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Abstract This research note addresses the challenge of how to optimally measure acquies-
cence response style (ARS) and extreme response style (ERS). This is of crucial importance
in assessing results from studies that have tried to identify antecedents of response styles
(such as age, education level, national culture). Using survey data from the Netherlands, a
comparison is made between the traditional method and a more recently proposed method
of measuring ARS and ERS (i.e., the convergent validity across both methods is assessed).
The traditional method is based on an ad hoc set of related items. The alternative method
uses a set of randomly sampled items to optimize heterogeneity and representativeness of
the items. It is found that the traditional method may lead to response style measures that
are suboptimal for estimating levels of ARS and ERS as well as relations of ARS and ERS
with other variables (like hypothesized antecedents). Recommendations on how to measure
response styles are provided.

Keywords Between-method convergent validity · Response styles · Acquiescence/extreme
response style · Representative indicators for response styles (RIRS)

1 Introduction

In the survey methods domain, response styles1 have been discussed as one of the major
factors threatening the validity of statistical comparisons across cultural groups such as

1 Some authors have used the term response set (e.g., Forsman 1993; Cheung and Rensvold 2000) instead
of response style. In line with Van Herk et al. (2004), we use the term response style to emphasize that the
response tendency of an individual is expected to have at least some consistency across questionnaire items
and measures of response style.
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different societies/cultures (see Billiet and McClendon 2000; Baumgartner and Steenkamp
2001; Smith 2004; Van Herk et al. 2004; Harzing 2006). As indicated by Paulhus (1991), a
response style may be defined as a systematic tendency to respond to a range of survey items
on some basis other than that which the items were specifically designed to measure.

One such response style concerns respondents’ tendency to endorse assertions made in
survey questions (items), regardless of the content of the assertion. Such tendency is com-
monly referred to as ‘acquiescence response style’, ‘yea-saying’ or ‘positivity’ (Baumgartner
and Steenkamp 2006). Several psychological explanations have been given for acquiescence
responding, namely: (1) to provide a favorable image of ones self (i.e., ‘impression manage-
ment’, see Ross and Mirowsky 1984), and (2) the desire to satisfice (minimizing cognitive
activity when responding) rather than optimize (i.e., maximizing cognitive activity in order
to provide accurate answers) (Krosnick 1991, 1999, 2005). As demonstrated by Weijters
(2006, Chap. 6) and Billiet and Davidov (2008), there is growing empirical evidence that a
given measure of acquiescence responding is stable over time, and may therefore represent
an individual-level characteristic.

Apart from possible inter-individual differences in acquiescence response behavior, inter-
viewees may also differ in the extent to which they endorse the extreme response categories of
Likert-type of survey items (e.g., the response categories ‘very much agree’ and ‘very much
disagree’). According to Johnson et al. (2005), respondents who frequently pick these extreme
response categories have a desire to achieve clarity, precision, and do not feel uncomfortable
when being explicit about strong personal opinions.

Numerous studies have demonstrated that acquiescence response style and extreme res-
ponse style may be linked to both societal- and individual-level characteristics. Some
frequently cited studies are presented in Table 1.

In this paper, we limit our discussion to the assessment of acquiescence and extreme
response style. Even though other types of response styles have been discussed in the liter-
ature2, these two are most often emphasized in relation to validity issues in cross-cultural
comparative research (see, for instance, Van Herk et al. 2004; Cheung and Rensvold 2000;
Johnson et al. 2005).

All studies listed in Table 1 have studied potential determinants of acquiescence and
extreme response styles. Whereas some of these empirical results seem to be conclusive
across studies (e.g., the influence of age on ARS), some remarkable differences are also
found (e.g., positive and negative effects of level of education on ARS [see Marin et al.
1992]; positive and negative effect of power distance [as measured by Hofstede 1980, 2001]
on ARS [see Johnson et al. 2005; Harzing 2006]).

In empirical studies, ARS is typically quantified as the absolute or relative frequency
a respondent expresses an agreement with items used to measure ARS. Such a frequency
measure is often referred to as an ‘index’. The researcher may consider weighting these fre-
quencies so that stronger agreement (e.g., very much agree) has more impact than a lower
level of agreement (e.g., somewhat agree). In the study by Watson (1992), only strong agree-
ments were considered to be of primary importance (i.e., strong agreements were given a
weight of one and lower levels of agreement a weight of zero). In practice, however, different
levels of agreement are often equally weighted (see, for instance, the study by Winkler et al.
1982 listed in Table 1). Analogous to the quantification of ARS, extreme response style (ERS)
is often quantified as the absolute or relative frequency with which a respondent expresses the

2 Baumgartner and Steenkamp (2001) also discuss disacquiescence response style, net acquiescence response
style, response range, and midpoint responding. Some of these additional response styles are clearly related to
acquiescence response style (i.e., disacquiescence response style) and extreme response style (i.e., response
range, midpoint responding).
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strongest form of agreement or disagreement with items used to measure ERS. As indicated
in Table 1 (see Column 3), items used to measure ARS and/or ERS are sometimes also used
to measure theoretically relevant constructs.

To measure response styles without confounding them with content, the influence of con-
tent needs to be controlled for in some way. Balancing scales (i.e., the design of multiple pairs
of positively and negatively phrased items with similar content) is one way to do just that
(Billiet and McClendon 2000). However, it has been shown that a majority of measurement
scales is not balanced (Baumgartner and Steenkamp 2001). Therefore, some researchers have
taken much effort to ensure maximal heterogeneity of the items used to measure response
styles, thus controlling for content3 in the absence of balanced scales (Greenleaf 1992a;
see also Baumgartner and Steenkamp 2001, who report an average inter-item correlation of
0.12). In contrast, some researchers have used ad hoc sets of items that are not necessarily
very heterogeneous in terms of content. The reason for this is obvious. Due to the absence of
primary data these researchers were forced to use existing (secondary) data to examine cross-
cultural or cross-national patterns in response styles. We realize that it may be extremely hard
to ensure maximal heterogeneity of response style indicators when one has no other option
but working with secondary data. Timothy Johnson (personal communication with Alain De
Beuckelaer, July 17, 2008) informed us that in their 2005 JCCM paper the average inter-item
correlation was 0.20 for the items used to measure acquiescence response style and 0.27 for
the items used to measure extreme response style. The question remains open to what extent
failure to ensure high levels of inter-item heterogeneity affects the validity of research out-
comes. Findings such as the identified determinants of response styles as identified through
the use of regression analysis or correlation analysis may come under scrutiny.

At present, ‘good practice principles’ have been formulated for research scenarios in
which heterogeneous item sets are used to model response styles. First of all, Baumgartner
and Steenkamp (2001) recommended using heterogeneous (and thus uncorrelated) items to
quantify response styles. Obviously, this restriction does not apply to correlations between
similar but oppositely phrased items included in a balanced scale. In a recent doctoral disser-
tation, Weijters (2006) made a strong recommendation to draw a random sample of survey
items from a wide range of multi-item scales and use this dedicated sample of items to com-
pute response style scores. This approach is labeled Representative Indicators for Response
Styles (RIRS). In practice, this may be accomplished by drawing a random sample of individ-
ual items from one or more of the following scale inventories: the ‘Handbook of Marketing
Scales’ (Bearden and Netemeyer 1999), ‘Marketing Scales Handbook’ (Bruner et al. 2001),
and ‘Measures of Personality and Social Psychological Attitudes’ (Robinson et al. 1991). By
doing so, one obtains an item set which is maximally heterogeneous in content and—in addi-
tion—representative of a broader item universe. If measures of response styles are derived
from such a heterogeneous set of items, one may expect the measures of response style to
have improved accuracy and stability across content-areas and across time. We therefore
consider this approach the most adequate approach to modeling response styles. As far as
the minimal number of response style indicators is concerned, in studies in which response
styles are of primary interest require 15 items to compute valid and reliable response style
indicators (Weijters et al. 2008, Appendix C, p. 3).

In the previous discussion, the most critical issue concerns the risk of a substantial con-
found between content and response style whenever items are used for both substantive

3 De Jong et al. (2008) propose a method that accounts for content relations between items that measure
ERS. However, in their model, the requirement of heterogeneity shifts to the scale level, in that they assume
the presence of several uncorrelated scales. In their simulation study, 5 uncorrelated scales of 10 items each
are used.
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reasons as well as for measuring response styles. As argued before, this danger is present in
some well-cited work on the determinants of response styles (e.g., Johnson et al. 2005). Con-
sequently, we cannot exclude the possibility that the evidence collected with respect to the
determining factors of response styles is inaccurate, if not misleading. Generally, response
styles have been conceptualized as resulting from the interaction of the respondent with the
stimulus, i.e., the items in the questionnaire (Baumgartner and Steenkamp 2001; Paulhus
1991). To establish antecedents of the individual variance in response styles, it is therefore
crucial to control for the stimuli-level variance in some way. If one fails to do so, observed
response styles may be specific to the items under study.

In this paper, we examined whether this could be the case. For this purpose, we used the
RIRS method in addition to the more ‘traditional’ method in which survey items which are
used for substantive purposes are also used to model response styles. Taking into account the
fact that the RIRS method deals most adequately with the possible confound between method
and style, it is selected as the benchmark method. Consequently, evidence for disparate results
obtained for the two methods will increase our skepticism regarding (at least some) of the
earlier empirical evidence collected on the determinants of response styles. To allow formal
statistical testing we hypothesize that quantifications of both ARS and ERS will not differ
across both methods. As we will assess both the extent of covariation and equality in central
tendency (i.e., mean sample frequencies), we formulate the following four hypotheses:

H1a: The mean frequency of acquiescent responses as calculated by both methods is iden-
tical.

H1b: The mean frequency of extreme responses as calculated by both methods is identical.
H2a: The correlation between measures of ARS as calculated by both methods is high* and

positive.
H2b: The correlation between measures of ERS as calculated by both methods is high* and

positive.

(*: to be specified further on in the paper)

All four hypotheses may be regarded as ‘functional null-hypotheses’ as they merely facil-
itate the discussion of our statistical results.

We like to point out that ARS and ERS are commonly treated as response styles that oper-
ate in essentially similar ways, i.e. as a tendency to respond to questionnaire items in some
specific way that generalizes across items and thus across content domains (Baumgartner and
Steenkamp 2001; Johnson et al. 2005). There are, however, some indications that the effect
of ARS is more content domain specific than is the effect of ERS. In particular, Greenleaf
(1992a) does not find a generalized ARS bias across different pairs of self-reported attitudes
and behaviors, whereas he does establish a generalized ERS bias across these same attitude-
behavior pairs. We therefore are open to the possibility that the tests of our hypotheses yield
different conclusions for the measures of ARS and ERS.

2 Method

2.1 Sample

A convenience sample of N = 150 university students enrolled at a Dutch university
did participate in the survey. As discussed in the methodological literature, a convenience
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sample4 is acceptable for studies which primarily aim at making comparative analyses. All
university students were last-year students with different nationalities finalizing an English-
spoken Master Program in Management.

Respondents were on average 23 1/2 years of age (SD= 1.8) with a minimum of 20 and
a maximum of 29 years. The majority of the students was female (i.e., 60%); the others (i.e.,
40%) were male. All respondents’ mastery of the English language was sufficient to com-
plete the survey used in this study. The original survey items which were taken from multiple
multi-item scales (see further on in this paper) were not translated to ensure that their validity
was not jeopardized.

Links to an Internet site on which the web-based survey was posted were sent to the
Master students through electronic mail. As all survey responses were automatically stored
in a database, no human coding errors could threaten the reliability of the data. The survey
was anonymous as respondents were not required to provide unique personal characteristics
(e.g., student number or name). The data collection phase took about 5 weeks. Respondents
who did not respond within the first 2 weeks were sent up to two reminders at intervals of
about 1 week.

2.2 Survey measures

The survey consisted of two parts. The first part included 15 survey items which an applied
researcher may have selected to measure theoretically meaningful constructs. The 15 survey
items included have been used in prior research (Grunert et al. 1993; Scholderer et al. 2004)
to measure two main aspects of the food-related lifestyle (FRL) measure.

More specifically, six items (Appendix A, T1–T6) were used to measure the first main
aspect, namely ‘consumption situation’. This main aspect is subdivided in two dimensions:
‘snacks versus meals’ (T1, T2, and T3) and ‘social event’ (T4, T5, and T6). The second main
aspect, ‘purchasing motives’ (T7–T15), is subdivided in three dimensions: ‘self-fulfilment
in food’ (T7, T8, T9), ‘security’ (T10, T11, T12), and ‘social relationships’ (T13, T14, T15).
Earlier empirical work (e.g., O’Sullivan et al. 2005) has provided evidence for the cross-
national validity of the English version of the FRL scale5. To mimic a research situation in
which there is a possible confound between content and response style, these 15 indicators
were used to derive quantifications of ARS and ERS response style. All 15 indicators were
measured on a 5-point Likert-type of disagree- agree scale.

The second part of the survey consisted of a final set of thirty individual items which
were randomly drawn from the Handbook of Marketing Scales (Bearden and Netemey-
er 1999). As this compilation of multi-item scales includes multi-item scales related to
many topics relevant in marketing and consumer research (including some psychological
measures), and considerable attention is given to the validity and reliability of the multi-
item scales discussed, it is considered to be a suitable base for selecting a representative
and heterogeneous set of survey items. In fact, initially more than thirty items were ran-
domly selected as we had to account for the fact that some survey items would turn out
not to be suitable for this study. In particular, survey items which required a response
scale other than a 5-point Likert-type of disagree- agree scale were removed immediately
after they had been selected. Furthermore, it was also necessary to discard those items

4 As explained by Reynolds et al. (2003, p. 82), nonprobability sampling approaches (e.g., taking a conve-
nience sample) are an acceptable research practice in studies aiming at conducting comparative analyses. In
our study, the comparisons are across methods (i.e., using the same respondents) rather than across groups of
respondents.
5 Meanwhile, the FRL scale (i.e., the Dutch version) has also been validated in The Netherlands (Laros 2006).
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which were not really meaningful to university students because of their specific item
content. In total, 24 survey items had to be removed from the initial pool of items selected
for either of the two reasons. As studies examining response styles should use at least
15 items for computing response style indicators (Weijters et al. 2008, p. 3, Appendix
C), our analyses will be based on two independent and systematically drawn subsets of
15 random response style indicators, namely the odd items and the even items listed in
Appendix A.

2.3 Sequence of survey items

To make sure respondent fatigue and/or boredom, if present, would not have a differential
effect on the set of fifteen content-related items and the set of thirty random items, we created
two different forms of the survey. In the first form, the content-related items preceded the
random items. In the other form the sequence was reversed. The two forms were offered in
an alternating manner to respondents completing the survey electronically.

2.4 Analysis approach

The null-hypotheses H1a and H1b state that mean proportions of ARS and ERS responses
(as averaged across respondents) are identical in both the traditional method and in the RIRS
method. Such hypotheses may be tested by means of a classical test on the equality of pro-
portions based on a Binomial distribution.

To test hypothesis H2a the Pearson correlation coefficient between the ARS measure as
determined by the traditional method and the RIRS method was computed. By adopting some
decision rules we were able to assess the degree of similarity between both quantifications of
ARS. The following decision rules were used regarding the absolute value of the correlation
coefficient:

coefficients in the range [0.00, 0.20] are ‘negligible’;
coefficients in the range [0.20, 0.40] are ‘low’;
coefficients in the range [0.40,0.60] are ‘moderate’;
coefficients in the range [0.60; 0.80] are ‘marked’;
coefficients in the range [0.80, 1.00] are ‘high’.

These rather precise decision rules were taken from Franzblau (1958, Chap. 7). They are,
however, very much in line with decision rules suggested by other scholars (see, for instance,
Hinkle et al. 1988). In addition to hypothesis H2a, hypothesis H2b was tested analogously.

3 Results

3.1 Hypotheses H1a and H1b

Table 2 shows the mean percentage of ARS and ERS responses in both methods.
It is shown in Table 2 that the mean proportion of ARS responses is about 43% in both the

traditional method and the RIRS method regardless of which subset has been used. Using a
Binomial test on the equality of mean proportions (see Table 2) non-significant P values are
obtained (P = 0.57 and P = 0.93). We may therefore conclude that the proportion of ARS
responses as indicated by the RIRS method and the traditional method is not substantially
different.
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Table 2 Mean proportion of ARS and ERS responses

Traditional method RIRS method Binomial test on equal mean proportions

ARS responsesa

0.432 RIRS ARS method—Set 1 (Oddd) P = 0.57 (not significant)

(973/2250c) 0.424

(952/2, 2503)

RIRS ARS method—Set 2 (Evend) P = 0.93 (not significant)

0.431

(970/2, 2503)

ERS responsesb

0.274 RIRS ERS method—Set 1 (Oddd): P < 0.01

(617/2250c) 0.208

(468/2, 2503)

RIRS ERS method—Set 2 (Evend): P < 0.01

0.189

(425/2, 2503)

aIncludes the response categories: agree [4] and very much agree [5]
bIncludes the response categories: very much disagree [1] and very much agree [5]
c150 × 15 = 2, 250
dUsing the odd or the even response indicators listed in Appendix A

Table 2 shows that the mean proportion of ERS responses is 27.4% for the traditional
method and 20.8% or 18.9% in the RIRS method depending on the subset of response
indicators used. A Binomial test on the equality of both proportions across the RIRS method
(i.e., 2 subsets) and the traditional method results in highly significant P values (P < 0.01
twice; see Table 2).

Consequently, on the basis of our analysis we reject hypothesis H1b but not hypothesis
H1a. It is, therefore, concluded that, as far as ERS responding is concerned, between-method
convergent validity between the traditional method and the RIRS method is not demonstrated.

3.2 Hypotheses H2a and H2b

The information needed to test hypotheses H2a and H2b is represented in Table 3.
As indicated in Table 3, the correlation between the ARS indices as derived from the tra-

ditional method and the RIRS method is (very) low (r = 0.184 or r = 0.046 depending
on which subset of response style indicators is used). Consequently, one may conclude that
between-method convergent validity is not established, at least not with respect to respon-
dents’ tendency to agree with survey items. The correlation between ERS indices as indi-
cated by the traditional method and the RIRS method is substantially higher (r = 0.605 or
r = 0.481 depending on the specific item sample used). As explained before, the size of this
correlation coefficient indicates a marked (r = 0.605) or moderate (r = 0.481) degree of
correlation.

Please also notice (see note below Table 3) that, in the RIRS method, quantifications of
ERS are very much stable (i.e., correlation of r = 0.747 between the two subsets). In con-
trast, quantifications of ARS are not stable at all (i.e., correlation of r = 0.141 between the
two subsets).
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Table 3 Pearson correlation of ARS and ERS responses across methods

Traditional method RIRS ARS methode—Set 1 (Odd)c RIRS ARS methode—Set 2 (Even)d

ARSa 0.184 0.046

[P = 0.024] [P = 0.572]

(negligible [almost low] correlation) (negligible correlation)

ERSb RIRS ERS methode—Set 1 (Odd)c RIRS ERS methode—Set 2 (Even)d

0.605 0.481

[P = 0.000] [P = 0.000]

(marked correlation) (moderate correlation)

aIncludes the response categories: agree [4] and very much agree [5]
bIncludes the response categories: very much disagree [1] and very much agree [5]
cUsing the odd numbered response style indicators/survey items
dUsing the even numbered response style indicators/survey items
eMean correlations between the two subsets are 0.141 for ARS and 0.747 for ERS

4 Conclusions

Overall, scholars in the domain of survey research seem to agree that response styles pose
a serious threat to validity. A consensus is less apparent when it comes to deciding how to
measure response styles. The current study highlights the importance of this decision. In
particular, we compared the traditional method of measuring response styles, by means of an
ad hoc set of items, to the approach where a random sample of items is drawn from a suitable
item universe (Representative Indicators for Response Styles, or RIRS).

Our results indicated that the ad hoc measures show inadequate levels of convergent
validity. Specifically, the proportion of responses expressing agreement (ARS) is the same
for the ad hoc and RIRS methods, but the correlation between the ad hoc ARS measure and
the RIRS ARS measure is low. This means that someone who tends to agree to the items
in the ad hoc measure does not necessarily show this tendency in the other set of items, given
the low correlation between the ARS measures. This finding can be interpreted from both an
optimistic and a pessimistic perspective. From the optimistic perspective, the low correlation
suggests that little ARS variance spills over from one set of items to the other. Hence, ARS
is not a major threat to validity (Schimmack et al. 2002). From the pessimistic perspective,
one might argue that it is hard to construct ARS measures that can be used to control for ARS
variance in specific measurement scales, but that the confound may be sufficiently large to
lead to bias (as suggested by the negligible but still significant correlation between ARS in
the ad hoc set and ARS in the random set of items). For ERS, the correlation between the
ad hoc measure and the RIRS measure was moderate (almost marked), but the proportion of
extreme responses differed across the two methods.

It is worthwhile to further investigate why ARS and ERS measures behave quite dif-
ferently. It may be useful to think of response styles as resulting from the interaction of
individual characteristics with characteristics of the task (i.e., filling out the questionnaire)
(e.g., Baumgartner and Steenkamp 2001). The task can be thought of as having two major
components: the item itself and the response categories.

We suggest that it is plausible that ARS is mainly determined by the interaction of respon-
dent and item characteristics, whereas ERS is mainly determined by the interaction of respon-
dent and response categories. That would explain why ARS variance does not necessarily
carry over from a specific set of items to a more general set of items, whereas ERS variance
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does. The response style literature provides some indications in line with this suggestion. As
noted before, Greenleaf (1992a) does not find ARS bias that generalizes across different pairs
of attitudes and behaviors. In line with this, Billiet and McClendon (2000) propose a method
to incorporate a control for ARS based on items in the same content domain (reversed items,
more specifically).

On the other hand, ERS typically shows an effect that generalizes across items relating to
different content domains (Greenleaf 1992a,b). Direct support for our interpretation is offered
by Arce-Ferrer (2006), who relates the tendency of respondents to choose extreme portions
of a rating scale to the meaning that those respondents attach to the response categories.

Obviously, we realize that further empirical support for our findings should come from
more replication studies examining between-method convergent validity of methods to quan-
tify response styles. Such replication studies also need to be conducted in nations other than
The Netherlands, preferably making use of the most frequently used language(s) in those
nations, while relying on large, representative samples of the different nations under study.

5 Implications/recommendations

Based on our findings, we present some recommendations for researchers who want to con-
struct measures of ARS and/or ERS.

For ARS, ad hoc measures turn out to have relatively low convergent validity. There-
fore, for studies where the aim is to establish relations between ARS and its antecedents,
we strongly argue in favor of using multiple RIRS measures, based on random samples of
items. This allows the researcher to first test for the internal consistency of the ARS measure
and to optimize representativeness of the response style indicator (so that generalizations
are meaningful). If consistency across the different indexes is low, the results have to be
interpreted in line with this, indicating that little shared variance will be attributable to ARS.
On the other hand, when the aim is to assess or correct the effect of ARS in a specific scale, it
may be more appropriate to construct an ARS measure that is related to this specific domain,
for example by using the method proposed by Billiet and McClendon (2000).

For ERS, the selection of items may be less of an issue, in that ERS variance apparently
carries over quite consistently across random sets of items and ad hoc sets of items. It is
necessary, however, to use a random set of items to obtain a good estimate of the expected
proportion of extreme responses (e.g., when comparing levels of ERS across groups).

Appendix A

Survey questionnaire

Survey items used in the traditional method (2 dimensions of food-related lifestyle)

T1. I eat before I get hungry, which means that I am never hungry at meal time.
T2. I eat whenever I feel the slightest bit hungry.
T3. In our house, nibbling has taken over and replaced set eating hours.
T4. Going out for dinner is a regular part of our eating habits.
T5. We often get together with friends to enjoy an easy-to-cook, casual dinner.
T6. I enjoy going to restaurants with my family and friends.
T7. Being praised for my cooking adds a lot to my self-esteem.
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T8. Eating is to me a matter of touching, smelling, tasting and seeing, all the senses are
involved. It is a very exciting sensation.

T9. I am an excellent cook.
T10. I dislike anything that might change my eating habits.
T11. I only buy and eat foods which are familiar to me.
T12. A familiar dish gives me a sense of security.
T13. Dining with friends is an important part of my social life.
T14. When I serve a dinner to friends, the most important thing is that we are together.
T15. Over a meal one may have a lovely chat.

Survey items used in the RIRS method

I1. I often buy things simply because they are on sale.
I2. I am usually not annoyed when I find out I could have bought something cheaper than

I did.
I3. When I buy products, I like to be sure that I am getting my money’s worth.
I4. My income is adequate for normal expenses.
I5. My friends come to me more often than I go to them for information about clothes.
I6. I tend to be a fashion leader rather than a fashion follower.
I7. Even though certain food products are available in a number of different flavours, I tend

to buy the same flavours.
I8. Because of the way retailers treat me, most of my shopping is unpleasant.
I9. Most manufacturers really want to fulfil warranty obligations.

I10. I often seek information about new products and brands.
I11. Advertising tempts people to spend their money foolishly.
I12. Most advertising provides consumers with essential information.
I13. Concern for the environment does not influence the product choices made by most

consumers.
I14. All consumers should be interested in the environmental consequences of the products

they purchase.
I15. Excess packaging is one source of pollution that could be avoided if manufacturers

were more environmentally aware.
I16. Current tax laws allow wealthy individuals to pay less than their fair share.
I17. I don’t like to talk to my friends about my purchases.
I18. My friends consider me a good negotiator.
I19. I don’t like to lend things, even to good friends.
I20. I often find that I can remain cool in spite of people around me being excited.
I21. When things get boring, I like to find some new and unfamiliar experience.
I22. When I go on a trip I like to plan my route and timetable very carefully.
I23. I think of myself as a natural person.
I24. I have all the things I need to really enjoy life.
I25. I need to feel there is a place I can call “home”.
I26. I’m usually aware of my health.
I27. I prefer to ignore the emotional aspects of situations rather than getting involved in

them.
I28. I usually end up deliberating about (i.e., reflecting on) issues even when they do not

affect me personally.
I29. I am not particular good at making people like me.
I30. All people are worthy of respect.
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