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Abstract

The aim of the present work is to analyze which spouse has the greatest influence on household purchases, as well
as to observe, whenever purchase conflicts arise, the influence tactics employed and whether these tactics have a
relationship with socio-demographic characteristics. Information was obtained through 300 questionnaires
applied to co-habiting couples. A convenience sampling (““‘snowball”” method) was carried out between the end of
2006 and the beginning of 2007. We use a Factor Analysis of Principal Components (FAPC), t-test for
independent samples and variance analysis. Results show an unmistakable tendency towards joint decisions in
the couple, with women playing the specialized role of grocery buyer. Gender differences are also confirmed in the
use of influence tactics. These results may be of interest to both firms and public institutions.
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1. Introduction

Family purchase behavior is a research field of special interest for firms and institutions. The democratization of
society and family has led to changes in the way that both society and household members understand genders.
These changes have been decisive in the move from a traditional family model, hierarchically organized and with
well-defined tasks for each member, to a new, more reduced, less hierarchical model, including new family
patterns (single-parent, multinuclear, registered co-habiting couples and homosexual couples). This work uses the
terms ‘couple’, ‘husband/man’ and ‘wife/woman’, since the articles which we cite explicitly refer to ‘husband’
and ‘woman/wife’. Although the couple is a classical decision unit, few works have tackled the study of the
mutual influence between spouses. Conflicts are likely to appear in the family as a result of disagreements, mainly
when it comes to the acquisition of durable goods (Kaur and Singh, 2005). Analyzing household conflicts is
essential to understanding the dynamics of family decision-making and the strategies applied in family decision-
making processes. The role of women in the home and at work, as well as their role as wives and mothers, is
perceived in different ways today (Tong, 2007). From the perspective of firms and institutions, it seems natural to
wonder whether these changes have an impact on purchase behaviour. The answer is probably affirmative,
although the changes are slow in coming into effect. The typical situation is to find women working out of the
home who still take care of household chores, with scarce participation of men in the housework (Valdivia, 2000;
Pedersen et al. 2006).
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The changes in the perception of the role of women may alter the influence of each spouse on the purchase of
products that were traditionally associated with a particular sex (Webster and Reiss, 2001; Khemakhem, 2005)
and they can also affect conflict-resolution tactics. Firms and institutions can benefit from the information on who
buys which products and the tactics used by each family member. Likewise, finding a potential relationship
between the use of certain tactics and socio-demographic variables would allow firms to adapt their tactics to
today’s reality. In this context, the purpose of the present work is twofold. First, to find out which spouse has the
greatest influence on a set of important purchase decisions and, second, when a purchase conflict arises, to
analyze the most widely-used influence tactics and their potential relationship with socio-demographic variables.

2. Purchase Decision-Making in the Couple

The significant changes in family roles in recent decades have led women to increase their influence on all
decision areas, a fact that reveals the need for firms to rearrange their marketing strategies for some products or
services (Belch and Willis, 2002). Indeed, the relevance of the roles that men and women play in the couple has
been the object of study in consumer purchase behavior (Davis and Rigaux; 1974; Martinez, 1996; Berg and
Teigen, 2009). Some works establish the impact of Sex Role Orientation (SRO) on household decision-making.
This concept refers to attitudes, values, opinions, behavior standards and cultural rules that define the appropriate
behavior of men and women in society (Qualls, 1981). So, in couples with a more modern SRO, the husband’s
relative influence decreases as the wife’s increases (Webster, 1995; Bailey, 1998; Meier, Kirchler and Huvert,
1999). In mixed SRO couples, men with modern wives take fewer decisions compared to men with traditional
wives (Green and Cunningham, 1975; Madill and Bailey, 1999). On the other way, appears that disagreement is
likely arisen between parents and its child rather than between husband and wife (Wut and Chou, 2012).

Several authors claim that different cultures and nationalities lead to different domination degrees of each spouse
in purchase decisions, and to a higher or lower number of joint decisions (Hoyer and Maclnnis, 2004; Harcar and
Spillan, 2006; Frikka, 2010). Socializing children develops expectations about appropriate behavior patterns for
men and women, as well as for husbands and wives, and youths use their families as a reference for their own
behavior as consumers (Bravo, Fraj and Montaner, 2008). Multiple factors influence in the couple’s purchase
decision-making process. We are interested in this paper in the aspects related to the purchase decision conflict
and in the influence tactics that each spouse uses to modify the other’s preferences and opinions.

2.1. Purchase decision conflict

Purchase decision-making processes in the household are more complex than those of individuals for three
reasons: the difficulty of reaching a joint decision, the different roles of each spouse in. the decision-making
process and the need to solve conflicts between spouses. In other words, conflict is an inherent element in family
purchase decision-making (Assael, 1998). The closer the personal relationships are, the more likelihood of
disagreements (Scanzoni, 1979). The family, a small involuntary group, is a common scene of conflicts (Davis,
1976).

The scant research on how men and women resolve their differences when making joint decisions has focused on
the following areas: the most commonly used resolution strategies (Belch et al., 1980); types of conflict-resolution
strategies (Davis, 1976; Sheth and Cosmas, 1975; Nelson, 1988; Kwai-Choi and Collins, 2000; Su et al., 2003);
the mixture of conflict-resolution strategies used by the couple depending on their age, years of cohabitation,
income, education, occupation and SRO (Sex Role Orientation) (Kim and Lee, 1996); and how the choice of a
strategy is influenced by factors like age, conflict situation, satisfaction with marriage and relative domination
(Kirchler, 1993; Kirchler et al., 2001). More recently, some studies have examined whether ethnic differences can
affect the choice of conflict-resolution strategies (Makgosa, 2007, Makgosa y Kang, 2009).

Generally speaking, two contrary suppositions exist about conflicts in family decision-making. The first is based
on the idea that spouses try to avoid conflicts because of the cooperative nature of the family (Corfman and
Lehmann, 1987) that fosters empathy with the other’s preferences (Straus and Sweet, 1992; McGonagle, Kessler
and Schillin, 1992). The second supposition, however, emphasizes the conflictive nature of family decisions,
considering the family as a system more prone to disagreement than to consensus or to a stable equilibrium
between the two parts (Sprey, 1969). It is claimed that both manifest and latent conflicts often arise, preventing
the final decision from being made unless conflicts are solved (Qualls, 1987; Surra and Longstreth, 1990 and
Gottman, 1994).
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Nevertheless, other researchers prefer to combine the two perspectives, assuming that the couple attempt to reach
their own goals simultaneously but that they also try to adapt to the other’s wishes (Kirchler, 1993; Su, et al.,
2003). Individuals want to satisfy their own needs but, at the same time, they do not want to hurt their relationship
with their spouses (Ben-Yoav and Pruitt, 1984; Kirchler, 1995). These models establish that the satisfaction of an
individual need may have consequences for the other spouse and, therefore, the aim is to maximize joint benefits.
Consequently, research on this point should consider both models of conflict resolution (either trying to avoid
them or generating confrontation) (Qualls, 1988). Some authors like Qualls and Jaffe (1992) have designed
conflict models, concluding that if both spouses have similar perceptions of the role of gender, their influence on
decisions and its importance, they will generate fewer conflicts than couples with different perceptions. Other
authors attempt to establish conflict types (Qualls, 1988; Kirchler et al., 2001) and some determine the strategies
used by the couple for conflict resolution (Davis, 1976; Sheth and Cosmas, 1975; Nelson, 1988; Kwai-Choi and
Collins, 2000; Su et al., 2003).

2.2. Influence tactics

Whenever a conflict arises during the purchase decision-making process, each spouse is likely to consider the
other’s preferences and adapt their viewpoints to their own, thus attempting to modify their position (Szinovacz,
1987). The communication process is employed to modify viewpoints. This step-by-step transformation is
obtained not only through the exchange of objective information but also by using tactics. Influence tactics refer
to the “maneuvers” that each spouse uses to modify the other’s preferences and opinions. The influence of each
spouse on joint decisions is related to factors like the intensity of the preferences, the decision process, expertise
(Corfman and Lehman, 1987), product category (De Bourdeaudhuij and Van-Oost, 1998), the importance of the
product (Cuccaro, 1996) and the stage of purchase decision (Beatty and Talpade, 1994).

The use of one or the other tactic depends on multiple factors such as the family’s underlying structure, which can
be described through the concepts of power and cohesion (Kirchler, 1989), the family’s social class, the SRO (Sex
Role Orientation) (Schaninger et al., 1982; Bailey 1998; Webster and Reiss, 2001) and the stage of the family life
cycle. These factors lead to the use of different strategy mixes and/or influence tactics so the review of the
literature on the issue revealed very different forms of classifying them. Some authors use a typology that divides
influence strategies into broad categories (Nelson, 1988; Webster and Reiss, 2001), while others resort to more
detailed categories (Kirchler, 1989; Su et al., 2003). One of the most complete studies in terms of analysis and
approach to influence tactics in the couple’s purchase decisions was conducted by Kirchler (1993). His taxonomy
includes 18 tactics in 4 groups: A first group is made up of conflict-avoiding tactics, the second group includes
just one tactic known as problem resolution, the third group gathers persuasion tactics an the last group contains
the so-called haggling or negotiation tactics. Kirchler used his tactics taxonomy in 1993 by applying it through
questionnaires to Austrian and Italian couples and, later, in 2001 (Kirchler et al. 2001), to couples resident in
Vienna.

For one year, the participants completed, every day and separately, a questionnaire that he called the diary. In both
cases, the most widely-used tactics among the respondents were the same: presenting well-reasoned arguments
(problem-resolution tactics) and integrating haggling (haggling tactics). Nevertheless, some differences in terms
of gender and satisfaction with the couple’s relationship were detected. Women, more often than men, use tactics
of negative emotions (threatening, yelling) and show weakness, but they use well-reasoned arguments less
frequently. That is, gender differences, non-existent in Kirchler (1993), are found. It is more likely to find a
politically correct answer in a one-questionnaire work because the response is almost automatic. However, the
longitudinal structure of the diary is more likely to dilute this type of answer over time. Other observational
studies also reveal gender differences, with women having a more active emotional role and using negative
tactics, compared to men. For instance, some works conclude that women show more emotional expressiveness,
whereas men make use of excuses and explanations based on facts when facing a conflict (Margolin and
Wampold, 1981; Thompson and Walker, 1989). Women generate more feelings and negative conduct than men
(Raush et al., 1974; Notarius and Johnson, 1982), are more demanding and do not avoid confrontation, whereas
men do and abandon the scene (Heavey, Layne and Christensen 1993; Black, 2000). Additionally, women are
more active in the use of negative tactics than men, who are more passive and positive (Hojjat, 2000).
Nevertheless, a work by Kozak (2010) finds no gender difference in the tactics used.

and persuasion are the most significant tactics for both sexes. Most authors detect gender differences when
considering influence tactics in the couple’s purchase decisions, as our empirical study will attempt to prove.
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3. Methodology

This paper is part of a broader research line that focuses on comparing the couple’s role in the purchase of
products and services in a determined area of Spain on the basis of questionnaires. We will focus on each spouse’s
role in the purchase decision-making of different products and services, as well as on the conflicts that arise in the
decision-making process. The study’s target population is cohabiting couples. A convenience sampling was
carried out between the end of 2006 and the beginning of 2007. The reason for using the “snowball” method was
twofold. First, convenience samples are common practice in this type of studies. Second, the difficulties of finding
couples willing to take part in a study that analyzes sensitive issues like conflicts in decision-making processes.
After two pretests to control for potential errors, two surveys were generated, one aimed at men and the other at
women. 300 pairs of valid surveys were obtained, enough for an empirical study. The characteristics of the sample
are shown in Tables 1 and 2.

Table 1. Characteristics of male and female samples

. . . Percentage of | Percentage of
Socio-demographic variables WOMEN MEN
Under 30 13.7 8.1
Age Between 31-45 60.3 59.7
Between 46-60 22.3 27.2
Over 60 3.7 5
No studies 0.7 1
. Primary 11.4 16.7
Studies Secondary 33.0 333
University 54.9 49
Under1000 22.3 5.9
Between 1000-2000 50.7 53.3
Personal income | Between 2001-3000 10.3 30
(euro) Between 3000-4000 1 5.7
Over 4000 0.7 3.7
No answer 15 14
Employee 47.7 56.6
Self-employed 8.5 8
Professional 1.0 3.7
Occupation Bgs_inessman/woman 3.0 8.7
Civil servant 23.3 17
Retired 0 3.3
Others 3.4 2.7
Not working out of home 13.1 0
Working out of | Yes 86.9 95.7
home No 13.1 4.3

Table 2. Common characteristics of the couple

Socio-demographic variables F % | Socio-demographic variables F %
None 97 319
. 204 |68 . One 10 |26.8
Children \N(%s 96 |32 Number of children Two 97 [332
Three 25 [8.1
Less than 5 years 80 |[26.6 Under 1000 4 L3
510 vears 79 |24 1000-2000 42 |14
Years of marriage Y . 2001-3000 120 |40
I 11-15 years 50 |16.7 | Family income (euro)
or cohabitation 3000-4000 80 |26.7
16-20 years 27 |9
Over 4000 46 |15.3
More than 20 years |71 |23.7
No answer 8 2.7

Note: F: frequency (N=300). (%): percentage.
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Women answered the questionnaire using a 5-point scale where 1 meant “only the husband influences”, 2
corresponded to “the husband influences more than the wife”, 3 “both have the same influence”, 4 “the wife
influences more than the husband” and 5 “only the wife influences”. To fulfill the objective of our study, it was
necessary to define the products and services to be used in the evaluation (Table 3). These elements were taken
from Martinez and Polo (1999) who use the typology established by Davis and Rigaux (1974). Martinez and Polo
(1999) choose 23 products and/or services, adapting the selection to the Spanish context by grouping some similar
products and services together and eliminating others that have no relevance in our country. On the basis of the
application of Multiple Correspondence Analysis, the 23 decisions were reduced to 15, the most relevant ones
when analyzing the role of spouses in purchase decisions. Couples were asked about who had the most influence
on the 15 decisions using the same 5-point scale described above. As for the tactics scale, we chose the one
proposed by Su et al. (2003), very similar to the one used by Kirchler et al. (2001), with slight variations in the
translation of the pretests conducted to detect potential errors. A 5-point scale was used, from 1 “I never use it” to
5 “I always use it” (Table 4).

Table 3. Types of products and services used in the study

Home appliances

Grocery and cleaning products (washing machine. fridge, Housing purchase
etc.)
Own personal care products Furniture Vacations
The partner’s personal care products Television Life insurances
Own clothes and complements VCR Other insurances

The partner’s clothes and
complements

Source: Martinez and Polo (1999).

Stereo Investment of savings

Table 4. Influence tactics used in the study

| keep repeating my viewpoint

I express my opinions loudly

I make him/her think that he/she is doing me a favor

| try to negotiate something beneficial for both

| get angry and ask him/her to give in

I tell him/her that he/she has no right to disagree on that issue

I tell him/her that | have more experience in that issue

I refuse to discuss the issue

I express sorrow so that he/she sees how his/her opinion hurts

| give my partner reasons to prove why he/she should agree with my arguments
| express my needs. | tell my partner what | want

I mention my children’s or other people’s preferences to return to my viewpoint

Source: Adapted from Su et al. (2003) and Kirchler (2001).

4. Result Analysis

The first objective of this work is to find out which spouse influences household purchase decisions. Table 5
gathers the response rate of the sample, which reveals that, as expected after the literature review, in most cases,
the percentage of couples that make joint decisions is very high, while the area of personal care, clothes and
complements is the one with a higher individual influence. Women’s influence on clothes and complements
purchase is higher than the influence of men on the purchase of female products. These results are no surprise if
we consider women’s traditional role as family shopper. Grocery and cleaning products are still the realm of
women and, for a remarkable percentage of respondents, this is an area where women make purchase decisions
with no other influences. Housing and vacations are the two products that obtain the highest response rates in the
item “both have the same influence”. After the revision of response rates, it can be concluded that classifying the
decisions according to who has a dominant role in each of them may be extremely useful.
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The global behavior of families could, in this way, be better explained. To do this, we applied the procedure
designed by Davis and Rigaux (1974) and Martinez (1996). This procedure classifies purchase decisions through
graphs that clearly depict which decisions are under the influence of each spouse, which decisions are jointly
made and which ones are defined as autonomous.

Table 5. Response rate on the spouse’s degree of influence upon product and services

Only the T_he husband Both have _The wife Only the Doesn’t

husband influences the same influences wife know/Didn’t

influences more than influence more than influences answer

the wife the husband

M w M w M w M w M w M w
Grocery and cleaning 1 1 6 47 | 273|227 | 44 433 | 21 | 283 | 0.7 0
Own personal care 29.7 | 1 20 2 19.7 | 16.3 | 21.7 | 22.7 9 | 57.7 0 0.3
CT;‘r‘; partner’s personal | ;| 593 | 13 | 23 |113| 22 | 243 | 163 |613| 93 | 07 | 0
Own clothes, | 147 | 13 | 283 | 23 | 27 [123] 217 | 307 | 83 | 53 0 |03
complements
The partner’s clothes| 47 | 157| 07 | 32 | 87 [303| 30 | 20 | 48 | 47| 2 |o3
and complements
Home appliances 2.7 2 12 10.3 | 57.3 | 63.7 | 18.3 | 15.7 9 8 0.7 0.3
Furniture 03 | 0.3 4 47 | 617|647 | 243 | 247 | 9.3 | 5.7 0.3 0
Television 7.7 6 28.7 | 29.3 | 54.7 | 56.7 6 6.7 1.7 1 1.3 0.3
VCR 9.7 | 7.3 | 28.7 | 31.7 | 50.7 | 53 5.3 6 27 | 1.3 3 0.7
Stereo 11 7.3 | 29.3 34 | 48.7 | 50.3 | 6.7 3.3 2 2 2.3 3
Housing 2.3 2 8 7 75.3 | 82.7 10 6.3 3.7 | 1.7 0.7 0.3
Vacations 0.3 0 0.7 43 [ 703 71 16.7 | 20.7 6 3.7 0 0.3
Life insurance 8 7.3 | 23.3 | 21.3 46 52 10.3 6.3 2.7 | 3.3 9.7 9.7
Other insurances 9.3 7 26.3 26 457 | 52.3 | 9.7 6.3 2.7 | 3.3 6.3 5
Investment of savings 93 | 87 | 22.7 | 21.3 | 43 49 | 13.7 | 117 6 5 5.3 4.3

Note 1: In bold type, the highest rates for each purchase decision.
Note 2: M = men’s responses; W = women’s responses.

Accordingly, each decision is positioned on two axes. The y-axis considers a 1-to-3 scale that measures the
positional relative mean influence between men and women. The term positional is used to describe the relative
influence of each member of the couple in the graph, since the scale does not allow us to assess the mean
obtained. Consequently, the 5-point scale that measures the degree of influence on decisions becomes a 3-point
scale (1: “only the husband influences” and *“the husband influences more than the wife”; 2: “both have the same
influence”; and 3: “only the wife influences” and “the wife influences more than the husband”) so that it gathers
the global feeling about whether men, women or both influence decisions.

The x-axis represents a scale of the specialization role, measured through the percentage of respondents who
claim to have made joint decisions, ranging from 0 to 100%. The graphic representation adopts the shape of a
triangle generated from the lines that cut at the point (100%, 2) and divided into four areas. The area determined
by a percentage of individuals who respond “both have the same influence” over 50% and a positional relative
mean influence between 1.5 and 2.5, corresponds to joint decisions in the couple. When the percentage of “both
have the same influence” responses is below 50%, there are three areas according to the value of the positional
relative mean influence.

When this influence is below 1.5, the decisions located in that area are controlled by men; if the positional relative
mean influence is over 2.5, the decisions are dominated by women; and when the influences ranges from 1.5 to
2.5, the decisions are autonomous. Thus, the square that gathers the so-called autonomous decisions includes
those decisions where the percentage of respondents who claim to make joint decisions is below 50% but the
others are positioned with a similar pattern between those who consider that women influence more and those
who say that men do, so that the positional mean is between 1.5 and 2.5.
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Figure 1 displays the results of the global male and female sample. It can be observed that most decisions are
rated as jointly made, whereas “clothes and complements for men”, “men’s personal care products” and
“investment of savings” appear in the area of autonomous decisions. Purchase decisions about “grocery and
cleaning products”, “women’s clothes and complements” and “women’s personal care” fall into the area of
women’s decisions. Male-dominated areas show no purchase decisions. Decisions related to “housing”
“vacations”, “furniture” and “home appliances” are clearly labeled as joint decisions. As well as the area where
decisions are located, the exact situation of each decision in the area offers useful information. The decision on
“investment of savings” borders the joint decisions area; the decision appears to be autonomous, although it may
well be a joint one. Likewise, purchase decisions on “television”, “VCR”, “stereo”, “life insurance” and “other
types of insurance” are very close to the autonomous decisions area, and they even border the male decision area,
although they are actually found in the joint decisions area.

When observing men’s and women’s responses separately, the female sample (Figure 2), shows no relevant
changes with regard to the situation described in Figure 1. Nevertheless, in Figure 3, which shows men’s
responses, the situation of some decisions differs. More exactly, decisions related to “life insurance”, “other
insurance” and “stereo” are classified in the men’s sample as autonomous and not joint decisions, as occurred in
the women’s and the global samples. Nevertheless, these three decisions border the area of joint decisions, closer
to men’s domination areas. Decisions on “men’s clothes and complements” are classified, both in male and
female samples, as autonomous, although their situation in this area is quite different. In the male sample, it is
located near the y-axis, whereas in the female and global samples it occupies a central position. This would
indicate that the percentage of men that consider this as a joint decision is lower than the one obtained in the
female and global samples.

Figure 1. The couple’s role in final purchase decisions (joint responses from men and women)

WOMEN-DOMINATED 3,00
DECISIONS 7z Woman clothes and complements
Woman personal care
JOINT B Grocery and cleaning
DECISIONS R
Vacg{:nu?:niture : A%T];OCTS(:?)/INOS[IS relative
ome appliances .
Housing 5 influence
. Investment of savings
Other insurances Y hirsitance B Man E|%ha$‘spaerg0%%|in&|’?21ents
\;CR’ Televison
Stereo 150
MALE-DOMINATED
DECISIONS
1,00
100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 0

Percentage of respondents who make joint decisions
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Figure 2. The couple’s role in final purchase decisions (female responses)

WOMEN-DOMINATED

3,00

DECISIONS
. Woman clothes and complements
G Womgn Fers,onal care
JOINT B Grocery and cleaning
2,50
DECISIONS Mean
[ Furniture AUTONOMOUS relative
Vacations @ Home appliances DECISIONS influence
! Housing - 2,00
. Investment of savings
Other insurances
Life insurance [l Man clothes and complements
: = Man personal care
elevison

1,50
DECISIONS

100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 0
Percentage of respondents who make joint decisions

Figure 3. The couple’s role in final purchase decisions (male responses)

WOMEN-DOMINATED

DECISIONS -
. Woman clothes and complements
JOINT Woman personal care
DECISIONS M Grocery and cleaning
2,50
Mean
Mt AUTONOMOUS relative
) ® Homg appliances DECISIONS influence
Housing 200
Investment of savings '
Other insurarices I Man clothes and complements
Talsiiaon= Life insurance Man personal care
\Y/e! Stereo
1,50
MALE-DOMINATE
DECISIONS
1,00
100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 0

Percentage of respondents who make joint decisions
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4.1. Influence tactics used in the couple’s decision-making conflicts

One of the aims of the present work is to analyze the existence of gender differences in the influence tactics used
when a conflict arises in the purchase process. The following section will tackle this objective. First, we obtain the
response rates obtained in each of the tactics proposed to respondents, distinguishing between male and female
responses. Then a Factor Analysis of Principal Components (FAPC) will be conducted to group the tactics and
observe the ones more commonly used by men or women.

Table 6 shows the response rates for each influence tactic used in the study. Some gender discrepancies are
observed for the highest response rates in three of the twelve tactics. For example, “I try to negotiate something
beneficial for both” is a tactic in which 37.3% of men obtain an intermediate score (the highest percentage for
men in this tactic), which reveals that they sometimes use it, whereas 33.7% of women score 4 (the highest
percentage for women in this tactic), which denotes that they use it more frequently than men. The tactic “I refuse
to discuss the issue” obtains its highest response rate in the item I never use it” for women whereas, for men, the
score is 2, revealing a slightly higher use by men. “I mention my children’s or other people’s preferences to return
to my viewpoint” is a more common tactic among women. They score their highest response rate for this tactic in
the intermediate item (27%), whereas men score their highest in the item “I never use it” (33%)

Table 6. Influence tactics according to sex (%)

MIWIMWIMIW MW MW

| keep repeating my viewpoint 13.3110.3] 25 | 14 |33.3|38.3| 18 |26.7|10.3|10.7
| express my opinions loudly 44.3143.3| 25 |27.7|17.3|19.7| 8 | 6.3 |53 | 3
]Ea\r/r::ke him/her think that he/she is doing me a 623| 66 1183116.7] 13 |133] 3 3 |33 1
| try to negotiate something beneficial for both 8 |87127/10.7/37.3| 31 | 27 |33.7| 15 | 16
I get angry and ask him/her to give in 543| 47 | 24 130.7/16.3| 16 | 3 5 123]13

I tell him/her that he/she has no right to disagree

. 64.7162.7|13.3| 20 | 12 |123| 6.7 | 2.7 | 3.3 | 2.3
on that issue

ils;EIeI him/her that | have more experience in that 3430357 29 | 26 | 17 | 24 | 13 | 12 | 6.7 | 2.3

I refuse to discuss the issue 26 |35.3| 28 |26.7]126.3|21.312.3|12.7| 73| 4

| gxpress sorrow so that he/she sees how his/her 547] 49 |21.71193115.71163] 7 |12.3] 1 3
opinion hurts

I give my partner reasons to prove why he/she c | 33| 10 1103|267 125.3| 33 |35.3|25.3| 257
should agree with my arguments ' . : . . . .

I express my needs. | tell my partner what | want 6.7 5 |133] 9 | 27 |19.7|31.7| 37 |21.3|29.3

| mention my children’s or other people’s| o5 o571 95 [17.3]293] 27 [12.3]20.7] 3.3 | 9.3
preferences to return to my viewpoint

Note 1: In bold type, the highest response rates for each tactic.
Note 2: Scale from 1: | never use it to 5: | always use it.
Note3: M = men’s responses; W = women’s responses.

With the aim of grouping the items of the scale used and adapting it to the objective cited at the beginning of the
present section, several FAPCs were conducted through the SPPS v. 15.0. This analysis consisted of condensing
the information offered by a set of variables into a smaller group of principal components or factors which is the
linear combination of the variables. Various methods can be used to verify the degree of correlation, with Barlett’s
sphericity, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test and multiple correlations being the most common tests (Santos et
al., 2003). These methods were applied to the influence tactics scale, obtaining the results shown in Tables 7 and
8. These tables include Cronbach’s Alpha, which analyzes the scale’s internal consistency, thus eliminating those
items that do not improve this statistical value, which should, in a study like ours, have a minimum value of 0.6
(Miquel et al., 1999). As indicated by Hutcheson and Mountinho (2008), there is no point in applying
confirmatory analysis techniques, since the study has an exploratory approach. Likewise, those items that pass the
reliability analysis are required to have a factor loading exceeding 0.5. Otherwise, they are also removed. Finally,
two dimensions are obtained for the female sample from the FAPC that explain 50.26% of the total variance.
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The four items that constitute the first principal component or factor (Table 7) share the condition of being tactics
that seem to stem from women’s position of inferiority, hence the use of direct confrontation tactics, like shouting,
or indirect tactics that utilize strategies like persistently repeating, sorrow, or using the children’s or other people’s
opinion. For this reason, the factor is labeled as “Inferiority tactics” (IT). The three items that form the second
principal component or factor seem to be related to more direct tactics and direct confrontation, anger, having
rights or experience are used as deterrent strategies to persuade the other spouse. These tactics reveal a supposed
authority of women, hence the term “Authority tactics” (AT) (Table 7).

As for the male sample, the analysis yielded just one five-item dimension that gathers 55.99% of the variance.
The five tactics reflect, on the whole, a certain position of superiority or arrogance from men: no reasoning, no
arguments on equal terms and an attitude that is somehow patronizing (“I make him/her think that he/she is doing
me a favor”, “I get angry and ask him/her to give in”) or a direct imposition of one’s opinion because they
assume, be it true or not, a wider knowledge (“I express my opinions loudly”, “I tell him/her that he/she has no
right to disagree on that issue”, “I tell him/her that | have more experience in that issue”). Consequently, this
factor is called “Arrogance tactics” (AT) (Table 8). The appearance of the inferiority dimension only in the female
sample might be explained by the stereotyped role of women as the weaker sex, which may lead them to assume
this role and employ tactics “forbidden” to men.

Table 7. Factor analysis of the influence tactics scale (female sample)

Identified components: 2 (0=0.718) KMO: 0.713 Total variance: 50.26 | Factor loadings

IT: INFERIORITY tactics
(0=0.710) KMO=0.634 Bartlett ° = 104.432 (Sig.=0.000) Self-values>1 Explained variance: 25.219

| keep repeating my viewpoint 0.824
I express my opinions loudly 0.602
| express sorrow so that he/she sees how his/her opinion hurts 0.523
I mention my children’s or other people’s preferences to return to my viewpoint 0.565

AT: AUTHORITY tactics
(0=0.704) KMO=0.630 Bartlett > = 107.741 (Sig.=0.000) Self-values >1 Explained variance: 25.044

I get angry and ask him/her to give in 0.719
| tell him/her that he/she has no right to disagree on that issue 0.842
I tell him/her that | have more experience in that issue 0.602

Note: a = Cronbach’s Alpha; KMO= Kaiser-MeyerOlkinTest; Bartlett °= Barlett’s sphericity test.
Table 8. Factor analysis of the influence tactics scale (male sample)

Identified components: 1

AT: ARROGANCE tactics

(0=0.799) KMO: 0.819 Bartlett 2 = 429.981(Sig.=0.000) Self-values >1
Explained variance: 55.99

Factor loadings

I express my opinions loudly 0.712
I make him/her think that he/she is doing me a favor 0.749
| get angry and ask him/her to give in 0.783
I tell him/her that he/she has no right to disagree on that issue 0.801
I tell him/her that | have more experience in that issue 0.651

Note: a= Cronbach’s Alpha; KMO= Kaiser-MeyerOlkinTest; Bartlett y’= Barlett’s sphericity test.

4.2. Influence of socio-demographic variables on the influence tactics used

The second objective of this work is an analysis of the influence of socio-demographic characteristics on the type
of tactics used. To do this, we employ the means of the dimensions of the Factor Analysis of Principal
Components calculated in the previous section. The t-test for independent samples was used when the means are
related to dichotomic variables, and variance analysis (ANOVA) was employed when the variables gave more
than two response categories.
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The socio-demographic variables used as independent variables in the analysis are shown in Tables 1 and 2 and
indicate the need for further recoding of the response categories. The dependent variables are the factors resulting
from the application of FAPC to the tactics, that is, the factors “inferiority tactics” and *“authority tactics” in the
female sample and “arrogance tactics” in the male one. The following section highlights the differences of means
where the value of the tests conducted reveals significant differences at the 5% level, first in the female sample
and second in the male one.

4.2.1. Female sample

The application of the t-test for independent samples and the one-factor ANOVA has disclosed some significant
relationships for both factors. Of special relevance is the level of studies, where the negative sign of the difference
between means indicates that the factor “inferiority tactics” is less common among women with no studies or
primary studies, compared to the other levels considered. In the case of the factor “authority tactics”, those
women with no studies or primary studies present a lower mean than that of women with secondary or university
studies. The fact that women with no studies or primary studies present a lower mean in both factors may indicate
that these women do not use tactics to persuade their spouses or that they do not regard them as such or, simply,
that it is their spouses or themselves who carry the burden of decisions, and thus no conflict requires the
application of influence tactics (Table 9).

Table 9. Relationship between the factors obtained in the factor analysis for the female sample and the level of
studies of the surveyed women

. . . . . Mean differences Sig.
Studies (a) Studies (b) Sig. Levene for variance equality (a-b) (bilateral)
Factor “INFERIORITY tactics”
. Secondary -
NO studies or (2.4337) 0.006<0.05: No identical variances are 0.68371 0.000
primary studies University assumed
~ *
(1.7500) (2.4862) 0.73620 0.000
Factor “AUTHORITY tactics”
Secondary
i -0.23232* 0.007
NO studies or (1.8990) 0.018<0.05: No identical variances are
primary studies University assumed
(1.6667) (1.8609) -0.19427 0.001

Note: In brackets, the factor’s mean. If variances are different, Tamhane’s, Dunnet’s C, Gemes-Howell’s and
Dunnet’s T3 contrasts are applied. If they are < 0.05, there is a significant relationship at 5% level marked with an
asterisk (*).

As regards men’s education, it is observed that women whose spouses have no studies or primary studies show a
higher mean for the factor “authority tactics”, compared to women whose spouses have a higher level of studies,
i.e., when men have a lower level of studies women utilize more direct and authority-based tactics than those used
when their spouses have a middle/upper-middle level of education. After all, education is another resource for
power and influence distribution within the couple (Table 10). As well as the cited relationships, others emerge
when using the Least Significant Difference (LSD) test. It is necessary to point out that this method has no control
over the error rate and each comparison is carried out by using the established significance level, 0.05 in our case.
For this reason, statisticians recommend using the test cautiously since its level of demand is lower than that of
other procedures in the SPSS and it requires a lower difference to obtain significance. The factor “inferiority
tactics” presents a significantly lower mean for women with incomes under 2,000 €, compared to those whose
incomes are in higher intervals.

Likewise, the factor “authority tactics” shows a higher significant mean for women whose family incomes are
lower than 2,000 €, compared to those who claim to receive 2000-4000 €. Consequently, when women declare
family incomes of under 2,000 €, they also present a lower mean in both factors, which may indicate, as occurred
with education, that these women use neither inferiority nor authority tactics to persuade their spouses, or the
distribution of roles in purchase decisions is so obvious that no conflict arises that needs influence tactics.
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It has to be considered that families with incomes of over 2,000 € are, in a large number of cases, the same as
those where both spouses work out of the home, which may indicate that, according to the Relative Resources
Theory (Webster, 1995; Martinez and Polo, 1999), an increase in the family resources leads to an increase in the
influence degree of the spouse who produces this increase (Table 11). 67.8% of the families in the sample where
both spouses work declare incomes of between 2,000 € and 4,000 €, and 14.4% declare more than 4,000 €. Only
17.8% declare incomes of less than 2,000 € when both work. Belonging or not to a large family also affects the tactics used

by spouses. Women in large families (three or more children) tend to show a significantly higher mean for the factor
“inferiority tactics” compared to those with two or with no children (Table 12).

Table 10. Relationship between the factor “Arrogance tactics” and the level of studies of the surveyed couples

Men’s studies | Men’s studies Sia. Levene for variance equalit Mean differences Sig
(a) (b) g- quality (a-b) (bilateral)
No studies or Secondary -
primary studies (1.8667) 0.084>0.05: No identical variances 1.35556 0.006
(3.2222) University | are assumed *
(1.8685) 1.35374 0.007

Note: In brackets, the factor’s mean. If variances are different, Tamhane’s, Dunnet’s C, Gemes-Howell’s and
Dunnet’s T3 contrasts are applied. If they are < 0.05, there is a significant relationship at 5% level marked with an

asterisk (*).

Table 11. Relationship between the factors obtained in the factor analysis for the female sample and the Family

income level of the surveyed women

Income (a) Income (b) Sig. Levene for Mean differences Sig.
variance equality (a-b) (bilateral)
Factor “INFERIORITY tactics”
Less than 20(204388;) € 0.057>0.05: -0.27261* 0.032
2000 € More t.han 4000 € No identical variances
(2.2174) (2.5707) are assumed -0.35326* 0.029
Factor “AUTHORITY tactics”
Less than 20((;09;12%) € 0.512 >0.05: -0.27391* 0.029
2000 € M t.h 2000 € No identical variances
(1.6594) Ori 1 ;(?2 3) are assumed -0.20290 0.571

Note: In brackets, the factor’s mean. If they are < 0.05, there is a significant relationship at 5% level marked
with an asterisk (*).

Table 12. Relationship between the factor “Inferiority tactics” and number of children

Number of Number of Sig. Levene for variance Mean differences Sig
children (a) children (b) equality (a-b) (bilateral)
None (2.4122) 0.41068* 0.014
Three or more One child 0.231<0.05:
children (2.5000) No identical variances are 0.032292 0.070
(2.8229) Two children assumed .
(2.3929) 0.43006 0.014

Note: In brackets, the factor’s mean. If variances are different, Tamhane’s, Dunnet’s C, Gemes-Howell’s and
Dunnet’s T3 contrasts are applied. If they are < 0.05, there is a significant relationship at 5% level marked with an

asterisk (*).
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The last relationship found in the female sample indicates that self-employed women obtain a significantly higher
mean for the factor “authority tactics” when compared to those who are employees. For working women, the
variable occupation was recoded into two large groups: employees and self-employed and, as it was a dichotomic
variable, the t-test of means for independent samples was applied. The result may be influenced by the fact that
businesswomen and female professionals are part of the item “self-employed”. The condition of self-employment
may involve the need to exert a type of authority that is somehow reflected in the relationship with the spouse
when making purchase decisions (Table 13).

Table 13. Relationship between the factor “Arrogance tactics” and working as an employee or self-employed (female sample)

. Mean . . . L
Occupation Mean differences Sig. Levene for variance equality Sig (bilateral)
Employee 1.8045 .
s :0.3576 _0.000>0.05: 0.007*
Self-employed 2.1622 No identical variances are assumed

4.2.2. Male sample

After calculating the mean of the factor “arrogance tactics” and the corresponding analyses, a significant
difference is obtained according to the couple’s cohabitation period. Cohabitation was recoded into three items:
less than 5 years, between 5 and 15 years, and more than 15 years. When cohabitation was over 15 years, the
mean is significantly higher for the factor “arrogance tactics”, when compared to cohabitation between 5 and 15
years (Table 14). Consequently, it appears that for long cohabitation periods (over 15 years) men more often use
tactics like expressing opinions loudly, making the other think that he/she is doing a favor, getting angry and
asking the other to give in, telling the other that he/she has no right to disagree on that issue or telling the other
that one has more experience in that issue. Cohabitation seems to influence the type of tactics chosen by men. In
this respect, some authors studying the Family Life Cycle have observed that men’s and women’s domination
over the other spouse significantly varies in different stages, women gaining power and influence during the last
stages of the cycle (Cosenza and Davis, 1981). Men tend to be tougher in the use of tactics, thus counteracting the
increasing influence of their spouses, and this may be explained by the increase of the specialization role over
time, which allows each spouse to better know the other’s attitudes and needs and, thus, act accordingly (Goodall,
2004).

Table 14. Relationship between the factor “Arrogance tactics” and the couple’s cohabitation time

Cohabitation (a) Cohabitation (b) | S'9- Levene for variance | - Mean differences | o, pijateral)
equality (a-b)
Less than 5 years .
5-15 years (1.9714) _8.01_8 <I 0.05: 0.22955 0.090
(1.7419) More than15 years No identica var(ljances
are assume - *
(2.0526) 0.31075 0.037

Note: In brackets, the factor’s mean.

By means of the LSD test, a relationship is obtained for level of studies. The factor “arrogance tactics” obtains a
significantly higher mean for those with secondary studies compared to those with university education. A higher
level of studies in men seems to reduce the use of these tactics, although no definitive conclusion can be obtained
since no relationship was established for those with no studies or primary studies (Table 15).

Table 15. Relationship between the factor “Arrogance tactics” and respondents’ level of studies (male sample)

Studies (a) Studies (b) v?r?arlm_fgggi;ﬁ:y Mean g:f{)‘;re”ces Sig (bilateral)
No studies or primary .
. studies 0.220<0.05: -0.07483 0.877
University (1.8667) No identical
(1.7918) Sec.on dary variances are
~ *
(1.9907) assumed 0.19883 0.039

Note: In brackets, the factor’s mean. If variances are different, Tamhane’s, Dunnet’s C, Gemes-Howell’s and
Dunnet’s T3 contrasts are applied. If they are < 0.05, there is a significant relationship at 5% level marked with

an asterisk (*).
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5. Conclusions

This paper has analyzed, first, who influences more (men or women) in a group of decisions and, second, whether
men and women differ in their use of influence tactics when purchase conflicts arise. Its main contribution lies in
providing data from a scarcely researched area for firms and academics. The study uses the data obtained from
300 couples that completed a questionnaire separately. They were asked about their degree of influence on 15
purchase decisions and their use of 12 influence tactics. The results indicate that family purchase decisions are
made jointly by a large number of couples, while women tend to take the decisions related to food and cleaning
and to their own clothes and complements. As in Davis and Rigaux (1974) and Martinez (1996), the role of
women as purchasers of grocery and cleaning products is maintained. This result is coherent with the description
of family structures made by Gutiérrez (2002), which finds an evolution towards an egalitarian model, but
recognizes a traditional base.

Another interesting result is the different perception that men and women have of the purchase of some products,
such as stereos, life insurance and other insurance. For women, these are joint decisions whereas, for men, they
are autonomous decisions, closer to male control. As regards influence tactics, we can highlight that, only for
women, do we obtain a group of tactics based on their considering themselves to be the weaker sex. This result
may be due to the fact that women have traditionally assumed a subordinate role in families. The traditional idea
of men as the head of the household might, in turn, explain why their influence tactics stem from a supposition of
superiority. Nevertheless, we have also found some women who extend their role as grocery and household
products purchaser, considering that they have enough authority to impose their criteria on other family purchase
decisions and employ tactics that reflect this situation. When relating the resulting factors of the tactics with
socio-demographic variables, some relevant results have been found. Some women tend to use inferiority tactics,
some use superiority tactics and others simply use no tactics, which is the most common case when women have
no studies or have low family incomes. They probably assume a large number of purchase decisions and they do
not argue with their spouses. In the male sample, it is interesting that arrogance tactics are related to long
cohabitation periods and a middle level of studies, but not to university education. Education as a resource for
decision-making is likely to influence this type of tactics although, when the education level is higher, the
resource is not used to impose viewpoints from arrogance.

Regarding the practical implications of our results, grocery and cleaning sector, clothes and complements business
and insurance firms, should take into account the gender role’s differences about purchase decision-making. The
results obtained in terms of influence tactics will allow firms to adjust their communication and sale policies,
adapting them to situations where conflict arises and knowing beforehand the type of tactics used by the couple
depending on their socio-demographic characteristics

It is essential to indicate the limitations of the present study which, in turn, are the basis for future research lines.
The survey method may be insufficient to study both the couple’s decision-making process and the degree of
influence of each spouse. Complementing this research with qualitative techniques and face-to-face surveys could
improve results and the depth of the information obtained. It would also be necessary to include other purchase
decisions, considering new products and services in the market like technology or services for the home. Finally,
this study has not considered the role of children in the family decision-making process. This research line could
provide essential information for firms, especially for decisions on products or services that families enjoy
together, such as vacations or family leisure.

References

Assael, H. (1998). Acquiring and processing information. In H. Assael (ed.), Consumer Behavior and Marketing Action
(pp. 161-193). New York: PWS-KENT.

Bailey S. (1998). Household decision making: relative influence of husbands and wives in the 1990°s. Doctoral
dissertation, Carleton University, Ottawa, Ontario.

Beatty SE, and Talpade S. (1994). Adolescent influence in family decision making: a replication with extension.
Journal of Consumer Research, 21, 332-341.

Belch MA, Belch GE, and Sciglimpaglia D. (1980). Conflict in family decision making: an exploratory investigation.
Advances in Consumer Research, 7, 475-479.

41



International Journal of Business and Social Science Vol. 4 No. 6; June 2013

Belch MA, and Willis LA. (2002). Family decision at the turn of the century: has the changing structure of households
impacted the family decision making process? Journal of Consumer Behavior, 2 (2), 111-114.

Berg L and Teigen M. (2009). Gendered consumer competences in households with one vs. two adults. Internacional
Journal of Consumer Studies. DOI: 10.1111/j.1470-6431.2008.00720.x

Ben-Yoav O, and Pruitt DG. (1984). Accountability to constituents: a two-edged sword. Organizational behaviour and
human performance, 34 (3), 283-294.

Black K. (2000). Gender differences in adolescents” behavior during conflict resolution task with best friends.
Adolescence, 35 (139), 499-512.

Bravo R, Fraj E, and Montaner T. (2008). Family influence on young adult’s evaluation. An empirical analysis focused
on parent-children influence in three consumer packaged goods. International Review of Retail, Distribution
and Consumer Research, 18 (3), 255-268.

Corfman KP, and Lehmann DR. (1987). Models of cooperative group decision-making and relative influence: an
experimental investigation of family purchase decisions. Journal of Consumer Research, 14, 1-13.

Cosenza RM, and Davis DL. (1981). Family vacation decision making over the family life cycle: a decision and
influence structure analysis. Journal of Travel Research, 20, 17-23.

Cuccaro PM. (1996). Maternal and adolescent perceptions of adolescent’s influence in family decision making.
Doctoral dissertation, Psychology Department, University of Houston.

Davis HL. (1976). Decision making within the household. Journal of Consumer Research, 2, 241-260.

Davis HL, and Rigaux BP. (1974). Perception of marital roles in decision processes. Journal of Consumer Research, 1,
51-62.

De Bourdeaudhuij I, and Vann-Oost P.(1998). Family characteristics and health behaviours of adolescents and families.
Psychology and Health, 13, 785-803.

Frikka A. (2010). Conflict in purchase decision making within couples. Journal of Islamic Marketing, 1 (3), 231-248.

Gottman JM. (1994). What predicts divorce? The relationships between marital processes and marital outcomes.
Hillsdale, NJ, Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. Inc.

Green R, and Cunningham ICM. (1975). Feminine role perception and family purchasing decisions. Journal of
Marketing Research, 12, 325-332.

Gutiérrez M. (2002). Triangular publico, doméstico y privado, o ;,cOmo negociar en pareja? Reis, 99 (2), 61-85.

Harcar T, and Spillan JE. (2006). Exploring Latin American family decision-making using correspondence analysis.
Journal of World Business, 41, 221-232.

Heavey CL, Layne C, and Christensen A. (1993). Gender and conflict structures in marital interaction: a replication and
extension. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 61 (1), 16-27.

Hojjat M. (2000). Sex differences and perceptions of conflict in romantic relationships. Journal of Social and Personal
Relationships, 17 (4/5), 598-617.

Hoyer WD, and Macinnis DJ. (2004). Consumer behaviour, (3rd. ed.), Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company.

Hutcheson GD, and Mountinho L. (2008). Statistical modeling for management. Sage. 12 ed.

Kaur P, and Singh R. (2005). Conflict resolution in urban and rural families: a factor analytical approach. The Journal
of Business Perspective, 9, 59-67.

Khemakhem F. (2005). Classification des roles dans la prise de décision d’achat au sein du couple. La Revue des
Sciences de Gestion, Direction et Gestion, 213 ,111-124.

Kim C, and Lee H. (1996). A taxonomy of couples based on influence strategies: the case of home purchase. Journal of
Business Research, 36, 157-168.

Kirchler E. 1989. Buying decisions in the private household. Hubert and Co., Gottingen.

Kirchler E. (1993). Spouses” joint purchase decisions: determinants of influence strategies to muddle through the
process. Journal of Economic Psychology, 14, 405-438.

Kirchler E. (1995). Studying economic decisions within private households: a critical review and design for a “couple
experiences diary”. Journal of Economic Psychology, 16, 393-419.

Kirchler E, Rodler C, Holz E and Meier K. (2001). Conflict and decision-making in close relationships. love, money
and daily routines. European Monographs in Social Psychology. Psychology Press, Taylor & Francis Group.

Kozak M. (2010). Holiday taking decisions. The role of spouses. Tourism Management, 31, 489-494.

Kwai-CHoi C, and Collins BA. (2000). Family decision making and coalition patterns. European Journal of Marketing,
34 (9/10), 1181-1199.

Madill J, and Bailey S. (1999). Household decision making: the relative influence of husbands and wives in the 1990s.
European Advanced in Consumer Research, 4, 232-237.

42



© Center for Promoting Ideas, USA WWW.ijbssnet.com

Makgosa PHD. (2007). Exploring the impact of ethnicity on conflict resolution in joint purchase decisions, The Journal
of American Academy of Business, 11 (2), 205-212.

Makgosa R and Kang J. (2009). Conflict resolution strategies in joint purchase decisions for major household consumer
durables: a cross-cultural investigation. International Journal of Consumer Studies, 33 (3), 338—-348.

Margolin G, and Wampold BE. (1981). Sequential analysis of conflict and accord in distressed marital partners. Journal
of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 49, 554-567.

Martinez E. (1996). Factores determinantes del comportamiento familiar ante el proceso de decision de compra. Un
contraste empirico. Doctoral dissertation. Zaragoza University.

Martinez E, and Polo Y. (1999). Grado de acuerdo y desacuerdo de la unidad familiar. Estudios sobre Consumo, 41,
65-83.

McGonagle KA, Kessler RC, and Schilling EA. (1992). The frequency and determinants of marital disagreements in a
community sample. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 9, 507-524.

Meier K, Kirchler E, and Hubert ACH. (1999). Savings and investment decisions within private households: spouse’s
dominance in decisions on various forms of investment. Journal of Economic Psichology, 20 (5),499-519.

Miquel S, Bigné E, and Camara D. (1999). Introduccion al marketing. Prentice Hall, Madrid.

Nelson MC. (1988). The resolution of conflict in joint purchase decisions by husbands and wives: a review and
empirical test. Advances in Consumer Research, 15(2), 436-441.

Notarius Cl, and Johhson JS. (1982). Emotional expression in husbands and wives. Journal of Marriage and the
Family, 44, 483-489.

Pedersen D, Kiger G, and Riley PJ. (2006). His, hers, or ours? Work-to-family spillover, crossover, and family
cohesion. The Social Science Journal, 43 (3), 425-436.

Qualls WJ. (1982). Changing sex roles: its impact upon family decision making. Advances in Consumer Research, 9,
267-270.

Qualls WJ. (1987). Household decision behavior: the impact of husbands” and wives™ sex role orientation. Journal of
Consumer Research, 14(2) 264-279.

Qualls WJ. (1988). Toward understanding the dynamics of household decision conflict behaviour. Advances in
Consumer Research, 15, 42-448.

Qualls WJ, and Jaffe F. (1992). Measuring conflict in household decision behavior: read my lips and read my mind.
Advances in Consumer Research, 19, 522-531.

Raush HL, Barry WA, Hertel RK, and Swain MA. (1974). Communication, conflict and marriage. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Santos J, Mufioz F, Juez P, and Cortinas P. (2003). Disefio de encuestas para estudios de mercado. Técnicas de
Muestreo y Andlisis Multivariante. Editorial Centro de Estudios Ramén Areces, S.A. Madrid.

Scanzoni J. (1979). Social exchange and behavioural independence. In R.L. Burgess & T. L. Huston (Eds.), Social
Exchange in Developing Relationships (pp.61-98) New York: Academic Press.

Sheth JN, and Cosmas S. (1975). Tactics of conflict resolution in family buying behavior. Faculty Working Paper 271,
Collage of Commerce and Business Administration, University of lllinois at Urbana Champaign.

Sprey J. (1969). The family as a system in conflict. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 31, 699-706.

Straus MA, and Sweet S. (1992). Verbal symbolic aggression in couples: incidence rates and relationships to personal
characteristics. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 54, 346-357.

Su C, Fern EF, and Ye K. (2003). A temporal dynamic model of spousal family purchase-decision behaviour. Journal of
Marketing Research, 40 (3), 268-281.

Surra CA, and Longtreth M. (1990). Similarity of outcomes, interdependence and conflict in dating relationships.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 59, 501-516.

Szinovacz ME. (1987). Family power. In M. B. Sussman & S.K.Steinmetz (Eds.), Handbook of Marriage and the
Family (pp. 651-693) New York: Plenum.

Thompson L. and Walker A. (1989). Gender in families. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 51, 845-871.

Tong R. (2007). Feminist througt transition. Never a dull moment. The Social Science Journal, 44,3-29.

Valdivia MC. (2000). Mujer y familia: Conflicto y desarrollo. Letras de Deusto, 30 (87), 21-146.

Webster C. (1995). Determinants of marital power in decision making. Advances in Consumer Research, 22, 717-722.

Webster C, and Reiss M. (2001). Do established antecedents of purchase decision-making power apply to
contemporary couples? Psychology & Marketing, 18 (9), 951-972.

Wut TM, Chou TJ. (2012). Do family members agree on family purchase decision? An empirical study among families
in Hong Kong. International Journal of Consumer Studies. DOI: 10.1111/j.1470-6431.2012.01129.x.

43



