
ORIGINAL PAPER

The Index of Consumer Sentiment toward Marketing:
Validation, Updated Results, and Demographic Analysis

John F. Gaski

Received: 22 July 2007 /Accepted: 12 January 2008 /
Published online: 12 March 2008
# Springer Science + Business Media, LLC 2008

Abstract US consumer sentiment toward the practice of marketing has been measured via
annual survey for over two decades in this continuing study. The following report presents
the measuring instrument, a test of the measurement model, and some updated findings.
Examination of selected demographic variables indicates that they are only marginally
related to the consumer sentiment construct. Yet the enduring import of the project is
description of the secular trend of aggregate consumer attitude toward marketing in the
context of the world’s largest national economy.
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Because marketing’s intrinsic purpose is to serve customers, including consumers, how those
consumers view and value the performance of the system that serves them is a pertinent
question. Scrutiny of the consumer’s relationship with the institution of marketing – not only
specific activities of individual firms, but marketing at large – is a fundamentally legitimate
venue of consumer behavior and public policy research, therefore. To this end, what follows
is exposition and validation of a method for measuring US consumers’ collective global
evaluative affect toward the business function and institution of marketing, along with basic
historical analysis and findings relating the construct to other variables.

Background and Context

Efforts to examine macro-level consumer attitudes toward marketing were begun during the
1970s in an era of heightened societal concern about business. Biennially between 1971 and
1979, Barksdale and Darden (1972) and also Perreault (Barksdale et al. 1976; Barksdale
and Perreault 1980; “BDP” hereafter) used a multi-item scale and a national mail sample to
measure sentiment toward several transactional dimensions of business. As did other
researchers at the time (Hustad and Pessemier 1973; Lundstrom and Lamont 1976), they
found a somewhat adverse US public attitude toward marketers.
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More recently, Fornell et al. (1996) have developed the American Customer Satisfaction
Index (ACSI) to assess consumer satisfaction with the products of over 190 individual
firms. In addition to being reported by industry and sector, the data are combined to
produce a longitudinal measure of overall product-induced satisfaction. Initiated in 1994
with a score of 74.2, the ACSI index has been declining slightly (72.0 in 2001), though
rebounding to 74.0 at year-end 2003 before dipping again (73.0, 1Q 2005). However, the
statistical significance of these movements is not revealed (Barta and Chaker 2001;
Hilsenrath 2001; Spencer and Albergotti 2004).

The project reported here, developing and applying the Index of Consumer Sentiment
toward Marketing (ICSM), also measures and monitors consumer sentiment, but offers
several unique features. It is based on a validated, multidimensional scale designed to gauge
household sector sentiment toward marketing and its functional components. The purposes
of this paper are to describe the measurement instrument and its validation, as well as to
report its long-term history and explore possible links to selected demographic variables.
The project’s differentiation vis-à-vis the BDP and ACSI approaches will be evident after
the measurement methodology is reviewed, as follows.

ICSM Measurement

The primary ways consumers come into contact with marketing are experiences with
products, prices, advertising, and retailers. These relations correspond – approximately – to
the commonly accepted elements of marketing management: product, price, promotion, and
distribution. Thus, the ICSM index measure is composed of four multi-item Likert scales,
each reflecting one of the elements of marketing as it is experienced by consumers (see
Appendix A). Other marketing functions such as physical distribution and marketing
research have little or no direct experiential connection to consumers and therefore are
excluded. In other words, the usual way distribution is incarnate to the consumer is through the
interaction with a retailer, store or online; the promotion element of marketing, though proxied
by advertising here, also spills over into the retail measure, appropriately, through references
to personal selling. Thus, there is not perfect one-to-one correspondence between the ICSM
scale categories and the four traditional marketing functional elements, but those elements
(again, as they relate to the consumer experience) are substantially covered nonetheless.1

Item creation, pre-testing, content validity, and purification details were reported at the
outset of the research (Gaski and Etzel 1986). Calculation of the separate component
measures for product, price, promotion, and distribution involves adding the scores within
each of the four elements, and weighting each element by a self-reported importance
measure (five-point scale, “Not at all important”–“Extremely important” to the consumer
respondent). An individual’s consumer sentiment score is then determined by summing the
four weighted elements, or

Xn

j¼1

wj

Xm

i¼1

xij

 !

1 In the future, the retailing and product items will be updated to capture changes in the consumer landscape
such as more service categories and online purchasing. To maintain continuity, parallel measures and re-
indexing will be needed. For now, nothing prevents consumer respondents from interpreting “stores” as
service providers, which actually is consistent with modern parlance.
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with

xij = scale item response i in category (marketing element) j
wj = importance weight for the marketing element category j
m = number of items in marketing element category (five), and
n = number of marketing element categories (four)

Individual scores are then averaged to produce an annual mean. (Scores for sub-groups
within the sample can also be aggregated to permit comparisons across demographic or
geographic units; e.g., Boshoff and DuPlessis 1991, in the South African context; Wee and
Chan 1989, in Hong Kong.) Annual mean scores are converted to index numbers with 1984
serving as the baseline to facilitate longitudinal analysis.2

Data Collection: Sampling

The scale is administered annually to a sample drawn from the consumer mail panel of
Synovate (formerly Market Facts, Inc.), the ninth largest market research organization in the
world (and fifth largest custom research supplier in the USA). The panel consists of over
700,000 households, balanced to represent the US population by using demographic
variables from the most recent decennial Census. The actual sample comprises 1,000 male
and 1,000 female heads of households, and usable response rates have ranged from 49.5%
(Y2004) to 72.2% (Y1987). The response rate across the 21 years of data collection is
67.9%, or a total of 27,146 respondents. For such an extensive and enduring national
polling effort, the long-term pro bono commitment of a leading research service has been
an invaluable asset and a boon to the project.

Validation

The consumer sentiment measure has been subjected to numerous validation tests.3 With each
of the 21 annual data collections from 1984 through 2004, the seven-item component scales
were purified down to five items apiece per Cronbach’s alpha and item-to-total correlation
evidence. Table 1 shows the range of alpha coefficients for each of the four scales, and item-
total correlations for each item, across the 21 surveys, before and after purification.

For consistency and simplicity of presentation, the same original five items were used
within each scale component for all annual analyses (the same 20 items in total), rather than
substituting different items that happened to perform marginally better in a given year –which
occurred in only a handful of cases, literally. The two approaches produce an inconsequential
difference in results, never more than about a .015 difference in coefficient ! score.

In addition to the structural equation modeling-based evidence to follow, a traditional
validity test is shown in Table 2, which summarizes the levels of convergence found with
some alternative measures of consumer sentiment employed in the research over the years.

2 The weighting procedure is retained for conceptual authenticity and psychometric conservatism based upon
the Wilkie-Pessemier advice (1973, p. 436), though use of the measure unweighted produces negligible
difference in results. Weight standardization, as suggested by Bass and Wilkie (1973), also does not
materially alter the results. Index numbers are calculated as

100� raw score difference from measure's lower limit � 1984 raw score difference from lower limitð Þ:
Some other subtleties of operationalization are discussed in Appendix B.
3 Tests of reliability and convergent and discriminant validity were undertaken using the generally accepted
techniques at the onset of the project 20 years ago. This manuscript relies on contemporary methods and
more extensive data to modernize the original validation.
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Table 1 Traditional reliability evidence: Range of coefficient alpha and item-to-total correlations,1984–2004
annual surveys

Item Before pur.a After pur.a Item Before pur.a After pur.a

Product scale Price scale
! .786–.827 .749–.791 ! .763–.816 .750–.804

Item-total correlation Item-total correlation
1 .425–.495 1 .478–.570 .461–.556
2 .493–.559 .435–.513 2 .453–.538 .400–.490
3 .501–.608 .462–.573 3 .462–.562 .440–.555
4 .466–.569 4 .393–.485
5 .600–.668 .597–.674 5 .330–.468
6 .577–.658 .594–.669 6 .610–.687 .619–.682
7 .486–.571 .424–.512 7 .591–.683 .601–.688
Advertising scale Retailing/selling scale
! .714–.771 .729–.780 ! .762–.805 .809–.837

Item-total correlation Item-total correlation
1 .282–.381 1 .559–.650 .589–.660
2 .486–.569 .511–.600 2 .530–.615 .523–.623
3 .516–.588 .541–.604 3 .598–.650 .604–.677
4 .477–.544 .492–.559 4 .358–.452
5 .397–.492 .359–.458 5 .072–.196
6 .242–.391 6 .553–.618 .550–.622
7 .544–.621 .505–.573 7 .608–.705 .629–.719

a Before/after purification

Table 2 ICSM convergence (correlation) with other similar measures: 1984–2004

Alternative measurea Range of annual
correlation coefficients

Marketing in generalb .591–.662
Satisfaction with product quality, prices, advertising, store selling conditionsc .675–.725
Frequency of problems with products, prices, advertising, storesd .580–.671
(990≤n≤1441)

a Because one or more of these criterion measures (esp. “problems”), depending on the reader’s judgment,
may strictly represent a closely-related, versus identical, construct, the associated coefficients may be
reasonably interpretable as so-called pragmatic or criterion validity evidence, rather than convergent
validation per se as proffered at the time of original report two decades ago.
b Four item, “agree strongly – disagree strongly” Likert scale. Items are: Many businesses operate on the
philosophy that the consumer is always right. Despite what is frequently said, “let the buyer beware” is the
guiding philosophy of most businesses (reverse scored). Most businesses seldom shirk their responsibility to
the consumer. Most businesses are more interested in making profits than in serving consumers (reverse
scored).
c Four item, “very satisfied – very dissatisfied” Likert scale. Items are: the quality of most of the products
available to buy; the price of most products; most of the advertising you read, see, and hear; the selling
conditions at most of the stores at which you buy products.
d Four item, “very seldom – very often” Likert scale. Items (all reverse scored) are: How often do you have
problems with or complaints about the products you buy? How often do you have problems with or
complaints about the prices you pay? How often do you have problems with or complaints about advertising?
How often do you have problems with or complaints about the stores at which you buy products?
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Measurement Modeling and CFA During the life of such a long-running project, scientific
standards naturally tend to advance and improve. More contemporarily, therefore,
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was applied to the measurement data.

Tables 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 illustrate the measurement model embedded in the Figure 1 structural
representation highlighting the 2004 data. Figure 1 essentially shows sets of five scale items
reflecting the four respective dimensions, which in turn form the consumer sentiment construct.
The Tables 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 results, from LISREL analysis, reveal adequate internal consistency
of individual measurement scales (the l loadings),4 and discriminant validity among them:
inter-dimension correlations from � matrix ≤.457 (yet large enough, r ≥ .308, to support
expected criterion validity among related intra-construct factors). None of these disattenuated
correlations are found to be within two standard errors of 1.0. Further upholding the
discrimination is a comparison of the depicted measurement model with alternatives
sequentially fixing inter-dimension correlations (�) at 1.0. Each comparison produces a
significant chi-square difference indicating correlations significantly lower than unity (χ2 ≥
252.5, p < .001). (Comparable results for the 20 other annual data sets are available from the
author.) The historical range of measurement results is included in Tables 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7,
along with output of analysis of the aggregated 21-year data base; n=27,146. For these pooled

4 This internal consistency test, in the confirmatory factor analytic context, is sometimes erroneously termed
convergent validity, though it is based upon similar ingredients or items within a given measure rather than
maximally different multiple measures (Campbell and Fiske 1959) as required for true convergent validation.

Table 3 Measurement model results

2004 data 1984–2004 annual range 1984–2004 pooled data

Parameter Estimatea t value Estimates t values Estimate t value

λ11 .482 13.939 .482–.579 13.939–20.343 .539 84.41
λ12 .672 20.746 .546–.672 19.204–24.148 .625 101.0
λ13 .783 25.305 .714–.784 25.305–30.232 .756 128.5
λ14 .745 23.700 .732–.819 23.700–31.147 .764 130.3
λ15 .571 16.981 .487–.600 16.041–20.623 .542 85.07
λ21 .518 14.793 .505–.627 14.793–23.450 .556 84.14
λ22 .377 10.534 .377–.541 10.534–18.552 .433 63.62
λ23 .631 18.140 .490–.637 16.181–23.357 .588 89.7
λ24 .809 21.710 .720–.816 21.293–31.990 .760 109.9
λ25 .841 22.951 .765–.860 22.951–35.470 .804 119.2
λ31 .681 18.933 .572–.681 18.863–25.136 .647 94.79
λ32 .719 21.520 .684–.764 21.520–27.977 .728 116.0
λ33 .581 17.078 .563–.628 17.078–21.983 .582 91.45
λ34 .439 11.089 .395–.509 10.646–17.504 .462 62.78
λ35 .704 20.272 .643–.756 20.272–26.261 .713 110.8
λ41 .635 19.282 .633–.698 19.282–28.561 .663 105.5
λ42 .712 20.138 .676–.769 20.138–26.657 .714 111.3
λ43 .616 18.873 .611–.695 18.873–30.358 .662 108.7
λ44 .645 19.860 .645–.720 19.860–26.835 .690 114.0
λ45 .856 26.154 .747–.860 25.201–32.805 .809 132.3

a Standardized LISREL estimates
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2004 1984–2004 range 1984–2004 pooled

GFI .905 .901–.929 .924
AGFI .872 .867–.904 .900
CFI .896 .894–.921 .908
NFI .875 .875–.905 .907
NNFI .874 .871–.904 .888
RMR .061 .049–.063 .052
RMSEA .068 .058–.069 .063
p> .0001 .0001 .0001

Table 4 Measurement model
results: goodness-of-fit indices

Table 5 Measurement model results: φ matrix: 2004 results below diagonal; 1984–2004 pooled results
above

ξ1 ξ2 ξ3 ξ4

ξ1 Product .551 .472 .426
ξ2 Price .457 .376 .350
ξ3 Promotion .453 .412 .362
ξ4 Retail/distribution .432 .308 .340

ξ1 ξ2 ξ3

ξ1 Product
ξ2 Price .457–.613
ξ3 Promotion .418–.550 .324–.476
ξ4 Retail/distribution .370–.488 .298–.451 .262–.421

Table 6 Measurement model
results: φ matrix: 1984–2004
annual range

Scale Composite reliability Variance extracted

2004 data
Product .789 .435
Price .781 .434
Promotion .766 .402
Retail/Distribution .824 .488
1984–2004 pooled results
Product .784 .426
Price .771 .413
Promotion .766 .402
Retail/Distribution .835 .504

Table 7 Measurement model
results: 2004 data and 1984–2004
pooled results
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data, the discriminant validation Δχ2 ≥ 27,928.6. Finally, composite reliability and variance-
extracted values, from CFA output, are also provided in Table 7.5

The overall portfolio of test results is strong, and the few evident weaknesses in
validation indices are mitigated by these nuances: (1) All 20 items are collected additively
into the ICSM measure despite loading upon different nominal factors. Were items assigned
to different ξ factors, it would make minimal difference in resulting scores – differing only
by factor (component) importance weights. (2) In no case would the measurement model
have been improved by reallocation of items among factors. (3) Negligible difference
would likewise ensue if weaker-performing items were removed entirely. That is, remove
the two or three poorest behaving items and the new more-purified scale would correlate
with the existing instrument at a level of .99 or greater. (4) Hatcher (1994, p. 331) defends
the use of variance extracted values below .5 on the grounds that the .5 guideline is overly
restrictive – which would seem to apply in this case (see also Atuahene-Gima and Murray
2004, pp. 39–41). When executing measurement relating to such a large, amorphous
construct as the total affect evoked by a business function/institution, considerable error
variance might fairly be expected.

The variance-extracted test does support discriminant validity well, augmenting the previ-
ous related results. The square of the inter-factor correlation is less than variance extracted for
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Fig. 1 Conceptual configuration
of measurement of consumer
sentiment toward marketing. In-
dicator (x) subscripts consistent
with original Table 1 items; δ, ζ,
and φ parameters not represented
pictorially

5 For brevity, and perhaps the reader’s relief, only Y2004 and 1984–2004 pooled results are reported for the
composite reliability and variance extracted segments.
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the two applicable factors in each case for 2004 data (.095 ≤ R2 ≤ .209), all previous years
(results available, not shown), and the 21-year pooled analysis (.122 ≤ R2 ≤ .304).

Summary Although the entire profile of validation evidence is less than perfect, it may
qualify as a notably extensive exercise. In terms of comprehensiveness of tests and data
depth, the aspiration has been to offer a validation regimen that would register as one of the
most thorough ever seen in consumer or behavioral research, and which may even serve as
a model of the genre.

Results and Interpretation: 1984–2004

The raw scores and indexed values for ICSM and its four components are presented in
Table 8, and a plot of the annual values and associated mean scores is shown in Figure 2.
The possible range of means is −200 to +200. For all 21 years the means are negative, but
the trend shows gradual gain over time (linear regression b=0.495, p<.0001). This seems to
indicate that US consumer sentiment toward marketing, though moving in the right
direction, still has substantial room for improvement.

Concerning pairwise differences, using the Least Significant Difference multiple compar-
ison test, the 1987 score (−11.15) is the first that differs significantly from the 1984 value
of −14.91 (t=2.15, p<.05). The upward pattern between 1984 – beginning 18 months after
the US stock market bottom of August 1982 – and 1987 is contemporaneous with economic
growth and post-“malaise” betterment of US national mood (The Gallup Report 1986) as the
twin recessions of the early 1980s also receded from national memory, it seems. (Perhaps
worldwide economic expansion was an underlying factor as well.) Then comes the stock
price meltdown of October 1987 and falling sentiment, reaching a secular trough concurrent
with the Persian Gulf War run-up and the recession of 1990–1991. The fall of the Berlin Wall,
along with associated geopolitical realities the milestone signaled, marks the beginning of
sentiment recovery, after which another downturn of ICSM occurs between 1993 and 1994.6

The 1996 score rises significantly above the one from 1987 (−7.48; t=2.22, p<.05) and
all others before 1993. A plateau of ICSM sentiment, beginning in 1995 though still slightly
(but not significantly) in the negative part of the range of raw scores, parallels a period of
U.S. federal budget surpluses, lessened national debt, and overall peace and prosperity.7

The political scandal and controversy of the late 1990s, culminating in a US Presidential
impeachment, evidently was of limited materiality from the consumer standpoint – a non-
event – according to the ICSM, as might be expected and as media polling suggested at the
time. Finally, the secular apogee tracks the consummation of dot-com bubble enthusiasm

7 Even visual inspection of Figure 3 reveals which components contribute most to the overall index movements
reviewed here. For instance, the 1983, 1990 and 1994 upturns are driven primarily by product and price (along
with retail service in 1990). The 1987 and 1993 declines and the 1999 recovery are common to all elements.
Year-over-year significant differences are summarized elsewhere in “Longitudinal Findings.”

6 Geopolitical events may initially seem remote to the subject matter but would have direct economic consequences,
even for the economic actors known as consumers. The primary transmission mechanism could be through
uncertainty which affects risk-adjusted returns in consumer, as well as financial markets and in turn consumer
sentiment. For specific example, the US final victory in the Cold War produced an immediate “peace dividend” in
the early 1990s, involving a reallocation of national income away frommilitary investment and toward consumption.

The main discontinuity in the ICSM era is 1991. Dummy variable analysis decomposing the ICSM time
series into pre- and post-1991 segments finds a significant improvement in trend for the 1991–2004 period
(b=1.95, p=.0006), possibly attributable to the signal events contemporaneous with the 1991 turning
point, e.g., demise of communism.
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(Feb. 2001), followed by NASDAQ crash aftermath, 9/11 trauma, recession (and
continuing publicly perceived recession after its end), and another war – along with its
difficult consequences in Iraq and domestically. The 2001 ICSM score of −4.51 is
marginally higher (t≥1.63, p<.10) than those from all pre-2000 years except 1996, but is
significantly superior to every index number through 1994 (t≥2.36, p<.02). Though down

Table 8 Index of consumer sentiment toward marketing: historical results, 1984–2004

Year ICSM raw score ICSM index Product score Price score Promotion score Retail score

1984 −14.91 100 −5.13 −15.92 −1.96 8.03
1985 −14.30 100.33 −4.57 −14.33 −2.08 6.86
1986 −13.11 100.97 −3.96 −15.02 −1.69 7.33
1987 −11.15 102.03 −3.24 −13.30 −1.20 6.89
1988 −13.09 100.98 −4.19 −13.25 −1.23 5.74
1989 −14.74 100.09 −3.98 −14.25 −2.34 5.29
1990 −14.66 100.14 −3.78 −14.29 −2.47 6.32
1991 −13.61 100.70 −2.95 −14.17 −2.49 5.84
1992 −12.35 101.38 −2.25 −13.74 −3.12 6.35
1993 −8.88 103.26 −1.69 −12.23 −2.26 7.56
1994 −10.34 102.47 −2.15 −12.62 −2.38 7.16
1995 −7.95 103.76 −0.37 −11.92 −2.71 6.84
1996 −7.48 104.01 −0.76 −12.07 −2.52 7.39
1997 −7.90 103.79 −0.02 −12.72 −2.57 7.43
1998 −7.97 103.75 −0.60 −11.35 −2.38 6.65
1999 −8.43 103.50 −0.42 −10.90 −2.25 5.26
2000 −6.66 104.46 0.59 −11.22 −1.96 5.96
2001 −4.51 105.62 0.99 −9.56 −2.01 6.05
2002 −6.00 104.81 0.20 −9.45 −2.25 5.65
2003 −5.67 104.99 0.95 −9.81 −2.71 5.75
2004 −7.34 104.09 0.54 −10.04 −2.65 5.07

Fig. 2 Index of consumer sentiment toward marketing, 1984–2004
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slightly, the 2004 result (−7.34) is greater than all scores through 1992 (t≥2.04, p<.058;
readers will be forborne comparison of all pairs of year-scores).9

The Four Scale Components: Longitudinal Findings

Figure 3 displays corresponding results for the four marketing functions, revealing a similar
positive trend for two components, product (b=0.314, p<.0001) and price (b=0.284,
p<.0001). As with the composite results of Figure 2, no significant difference from the initial
1984 baseline appears until the year 1987 for the product (t=2.62, p<.01) and price (t=4.16,
p<.001) series. With price, a sentiment recession then ensues in 1989, lasting until 1993 in
which the score again achieves a level significantly higher than any of the values of the 1984–
1992 period (t≥2.42, p<.05) excepting 1987 and 1988. By 2001, the score of −9.56 is
significantly better than all previous annual price measures (t≥2.05, p<.05).

With product as well, only by 1993 does the score elevate significantly above all earlier
values through 1990 (t≥2.24, p<.05). Beginning in 1997 (excluding 1998), product scores

Fig. 3 Four components of ICSM, 1984–2004

9 For consistency with the originally published method and results, and primarily in the interest of offering a
meaningful metric (the −200/+200 scale), reported scores are the simple weighted-sum composites of scale items as
described in section “ICSM Measurement,” rather than the latent underlying factors (Σ ξ, η) assimilated from
LISREL factor loadings (λ). Technical import is nil because of the high correlation between measures computed
from the two approaches (r≈.99). A convenient benefit is that the accompanying index numbers apply equally to
both the raw scores and the underlying construct.

In later analysis, estimates of the pure constructs (ξ, η) are used.

8 Although the pairwise analysis does not conform to the assumptions of the Duncan test (Klockars and Sax 1986,
pp. 47–50), the concept of “experimentwise” a-error rate is still meaningful. Here it is .33, i.e., a 33%
probability that at least one of the significant differences is due to chance. Most of the coefficients listed would
not be significant per the stricter, but low-power, Scheffé correction, yet the series analysis is offered as the best
available summary portrait of the trend highlights. The 1984-2001 difference would be significant under any of
the widely used adjustments, including Scheffé.
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are significantly higher than those for all prior years through 1994 (t≥2.45, p<.05) with the
exception of 1993 (t=1.83, p=.07). The 2001 score (0.99) is significantly greater than all
scores through 1999 (t≥1.96, p≤ .05) except for 1995 and 1997.10 Consistent with the
overall measure, a slight backslide in price sentiment is then seen too.

The other elements show negligible temporal pattern, yet a few significant differences in
annual scores can be discerned: The highest advertising (promotion) score, −1.2 in 1987, is
significantly greater than the lowest, −3.12 in 1992 (t=4.21, p<.001), and the best retailing/
distribution score, 8.03 from 1984, is significantly better than the worst, 5.07 from 2004 (t=
4.23, p<.001), but little regression trend occurs (bpromotion=−0.033, p=.044; bretail/dist.=−0.065,
p=.029).

Regarding comparative magnitudes across marketing functions, it is understandable why
the evaluation of price would be significantly poorer than the rest (t2004≥12.76, p<.0001).
After all, consumers prefer lower prices almost uniformly, so some degree of price-related
dissatisfaction is nearly inevitable. (The fact that this finding is consistent with a natural and
intuitive explanation additionally serves as a form of pragmatic or criterion validation of the
measures. Toward independent, if oblique, confirmation of criterion validity for the product
measure in particular, Wilkie and Moore (1999, p. 210) inform that 88% of marketers’
product offerings are rated “good” or better by Consumer Reports, roughly coinciding with
the ICSM product scale’s move into positive territory. Carsky et al. (1998) report a steady
increase in objective US consumer product quality.)

The retail/distribution score is not only higher than scores of the other components in all
years, but significantly so (t≥6.96, p<.0001). Perhaps something moderately agreeable is
happening in retailing across America, or consumers could be applying more lenient
standards to that marketing function.

Supplementary Analysis: Demographics

One potential explanation for the increasing composite ICSM scores is improved marketer
performance, either substantively or by better managing consumer perceptions and
attitudes. Or maybe consumers, collectively, have evolved in some way to move closer to
the marketing profession. (The duration of this study certainly has given them enough
evolutionary opportunity.) Focus here will be on the consumer as a rival explanation,
appropriately and pragmatically, as the sheer number of interacting marketing-directed
variables in play over the past two decades would render isolation of possible causal factors
daunting.

Hypotheses and Results

Grounded in the general hypothesis that consumer demographics can impinge on attitudes,
including the kind of broad, categorical affect at issue here, beginning in 1988 data have
been collected on variables including respondent age, income, household size, education,
and geographic location. Sex has been recorded from the study’s inception in 1984. Specific
hypotheses concerning how the ICSM would relate to various characteristics, and
associated findings, are elaborated in the following (results are also summarized in

10 The experimentwise or cumulative a-error rate for the enumerated set of comparisons for the product and
price scales is .37.
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Tables 9, 10, and 11, again featuring 2004 data). In short, to preview, age, income, and
education were expected to relate directly to consumer sentiment; household size inversely.

Sex At the time of the project’s origin, we tentatively ascribed the significantly lower 1984
sentiment score for males (−17.71) than females (−12.36; t=2.08) to the established
tendency for men to participate in remorse-producing high-ticket purchases within the
household to a greater degree than they do for low-priced purchase decisions (Davis 1970;
Davis and Rigaux 1974; Festinger 1957; Robertson et al. 1984, p. 131). Hypothesized here,
therefore, is that this relation would endure in the present analysis (H1). Limited contrary
evidence (Clymer 1983) of greater female hostility toward marketing, including product
quality, makes the hypothesis worthy of another test. Table 9 presents results supporting the
H1 expectation, revealing about the same disparity between male and female ICSM scores
(t=2.07) as found in 1984, though both means are improved.

Curiously, however, the one ICSM component for which the least significant difference
exists between male and female mean scores is price (t=0.64, again from Table 9), so the
hypothesized explanation must be rejected. It is primarily the promotion element for which
men have lower mean scores (t=2.57). To the extent that male consumers have greater

Table 9 ICSM and related demographics (2004 data): Sex

Mean score t value

Females Males

ICSM −4.75 −10.69 2.07*
Product 1.00 −0.07 0.93
Price −9.76 −10.41 0.64
Promotion −1.87 −3.66 2.57**
Retail/dist. 5.47 4.54 0.87

Subscript legend for accompanying text: ICSM (I), product (R), price (P), promotion/advertising (A), retail/
distribution (D), age (G), income (N), household size (H), education (E), male (m), female (f).

*p<.05

**p<.01

Table 10 ICSM and related demographics (2004 data): other demographics

Zero-order correlation coefficients Partial correlation coefficients

Age Income H’hold Size Education Age Income H’hold Size Education

ICSM n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s.
Product n.s. .08* n.s. .07* n.s. .080* n.s. n.s.
Price n.s. .09* n.s. .13*** n.s. n.s. n.s. .097**
Promotion −.08* n.s. .07* n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s.
Retail/Dist. .08* −.11*** n.s. −.08* .083* −.078* n.s. n.s.

Subscript legend for accompanying text: ICSM (I), product (R), price (P), promotion/advertising (A), retail/
distribution (D), age (G), income (N), household size (H), education (E), male (m), female (f).

*p<.05

**p<.01

***p≤ .001
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relative participation in high-involvement purchase decisions, they may give more attention
to advertising (Robertson 1976, pp. 20, 22; Rothschild 1987, p. 188) because they are more
actively seeking information. The more advertising is noticed, the more disagreeable it may
become (MA/m=−3.66, MA/f=−1.87). Or perhaps the greater exposure to print advertising
associated with high-involvement products and decisions is explanatory. Print may provoke
more negative attitudes, may be more off-putting, than electronic communication, contrary
to the prevailing stereotype.

Alternatively, because women are more frequently involved in high-ticket purchases today
than was common in the early 1980s (Morrow 2003; Francese 2003), yet the annual
differences in ICSM scores persist, the given hypothesis may be challenged. The actual
explanation may reflect fundamental gender differences related to dimensions such as
attitudes toward shopping or decision making processes (Hoyer and MacInnis 2004, p. 372).

Geographic Region Mean sentiment scores for the composite ICSM and its four
components were compared across nine regions of the USA using 2004 data. Northeast
and Pacific region scores are lowest, but differences are uniformly not significant for all
inter-region comparisons, even for the four index elements (results not shown). The well-
established tendency to observe regional differences in social and political attitudes as well
as consumption preferences (Wilkie 1986, p. 634) grounded this test, but apparently cannot
be generalized to the global consumer sentiment construct.

Age, Income, Education, and Household Size Other selected demographic variables evince
only weak relationships overall with the consumer sentiment index – almost none whatsoever
in the case of age and household size – again on the basis of annual 2004 data.11 Guiding
hypotheses are disclosed seriatim in the following.

Income was hypothesized to relate positively to consumer sentiment (H2) because higher
income allows more economic choice and potentially more acquisition of want-satisfying
products. Surprisingly, no significant correlations are found between income and the
consumer sentiment measure, mainly because the retail/distribution coefficient is negative
(r = −.11, p<.001; rDN�HEG ¼ �:078, p<.05; Table 10). Perhaps expectations rise apace

11 For this initial phase of demographic analysis, tests reported involve only the contemporary 2004 data,
rather than those from the prior 1988–2003 period. Though the analysis is descriptive, it is exploratory in
spirit, to be followed by tests involving the long-term data. Also, for this and subsequent analysis, the
synthesized latent factors (ξ, η,) are used for ICSM and its four elements rather than the indicator-based
measures consisting of composites of x-scores. Rationale was given previously (see footnote 8).

Table 11 ICSM and related demographics (2004 data): non-linear (quadratic) multiple regression results

Independent variable R2

Dependent variable G G2 N N2

ICSM n.s. 0.010 .013
Product n.s. 0.005 .011
ICSM n.s. 0.010 −7.24 0.08 .017
Price n.s. 0.004 −2.67 0.03 .022
Product −0.49 0.005 n.s. n.s. .013

With G=age and N=income (n=990)
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with income so the opportunity for greater consumer satisfaction is offset. Maybe
expectations concerning retail stores among upper income consumers are higher than
marketing performance can match. In other words, the wealthy may become too exacting
and impose discontent upon themselves as a consequence. The observed (non)relationship
may even signify an egalitarian tribute to the US economic system on two counts: (1)
Retailers segment markets by income, positioning stores and offering merchandise with the
spending power of the target customers in mind. Therefore, such attractive opportunities
have been created for low-income consumers that their shopping experience and resulting
satisfaction can rival that of the affluent. (2) Inflation, which harms the poor most of all, has
been subdued to a considerable degree in the USA – as of this writing.

Education was hypothesized to relate positively to consumer sentiment as well (H3), for
reasoning that the more sophisticated and learned should be more competent as consumers,
therefore capable of better decisions and consumption fulfillment. We find, however,
nothing except a weakly negative zero-order correlation between education and retail
conditions (r = −.08), along with slight positive coefficients for product and price
(rPE�HNG ¼ :097, p<.01). Perhaps it is the highly educated as well as the wealthy who
become jaded and demanding, and form unrealizable expectations as a result, yet even this
ostensible relation vanishes when controlling for the other demographics.

Household size performs not as expected – that hypothetical expectation being an
inverse linkage with consumer sentiment toward marketing (H4) on the basis that lower per
capita income within the family would suppress consumption success, à la H2, other things
being equal. The partial correlation analysis of Table 10 tests this hypothesis most
particularly, without support. Most surprisingly, perhaps, price sentiment sensitivity is not
significant vis-à-vis household size, so the hypothesized qualitative explanation may not be
correct.

Age was initially anticipated to be directly related to consumer sentiment toward
marketing (H5), even controlling for other factors such as income. Rationale here parallels
that for education, that is, greater experience should enable improved consumer competence
and, therefore, satisfaction with, and approval of, the institution of marketing. Results are
not supportive, though, with a finding involving the distribution/retail function being a
notable exception (rDG�HNE ¼ :083, p<.05). No age-ICSM relation is found even when
partialling out effects of other demographics.12

Age: Non-linear Analysis A rival hypothesis concerning age was also considered, that of a
U-shaped relation with the sentiment-oriented dependent variables (H5a). In other words,
sentiment will be more favorable for younger and older consumers, as opposed to those in
the middle-age category. Basis is that youthful adult consumers would be more self-
indulgent and hedonistic and therefore experience more immediate gratification which
would translate into approval of marketing. Mature consumers such as senior citizens
would be similarly liberated from some of the more onerous financial constrictions that
impede discretionary spending, typically mortgages, costs of child upbringing including

12 LISREL structural equation modeling (S.E.M.) could have been used to relate the objective demographic
measures to the four components of ICSM, but not the ICSM construct itself which has no independent
indicators apart from the component factors (had ξ constructs been modeled as reflective facets such a model
would have been S.E.M.-compatible, but not conceptually genuine). Therefore, to avert inconsistent
treatment within the same analysis (Table 10) – which would have yielded negligible gain in precision – the
latent variables are synthesized from the indicators (x) and coefficients (λ) derived from the analysis
described in Figure 1 and Tables 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7.
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education, and other expenses of building households such as major appliances and other
necessities. Opposed to the hypothesis, however, a nonlinear regression test reveals no
substantively significant relationships between age and either the ICSM or its components,
even when not controlling for income (R2≤ .033 among ten equations of the Table 11 form,
i.e., including income or not, across five dependent variables), although the essential U-
shaped pattern is supported by the coefficients.

The equations of Table 11 express the non-linear models, of all the ten tested, in which
statistically significant coefficients (p<.05) were found, along with those few coefficients.

Pooled Analysis Despite some slight associations between demographics and consumer
sentiment having been discerned in the preceding analyses, the exercise falls short of
confirming the original proposition that those variables may explain the positive trend in
ICSM scores, to say the least. Yet the limited evidence does serve to nominate some
variables, specifically age, income, household size, and sex, for further study because of
their modest apparent impact on consumer sentiment.13 A more comprehensive analysis
was thus developed using, but limited to, the entire post-1987 data pool (i.e., since the more
extensive demographic data collection began in 1988). Analysis was again done based on
“naive pooling” incorporating both cross-sectional and longitudinal dimensions over the
entire 17-year period, hence, a data set of 21,719 observations. While this method abstracts
from the contingency of autocorrelation, each annual cross-section was also analyzed
separately (as seen in Table 13) and the results confirm reasonable stability of coefficients
over time, especially when removing outliers as in Table 13B, thereby lessening the
concern and supporting use of the method (this separate cross-section approach is known
elsewhere as “Fama and MacBeth [1973] regression”). Although the coefficients of
Table 13A appear scattered, none are significantly different at the .05 level from those of
the pooled analysis in the preceding table.

The pooled multiple regression results in Table 12 show that the four demographic
variables do not fully suppress the significance of the coefficient for the time variable
(which was also included by coding for year; sex was treated as a dummy variable).
Comparison with a model (II) excluding the demographics indicates ΔR2 of −.009 and
elevation of the time (year) coefficient only to 0.592 in the trimmed model. In other words,
adding the four demographics in regression model I only reduces the year coefficient
insignificantly (t=1.42) by 24% to 0.450. Though the effect size is meager, the implicit
default hypothesis endures – that the improvement in consumer sentiment in recent years is
not primarily accounted for by the demographics. Further analysis modeling each year as a
dummy variable (results not shown) reconfirms the significance of the time effect on ICSM.
Coefficients do reveal, however, that established trends such as secular aging of the
population (bage=1.33), increasing income (bincome=0.464), and even smaller households
(bhousehold size=−0.97) could be minor contributory factors (demographics were measured
by categorical scales so absolute comparison of coefficients is not meaningful).

In addition, and as mentioned previously, regression of the ICSM score on the selected
demographics, again including sex as a dummy variable, was performed for each individual
year’s data set from 1988 on. Very low R2 statistics were obtained across the board – a
maximum of .02, less than .01 in most cases. These results (see Table 13) bolster the
conclusion that the independent demographic variables are not explanatory.

13 This selection of demographic variables is based on results of more complete 1988–2004 individual year
analysis than the 2004 results of Tables 9, 10, and 11. Obviously, from the latter, a plausible null hypothesis
is that none of the demographics relate to ICSM.
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Supplementary Analysis II: Sociological Indices

One can hypothesize that consumer sentiment toward marketing is shaped by forces other
than individual demographics. Sociological aggregates, because of plausible impact on
consumption constraints and opportunities, would be prospects for such a role. To examine
this proposition, secondary data on a selection of prominent US vital statistics were
correlated with the annual ICSM scores. Sociological variables included were birth rate,
death rate, marriage rate, divorce rate, crime rate, and property crime rate (all de-trended by
converting to year-over-year differences). The ICSM index, measured in February of each
year, is related to social indices lagged by one and two calendar year(s). (This produces a
minimal lagging for the t−1 case – i.e., end-of-year data related to a measure from the
following February).

Natural hypotheses are that family-enlarging conditions such as births and marriages would
have adverse impact on consumption satisfaction because of the economic pressures created (à
la the household size analysis of the previous section). A rival hypothesis concerning
marriage is that economies of scale (“two-as-cheaply-as-one” syndrome) may enhance
consumption opportunities – and resulting sentiment. Likewise, death rate and divorce rate
would be expected to have an opposite effect, perhaps ironically. Crime rate is also
hypothesized to relate inversely to subsequent consumer sentiment on the grounds that

Table 13 Long-term demographic analysis and results

Independent variables b |t| p

A. Range, 1988–2004 annual data (990 ≤ n ≤ 1,441)
Age −0.158–2.623 0.015–2.24 .025–.878
Household Size −2.950–1.842 0.200–2.41 .016–.838
Income 0.011–0.935 0.040–3.56 .0004–.971
Sex 1.942–9.644 0.075–3.31 .001–.495

(.003 ≤ R2≤ .024)
B. Range (25th–75th %-ile), 1988–2004 annual data
Age 1.024–2.067 0.98–1.70 .089–.326
Household size −2.144–(−0.706) 0.63–1.91 .065–.585
Income 0.319–0.644 1.22–2.24 .016–.202
Sex 3.344–5.422 1.32–2.01 .041–.180

(.005 ≤ R2≤ .011)

Table 12 Long-term demographic analysis and results

Dependent Variable: ICSM

Pooled data (n=21,719) Regression model I Regression model II

Independent Variables b t p b t p

Age 1.327 4.67 <.0001
Household Size −0.965 −3.12 .0018
Income 0.464 6.93 <.0001
Sex 4.667 6.81 <.0001
Year 0.450 6.12 <.0001 0.592 8.83 <.0001

(R2=.013) (R2=.004)
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negative societal conditions in general damage the consumer psyche. (Property crime rate was
dropped from the analysis because of near-perfect colinearity with basic crime rate; r>.99.)

No significant associations were found while lagging sociological variables and treating
ICSM as the consequent variable. Then, however, ICSM was treated as antecedent variable
and correlated with the sociological vital statistics from the same calendar year, and with 1-
and 2-year lags of the ICSM. The general guiding hypothesis is that satisfactory
consumption represents a favorable life-state which, in turn, could induce favorable
familial events such as marriages and births. Poorer consumption-related sentiment, or its
underlying causes, could conceivably provoke adverse events such as divorce, death, and
even crime (if consumer utility cannot be gained by traditional means). No significant
linkages were found in this analysis except those shown in Table 14 involving ICSM and
the crime rate. Remarkably, the Index of Consumer Sentiment toward Marketing is a
leading inverse indicator with respect to crime: the better the consumer sentiment toward
marketing, the lower the crime! No explanation is offered beyond (a) chance association
and (b) that which is derivable from the initial hypothesis: Better consumer mood about
marketing and the consumer’s experience with marketing output, the less need for criminal
behavior as a substitute – it seems.

For an analysis relating ICSM and macroeconomic variables, including GDP, CPI,
saving rate, unemployment, S&P 500 index, and the like, see Gaski and Etzel (2005).

Conclusion and Perspective

The consumer psychology and public policy research community has now received a
retrospective of aggregate consumer attitude toward the practice of marketing. Benefits of
this endeavor, which will be offered periodically to allied research fields via appropriate
media, might include the understanding accruing from such an ongoing metric of an
important public disposition. From an applied perspective, demographic analysis as in
Tables 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 merely inaugurates a program to more fully comprehend the
range of phenomena that really influence macroscopic sentiment toward marketing. Not to
be overlooked either is that ICSM has been adapted by other researchers and used for
national populations across at least five continents (see earlier citations from “Measure-
ment” section and Todd and Lawson 2001).

As reported, the ICSM project is not the first effort to monitor consumer attitudes
longitudinally. In addition to the BDP research in the 1970s, there are – in other contexts –
the familiar Index of Consumer Sentiment of the University of Michigan Survey Research
Center and the Conference Board’s Index of Consumer Confidence. The advantage offered

Dependent variable

Independent variable Crime ICSM

ICSM −.454 (.05)a

ICSM (t−1) −.533 (.023)a –
ICSM (t−2) −.499 (.041)a –
Crime (t−1) – n.s.
Crime (t−2) – n.s.

Table 14 ICSM-crime rate
correlation coefficients

15 < n < 20
a p value in parentheses
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by ICSM relative to the vintage BDP work, apart from a contemporary validation regimen,
is that it continues. The Michigan and Conference Board monthly surveys clearly are done
for a different purpose; their forward-looking microeconomic focus serves as raw material
for economic forecasting.

There are also some notable differences between the ICSM and Fornell’s American
Customer Satisfaction Index (Fornell et al. 1996). The ICSM ingredients are the functions
of marketing while the ACSI composition can be described as institutionalist-atomistic.
That is, the method used for the ACSI is a build-up approach, in which satisfaction toward
individual firms is aggregated into industry-level sentiment which, in turn, is combined
national economy-wide. As a formative index (though respondent product assessments are
reflective), it is possible that some elements will be excluded from the aggregation process,
which would not be the case with the global, reflective scaling of the ICSM at the
component level. Most explicitly, the ACSI captures sentiment only toward products, but
the ICSM assesses attitude toward four marketing functions. Moreover, the ACSI surveys
only large firms in major industries, ignoring the small business sector which represents
about 52% of private sector output, 53% of employment (Popkin and Company 2001), and
an unknown proportion of consumer satisfaction and sentiment. Nevertheless, the ACSI
surely constitutes a fair proxy in its own right for the characteristic it attempts to measure.
In any case, even though the ICSM and ACSI do different things, the minor degree to
which overlap of purpose exists could promote compound or synergistic insight.

The most germane distinction of the ICSM is that it has a history. With the ICSM study
and its 21 years of background data, temporal perspective is available now (one could say
the ICSM, at 21, has ripened to the age of majority and is now mature enough for public
debut).

One original motive for creating the Index of Consumer Sentiment toward Marketing
was appreciation for the almost universally espoused “marketing concept,” in conjunction
with curiosity about adherence to it by marketers or the degree of confluence between
that ideal and the prevailing consumer milieu. If firms are effectively practicing the
marketing concept, which emphasizes the satisfaction of customers as a fundamental tenet
of modern marketing, it should be reflected in customer satisfaction with (the value
provided by) marketing. That is, consumers should be reasonably pleased with the
outputs of consumer product marketers. The ICSM results, covering 21 years from 1984
to 2004 inclusive, suggest that in fact American consumers’ affective reaction to the
performance of marketing is rather subdued. Over the period of the project, marketing
has been consistently viewed slightly negatively, per the ICSM raw scale, though
trending positively.

There are varied possible interpretations of the results. One is that we live in a cynical
world and despite the best efforts of marketers, consumers are not willing to acknowledge
the substantial accomplishments of the marketing system (Wilkie and Moore 1999).
Another possibility is that customer satisfaction is simply not a priority of most US
businesses despite the prominence given the presumed ideal, i.e., lip service. Whatever the
explanation, the perception of how well marketing is being performed should be factored
into the decision making of consumer welfare advocates, public policy makers, and
marketing managers.

Yet it must be noted that secular American consumer sentiment is improving and only
minimally in the negative range, by an insignificant amount substantively, not nearly as
unfavorable about marketing outputs as popular stereotype may have represented. The main
public policy imperative, therefore, could be that government redress need not be too
extreme nor damaging to the private sector.
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Indeed, the field of consumer marketing has long suffered a negative public image in
some quarters as a borderline unsavory undertaking. The cultivation and reporting of this
perception may be largely sensationalist (Packard 1957), even caricature (Farmer 1967;
Magnuson and Carper 1982), but is, at least, less than optimally empirical. In contrast, the
Index of Consumer Sentiment toward Marketing offers opportunity for bolstered
understanding of the true state of the consumer’s attitudinal relation with marketing
practice.
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Appendix A

Questionnaire Items14

ICSM
Product Quality
The quality of most products I buy today is as good as can be expected.
*I am satisfied with most of the products I buy.
*Most products I buy wear out too quickly. (R)
Products are not made as well as they used to be. (R)
*Too many of the products I buy are defective in some way. (R)
*The companies that make products I buy do not care enough about how well they

perform. (R)
*The quality of products I buy has consistently improved over the years.
Price
*Most products I buy are overpriced. (R)
*Businesses could charge lower prices and still be profitable. (R)
*Most prices are reasonable considering the high cost of doing business.
Competistion between companies keeps prices reasonable.
Companies are unjustified in charging the prices they charge. (R)
*Most prices are fair.
*In general, I am satisfied with the prices I pay.
Advertising
Most advertising provides consumers with essential information.
*Most advertising is very annoying. (R)
*Most advertising makes false claims. (R)
*If most advertising were eliminated, consumers would be better off. (R)
*I enjoy most ads.
Advertising should be more closely regulated. (R)
*Most advertising is intended to deceive rather than to inform consumers. (R)
Retailing or Selling

14 Five-point scale response options labeled from “Agree Strongly” to “Disagree Strongly,” R: reverse
scored. Asterisk indicates item retained after purification.
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*Most retail stores serve their customers well.
*Because of the way retailers treat me, most of my shopping is unpleasant. (R)
*I find most retail salespeople to be very helpful.
Most retail stores provide an adequate selection of merchandise.
In general, most middlemen make excessive profits. (R)
*When I need assistance in a store, I am usually not able to get it. (R)
*Most retailers provide adequate service.

Appendix B

On Measurement

The Reflective–Formative Issue

Readers may initially detect a trace of formative, versus reflective, character in some of
the advertising and distribution/retail items in Appendix A. For instance, statements
incorporating “essential information,” “annoying,” and “false claims” would seem to
capture different dimensions of the applicable construct, would they not? Despite the
appearance, however, recognize that the inherent construct can be and is here defined
constitutively as (sentiment toward) total functional benefit relative to cost or downside,
or satisfaction with service output relative to input – in this case helpful (information)
versus unhelpful (deceptive, annoying) stimuli. Therefore, the item “... advertising
provides... essential information,” embodies the benefit side or numerator of the relation
with the cost or input implicit. “Most advertising is very annoying” and “... makes false
claims” would then represent the downside or denominator, leaving the output or benefit
implicit (use of items representing different parts of a construct enabled variety of stimuli
presentation, essential in reflective multi-item scales). All items, thus understood, proxy
the total construct.

Equivalent rationale justifies some of the distribution/retail statements. Given an
effective conceptual definition of (sentiment toward) service output/input or benefit/cost
(analogous to the above), “the way retailers treat me” and “selection of merchandise” are
partial surrogates for the service output side of the relation, and “middlemen make
excessive profits” proxies the input.

Readers who still regard some scale items as problematic in this way should note that
most of the potential offenders were removed in purification. Furthermore, on the
empirical side, validation evidence including factor analysis and coefficient α, first
appearing in Gaski and Etzel (1985, 1986), supports unidimensionality of the four
individual scales.

The Affective–Cognitive Issue

The Index of Consumer Sentiment toward Marketing is a measure of an affective
construct, sentiment – explicitly favorable or unfavorable sentiment toward an object of
attitude, in this case marketing. Inspection of the scale items of Appendix A reveals
many to be literally statements of cognitions, however. Reconciliation occurs by noting
that cognitions may serve as indirect measures of affect. This practice is common and
defensible when the target characteristic is a motherhood attribute, i.e., one of universal
approbation, for which greater perceived presence is tantamount to more favorable affect.
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Examples would be personal freedom, absence of pain, economic gain, adequate oxygen
to breathe, and, in this context, traits such as good product quality, fair prices, truthful
advertising, and helpful retail service. Questionnaire items measuring perceptions of these
qualities are clearly representing affective reactions as well (technically because of the
valence imparted by the “good,” “fair,” “truthful,” and “helpful” anchors). Hence, a
measure of affective sentiment emerges legitimately from the items shown in the
preceding appendix.
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