JOURNAL OF CONSUMER PSYCHOLOGY, 71(2), 115-128
Copyright © 2001, Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

Values, Susceptibility to Normative Influence, and Attribute
Importance Weights: A Nomological Analysis

Rajeev Batra

School of Business Administration
University of Michigan

Pamela M. Homer

College of Business Administration
California State University, Long Beach

Lynn R. Kahle

Department of Marketing
University of Oregon

It is argued that the construct of individual susceptibility to normative influence (SNI) needs to
be put into a wider nomological framework, with antecedents and consequences. Based on prior
literature, a causal sequence is hypothesized in which values are antecedent to SNI, which itself
shapes the importance placed by the individual on different attributes. It is further suggested that
the relation between values and SNI is strongest for “external” values, and that high SNI leads to
greater importance for attributes that provide “socially visible” benefits. Data from a national
field survey (V= 663) on consumer preferences are analyzed to test these hypotheses, using con-
firmatory factor analysis via LISREL 8.30 (Joreskog & S6rbom, 1993). The analysis finds sup-
port for most of the hypothesized structural relations.

A quarter of a century after Rokeach (1973) stated that the
most important construct in social science is values, the con-
struct continues to inspire research and to receive attention
from significant scholars (e.g., Seligman, Olson, & Zanna,
1996). Rokeach viewed values as core motivations, as cogni-
tive transformations of basic psychological needs; thus, val-
ues should have implications for a variety of content domains.
In consumer psychology, consumer values ought to help us
understand why consumers choose particular brands, why
some teenagers begin consuming cigarettes and illegal drugs,
and why some adults want to consume conspicuously or in
ways that contribute mightily to ecological and social prob-
lems. A variety of methodological approaches have been ap-
plied to value research, ranging from restricted-sample sur-
veys (e.g., Feather, 1993; Homer & Kahle, 1988) to
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large-scale surveys (e.g., Kahle, 1983; Rokeach, 1973) and
from carefully controlled laboratory experiments (e.g.,
Kristiansen & Zanna, 1992; Lydon & Zanna, 1990) to
grand-scale field experiments (e.g., Ball-Rokeach, Rokeach,
& Grube, 1984). After reflecting on this research, Feather
(1996) noted significant progress has been made but con-
cluded that more could be done, especially in relation to basic
questions such as relations between the general values that
people hold and their more specific attitudes, and between
these values and behaviors.

Accordingly, we examine in this article how the values
construct can contribute to building a “nomological network™
{Cronbach & Meehl, 1955) for another important construct,
an individual’s susceptibility to normative influence (SNI)
from reference groups (Bearden, Netemeyer, & Teel, 1989,
1990). As the literature review discussed later indicates, prior
research on this important SNI construct (with a few excep-
tions) usually has examined normative influence effects in
relative theoretical isolation. With the objective of extending
the nomological network for this construct, this article exam-
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ines how different dimensions of values affect SNI and how
SNI then relates to one set of behavior consequences (the im-
portance placed by consumers on different product attrib-
utes). We use data from a national field sample, which asked
questions on values and attribute importance weights, and
used items demonstrably similar (but not identical) to
Bearden et al.’s (1989) SNI scales.

SNI

Numerous researchers have examined the impact of social
groups on individual behaviors, especially choices among al-
ternatives (see Bearden & Etzel, 1982, for an excellent review
of this phenomenon in the consumer research literature).
These studies showed that choices in various informa-
tion-processing situations are susceptible to the influence of
reference groups, defined as groups, used as standards of
comparison for self-appraisal or as a source of personal
norms and attitudes.

One stream of research on reference group influence ex-
amined the dimensionality of such influence (e.g., “in-
formational,” where low-knowledge consumers seek
information from perceived experts; “utilitarian,” compli-
ance to gain rewards or avoid punishments; and ‘“‘value-ex-
pressive,” where consumers identify with a group to
enhance their self-image and ego; cf. Katz, 1960). More re-
cent research collapsed the utilitarian and value-expressive
categories into a single “normative” category, based on em-
pirical difficulties in establishing discriminant validity
among the former (Bearden et al., 1989).

A second stream of consumer research focused on vari-
ables that moderate the effects of reference group influence.
Many researchers have argued that reference group effects are
stronger when the product category is more “conspicuous,”
such as by being a scarce tuxury good or by being one whose
ownership or consumption are publicly visible (Bearden &
Etzel, 1982). It has also been suggested that reference group
effects will be stronger for certain more influenceable individ-
uals, through an individual difference construct called the sus-
ceptibility to interpersonal influence (cf. McGuire, 1968).
Bearden etal. (1989) reported the construction of two scales to
measure two dimensions of such interpersonal influence-
ability, normative (combining value-expressive and utilitar-
ian) and informative. Our study examines only the normative
dimension, through the SNI construct.

SOCIAL VALUES

Values are conceptualized as enduring beliefs that individuals
hold about what specific modes of conduct, or end-states,
they believe are more important (Rokeach, 1973). They have
also been defined as cognitive representations of universal
human requirements, both biological and social (Schwartz &

Bilsky, 1987), and as the “guiding principles in an individ-
ual’s life” (Schwartz, 1992, p. 17). As a consequence, values
are assumed to be the most abstract form of social cognition,
serving to facilitate adaptation to one’s environment (Kahle,
1983, 1996). In particular, they are conceptualized as being
shaped largely by pre-adult socialization and are seen as more
general, more situationally invariant, and more stable and
enduring than other situation-dependent predispositions
{Schwartz, 1992), of which SNI is one (McGuire, 1968). This
reasoning suggests that values ought to be causally anteced-
ent to a predisposition such as SNI (cf. Stern, Dietz, Kalof, &
Guagnano, 1995). Consistent with this reasoning, various
studies supported the hierarchical primacy of values over atti-
tudes and behaviors (e.g., Homer & Kahle, 1988).

It might be argued that SNI itself represents the degree to
which an individual seeks compliance, and that SNI could
precede compliance-related values (instead of the other way
around), or that both could be caused by some third con-
struct. Three arguments can be made against such rival
causal sequences.

First, as just discussed, values are commonly conceptual-
ized as being the most general, abstract, and enduring kind of
social cognition, formed very early during childhood (Dietz
& Stern, 1995; Feather, 1975; Miniard & Cohen, 1979; Stern
et al., 1995), and should therefore logically come first be-
cause of their earlier emergence.

Second, cognitive constructs that are more “general” or
“situationally invariant” should causally precede those that are
“less general” and more “situationally variable.” In the de-
scription of the expected relations between beliefs, attitudes,
and intentions, forinstance, Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) argued
that the beliefs that underlie attitudes potentially apply to sev-
eral attitude objects (thus being most general), with the result-
ing attitude toward that object being more specific, and any
attitude toward an act concerning that object being even more
situation-specific (requiring time and place specifications).
As an example, a beliefthat “fighting cavities is a good thing”
is obviously more general (because it applies to any tooth-
paste) thana favorable attitude to Crest toothpaste specifically,
because itis believed to fight cavities well, which is itself more
general than a favorable attitude toward using Crest toothpaste
at a certain time and place. Theory and evidence suggest that
although values are quite general, SNI is more situation-spe-
cific. Schwartz (1992) argued that “conformity values”—sim-
ilar to the “compliance-creating” values of Rokeach (1973)
discussed previously—have the motivational goal of the “re-
straint of actions, inclinations, and impulses likely to upset or
harm others and violate social expectations or norms” (p. 9)
andlead to amultiplicity of consequentactions, including obe-
dience, politeness, honoring parents, self-discipline, and so
forth. Such multiple consequences give these values consider-
able generality. In contrast, although SNI is conceptualized as
the degree of individual influenceability applying across situ-
ations (Bearden et al., 1989; McGuire, 1968), it is also recog-
nized by McGuire to be only a “weak trait” (p. 1132), because



its intercorrelations across situations and behaviors are quite
low. Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) and others (e.g., Bearden &
Etzel, 1982; Bourne, 1957) have also pointed out that the effect
of normative considerations on behavior may vary for the
same person depending on situational variables such as the be-
havior’s observability. Thus, values, being more general,
should precede SNI, which is more situation-dependent.
Joachimsthaler and Lastovicka (1984), citing Allport (1961),
and Eysenck (1967), argued that personality-like traits can be
viewed as operating hierarchically: A few fundamental traits
(here, values) can influence a larger set of central or interven-
ing traits (here, SNI) which then influence a much larger set of
secondary traits or dispositions operant only in limited set-
tings or roles (here, attribute weights for clothing). Our model
is such a hierarchical trait model.

Third, in his extensive review of the literature on
“influenceability” (whichBeardenetal., 1989, used as the the-
oretical inspiration for SNI), McGuire (1968) at various places
characterized influenceability as a consequence of, and as be-
ing dependent on, personality variables such as self-esteem or
anxiety; for example, ... the lack of self-esteem should make
(aperson) more influenceable” (p. 1155). Such a causal effect
of self-esteem on influenceability was also discussed by Cox
and Bauer (1964) and Janis (1954; cf. Beardenetal., 1989). As
we have already stated, values have been conceptualized as
“the guiding principles in an individual’s life” by Schwartz
(1992, p. 17) and as the most abstract form of social cognition,
serving to facilitate adaptation to one’s environment (Kahle,
1983). They are thus fundamental, as is self-esteem. In con-
trast, we stated previously that SNI (and influenceability) is
seen as being a situation-dependent predisposition, because its
intercorrelations across situations and behaviors are quite low
(McGuire, 1968) and because the effect of normative consid-
erations on behavior may vary for the same person depending
on situational variables such as the behavior’s observability
{(Bearden & Etzel, 1982). Thus, because values like self-es-
teem are fundamental self-cognitions that guide a multiplicity
of behaviors, and SNI is more situationally variable in its con-
sequences, values too should precede susceptibility to social
influence. Causal tests supporting the precedence of self-es-
teem over susceptibility to social influence, using
cross-lagged panel correlations, have been reported by Kahle,
Kulka, and Klingel (1980).

All these perspectives imply that if individuals are suscep-
tible to interpersonal influence (for any reason, informative or
normative), such susceptibility should be derived from (and
thus, be a consequence of) that individual’s values, instead of
those values being derived from such susceptibility. We will
thus assume and hypothesize this causal sequence.

DIFFERENT DIMENSIONS OF VALUES

Although the relative importance of different values to an indi-
vidual have frequently been measured using the method devel-
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oped by Rokeach (1973), a simplified altemnative, the List of
Values (LOV), has often been used in various contexts (Kahle,
1996; Kah}e, Beatty, & Homer, 1986) and is used here. The
LOV consists of nine values—a sense of belonging, excite-
ment, fun and enjoyment in life, warm relationships with oth-
ers, self-fulfillment, being well-respected, a sense of
accomplishment, security, and self-respect. Studies have
shown that these nine values canusually be reduced to three di-
mensions through factor analyses. Homer and Kahle (1988)
found, in their factor analysis, an External Values dimensionin
which sense of belonging, being well-respected, security, and
warm relationships with others had the four highest loadings.
A second dimension was called Internal Values, with high
loadings for self-fulfillment, sense of accomplishment, and
self-respect, all of which are less dependent on others (excite-
ment also had a high loading on this factor). The third dimen-
sion loaded strongest on fun and enjoyment, with excitement
values loading somewhat lower (and having high loadings also
for warm relationships with others); this Fun/Excitement
Values factor is discussed further later. The rationale for label-
ing the first two dimensions external and internal is that exter-
nal values should depend on others for fulfillment, whereas
individuals can fulfill their internal values by themselves.
Note thatsuch labeling is used merely to communicate this im-
portant “depend on others versus depend on oneself” differ-
ence between these two factors; it should not be taken literally
to mean that no other factors exist or that they are mutually ex-
clusive. It could be argued, for instance, that security is con-
ceptually an internal value as much as an external one, because
itcan for some people refer notonly to being safe from external
threats, but also to a person’s desire for stability in his or her
own world and a “peace of mind” preference for the familiar
(known) over the unfamiliar (unknown), which are both argu-
ably more internal than external.

Kamakura and Novak (1992) recently used a new latent
measurement model on LOV data to develop four latent
value-system segments and a “values map” showing the un-
derlying dimensions of these segments. Consistent with the
structure of human values suggested by Schwartz and Bilsky
(1987), they found three underlying values dimensions in their
values map, which they called Hedonism, Empathy, and
Achievement. Their hedonism dimension has high weights on
the LOV values of fun and enjoyment and excitement, similar
to the fun/excitement factor referred to previously. Their em-
pathy dimension has high weights on the LOV values of warm
relationships with others and asense of belonging, notdissimi-
lar to the external values factor discussed previously. Their
achievement dimension had its highest weights on sense of ac-
complishment, self-respect, and self-fulfillment, very similar
to the internal values factor. Thus, their interpretation of the
underlying dimensionality of LOV values is very similarto the
internal values, external values, and fun/excitement factor
structure found by others (e.g., Homer & Kahle, 1988).

Because the motivational underpinnings of SNI are the
desires to identify and comply with the norms of reference
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groups (cf. Burnkrant & Cosineau, 1975; Kelman, 1961), it
should relate most strongly to those values that lead to a
greater desire to be obedient to, and comply with, oth-
ers—such as being well-respected, sense of belonging, and
warm relationships with others, our external values. In con-
trast, we should expect no such relation between SNI and
the internal values of self-fulfillment, self-respect, and so
forth, which stress “self-direction” (cf. Schwartz, 1992).

Itis less clear, however, what relation to SNI we should ex-
pect for the fun/excitement factor. In some prior research,
there is evidence that fun and enjoyment in life and warm rela-
tionships with others can load on the same factor (Homer &
Kahle, 1988; Kamakura & Novak, 1992; Kennedy, Best, &
Kahle, 1988). Because warm relationships with others is
clearly an externally oriented value, these results would sug-
gest that the fun/excitement factor ought to behave in a way
similar to other external values. On the other hand, Schwartz
(1992) argued that Stimulation Values (including an exciting
life) arises from needs “related to the needs underlying self-di-
rection values” such as self-respect and ““choosing own goals,”
implying that they have an internal origin. Thus, in his scheme
(but in our terminology), fun/excitement values ought to be-
have in an internal, not external, manner. Supporting this view,
Herche (1994) reported an analysis in which excitement and
fun/enjoyment relate most strongly to self-fulfiliment, one of
our internal values, and in Homer and Kahle’s (1988) results,
excitement also loaded highly on the internal values factor.

In summary, although external values ought in general to
influence SNI, and internal values should not, opposing and
situation-contingent predictions can be made about how our
fun/excitement factor oughttorelate to SNI. Kahle (1983),ina
direct test of the relation between the LOV and locus of con-
trol, found that although external and internal values differed
from each other significantly on this scale, the fun values fell in
the middle of the range on this measure and did not differ sig-
nificantly from either the internal or external values. Thus, fun
and excitement gratification could appear to result either from
self-activities (such as going down a water slide) or activities
of others (as in a team sport), rendering their status on this di-
mension mid-range and situational. It is possible that, because
the domain of interest in our study pertains to socially visible
consumption, the salience of these external methods of value
gratification might increase in our data, such that our fun/ex-
citement values factor might function in a manner consistent
with our expectations for the external values factor in terms of
its relations with SNI. However, because of the situational un-
certainty just mentioned, we will not offer this position as a
formal hypothesis, although we will estimate these relations
and comment on them.

IMPORTANCE WEIGHTS ON
ATTRIBUTES

Consumer research on values has long posited a flow from
values to product attribute or benefit weights (e.g.,

Reynolds & Gutman, 1988, whose “means-ends” analysis
argued that consumers prefer specific attributes because of
the desired consumer end-values that those attributes, the
means, help achieve). Such relations are almost definitional:
I values are defined as preferred end-states of existence (cf.
Rokeach, 1973), then these differential attribute importance
weights—stating which attributes of products are more pre-
ferred—should logically be related to values. Attribute im-
portance weights can be seen as concrete manifestations, or
“operationalizations,” in specific category situations, of this
more abstract or “latent” value preference. Some prior em-
pirical research has already shown a relation between val-
ues and attribute weights in different product categories,
such as automobiles and clothing (see, e.g., Vinson, Scott,
& Lamont, 1977).

Furthermore, the literature on intentions-formation has
also previously suggested that a concern with social conse-
quences should lead to a higher evaluation of attributes that
are socially more important. Miniard and Cohen (1979) sug-
gested that “social reasons for buying a particular product are
typically reflected in one’s evaluation of ... product attributes
(e.g., white teeth and fresh breath in toothpaste, ‘style’ in
clothing” (p. 103). Thus, consumers with a high concern with
normative influences (high SNI) ought to place greater evalu-
ation (higher weight) on such “socially visible” attributes
than consumers with low SNI, because the social benefits of
such socially visible attributes ought to matter more to con-
sumers concerned with social approval.

Because we have argued earlier that values (especially ex-
ternal values) are causally priorto SNI, it logically follows that
the effect of values on attribute importance weights should be
mediated, at least partly, by SNI. In other words, if consumers
have high SNI because of the antecedent effect (in the trait hi-
erarchical sense used by Joachimsthaler & Lastovicka, 1984)
of the greater importance they place on external values, and if
high SNI leads to a higher concern with social consequences
such thathigherimportance weights are placed onsocially vis-
ible attributes, then the relation between external values and
attribute weights ought to be mediated by SNL. It seems theo-
retically implausible, given the hierarchical relations we have
laid out, that the effect of external values on attribute impor-
tance weights is totally direct, without going at least partly
through SNI. Indeed, if SNI turns out to totally mediate the ef-
fect of external values on attribute importance weights, then
marketing studies need only use SNI as the relevant segmenta-
tion variable and could ignore the hierarchically antecedent
construct of external values, because SNI would capture their
effect on attribute importance weights.

SUMMARY AND HYPOTHESES

To summarize, then, our theoretical development suggests the
following nomological network, indicating partial or com-
plete mediation by SNI of the effect of external values {(such
as being well-respected, warm relationships, and sense of be-



longing) in raising attribute importance weight for attributes
that provide socially visible benefits (such as a product’s ex-
ternally visible styling):

External values—SNI—attribute importance weights

The hypotheses discussed later reflect this nomological net-
work. We first hypothesize (H1) that the relation between val-
ues and SNI is significant only for the external values dimen-
sion, which measures the importance to the individual of
values such as belonging, being well-respected, and warm re-
lationships. In contrast, we expect no such significant relation
for internal values (and explore the relation with fun/excite-
ment values.) Second, we hypothesize (H2) a significant rela-
tion between SNI and attribute importance weight for attrib-
utes that lead to socially visible benefits, but no such
significant relation between SNI and those attributes that lead
to benefits that are not socially visible. Third, we hypothesize
(H3) that SNI should mediate, either partially or completely,
the effects of external values on socially visible attribute im-
portance weights.

METHOD

The data used here come from a national field survey of a mail
panel conducted as part of a larger research project. The 1,000
people to whom the survey was mailed were selected to be na-
tionally representative (i.e., matched to census proportions)
on age (between ages 18-70), sex, education, and income.
The overall response rate was 66.3% (varying only slightly
across demographic subgroups) and led to a sample size of
663. Such a high response rate usually reduces nonresponse
biases, and we obtained a very wide and nationally represen-
tative distribution on gender, income, race, education, and age
(details omitted for brevity). Among hundreds of other items,
these panelists answered questions in this sequence: some
SNI items, generic attribute weights, some more SNI items,
clothing attribute importance weights, values, the remaining
SNI items, and the demographic items. The nondemographic
questions were distributed across different batteries of items,
which appeared separately and used different types of scales
(e.g., some were agree—disagree scales, and others were
Likert scales), so as to reduce respondent fatigue. Although
the questionnaire did not use standard scales for SNI, three
sets of measures in this data set appeared to possess enough
content and measurement adequacy to allow the testing of re-
lations between values, SNI, and attribute importance
weights and were therefore used to test our hypotheses.

Measures

Values. To measure values, respondents were asked to
provide importance ratings on 7-point scales, from 1 (extremely
important) to 7 (not at all important), of various value items, in-
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cluding the nine LOV items analyzed here (self-respect, security,
warm relationships with others, self-fulfillment, sense of accom-
plishment, being well-respected, sense of belonging, excite-
ment, and fun and enjoyment in life).

The adequacy of the three-factor measurement structure
discussed previously (external, internal, and fun/excitement
factors) was examined as part of a comprehensive measure-
ment model test using LISREL 8.30 (Joreskog & Sorbom,
1993), reported later. Before that comprehensive measure-
ment test was performed, however, other preliminary LISREL
measurement models on just the values data confirmed that a
three-factor solution provided a superior fit to the data com-
pared to a single factor solution. Specifically, the three-factor
model had a significantly lower chi-square and significantly
higher fit statistics (higher adjusted goodness-of-fit index, or
AGF]I, and normed fit index, or NFI, and lower root mean
square error of approximation, or RMSEA) than a one-factor
model or two-factor models. In addition, the model fit better if
security—which, as discussed, could theoretically be claimed
to be internal as well as external—was dropped. Thus, these
three factor constructs, with security deleted, were modeled in
that comprehensive measurement model reported later.

SNI.  Sevenitems were used in the survey to measure the
individual’s SNI. Because when the survey schedule was de-
veloped we did not have access to the Bearden et al. (1989)
scales, the survey items used were very similar, but not identi-
cal, to those identified by Bearden et al. as validly measuring
SNI. (See Table 1.) One difference is that although our survey
items referred to the influence of “friends,” Bearden et al.’s
SNI items referred to the influence of “others.” Because the
most relevant reference group for most social choices is likely
to be friends one associates with (rather than teachers or civic
leaders), this deviation is not unreasonable. Because of these
and other wording differences, however, data from two fol-
low-up studies were subsequently used to establish that the
two sets of scales measured the same SNI domain and to iden-
tify the “most valid” items from our survey.

To analyze which of our 7 survey items were most closely
measuring the same domain measured by the 8 Bearden et al.
(1989) items, all 15 items were administered to participants in
two separate follow-up studies. Because the mail panel used in
the main study was no longer available to us, these follow-up
studies were conducted among university undergraduates. In
each instance, the administered battery of 15 items used alter-
nated the 8 Bearden et al. items with our 7. Confirmatory factor
analysis (via LISREL) was then applied to each of these two
data sets to compare a two-factor measurement model (with
factor one being Bearden et al.’s items and factor two being our
items) versus a one-factor model (using all items). If the
two-factor structure fit better, this result would suggest that the
two sets of items were measuring different domains, although
support for a one-factor structure would argue for the two sets
measuring the same (SNI) domain. The results of these analy-
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TABLE 1
Measurement of Susceptibility to Normative Influence

A. Items used in our main study to measure Susceptibility to Normative Influence

1. Features/Qualities important to me when I shop are ... (7-point importance ratings, exiremely important (o not at all important):

a. Friends must like it
b. Friends also have it

2. How much do you like the following? (7-point rating, like extremely well to do not like at all):

Buying the same brands/products your friends do

3. How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements? (7-point rating scales, strongly agree to strongly disagree)

a. My friends and I tend to buy the same brands.

b. I buy brands which will make me look good in front of my friends.
c. It is important to have a lot of friends with whom I can do things.
d. When I buy the same things my friends buy, I feel closer to them.

B. Items used by Bearden et al. (1989) for Susceptibility to Normative Influence

1. When buying products, I generally purchase those brands that I think others will approve of.

2. If other people can see me using a product, I often purchase the brand they expect me to buy.

3. I achieve a sense of belonging by purchasing the same product and brands that others purchase.
4. I often identify with other people by purchasing the same products and brands they purchase.

5. If I want to be like someone, I often try to buy the same brands that they buy.
6. I like to know what brands and products make good impressions on others.

7. I rarely purchase the latest fashion styles until I am sure my friends approve of them.

8. It is important that others like the products and brands I buy.

ses (not reported here for brevity, but available in a longer ver-
sion of this article) identified four items in our data that (a)
demonstrated a one-factor structure with the Bearden et al.
items and (b) achieved a composite construct reliability (CCR;
cf. Werts, Linn, & Joreskog, 1974) of 0.73 and an average vari-
ance extracted (AVE; cf. Fornell & Larcker, 1981) statistic of
0.45. Although these indexes are lower than what we would
like (in part because our items came from widely dispersed and
differently worded question batteries in our survey), they are
the best achievable in these field survey data if four or more
items are to be used. Reducing these four SNI items to just the
best two items would have improved their measurement prop-
erties (CCR up to 0.88, AVE up to 0.78), but would imply mea-
suring the crucial SNI construct with just two items, which
would arguably be too drastic a reduction and could lead to
“capitalizing on chance.” We therefore chose to continue work-
ing with the four best SNI items in our data. Model estimation
with just the two best items yielded virtually identical results.

Altribute importance. The mail field survey also col-

lected data to measure the importance placed on different at--

tributes. These data were collected for two different product
category domains (described below). In each of these two do-
mains, respondents rated the importance of various attributes
in selecting a brand in that category on a 7-point scale from 1
(not at all important) to 7 (extremely important).

The first set of attribute importance ratings covered cloth-
ing and was based on the list developed, through focus groups,
by Prakash (1984). Eleven attributes were used, and explor-
atory factor analysis yielded four dimensions, with these
highly loading items: reputation (manufacturer or brand repu-

tation; made by famous designer), style (currently in fashion,
style, will not go out of fashion soon), fit (quality fabric, value
for money, fit, comfort), and care (ease of care, durability).

For greater generality, the second data set of attribute im-
portance ratings used 14 generic product attributes, which
should be applicable across all relevant product categories,
modified from the consumption-domain list offered by Vin-
son, Scott, and Lamont (1977). These 14 generic attributes
were durable and long lasting; reasonably priced; safe; inex-
pensive to use; easy to use or maintain; exciting and stylish;
dependable, trustworthy; beautiful and attractive; easy to re-
pair or fix; comfortable, secure; made by well-known com-
pany; fits my own tastes exactly; cheapest available; and
quality. Exploratory factor analysis reduced these to seven di-
mensions, with these highly loading items: easycare (easy to
use, easy to repair), durability (durable, dependable, safe,
comfortable or secure), attractiveness (exciting, attractive),
price (reasonably priced, cheapest available, inexpensive to
use), tastes (fits my own tastes exactly), quality (quality), and
company (made by well-known company).

For both data sets individually, preliminary confirmatory
factor analyses were used to assess the validity of these di-
mensions and to improve their measurement properties
through deletion of poorly fitting items. Our final, compre-
hensive measurement model estimates of their convergent
and discriminant validity are discussed later.

Social Visibility of These Attributes

To determine the extent to which the specific attributes used
in the importance ratings were socially conspicuous, a differ-



ent set of subjects were used—as part of the first follow-up
SNI measurement study—to rate whether each attribute was
one offering “private” benefits (“benefits which only the user
himself or herself will know about”) or socially visible bene-
fits (those benefits that would be “visible not only to the user,
but also to friends, etc.”), using a 7-point private to socially
visible scale.

When the individual clothing attributes were subsequently
rated by this different respondent sample (n = 107 students)
on offering private or socially visible benefits, the reputation
scale (created by averaging the items in that factor) was rated
high on social visibility (M= 5.78), with 1 (private) and 7 (so-
cially visible), as was the style multi-item scale (M= 5.39). In
contrast, the fit and care multi-item scales were each rated be-
tween 2.26 (for care) to 3.10 (for fit). Pairwise comparisons of
the means of these scales (using tests for paired samples)
showed that the reputation and style means were each signifi-
cantly much greater than the means of the fit and care scales
(each pairwise ¢ > 14, p <.001). Thus, the reputation and style
attributes in clothing offer relatively more socially visible
benefits than fit and care benefits.

When the individual generic attributes were subsequently
rated by this respondent sample on offering private versus so-
cially visible benefits, the attractiveness scale was rated high
on social visibility (M = 5.71), as was the company scale
(5.73). The quality scale was midrated at 3.97. The remaining
easycare, durability, price, and tastes scales were each rated
between 2.21 (for tastes) to 2.92 (for durability). Pairwise ¢
tests showed that the attractiveness and company scales mea-
sure relatively more socially visible benefits, although the
easycare, durability, price, and tastes benefits are relatively
more private (and quality is in-between).

Comprehensive Measurement Model Test

In keeping with the procedure recommended by Anderson
and Gerbing (1988), a comprehensive measurement model
was estimated that included all constructs and measures sub-
sequently used in the testing of structural relations, through a
confirmatory factor analysis using LISREL. Following tradi-
tion, the scale of measurement for the constructs was estab-
lished by fixing one of the factor loadings to 1.0. For those
single-item constructs where multiple indicators were not
available (i.e., quality, tastes, and company), the measure-
ment errors were fixed at (1 - o) times the variance of the indi-
cator, rather than zero; this approach is a standard but conser-
vative procedure. A reliability of 0.85 was assumed here (cf.
MacKenzie & Lutz, 1989). The overall goodness-of-fit statis-
tics for this comprehensive measurement model were accept-
able: %2 (362, N= 663) = 1071.23, p < .001; goodness-of-fit
index (GFI) = .91, AGFI = .87, Bollen’s (1989) Incremental
FitIndex (IFT)=.92. (Note that the large survey sample size of
663 leads to the high chi-square and low p values of these
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models, Long, 1983, making them a poor gauge of overall
model fit. An IFI of 0.90 or better is considered good fit.).

Ten of the twelve constructs used each had AVEs equaling
or exceeding 0.50, indicating acceptable convergent validity.
One exception was the four-item SNI construct, which fell
slightly below this conventional benchmark (CCR = 0.73,
AVE = 0.45). As discussed earlier, using a two-best-item SNI
scale would have raised the CCR to 0.88 and the AVE t0 0.78,
but we chose not to use just the two strongest items from these
four because we judged it important that this core construct
not be based on just two items, and reestimating our final
structural models using just the two-best SNI items did not
change any of our results. The other exception to a satisfac-
tory AVE and CCR was the generic attribute of price (CCR =
0.61, AVE = 0.44).

Discriminant validity among these latent constructs was
first tested by seeing if their pairwise correlations (adjusted
for measurement error) were each significantly different
from 1.0, a standard test (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).
None of these correlations were greater than 0.80, and all
were more than three standard errors away from 1.0, indi-
cating that they were all significantly different from 1.0 at p
< .0l. A stricter test of discriminant validity among each
pair of constructs is to see if the variance extracted esti-
mates for each construct exceed the square of the
interconstruct correlations for that pair (Fornell & Larcker,
1981). This stricter test too was met for all pairings of the
key constructs (external values, internal values, fun values,
and SNI). Three of the eleven attributes failed to meet this
stricter test when paired (easycare, durability, price), but be-
cause their intercorrelations (at .80 or below) all met the
weaker test, and because reducing their measures to fewer
items would do more harm than good (they already had two
or fewer items), no changes were made in their measures.

RESULTS

The three hypotheses were tested through confirmatory factor
analysis (LISREL) estimates, by specifying a recursive model
(see Figure 1) in which the three values constructs influenced
SNI, which then influenced the attribute importance con-
structs. In addition, respondent age (which was also available
in the data) was used as a covariate: Its use is importantbecause
it helps remove the confounding effects that would arise if sig-
nificantly related variables are omitted from models of SNI re-
lations (Bearden & Etzel, 1982). Age was previously shown to
affect values (Crosby, Gill, & Lee, 1984), SNI (Park & Lessig,
1977), and attribute importance weights (Goodhead, 1991),
although these effects of age on SNI and on attribute weights
do not occur only and completely through values
(Valette-Florence & Jolibert, 1990). We thus modeled
covariate links from age to the values constructs, to SNI, and to
the attribute importance weights. The two other available de-
mographic variables (income and education) were unrelated
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to SNI in these data and were therefore not modeled. The cor-
relations among the three values constructs and among the
(clothing or generic) attribute importance constructs were also
estimated in these models (for brevity, these inter-
correlations—all significant at p < .05—are omitted from the
results that follow). Although zero-order correlations among
the key constructs varied slightly across the clothing and ge-
neric data sets, they were about 0.29 between external values
and SNI, and 0.17 between internal values and SNI. The corre-
lations between external values and the attribute weights
ranged from 0.05 to 0.50, were slightly higher for external val-
ues than for internal values, and were higher for the style and
reputation attributes in clothing and the attractiveness and
company attributes for the generic data. SNI also correlated
most highly with these same attribute weights, with the corre-
lations between 0.3 and 0.5. Similar to the comprehensive
measurement model test reported previously, the measure-
ment error for each of the single-indicator constructs was fixed
at (1 — o) times the variance of the indicator, assuming a reli-
ability of 0.85.

Recall that, according to our hypotheses, the effects of val-
ues on SNI are significant only for external values (H1); the
effects of SNI on attribute importance weights are significant
only for socially visible attributes (H2); and SNI mediates,
partially or completely, the significant effects of the external
value dimensions on the socially visible attribute importance
weights (H3). The significance or nonsignificance of the hy-
pothesized paths (H1 and H2) can be tested directly through
the LISREL estimates. The hypothesized mediation by SNI
(H3) then obviously applies only to those value attribute im-

Fun/excitemen
Values®

portance relations that prove significant in the tests discussed
previously, and for which a relation can be shown between
values and the attribute importance rating before SN1 is intro-
duced as a potential mediator. Here, because the estimated
model specifies both the direct paths between the values con-
structs to each attribute importance construct, as well as the
indirect paths to and from SNI, mediation (H3) is indicated if
the indirect paths from each value to each attribute impor-
tance weight, via SNI, are significant, in a model in which
SNI is tested as a potential mediator of the value attribute im-
portance relation. Full mediation is indicated if these indirect
paths are significant but the direct paths are not significant, al-
though partial mediation is indicated if both the indirect and
direct paths are significant.

Clothing Attributes

A causal model estimating “all paths™ had the following fit
statistics: overall ¥2 (174, N= 663) = 555.43, p=.000, GFI =
.93, AGFI = .90, root mean square residual (RMR) = 0.108,
RMSEA = 0.0578, p value for close fit = 0.009. When this
chi-square is compared to that of the null model of modified
independence, as suggested by Bollen (1989), the IFI is 0.93,
above the conventional cutoff of 0.90. Note that the
chi-square is high and the p statistic low because of the high
sample size (N = 663).

The standardized path coefficients of the all paths model in
Table 2 (Column 1) show that, as hypothesized (H1), the path
between external values and SNI was significant (.25, p <

FIGURE 1  Schematic of hypothesized structural model (clothing data). 3Intercorrelations among values and attribute importance weights omitted for
simplicity. bBroken-line paths from age depict covariate relations. cAll straight-line paths from External Values, and from SNI, depict hypothesized rela-
tions. dNonhypothesized paths from Internal Values and Fun/excitement Values, and from SNI to Care and Fit, are not shown here for simplicity but were

estimated (see Tables).



TABLE 2
Summary of Standardized Structural Estimates for Clothing
Atiributes Models

Standardized Path Coefficients

Hypothesized
Estimated Path Al Paths Model Paths Model
Age—external values 32k 132%%
Age—internal values .031 031
Age—fun values — 148%* — 147**
Age—SNI 103** 060
Age—reputation -.009 —.048
Age—rstyle .003 -.017
Age—care 181** 176%*
Age—fit 101 %* 27
External values—SNI 245%* 201 **
Internal values—SNI —.146*
Fun values—SNI 217%*
SNI-reputation 476** A482%*
SNI-style 239%x 241+
SNi—care —-.069
SNI-fit —.116%*
External values—reputation -.071 .100**
External values—style 156* 257**
External values—care 170*
External values—fit .264**
Internal values—reputation .100
Internal values—sstyle .099
Internal values—care 091
Internal values—fit 074
Fun values—reputation 132
Fun values—style .068
Fun values—care 152%
Fun values—fit -.003

Note. SNI = susceptibility to normative influence.
*p < .10. ¥*p < .05.

.05). The path between fun/excitement values and SNI was
also significant (.22, p <.05). This positive and significant re-
lation between fun/excitement values and SNI suggests that
this third values dimension too might be external in our data, a
possibility raised in our discussion section.

Also as hypothesized (H2), the paths between SNI and the
attribute importance weights were significant in a positive di-
rection only for the two socially visible attributes (i.e., for rep-
utation .48, p <.05; and style .24, p <.05). The relation is not
significant for care (.07, ns) and is actually significant in a
negative direction for the fit scale (.12, p < .05). (Note that
this fit scale consists of the four items fit, comfort, value for
money, and quality fabric).

We turn now to the hypothesized mediation by SNI of
the significant relations between external or fun/excitement
values, and the importance weights of the two socially visi-
ble attributes of reputation and style (H3). The LISREL
comprehensive measurement model showed earlier that the
correlations between each of these four pairs of latent con-
structs (corrected for measurement error) were strong and
significant, indicating significant relations between each
specific value and specific attribute weight. In addition, a

SUSCEPTIBILITY 123

multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) performed on
median split of the sample, on the SNI scale, also showed
that high SNI participants were placing higher weights on
reputation (high SNI = 5.21, low SNI = 4.18, p < .001),
style (high SNI = 3.73, low SNI = 3.00, p < .001), and fit
(high SNI = 1.38, low SNI =-1.22, p < .001). The results of
the Table 2 estimates (Column 1) now show that in each of
these four cases the direct paths (between external and fun
values, and reputation or style) were not significant at p <
.05. Because the direct paths were not significant at p < .05,
although the indirect paths (through SNI) were (see earlier
results), SNI appears to fully mediate these relations, sup-
porting the hypothesis.

Another model, with just the hypothesized paths, was
also estimated, and its results appear in Column 2 of Table
3. Although this “hypothesized paths only” model has fit
statistics slightly below those of the all paths model,
x2(188, N = 663) = 648.58, p = .000, GFI = .92, AGFI =
.89, RMR = 0.133, RMSEA = 0.0609, p value for close fit <
.001, calculations showed that it has a “parsimonious
normed fit index” (PNFI; cf. Mulaik et al., 1989) of 0.72,
higher than one for the all paths model of 0.68, indicating
that the hypothesized paths model is superior if one consid-
ers not only model fit but also model parsimony. (The PNFI
multiplies the NFI by the ratio of the degrees of freedom
(dj) of the model divided by the degrees of freedom (d,) of
the null model. This reduction in value of the NFI compen-
sates for the increase in fit of a less restricted model ob-
tained at the expense of degrees of freedom lost in the
estimation of free parameters, according to Mulaik et al.
(1989). These hypothesized model results are very similar
to the results from the all paths model just discussed. The
path between external values and SNI is again significant,
and the paths between SNI and the attribute importance
weights are significant in a positive direction for the two so-
cially visible attributes (reputation and style); however,
these Column 2 results suggest only partial mediation by
SNI, because the direct paths from external values to repu-
tation and to style are both significant at p < .05.

Generic Attributes

The all paths model for generic attributes (see Column 1 of
Table 3) fits about as well as the equivalent clothing attributes
model, 42(190, N= 663) = 657.66, p = .000, GFI = .93, AGFI
=.88, RMR = 0.0873, RMSEA = 0.0603, p value for close fit
< .001, Bollen’s IFI = .92. Results from the hypothesized
paths only model are in Column 2. This latter model has a
X2(216, N=663) = 835.25, p = .000, GFI = .91, AGFI = .87,
RMR =0.144, RMSEA = 0.0641, p value for close fit <.001,
Bollen’s IFI = .89, and again has a higher PNFI than the all
paths model, of 0.67 versus 0.61. The standardized coeffi-
cients for the paths between the three values and SNI in the all
paths model were about the same as in the clothing model, be-
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TABLE 3
Summary of Standardized Structural Estimates for Generic Attributes Models

Standardized Path Coefficients

Estimated Path All Paths Model Hypothesized Paths Model
Age—external values 132%* 1324
Age—internal values .032 .031
Age—fun values —.150%* —.148**
Age—SNI 105%* .060
Age—seasy care 153** 210%*
Age—durability .095* .109%*
Age—attractive 026 —.004
Age—sprice —-.008 .052
Age—tastes 116%* 162%*
Age—quality .108** 121**
Age—company 51 118%*
External values—SNI 244 %* .201**
Internal values—SNI —.154*
Fun values—SNI 228**
SNI-»easy care -.023
SNI->durability ~.052
SNI-attractive ASTH* AT5%*
SNI-price 147%*
SNI-tastes 077
SNI-quality -.025
SNI—-company 395%* .405%*
Extemnal values—easy care .399%*
External values—durability 101
External values—attractive 055 136%*
External values—price 259**
External values—tastes .098
External values—quality .048
External values—company -016 114%*
Internal values—easy care 100
Internal values—durability 253%*
Internal values—attractive 047
Internal values—price 107
Internal values—tastes .320%*
Internal values—quality 285%*
Internal values—company 111
Fun values—easy care -.019
Fun values—durability -.013
Fun values—attractive 195**
Fun values—price -.054
Fun values—tastes -.100
Fun values—quality ~.006
Fun values—company 136*

Note. SNI = susceptibility to normative influence.

*p < .10, **p < .05.

cause this portion of the data covariance matrix was identical
in both cases. Thus, supporting H1, the relation between ex-
ternal values and SNI was significant and positive (.24, p <
.05; it is also significant in the Column 2 of hypothesized
paths only results). As in the clothing model, the relation be-
tween fun/excitement values and SNI was also significantly
positive (.23, p <.05).

Supporting H2, the paths between SNI and the attribute
importance weights in the all paths model were significant for
the socially visible attributes of attractiveness (.46, p < .01)

and company (.40, p < .05). (These results appear in the
Column 2 model as well) As expected, paths are
nonsignificant at p < .05 between SNI and the nonsocial at-
tributes of easycare (-.02, ns), durability (—.05, ns), tastes
(.08, ns), and quality (.03, ns). However, the path from SNI
also unexpectedly turned out to be significant for the attribute
of price (.15, p < .05), a result discussed later.

We turn now to the hypothesized mediation by SNI of the
significant relations between external or fun/excitement val-
ues, and the importance weights of the two socially visible at-



tributes of attractiveness and company (H3). The LISREL
measurement model (reported earlier) had shown that the cor-
relations between each of these four pairs of latent constructs
(corrected for measurement error) were strong and signifi-
cant, indicating that a relation between that specific value and
that specific attribute weight clearly exists in each case. A
MANOVA using a median split of the sample, on the SNI
scale, also showed that high SNI participants were placing
higher weights on attractiveness (high SNI=4.00, low SNI=
297, p <.001) and company (high SNI = 3.79, low SNI =
2.68, p <.001). The all paths results in Table 3 (Column 1)
now showed that in the case of external values to attractive-
ness, external values to company, and fun/excitement to com-
pany, the direct paths were not significant at p <.05, although
the indirect paths via SNI were significant (as discussed ear-
lier), indicating full mediation by SNIL (As in the clothing
data, the Column 2 hypothesized model results only support
partial mediation here by SNI, for they show these direct
paths between external values and attribute weights to still be
significant.) For the remaining path, that of fun/excitement to
attractiveness, SNI proves to be a partial mediator, because of
asignificant direct effect in Column 1 (.20, p <.05). As for the
unexpected relations between external or fun/excitement val-
ues and price, SNI appears to mediate this relation fully for
fun/excitement values (no direct effect in Column 1 at p <.05)
and partially for external values (significant direct effect =
.26, p <.05).

DISCUSSION

Our results, using a large and nationally representative data
set, mostly support key portions of the nomological network
for SNI suggested in our theoretical review. They show first
that although external and fun/enjoyment values each have a
significant positive relation with SNI, internal values do not.
Second, the effect of SNI itself on attribute importance
weights is stronger for those attributes where a socially visi-
ble benefit can be inferred than for those attributes where such
a benefit is apparently lacking. For clothing, these socially
visible attributes were reputation and style; and for generic at-
tributes they were attractiveness, company, and (surprisingly)
price. Finally, the effect of these values on the attribute impor-
tance weights apparently occurs both indirectly (mediated by
SNI) and directly, depending on the specific attribute domain.
In the all paths models, SNI fully mediates the hypothesized
values-to-attribute-weight relations for clothing and for ge-
neric attributes.

In spite of the few unexpected findings, our results make
an important contribution to the literature on reference
group influences by placing SNI in a wider theoretical net-
work. Bearden et al. (1989) already showed that SNI relates
in hypothesized ways to self-esteem and to actual concern
with the approval of others, By providing empirical support
for the first time for intuitive relations between SNI and two
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constructs important in understanding consumer behav-
ior—social values and attribute importance weights—our
results add significantly to the nomological network
(Cronbach & Meehl, 1955) around this new and important
SNI construct. By suggesting that the motivational under-
pinnings of SNI are the desires to identify and comply with
the norms of reference groups (cf. Burnkrant & Cosineau,
1975; Kelman, 1961), which have their antecedents in the
external values of wanting to be well-respected and feeling
a sense of belonging with others, our results provide further
ingight into the nature of SNI. In addition, our data also af-
ford another demonstration of the primacy of the values
construct and the antecedence of values to predispositions
such as SNI. Our findings should especially encourage the
use of SNI in future research into reference group influ-
ences on consumption decisions, which seem to be increas-
ingly important in developed societies. '

One of the surprising findings was that fun/excitement
values behaved similarly in our data to those values clearly
identifiable as external (such as being well-respected). This
result is consistent with the evidence from some previous
research (Homer & Kahle, 1988; Kamakura & Novak,
1992; Kennedy et al., 1988) that fun and enjoyment and ex-
citement share some of the same motivations as warm rela-
tionships with others—an external orientation—at least in
some domains. Our results in this regard, however, are not
consistent with the values structure postulated by Schwartz
(1992), whose theoretical clustering predicted that the fun
values should cluster with the internal values, not the exter-
nal values. Because the domain of interest in our study per-
tains to socially visible consumption, the salience of
external methods of value gratification might have gone up
in our data; this result may not happen in other situational
contexts. It was suggested by one colleague that the exter-
nal and fun/excitement values factors may be part of some
higher order social factor. Tests of such a higher order
model were not significantly better or worse than that of our
original specification, suggesting the possibility that the two
factors (external and fun/excitement) might indeed share a
common motivational origin in our data. Further research is
thus clearly indicated on how these two factors relate to
each other in other contexts. If such future research also
shows fun/excitement to behave similarly to our external
values, it may suggest that the emotions of fun and excite-
ment are usually experienced most fully (and valued more)
in the presence of others, consistent with previous research
that emotions and moods are contagious (Izard, 1977) and
that the majority mood of a social group affects the moods
of all its members (Schachter, 1971).

Also unexpectedly, although our pretest sample did not
rate price (for generic attributes) as being socially visible, we
did in fact find external values to lead to a higher weight for
the price attribute. This result makes sense in hindsight, for
the price of an article might serve a social signaling function;
for example, the price of an expensive car purchased by a con-
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sumer represents not only an economic cost, but also serves as
a signal to acquire prestige. It is not clear, however, why this
relation was not perceived by our pretest participants; it might
be that this discrepancy is due to measurement problems with
our price construct, which showed evidence of unsatisfactory
internal consistency, or it might have emerged because we
were unfortunately only able to collect these ratings from stu-
dents instead of our main sample of nonstudents.

Limitations and Future Research

Our model only explained a portion of the variance in our
dependent variables. Age and the three values together ex-
plained 11% of variance in SNI; although age, the three val-
ues, and SNI together explained 8% to 35% of variance in
the various attribute importance weights (18-35% for the
socially visible attributes) for clothing and generic attrib-
utes, respectively. Some of the unexplained variance may be
due to the fact that our survey questions dealt with general
purchase situations, not any one particular purchase con-
text. It does, however, suggest the need to add other relevant
variables to such models, which otherwise might have bi-
ased coefficient estimates. Estimates might also differ if the
attributes used were different, and a more refined character-
ization of attribute differences might be helpful in future re-
search (e.g., the search, experience, and credence attribute
typology used by Ford, Smith, & Swasy, 1990). Relatedly,
more research is also required on the relation between SNI
and other seemingly similar constructs, such as self-moni-
toring (Snyder, 1974) and the “agreeableness” factor often
found in Big Five factors personality research (e.g., Digman
& Inouye, 1986).

The fact that our SNI measures are not identical to
Bearden et al’s (1989)—for example, by referencing
friends instead of all others—are clearly a source of con-
cern, although the structural equation estimates we obtained
using LISREL are attenuated for measurement error. Also
countering this measurement concern somewhat is the fact
that our primary data come from a nationally projectible
survey of “real people,” not a convenience sample of uni-
versity undergraduates. (Our follow-up measurement stud-
ies were unfortunately limited to a student sample, because
we no longer had access to the national panel.) This aspect
of our data adds value to the study, although the generic at-
tribute importance weights we found and the nomological
relations we obtained may not apply equally well to all
product categories. Further work involving more product
categories and using scales mentioning reference groups
other than friends should add generalizability, Replication
of this research within different content domains would also
increase our confidence in the inferences. We believe that
testing for additional dimensions of values could be useful
because much evidence suggests that the clusters of values

may be specific to content domains and cultures (Kahle,
1996). Further measurement work also ought to be done on
our social visibility construct (e.g., by using “public—pri-
vate” scales similar to those used by Bearden & Etzel,
1982) and on eliminating the possibility that our measure-
ment of this construct might somehow be confounded.

A major theoretical limitation of our results, bearing on the
“internal validity” of our nomological network, is that our na-
tional field survey data are obviously correlational, not exper-
imental. True causality can obviously not be conclusively
tested in such data, even with confirmatory factor-analytic
causal model path estimates such as those obtained here.
Thus, such data are not capable of fully resolving issues of
causal priority, and a preference for one causal ordering over
another must be based on theoretical grounds (those pre-
sented earlier in our article). This study would therefore bene-
fit from experimental follow-ups using manipulations of SNI,
values, or both.

In spite of these limitations, which suggest avenues for fu-
ture research, our results do succeed in throwing light on “the
processes through which reference group influences operate
and affect ... evaluation of alternatives ... (which) are in need
of study” (Bearden & Etzel, 1982, p. 192). These results po-
tentially have implications not only for our understanding of
brand and category choice, but also for why some teenagers
begin consuming cigarettes and illegal drugs, and why some
adults want to consume conspicuously or in ways that con-
tribute to ecological and social problems.
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