?
…….
Wat is uw hoogst voltooide opleiding?
0 MAVO
0 LTS
0 MTS
0 VMBO
0 HAVO
0 VWO /Gymnasium
0 MBO
0 HB0
0 WO bachelor
0 WO master
0 Anders…
Wat is uw geslacht?
0 Vrouw
0 Man
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Heeft u een voorkeur voor een bepaald genre boek?
0 Nee
0 Ja, namelijk…
Heeft u nog opmerkingen over dit onderzoek?
…….
Als u kans wilt maken om de VVV-bon te winnen kunt u hier uw e-mail adres opgeven:
…….
>>
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