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ABSTRACT

When Not Having Enough Prompts Consumers to Show Off:
Reminders of Resource Scarcity Prompt Narcissism

Laura Goodyear

Consumers often think and talk about “not having enough” resources (e.g., money, time,
food, etc.). They are also often reminded of their lack of resources by their surroundings, such as
when seeing their empty refrigerator, the low gas gauge in their car, an ad about whether they
have saved enough money for retirement, or a magazine article about an impending resource
shortage. This research examines the effect that reminders of resource scarcity have on
consumers’ personality state and resulting product preferences.

Resource scarcity has been shown to prompt consumers to become more selfish and less
likely to share resources with others. Past research on narcissism has also demonstrated that this
personality trait tends to be related to a selfish orientation. Bridging the gap between these two
lines of work, this thesis proposes that reminders of resource scarcity will prompt consumers to
become more narcissistic. Further, narcissists tend to prefer high-prestige and conspicuous
products, as they help signal higher status to their peers. Consequently, this thesis further
proposes that reminders of resource scarcity will shift consumers’ preferences toward more
conspicuous products.

Across three experiments, this thesis demonstrates that reminders of resource scarcity
Increase consumers’ narcissistic tendencies, and that narcissism mediates the effect of reminder
of resource scarcity on selfishness. Further, this thesis shows that reminders of resource scarcity

prompt consumers to prefer luxury products with more prominent brand logos as a result.
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Introduction

Imagine a consumer is shopping for a new bag and she is debating between two bags
from the same designer. One of the bags has a small, subdued brand logo, while the other has a
large noticeable brand logo. While she considers her choices, the consumer remembers that there
is not enough gas in her car to get her home, so she will need to stop on the way to fill the tank.
She also gets a text from her partner to let her know that there is nothing in their fridge for
dinner, so she will also have to pick up groceries on the way home. Would these scarcity-related
thoughts impact the consumer’s designer bag preferences in any way? This is the central
question this thesis seeks to answer.

When thinking about resource scarcity, impoverished countries lacking the necessary
resource needed for survival may come to mind. However, resource scarcity is a common part of
everyday life, as consumers can be reminded of the limited availability of a resource even in
resource abundant environments (Mullanaithan & Shafir, 2013). Whether consumers may
actually be experiencing scarcity, in the form of an empty refrigerator for example, or simply
reminded of scarcity by, for instance, reading a news story about a potential bacon shortage
(Bayly, 2017), scarcity cues are pervasive in our environment.

Prior research has demonstrated that considerations of resource scarcity can result in
increased selfishness and a decreased willingness to share resources with others (Aarge &
Petersen, 2013; Petersen et al., 2014, Levontin et al., 2015, Roux et al., 2015). These behaviors
are also central to those exhibited by individuals possessing a narcissistic personality (Campbell
& Foster, 2007; Campbell et al., 2002; Campbell et al., 2005; Cisek et al., 2008; Emmons, 1987).
Relatedly, narcissism — along with other personality traits, such as Machiavellianism and

psychopathy — has been shown to develop as a response to environmental uncertainty, such as



resource scarcity experienced during childhood (Jonason et al., 2016). Further, past research
suggests that this personality trait can vary and arise as a result of environmental or situational
cues, which are referred to as personality states (Fleeson, 2007). However, no research to date
has examined the link between resource scarcity and an increase in state narcissism.

Reminders of resource scarcity have further been shown to prompt consumers to
compensate for their perceived lack of resources through the consumption of material goods
(Hill et al., 2012; Chaplin et al., 2014; Walasek & Brown, 2015), among others. Prior work on
narcissistic consumers has also shown that narcissists use products in a compensatory manner
(Lee et al., 2013; Lee & Sidel, 2012; Sedikides et al., 2007). More specifically, narcissists tend to
prefer products that have a greater symbolic value, such as luxury products, to garner attention
and signal higher status to their peers (Lee et al., 2013; Lee & Sidel, 2012; Sedikides et al.,
2007). Recent work on brand prominence, or the conspicuousness of a brand’s mark or logo on a
product, has further demonstrated that consumers high in need for status can use luxury goods
with prominent brand logos for status signaling purposes (Han et al., 2010). While there are clear
similarities between the compensatory consumption behaviors of those reminded of scarcity and
narcissistic consumers, no research to date has examined the effect of reminders of resource
scarcity on consumers’ preferences for high status signaling luxury goods, such as those
possessing prominent brand logos.

In sum, given the similarities between the effects of resource scarcity and narcissism on
selfishness and compensatory consumption, this thesis investigates whether and how these
constructs are related. Specifically, I first propose that reminders of resource scarcity will prompt
consumers to express higher narcissistic tendencies. Second, I propose that this narcissistic

personality state shift will help explain the effect of resource scarcity cues on selfishness. Third,



I propose that reminders of resource scarcity will prompt status seeking compensatory
consumption similar to the one exhibited by narcissists.

The remainder of this thesis is organized as follows. First, I will present an overview of
the literature on reminders of resource scarcity and two important behavioral consequences: a
selfish orientation and compensatory consumption. I will next discuss how narcissism produces
similar behaviors. I will then argue that reminders of resource scarcity prompt narcissistic
tendencies, which result in an increased selfish orientation and product preferences similar to
those of narcissistic consumers. These predictions will then be tested across three studies.
Finally, I will conclude with a discussion of the findings and the practical implications of this
work, along with potential future research directions.

Theoretical Background

Consumers across various levels of socioeconomic status can experience resource
scarcity. Every day, various cues can remind consumers that they are personally lacking
resources (e.g., no money in their wallet) or that resources are more generally lacking (e.g., high
unemployment rate). Given that scarcity is a shared human experience and a pervasive part of
everyday life, it is critically important to understand the consequences of experiencing resource
scarcity. Even if the current literature does not have a commonly agreed upon definition of
resource scarcity, this work relies on the definition provided by a recent review article: “resource
scarcity involves sensing or observing a discrepancy between one’s current level of resources
and a higher, more desirable reference point” (Cannon et al., 2018, p. 2).

Prior research has shown that resource scarcity, no matter whether it is objectively
experienced (e.g., low income; Shah et al., 2012) or subjectively prompted (e.g., reading a news

story about an economic recession; Griskevicius et al., 2013), can have important behavioral



consequences. Cannon, Goldsmith and Roux (2018) have suggested that the various behavioral
outcomes of resource scarcity can be explained using the theory of self-regulation. When
reminded of resource scarcity, consumers seek to reduce or eliminate this unfavorable
discrepancy using self-regulatory mechanisms (Cannon et al., 2018). Specifically, the authors
have identified two routes that consumers can take to address this discrepancy: 1) a scarcity-
reduction route, by holding on to or acquiring resources, and ii) a control-restoration route, by
behaving in ways that restore feelings of control when there is no opportunity to directly reduce
the discrepancy (Cannon et al., 2018). The remainder of this thesis will focus on the control-
restoration route, as two effects related to this route are of focal interest: selfishness and
compensatory consumption.
Resource Scarcity Prompts Selfish and Compensatory Behavior

When consumers experiencing resource scarcity are unable to restore the resources they
feel are scarce, they can try first to regain control by advancing their own welfare through selfish
behaviors, such as a decreased willingness to share resources with others (Aarge & Petersen,
2013; Petersen et al., 2014; Levontin et al., 2015; Roux et al., 2015). For example, when Aarge
and Petersen (2013) manipulated participants’ actual level of hunger, they found that hungry (vs.
satiated) participants were more likely to support social welfare programs and, at the same time,
less likely to allocate financial resources to an unknown other. These authors’ work demonstrates
that, when individuals are experiencing resource scarcity and are unable to address the felt
discrepancy (i.e., by eating food), they support redistributive programs that may benefit them in
some way. However, when tasked with redistributing financial resources themselves, they chose
to advance their own welfare by not sharing with others (Aarge & Petersen, 2013). Additionally,

Petersen and colleagues (2014) show that when hungry, participants display increased selfish



behaviors, but also self-report that they are more cooperative, than participants that are not
experiencing hunger. Participants in this study arrived to the lab hungry (vs. satiated) and were
asked to participate in a “taking game,” where they had to take an amount from an unknown
other, but if they took more than the other had stated they could take, both would be left with
nothing. Participants then completed a self-report measure of agreeableness, which was used to
assess their cooperativeness. The authors found that hungry participants took significantly more
than satiated participants, but also reported they were more agreeable and thus cooperative
(Petersen et al., 2014). Roux and colleagues (2015) demonstrate a similar pattern of behavior.
These authors manipulated participants’ feelings of resource scarcity using a recall task, where
they were asked to describe a time where they felt their resources were scarce (vs. things they did
in the past week). Participants were then presented with a scenario about charitable giving in
their place of work. The scenario involved having to make either a private or a public donation,
and participants were asked about their likelihood of making a donation. Roux and colleagues
(2015) found that when reminded of resource scarcity, participants were less likely to donate
when the donation context was private, as donating would not advance their own welfare.
However, when the donation was public, participants were more likely to donate, as
demonstrating such generosity could potentially advance their own welfare through social
signaling (Roux et al., 2015). Overall, these studies demonstrate that individuals, when faced
with resource scarcity, are prompted to behave in a selfish manner, even if it may seem generous
at face value, to advance their own welfare.

Second, consumers can use compensatory consumption to cope with the threat of
resource scarcity, as it has been shown to help restore feelings of personal control (Elliott et al.,

1996; Woodruffe, 1997). Compensatory consumption has been defined as “any purchase, use, or



consumption of products or services motivated by a desire to offset or reduce a self-discrepancy”
(Mandel et al., 2017, p. 2). Consumers can thus use material possessions as a means to engage in
self-regulatory efforts aimed at restoring the self from an aversive state, caused by a perceived
self-discrepancy, to a more desirable state. Similarly, consumers experiencing scarcity and who
cannot directly resolve the resource discrepancy can engage various forms of compensatory
consumption, such as symbolic self-completion and fluid compensation, to try to attend to the
discrepancy without directly addressing its source (Mandel et al., 2017). For example, Chaplin
and colleagues (2014) found that less affluent children preferred material possessions more so
than affluent children. Specifically, using children participants’ zip codes, they were matched
with their area’s median household income to assess their level of wealth. The children were then
asked to create a collage of what made them happy. The authors found that children from
impoverished areas had significantly more images of material items in their collages than those
from wealthier areas, suggesting that poor children were trying to attend to their lack of
resources by desiring material items, or achieving a desirable end state (Chaplin et al., 2014).
Further, Walasek and Brown (2015) found that higher levels of income inequality, measured at
the state level, resulted in an increase in search terms for status goods. Specifically, the authors
found that states with greater income inequality were more likely to use search terms related to
status goods, such as designer brands, jewelry and luxury clothing, than states with lower income
inequality. A similar pattern of results has also been found at the individual level. For example,
women who viewed a slideshow titled “The New Economics of the 21* Century: A Harsh and
Unpredictable World” (vs. a slideshow about academic achievement) then expressed a greater

desire for expensive self-enhancement products, such as designer jeans and makeup, as they help



increase their attractiveness to high resource mates (e.g., wealthy potential partners), but not for
everyday products (e.g., e.g., electronics, household items; Hill et al., 2012).

Prior work has thus shown that both selfishness and compensatory consumption are
displayed by consumers faced with resource scarcity. Of interest, these behaviors have also been
shown to be exhibited by consumers with a narcissistic personality.

Narcissism Prompts Selfish and Compensatory Behaviors

Consumers who possess a narcissistic personality, as defined by the Diagnostic and
Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, “have a grandiose sense of self-importance” and “are
interpersonally exploitative, e.g., takes advantage of others to achieve his or her own ends”
(American Psychiatric Association, 2013). This definition applies both to “normal” or sub-
clinical narcissistic individuals, as well as those possessing the pathological personality trait
(Paulhus & Williams, 2002). Additionally, narcissism can be experienced as a trait, which is
defined as a pervasive or enduring characteristic, or as a state, which refers to how an individual
is at the moment, rather than how they are in general (Cattell et al., 1947; Fridhandler, 1986;
Nesselroade, 1988; Schutte et al., 2003; Fleeson, 2007).

Past research on narcissism has demonstrated that individuals possessing elevated levels
of this personality trait tend to be more selfish and display a decreased regard for others
(Campbell & Foster, 2007; Campbell et al., 2002; Campbell et al., 2005; Cisek et al., 2008;
Emmons, 1987). For example, Campbell and colleagues (2002) showed that, in relationships,
narcissists behave more selfishly and seek to gain control over their partners. Specifically, the
authors had couples complete booklets containing various measures that assessed love type, need
for power, and need for autonomy, among others. They found that the partners who scored high

(vs. low) on narcissism displayed a high need for power and autonomy, in order to maintain



control in the relationship and to advance their own welfare, if necessary. The authors also found
that narcissists were less agape, or more selfish, in their love style with their partner (Campbell et
al., 2002). In a similar vein, Campbell and colleagues (2005) presented a scenario to participants
where they were required to hypothetically harvest timber in groups of two or four. Specifically,
participants were told that they were representing a forestry company trying to acquire timber
against other companies and that, in turns, they would be asked how much timber they wanted to
harvest. Participants were also told that the forest only regrew at a rate of 10% per year. The goal
of this hypothetical scenario was thus to maximize the harvest without destroying the forest. The
authors found that narcissists, compared to non-narcissists, desired to profit more and,
consequently, depleted the forest at a significantly faster rate. Additionally, groups with higher
numbers of narcissists depleted the forest significantly faster than groups with only one or no
narcissists (Campbell et al., 2005). Together, these studies suggest that narcissists, similar to
individuals reminded of resource scarcity, behave selfishly to advance their own welfare.

Prior research has further shown that narcissists are more likely to engage in
compensatory consumption than non-narcissistic consumers. Narcissists generally have a higher
need for status and admiration from others, due to their grandiose sense of self (Campbell et al.,
2002; Campbell & Foster, 2007; Kasser & Ryan, 1996). As a consequence, narcissistic
consumers tend to prefer products that have a greater symbolic value, such as luxury products
(Lee et al., 2013; Lee & Sidel, 2012; Sedikides et al., 2007). Therefore, narcissistic consumers
prefer to buy high-prestige, exclusive, and scarce products that help distinguish them, in an
attempt to garner attention and signal higher status to their peers and others around them (Lee et
al., 2013; Lee & Sidel, 2012). For example, Lee and Sidel (2012) first had participants complete

the Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI; Raskin & Hall, 1979), and then asked them to



indicate their purchase intentions and willingness to pay for a watch. The same watch was
framed as either “Exclusive limited edition” or simply as a “New edition” (Lee & Sidel, 2012).
The authors found that participants who scored higher (vs. lower) on the NPI expressed greater
intentions to purchase and pay more for the exclusive, limited edition watch, but not the watch
that was simply framed as new (Lee & Sidel, 2012). Further, Lee, Gregg and Park (2013)
demonstrated that narcissistic consumers prefer exclusive products due to the uniqueness and
status that they confer onto them. For instance, in one of the studies (Lee et al., 2013),
participants were asked to evaluate two iPod accessories, where one of the accessories was
described as a limited edition phone case with the option to customize it with a personal
engraving, while the other option was an iTunes gift card of the same value. Participants were
then asked to complete the NPI (Raskin & Terry, 1988) to determine their narcissistic tendencies.
The authors found that narcissistic consumers preferred the distinctive, customizable phone case
over the gift card because the uniqueness of the product would signal to others that they are, in
fact, unique (Lee et al., 2013).

Of interest for this thesis, consumers who wish to signal status to others can use luxury
products with prominent or conspicuous brand logos. Specifically, Han and colleagues (2010)
show that consumers who are seeking status (vs. not) tend to prefer loudly (vs. quietly) branded
luxury products. For instance, in one of the studies, the authors first measured participants’
desire to signal status using the need-for-status scale (Eastman et al., 1999). Next, participants
were asked to rank various handbags where the brand was stated (vs. not stated) and where their
logo was loud (vs. quiet; Han et al., 2010). The authors found that status seeking participants
were more likely to rank loudly branded luxury products higher than those with no logo when the

brand was not stated. However, when the brand was stated, there was no difference in ranking



between the loud and quiet brand conditions for participants seeking status. In another study,
participants seeking status also desired to purchase loudly branded luxury products more than
those who were not seeking status (Han el at., 2010). This research demonstrates the importance
of conspicuous luxury logos in consumers signaling behaviors, especially in real world settings
where the brand is not always explicitly stated.

The similarities between the consequences of resource scarcity and narcissism on
selfishness and compensatory consumption suggest that there may be a link between the two
constructs. This thesis thus investigates whether there is a relationship between reminders of
resource scarcity and narcissism, and whether narcissism plays a role in the effect of resource
scarcity on selfish behavior. It further examines whether reminders of resource scarcity results in
similar product preferences as those displayed by narcissistic consumers. The following section
outlines the specific hypotheses tested in this thesis.

Resource Scarcity Prompts Narcissism

While the literature provides no direct evidence for the prediction that reminders of
resource scarcity increase state narcissism, some indirect support can be found. For instance,
research documenting the development of narcissism, psychopathy and Machiavellianism
(hereafter referred to as the Dark Triad) finds that unpredictability during childhood, such as
insufficient resources and irregularities in the childhood environment, lead to an increase in Dark
Triad traits in adults (Jonason et al., 2016). Further, Cramer (2017) demonstrates that children
who seek high levels of control are also more likely to develop narcissism as an adult. Prior work
thus seems to suggest that narcissism can arise from experiences of resource scarcity.

Moreover, as mentioned previously, narcissism can be experienced either as a trait or as a

state (Cattell et al., 1947; Fridhandler, 1986; Nesselroade, 1988; Schutte et al., 2003; Fleeson,
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2007). Fleeson (2007) proposes that a personality state fluctuation occurs as a result of an
adaptive response to situational or environmental cues. Niibold and colleagues (2017) proposed
that there are certain situations under which a narcissistic personality state shift occurs. They
suggested that individuals in competitive and stressful environments should display increased
narcissistic state personality as an adaptive response to their environment (Niibold et al., 2017).
Relatedly, prior work has shown that reminders of resource scarcity can activate a competitive
orientation (Roux et al., 2015). In addition, Jonason and colleagues (2016) proposed that, while
some aspects of the Dark Triad at the trait level are heritable, they are also adaptive responses to
harsh and unpredictable environments, which also characterize scarcity-related environments
(Griskevicius et al. 2013; Mittal & Griskevicius, 2016). Building on these findings, I first posit
that reminders of resource scarcity will prompt state level narcissism.

H1: Reminders of resource scarcity (vs. control) will increase individuals’ state level

narcissism.

Further, as previously discussed, reminders of resource scarcity prompt consumers to
display selfish behaviors that help advance their own welfare (Aarge & Petersen, 2013; Petersen
et al., 2014; Roux et al., 2015). A similar pattern of agentic behavior has also been found to be
exhibited by consumers with a narcissistic personality (Campbell & Foster, 2007; Campbell et
al., 2002; Campbell et al., 2005; Cisek et al., 2008; Emmons, 1987). Building on these
similarities, I further posit that an increase in state narcissism will mediate the previously
documented relationship between reminders of resource scarcity and selfishness.

H2: State narcissism will mediate the effect of reminders of resource scarcity on

selfishness.
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Finally, past research has demonstrated that both reminders of scarcity and narcissism
can lead to compensatory behaviors. For instance, reminders of resource scarcity increase
consumers’ preferences for products that are self-enhancing (Hill et al., 2012). Similarly,
consumers with narcissistic tendencies tend to prefer products that help distinguish themselves
(Lee et al., 2013; Lee & Sidel, 2012). Building on these similarities, I posit that consumers
exposed to reminders of resource scarcity (vs. control) will prefer status signaling luxury
products, such as prominently branded ones, over luxury products with less status signaling
power, such as those with smaller and less conspicuous brand logos.

H3a: Consumers reminded of resource scarcity (vs. control) will prefer prominently

branded luxury products over luxury products that are less prominently branded.

I further hypothesize that this effect will hold only for brands and products that confer status
signaling benefits. Said otherwise, I posit that consumers reminded of resource scarcity will
show no preference differences for prominently branded non-luxury products, as compared to
quieter non-luxury branded products.

H3b: Consumers reminded of resource scarcity (vs. control) will show no preference

differences for prominently branded non-luxury products versus non-luxury products that

are less prominently branded.
Overview of Studies

Across three studies, I test for the proposed effect of reminders of resource scarcity on
narcissism and product preferences using an experimental-causal-chain (Spencer, Zanna, &
Fong, 2005). Study 1 provides initial evidence for the proposed effect of reminders of resource
scarcity on state narcissism. Study 2 then provides support for the proposed mediating role of

narcissism in the effect of scarcity on selfishness. Study 2 also replicates the effect found in
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Study 1, in addition to conceptually replicating the previously demonstrated effect of resource
scarcity on selfishness using a pictorial measure of selfishness. Finally, Study 3 provides
evidence for the proposed effect of resource scarcity on consumers’ preference for prominently
branded luxury goods.
Study 1: Resource Scarcity Prompts Narcissism

The aim of Study 1 was to test the central prediction (H1) that reminding consumers of
resource scarcity leads to an increase in their state level of narcissism.
Participants

Two hundred and forty participants (45.8% female; M, = 36.6; SD = 11.86) were
recruited using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk). MTurk participants have been shown to
produce reliable results that replicate previous findings in decision making research (Goodman et
al., 2013) and was thus used as the main platform to recruit participants across all three studies.
Participants were compensated for their time with a nominal monetary fee. Preliminary cleaning
of the data lead to the removal of one participant who did not complete all measures provided in
the study (N = 239).
Research Design & Procedure

Participants were first randomly assigned to either a scarcity or a control condition.
Participants in the scarcity condition were asked to list three things they would not be able to do
if a resource was unavailable (e.g. water; Roux et al., 2015). Participants in the control condition
were asked to list three things they would be able to do with the same resources. Across both
conditions, five resources were displayed on individual pages (See Appendix 1 for detailed
materials). Previous research has confirmed that this manipulation is effective for generating

feelings of scarcity without influencing other factors (e.g., mood, affect, specific emotions; Roux
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et al. 2015). All participants were then asked to complete the 9-item narcissism subscale of the
Short Dark Triad (SD3; Jones & Paulhus, 2014). Participants indicated their agreement with the
SD3 items on a 7-point Likert scale containing items such as “I like to get acquainted with
important people” and “I have been compared to famous people” (1= “Strongly Disagree” to 7=
“Strongly Agree”; see Appendix 2 for all scale items). This scale was utilized as it captures the
grandiose sense of self that is central to narcissism (Maples et al., 2014). Participants then
completed standard demographic questions, and were thanked and compensated for their
participation.
Results

As per the scale’s instructions (Jones & Paulhus, 2014), three items of the narcissism sub-
scale of the SD3 were reverse coded before conducting the reliability analysis, which resulted in
a Cronbach’s alpha of .84. A narcissism score was then calculated for each participant by
averaging the 6 original SD3 items and 3 reversed coded ones.

In line with H1, an ANOVA revealed that participants in the scarcity condition obtained
significantly higher scores on the narcissism scale (Msc4ciry = 3.63, SD = .10) than those in the

control condition (Mconmor= 3.35, SD = .09; F (1, 237) =4.29, p =.04).
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Figure 1: Main Effect of Resource Scarcity on Narcissism
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Discussion

The results from Study 1 provide support for my initial prediction that reminding
consumers of resource scarcity increases their state level of narcissism. In line with my
theorizing, participants exposed to reminders of resource scarcity take on personality traits that
are captured by the narcissism sub-scale of the SD3. Study 2 will replicate and extend these
findings by examining if an increase in state narcissism can help explain the previously
documented relationship between resource scarcity and selfishness.

Study 2: Narcissism Mediates the Effect of Resource Scarcity on Selfishness

Study 2 was designed to investigate the mediating role of state level narcissism in the
effect of reminders of resource scarcity on selfishness. Further, Study 2 was conducted to
replicate the findings from Study 1 and conceptually replicate the previously documented
relationship between resource scarcity and selfishness.
Participants

Two hundred and seven participants (50.7% female; Mg, = 36.5; SD = 11.35) were

recruited using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. Participants were compensated for their time with a
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nominal monetary fee. Preliminary cleaning of the data lead to the removal of one participant
who failed to properly complete the manipulation of resource scarcity (N = 206).
Research Design & Procedure

Participants were randomly assigned to either a scarcity or a control condition using the
same manipulation as in Study 1. All participants were then asked to complete the 9-item
narcissism subscale of the SD3 (Jones & Paulhus, 2014), as in Study 1. Next, all participants
were asked to complete the Me Versus Other scale (Campbell et al., 2004). Specifically,
participants were presented with a series of seven diagrams, which were comprised of one “me”
circle that varied in size and three “other” circles that remained the same size (1 = a “me” circle
much smaller than the “other” circles to 7 = a “me” circle much larger than the “other” circles).
Participants were asked to select the diagram that best represented how they saw themselves
compared to others (see Appendix 3 for measure). This measure was utilized to pictorially assess
self-interest (vs. other-interest; Gerbasi & Prentice, 2013), as selfish individuals have a lack of
regard for others and are primarily concerned with their own profit and pleasure (Campbell et al.,
2004). Participants then completed standard demographic questions, and were thanked and
compensated for their participation.
Results

Upon further examination of the data, 7 participants were removed for spending less than
2.5 seconds on the selfishness measure, and one participant whose age was three standard
deviations above the mean (75 years old) was also removed (N = 198).

As in study 1, three items of the narcissism scale of the SD3 were reverse coded before
conducting a reliability analysis (o0 = .84) and computing an average narcissism score for each

participant.
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Main effects

To examine the main effects of reminders of scarcity on selfishness and state level
narcissism, two ANOVAs were conducted. In line with prior work, participants in the scarcity
condition displayed a significant increase in their selfish orientation (Mscsrcin, = 4.33, SD = 1.15)
compared to those in the control condition (Mconnor= 3.97, SD = 1.19; F(1, 196) = 4.62, p = .03).
Replicating the results from Study 1, participants in the scarcity condition also displayed a
significant increase in narcissistic tendencies (Mscarciry = 3.60, SD = 1.10) than those in the
control condition (Mconnor=3.21, SD = 1.13; F(1, 196) =5.17, p = .02).

Figure 2: Main Effect of Resource Scarcity on Selfishness and Narcissism
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Mediation analysis

Using PROCESS (Hayes, 2012) to examine the mediation effect, reminders of resource
scarcity (vs. control) was entered into the model as the independent variable, selfish orientation
was entered as the dependent variable, and mean narcissism scores were entered as the mediator.
In support of H2, narcissism mediated the effect of scarcity on selfishness. The results, based on

5,000 bootstrapped samples, indicated that reminders of resource scarcity had a significant
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positive impact on participants’ narcissism score (f = .18; SE = .08; t = 2.27; p = .024), and that
higher levels of narcissism had a significant positive impact on participants’ selfish orientation (/3
=.45; SE=.07;t=6.67; p <.001). Further, while the main effect of reminders of resource
scarcity on selfish orientation was significant (5 = .18; SE = .08; ¢t = 2.15; p = .033), the direct
effect, when narcissism was included in the model, was not (§ = .10; SE = .08; t = 1.27; p > .2).
The 95% bias corrected confidence interval for the indirect effect was significant, as the
confidence interval did not include O (Biygirect = .08; 95% CI =[.02, .17]). Narcissism therefore
fully mediated the relationship between reminders of resource scarcity and a selfish orientation,

thus providing support for H2. For the complete output, please see Appendix 4.

Figure 3: Narcissism Mediates the Effect of Resource Scarcity on Selfishness
Narcissism
.18* 5w

Reminders of Selfish

.

Resource Scarcity 18* (10) Orientation

NOTE: *p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001
Discussion
The results from Study 2 first replicated the findings from Study 1, as reminding
consumers of resource scarcity again increased their state level of narcissism, as well as
conceptually replicated the prior finding found in the literature that reminders of resource
scarcity prompt a selfish orientation. Of interest, Study 2 provided support for H2, by revealing

that an increase in individuals’ state level narcissism helps explain the relationship between
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reminders of resource scarcity and an increased selfish orientation. Having provided evidence for
the effect of resource scarcity on narcissism in Studies 1 and 2, Study 3 will examine if
reminding consumers of resource scarcity leads to similar product preferences as those expressed
by consumers with higher levels of narcissism.
Study 3

The purpose of Study 3 was to examine the effect of reminding consumers of resource
scarcity on their preference for prominently (vs. quiet) branded luxury and non-luxury products.
Participants

One hundred and twenty five participants (51% female; M. = 33.74; SD = 11.03 were
recruited using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. Participants were compensated for their time with a
nominal monetary fee.
Research Design & Procedure

Study 3 employed a 2 (between: scarcity vs. control) x 2 (within: luxury vs. non-luxury)
mixed design. Participants were first randomly assigned to either a scarcity or a control
condition, using the same manipulation as in Study 1. Next, participants were asked to indicate
their gender, in order to present them with gender-matched products. Participants were then
sequentially shown three pairs of pictures of the same product that varied in terms of brand
prominence. Two pairs of pictures were of established luxury brand products (see Figure 4 for
stimuli), while one pair depicted non-luxury products (See Figure 5 for stimuli). Specifically,
female participants were shown two Louis Vuitton purses and two pairs of Gucci shoes, while
male participants saw two Burberry watches and two Ralph Lauren shirts, for the luxury
products. For the non-luxury products, female participants were shown two Adidas sweaters, and

male participants were shown two Nike hats. Each pair of product pictures were show in a
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counterbalanced manner (i.e., the brand prominent product was shown on the left of the pair for
half the participants, and on the right for the other half) to minimize potential order effects. For
all product choices, participants were asked to indicate which product they preferred on a 7-point
Likert scale (1 = “definitely product A” to 7 = “definitely product B”; see Appendix 5 for an
example). Participants were also asked to indicate their liking of the various brands used in the
study to ensure that baseline brand preferences did not account for the proposed effect.
Participants then completed standard demographic questions, and were thanked and compensated

for their participation.

Figure 4: Luxury Product Choice; Study 3

Figure 5: Non-Luxury Product Choice; Study 3
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Results

Upon further examination of the data, 16 participants were removed for spending more
than two standard deviations above the average total duration of the study (M7= 426.5; SD =
213.34) while completing the questionnaire (N = 109). Of note, baseline brand preferences did
not affect or improve the results when added as covariates in the model.

To examine the effects of reminders of resource scarcity on participants’ preferences for
prominently branded luxury (vs. non-luxury) products, a repeated-measures ANOVA was
conducted. Preferences scores for the luxury and non-luxury products were first matched across
gender, based on their presentation order and product type, to create the dependent variables for
the analysis (e.g., the purse and watch preferences scores were matched as the first luxury
product presented to participants). In support of hypotheses 3a and 3b, the analyses revealed a
significant interaction between the scarcity and product type manipulations (F(1, 107) =5.45, p
=.021; see Appendix 6 for full results). Specifically, participants in the scarcity condition
expressed significantly greater preferences for luxury products with prominent logos (Mjcarciy =
3.22; §D = 2.30) than those in the control condition (M usor = 2.29; SD = 1.79; F(1, 107) = 5.56,
p = .02), thus providing support for H3a. For non-luxury brands, however, there was no
significant differences between the scarcity (Micarciry= 2.74; SD = 2.25) and the control condition
(Mcontror = 3.00; SD =2.30; F(1, 107) < .1, p > .50; see Appendix 7 for all results), thus providing

support for H3b
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Figure 6: Interaction Effect of Resource Scarcity and Product Type
on Preferences for Brand Prominent Products

3.5 4

2.5 A
W Scarcity

O Control

Brand Prominence

1.5 -

Luxury Non-luxury

Note that the above results were computed using only the matched watches/purses and
sweaters/hats dependent variables, as the results including the shoes/polo shirts dependent
variable were not as strong, and their specific pairwise comparison was not significant (see
Appendix 8 for results). In hindsight, the polo shirts may have looked more like a non-luxury
product than a luxury one, given their sporty look. Repeated-measure ANOV As using the
watches/purses and the sweaters/polo shirts pairs, and the shoes/watches and the sweaters/hats
pairs as dependent variables replicate the results from the main analyses, which provide support
for my intuition that the polo shirts may not have been perceived as luxury products (see
Appendix 9 for results). Additionally, the difference between participants’ preferences for loudly
branded luxury and non-luxury products was significant in the control condition (See Appendix
10 for results). Specifically, participants in the control condition significantly preferred loudly
branded non-luxury products to luxury products. While, to my knowledge, no prior research can

help explain this finding, I believe that these participants may have preferred the loudly branded
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non-luxury products because Nike and Adidas currently are very popular athletic brands (Lango,
2018; Manning, 2018).
Discussion

The results of Study 3 produce support for my prediction that reminding consumers of
resource scarcity increases their preference for prominently branded luxury products (H3a), but
not for non-luxury products, as they do not provide any status signaling benefits (H3b). This
study further provides indirect evidence for the proposed effect of reminders of resource scarcity
on narcissism, in that the product preferences of consumers reminded of resource scarcity mimic
the previously documented preferences of narcissistic consumers.

General Discussion

Several similarities can be observed between the findings from the scarcity and the
narcissism literatures. The literature on resource scarcity demonstrates that consumers who
experience scarcity, or who are reminded of resource scarcity, are more likely to display agentic
behaviors, such as a decreased regard for others and increased selfishness (Aarge & Petersen,
2013; Petersen et al., 2014, Levontin et al., 2015, Roux et al., 2015). The literature on narcissism
has also demonstrated that narcissists are more likely to adopt an agentic orientation, where they
display selfish behaviors aimed at advancing their own welfare (Campbell & Foster, 2007;
Campbell et al., 2002; Campbell et al., 2005; Cisek et al., 2008; Emmons, 1987). Additionally,
consumers reminded of resource scarcity tend to use compensatory consumption as a means to
restore their feelings of control when they cannot address the scarcity directly (Hill et al., 2012;
Walasek & Brown, 2015; Chaplin et al., 2014). Similarly, narcissistic consumers have been

shown to use the consumption of luxury products as a means to confer status onto themselves
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(Lee et al., 2013; Lee & Sidel, 2012; Sedikides et al., 2007). As such, this thesis examined
whether and how narcissism and resource scarcity may be related.

Across three studies, I found support for all of my hypotheses. Specifically, Study 1
showed that participants reminded of resource scarcity scored higher on a narcissism scale than
those in a control condition. Study 2 revealed that narcissism mediated the effect of reminders of
resource scarcity on selfishness. Study 2 also replicated the findings from Study 1 and
conceptually replicated the selfishness findings from previous scarcity-related research (Aarge &
Petersen, 2013; Petersen et al., 2014; Levontin et al., 2015; Roux et al., 2015). Finally, Study 3
demonstrated that participants reminded of resource scarcity preferred prominently branded
luxury products, but not loud non-luxury products, more than those in the control condition,
lending further support to the proposed effect of resource scarcity on state narcissism.
Theoretical Contributions and Managerial Implications

Theoretically, this research contributes to the literature on resource scarcity by
demonstrating that reminders of resource scarcity have an effect beyond consumers’ behavior, by
showing that they can also temporarily affect consumers’ narcissistic personality state. This is
the first research to show that reminders of resource scarcity prompt consumers to become more
narcissistic and engender behavioral consequences similar to those of narcissistic consumers.
While this effect needs to be examined further, this is an important step toward advancing our
understanding of why consumers adopt an agentic orientation when they are reminded of
resource scarcity. Given that narcissism is one of three traits assessed by the SD3 scale (Jones &
Paulhus, 2014), future research could also investigate whether reminders of resource scarcity

induce other, related personality states, such as Machiavellianism.
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This research also contributes to the literature on narcissism, by demonstrating that it can
be contextually primed by reminders of resource scarcity. It further contributes to the work on
how environmental cues can shape peoples’ personality states (Fleeson, 2007), especially given
the prevalence of scarcity-related cues in consumers’ everyday lives. Future research could
investigate whether other environmental cues may temporarily prompt people to exhibit more
narcissistic tendencies, such as competitive and stressful environments, as suggested by Niibold
and colleagues (2017).

Further, this research contributes to the literature on compensatory consumption, by
demonstrating that scarcity can lead to compensatory behaviors that mimic those of narcissistic
consumers. This research also extends the work on brand prominence, by showing that
prominent luxury (vs. non-luxury) brand logos can be used as a way to signal high status, and
thus restore feelings of control, when experiencing resource scarcity. Future research should
keep disentangling which types of products high in brand prominence can serve as a
compensatory coping mechanism (e.g., green products; Griskevicius et al., 2010).

Managerially, this work has important implications for luxury brand managers. During
times of economic downturn, resource shortages, or other situations where consumers may be
reminded they “do not have enough,” luxury brands may want to consider changing their product
designs to include larger logos or more conspicuous patterns. Conversely, during times of
economic prosperity, where reminders of resource scarcity are less likely to be encountered,
brands may want to consider offering products that have less conspicuous patterns or logos.
Overall, brand managers should be aware of scarcity-related environmental factors, as they can

have a significant impact on consumers’ product design preferences.
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Additionally, this research has important public policy implications for consumers living
in lower socioeconomic conditions. Not only are these consumers often reminded of resource
scarcity, but their resources are also scarcer, which may make them particularly vulnerable to the
proposed effects outlined in this research. Policy makers should thus focus on developing
interventions that would help minimize the need for conspicuous products as a means to cope
with resource scarcity to help prevent these consumers from overspending resources they may
not have. Future research should try to find ways to attenuate the impact of reminders of resource
scarcity on state narcissism to reduce or even eliminate these unintended consequences. For
example, interventions that would help shift consumers’ frame of mind, by reminding them to be
grateful of what they currently have (Emmons & McCullough, 2003), could help attenuate the
effect of scarcity on narcissism, and thus the resulting potentially harmful behavior.

Limitations and Future Research

The current research possesses several limitations that offer opportunities for future
research. First, throughout all three studies in this thesis, the same manipulation of resource
scarcity was utilized. The listing task manipulation was chosen for the current research as it was
thoroughly pre-tested to ensure that it prompted feelings of resource scarcity without influencing
other factors (e.g., mood, affect, specific emotions; Roux et al., 2015). However, future studies
should include other manipulations of reminders of resource scarcity. For example, future
research could use images depicting scarcity-related situations to prime feelings of resource
scarcity (e.g. Griskevicius et al., 2013). Field experiments using simulated shopping experiences,
where participants would be presented with an array of products and subtly reminded of resource

scarcity (e.g., through a text appearing on their phone, as in the opening example), would greatly
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help increase the external validity of the current results and provide more concrete evidence for
the proposed effects.

The second limitation of this work relates to the dependent variables used in Study 3.
This work first assessed preferences for pairs of similar products from the same brand in order to
attempt to mimic real world choices, but the study design did not account for product preferences
across various product types and brands evaluated simultaneously, given the constraints of online
experiments. Future research should examine how reminders of resource scarcity affect product
preferences in a more realistic setting, where participants would be faced with multiple options at
once. Future research should also carefully pre-test all the products and brands used in a study,
both in isolation (i.e., one by one) and in combination with the other products, in order to ensure
an appropriate selection of compensatory consumption products (as opposed to the Ralph Lauren
polo shirts used in Study 3). Future research could also examine if the effects found in this thesis
hold for more affordable luxury brands, such as Michael Kors. Based on this work, loudly
branded affordable luxury products should still be preferred as long as consumers perceives them
as means to signal status.

The third limitation of this research is in regards to the measurement of narcissism. The
narcissism sub-scale of the SD3 was chosen for Studies 1 and 2 mainly as it has been shown to
be a reliable and valid measure of the central dimension of narcissism (i.e., grandiosity; Maples
et al., 2014). However more exhaustive measures of the trait are also commonly used in the
literature (e.g. NPI; Raskin & Hall, 1979). As narcissism is a multidimensional construct, future
research could examine which facets of narcissism (e.g., grandiosity, exploitiveness, arrogance)

are activated when consumers are reminded of resource scarcity. Future research could also
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examine how long the effect of reminders of resource scarcity on consumers’ narcissistic
personality state lasts, as the longitudinal effect of this contextual cue is still unclear.

Moreover, this research examined status signaling from the perspective of the actor or
signaler (i.e., the consumer purchasing the product). Future research could also examine this
effect from the perspective of the observer (e.g., friends, co-workers, etc.), as using loudly
branded luxury products to signal status could have a much different effect on observers than
originally intended by the actor. Conspicuously branded luxury products may come off as being
tacky or not unique (e.g., Juicy Couture sweatpants), which would defeat the purpose of using
them for compensatory reasons.

In summary, the present thesis extends our understanding of how being exposed to
scarcity-related cues affects consumers’ personality states and, as a consequence, subsequent
behavior. Across three studies, I demonstrate that reminders of resource scarcity prompt state
narcissism, and that this shift help explains the relationship between resource scarcity and
selfishness. I further show that consumers reminded of resource scarcity express product
preferences similar to those of narcissists. Although additional research is necessary to fully
understand the boundaries of these effects, this research provides an important step towards a

better understanding of how resource scarcity shapes personality states and related behaviors.
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Appendices
Appendix 1: Listing Task Manipulation

Scarcity condition

Please list 3 things you would not be able to do without gasoline:

1
2

3

Please list 3 things you would not be able to do without sugar:

Please list 3 things you would not be able to do without water:

1

2

3
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Control condition

Please list 3 things you use gasoline for:

1 |

2 |

3 |

Please list 3 things you use sugar for:

1 |

2 |

3 |

Please list 3 things you use water for:

1 |

2 |

3 |
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Appendix 2: Narcissism Sub-Scale of the Short Dark Triad (Jones & Paulhus, 2014)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:

People see me as a natural
leader.

| hate being the center of
attention.

Many group activities tend
to be dull without me.

| know | am special because
everyone keeps telling me
s0.

| like to get acquainted with
important people.

| feel embarrassed if
someone compliments me.

| have been compared to
famous people.

| am an average person.

| insist on getting the
respect | deserve.

Strongly
Disagree
1

Strongly
Disagree
1

Strongly
Agree
7

Strongly
Agree
7
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Appendix 3: Me Vs. Other Scale (Campbell et al., 2004); Study 2

Click on the circle next to the diagram that best represents how you see yourself (Me)
compared to others (O):

03® ‘030 ‘oS0 ©0° oS 2. ?o!o
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Appendix 4: Mediation Analysis, All Results; Study 2

FHxkxHkKkxHxKkxx% PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Release 2.16 F*xkxiktdikxidxkikx

Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D. www.afhayes.com
Documentation available in Hayes (2013). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

RR Rk ki kb kb kb kb b b bk b b b b b b b b bk kb b b b bk b b bk kb b b kb b b b b b b bk b b b b b b b b i

Model = 4
Y = MeOthers
X = Scarcity
M = Narcissism

Sample size
198

KKK KA A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A AR A AR AR AR AKX K KK

Outcome: Narcissism

Model Summary

R R-sg MSE F dfl df2 o)
.1603 .0257 1.2478 5.1683 1.0000 196.0000 .0241
Model
coeff se t o) LLCI ULCI
constant 3.3890 .0795 42.6368 .0000 3.2323 3.5458
Scarcity .1807 .0795 2.2734 .0241 .0239 .3375

KA K KA A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A AR AR AR AKX K KK

Outcome: MeOthers

Model Summary

R R-sqg MSE F dfl df2 o)
.4524 .2047 1.1259 25.0891 2.0000 195.0000 .0000
Model
coeff se t o) LLCI
constant 2.6159 L2420 10.8084 .0000 2.1386 3.0932
Narcissi .4528 .0678 6.6737 .0000 .3190 .5866
Scarcity .0975 .0765 1.2745 .2040 -.0534 L2484

R R R R R R R R R R R DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS R R R R R R R R R R

Direct effect of X on Y
Effect SE t P LLCT ULCT
.0975 .0765 1.2745 .2040 -.0534 .2484

Indirect effect of X on Y
Effect Boot SE BootLLCI BootULCI
Narcissi .0818 .0390 .0150 L1714

Rk kb kb bk b b b b i i ANALYSIS NOTES AND WARNINGS R R Rk 3k kb kb b b b b b b b gk b b

Number of bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence intervals:

5000

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:
95.00

ULCI
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Appendix 5: Product Preferences Measure Example; Study 3

‘Which Burberry watch do you prefer?

(Please wait for the pictures toload.)

Watch A Watch B

Definitely Definitely
watch A watch B

Which Louis Vuitton purse do you prefer?

(Please wait for the pictures to load.)

Purse A Purse B

Definitely Definitely
purse A 2 3 4 5 6 purse B
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Appendix 6: Repeated-Measure ANOVA; Study 3

*Results do not include the shoes/polo shirts pair

Within Subjects Faclos
Measure, MEASURE 1
Dapendant

Product Wariabla

1 WatchPurssM
alehad

2 HatHaodieda
R had

Betveeen. Subjects Faclors

Walys Label ]
ScarchManip 0 Comgl =5
] Sracity £
Dercripive Stalisiics
Srarctiblanip Maan S, Dirsiation H
WalchPursaMaiched  Conirol 3 2506 1.790&8 £
Srarity 33332 230058 L1
Tatal 375X AL L]
HatHoodaMalched Coregl 3.0000 23037 &8
Scarcity 27407 2.25024 L]
Tatal 28718 2.26936 108
Multeaariate Tests®
Famalca |
Efiect Walse F Hypothesis df | Esrosdi Sig Squaned
Praduct Pillal’s Trave 002 185° 1000 | 107000 656 0oz
Wilks'Lambda 908 198* 1000 | 107000 656 00z
Hotelling's Trace 002 198" 1900 | 107000 656 0oz
Rey's Largest Roat 202 193" 19000 | 107000 §56 ooz
Product ® Staccityarmy  Palai's Trace (7] 5 IIE~h 1.000 197000 a 048
Wilks'Lambda #52 5 II&' 1.000 197000 o 048
Hatzlling's Trace (L) 5 aast 1.000 197000 o 04g
Ray's Largesi Roal 5 5 448" 1.000 107.000 o o4g
2 Dasig Intarcapd + ScacityManip
Wthin Subjects Design: Product
b, Exact siatishe
Mauschiby's Test of Sphaticity”
Measure, MEASURE_1
Epsiton”
Appeox. Chi- Greenhouse-
Witin Subjects Effact | Mauthly's W Sguare df Sig Gialagad Hisrr-Faldt | Lowae-baund
Preduct 1.000 ooo 0 1.000 1,000 1.000

Tests B rull hyp-oThe sis Thal B sarce covanance mal of the othonormalced ransiormed depandent varablas is proporional

to an idenity matix

& Dasign Intarcapd « SoacityManip
Within Sutdects Design: Produst
b Wy b bl 10 Sdjusl ®e degrees of feadarm fof the feraged lagls of signibeance. Comacled 12818 re diaplayed in the Tette
of Within-Subjects Efects bl

Tests of Within- Subjects Effects
Measure. MEASURE_1
Typa B Sum Patial Eta
Soures of Sieadad df Mean Square F Sig Squaad
Praduet Sphanicity Assumid TOE 1 706 150 EEG 002
Oreanhouse Gelssar 706 1.000 706 E] EEG o002
Hugyeih-Fal® 706 1.000 706 198 ESE L1l
Lo r-Bounsd Tk 1.000 ] E] EEG 002
Preguet * Searcitbanig  Sphanisity Assumed 18311 1 15311 S 446 a1 Gl
Gragnhouse-Galssar 18311 1.000 15311 S 446 o1 Ll
Hugymin-Fai® 1831 1.000 1931 G448 o1 L]
Lower-bound 19.311 1.000 1931 G446 021 048
EmonFroduct) Ephancity Assumed a4 7 1546
Gregnhouse-Geissar T3 | 107000 IS
Hugyrih-Fabat a1 | 107000 158
Lowér-bound ITRA1D | 107000 3548
Tests of Within-Subjects Corrasis
Measure, MEASURE 1
Type I Sum Famal Eta
Source Proguet | of Sousns af Maan Squmie F Sig Squniad
Praduet Linga¢ 706 1 706 154 E56 00z
Produet * Seaccityblanip  Linaas 19,311 1 19311 T [E] 04
EnoniFrodisl Linaa¢ 379413 107 1545
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Estimated Marginal Means

Estimated Marginal Means

Estimated Marginal Means of MEASURE_1

3.259

3.007

2,757

2504

2.254

Control Scarcity
ScarcityManip

Estimated Marginal Means of MEASURE_1

3.259

3.007)

2,757

2504

2.254

BrandTyp

BrandTyp
—_

—2

ScarcityManip

— Control
—— Scarcy
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Appendix 7: Pairwise Comparisons by Condition; Study 3

*Results do not include the shoes/polo shirts pair

Estimates
Measure: MEASURE_1
95% Confidence Interval
Product  ScarcityManip Mean Std. Error | Lower Bound | Upper Bound
1 Control 2291 78 1.740 2.842
Scarcity 3.222 281 2666 3778
2 Control 3.000 307 2392 3.608
Scarcity 2741 310 2127 3.355
Pairwise Comparisons
Measure; MEASURE_1
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean Difference
Difference (I
Product (I) ScarcityManip __(J) ScarcityManip J) Std.Error | Sig® | LowerBound | UpperBound
1 Control Scarcity -931° 395 020 1714 148
Scarcity Contral a3 395 020 148 1.714
2 Control Scarcity 258 436 553 =605 1.124
Scarcity Control -.259 436 553 -1.124 605
Based on estimated marginal means
* The mean difference is significant at the .05 lavel,
b. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Least Significant Diffzrence (2quivalent 1o no adjustments),
Univariate Tests
Measure: MEASURE_1
sSum of Partial Eta
Product Squares ar Mean Square F 3ig. Squared
1 Contrast 23633 1 23.633 5.562 020 .043
Error 454,679 107 4.249
2 Contrast 181 1 1.83 353 553 .003
Ermror 554.370 107 5181

Each F tests the simple effects of ScarcityManip within each lavel combination of the other effects shown,
These tests are based on the linearly independent pairwise comparisons among the estimated marginal

means.,
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Appendix 8: Repeated-Measure ANOVA Including All Products; Study 3

Wt Sulgecrs Facls
Meanus. VEASURE !
Ttenaent
Peaduct | VEnbe
T ERTTTT—T)
abchad
1 Ham N
tchad
¥ FolySho-snkla
e
el Subgecie Factan
Vakie Laoal "
Srachllarep 0 Coripnl 1]
I pid ] 53
[ T ST
ScarcBllanp | W4A | 580 Dieanan 0]
WakchPurpelladingd  Condpd pdes o) 1. P o5
Frarg iy Rk ] 13ETD 53
Tatul IR 210mT i0a
T T T T 20000 1337 w
Srariny b FE ] 325847 3
Tatal TS 127146 i
LBt Carl IO FETTEE] 5
Bearciy Rt ALl =
Taotal TETEE 1183 L]
Ml Tnin”
FaAah
Foact Wakah F Hgodrwsisdl | Evor ] d
Pradyr} Fillaly Trasw -] At 2080 | 105008 T oo
Wiy L smidaa e mt 1000 | 195009 m o
Heislng's Teace L) st 3 195005 L L]
Rley's Largeas ool 04 aa 2080 | 104008 3 ]
Peadyrd® frarpdyllaniy  Pillaly Trase 55 1087 2030 | 105008 5 355
W LTibal WS 1082* 2030 | 195008 L) 55
Heislng's Teace L) 10e* 3 195002 % o
R’y Largast Rl 244 1582* 2080 | 184008 L] a8
@ D WICADE + Bt A
Wit Subghen Daign Produdt
[A=riid
Meampe MEASURE !
Epptan®
Appan, CR- [ Oreerheuse
Pl Setjantn Efect | Machhivw Bauare - 5ig Ouitsd | HumhFen | Lowesousd
[TH 1] 3 ] B4 1] 484
T k1S Pob (o8 PypoTiaed Tat Pt 411 i o 0 f Ve i

% i Sy Mk

2 Dwpgn Inbprpapt = Srandyllang
TN Subpbis Dasign Produit

b My be ured 8o adusl Be Segrees of Facdem o B averaged Wt of wgniiance Comeided st are daplaved inthe Tevhs

ol e Subjacts Efey b
Testn of Wimbin Subpects EMe0ls
Meanure MEASURE !
Tid W Sem Tamaco |
B of Squiren o B Squire ¥ 51 Squani
Pradun S oy A S M TME 1 LREr bLE] L2 L] o
R L] LR LR s (20 7]
Huysh-Faid 25 ima LB w2 35 L2 [o0]
L corat - Lurd 2 M5 1009 T 1§ IS 56 i
Praculn* SLADhMang  Splencey ASumad TRRE 1 w12 1983 ME b
b LLE R LR 18085 1080 LY e
Huysh-Faid faad ima 100838 1089 054 F
Lo Lunid T8 BT 1.0 1R 1084 I E
EmatPeaduch S oy RS mad T ni 1T
R AEE [ RS bE L ]
Huysh-Faid BADIE | 19TEE Tadd
LB bl S 0IE [ 106008 L1
Testw of Wothan Sulgects Comliasis
Mianue  MEASURE !
TR G FaaEa ]
Sourcs Produst of Buiras of b Souine ¥ By Squsted
Pegadint Linea 4z 1 33 [T} B0l
ity 1§17 i 451 S04 204
Pesdudt™ SEpichlafg  Linedd Sl i 2TER 2] BT5
s PRI ! 330 BT M
ErpriPrsduct Linea RECET 1]
Tuzac 50 5H ip8
Tears of Between Sulbjects Eflecty
Meampw MEASURE !
Tranaformed vasably  Sesiags
ToeE T T T ]
Bourcs of Suiras o b Souine ¥ Biy Squitid
e THES 520 1 HETENEREE] ) T
Erarcdyllareg 1M i 183 1208 i 2
[z 850 kSR i Fa8
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Measum; MEASURE 1

1. Product

5% Conbdanca nlval
Product | Wean | S Emce | Lineet Bousd | Lipgar Baund
L] 2.TEE 188 2374 3163
T 2BET s 2452 1322
] 2ETS 07 2. 285 20490
2. Scarcityhanip
Maasum MEASURE_1
U5 Confianta mided
ScarchyManip | Mean | 51 Emo Lorarsl Bouna | Upgear Baund
Canbiol T800 r i 1183 inar
Seanity I 958 12 1510 3401
Fitinatii
Maaduie. MEASURE 1
% Confidents imanval
Produri  Sraecivila Mgan S Emar || Lowssr Bound | Upper Bound
] Conirad 2 ki ] 1.7 1l
Sraciy 11§ i 2882 1l
z Confrel 1800 Wk FELL 1810
SraChy FREL ny FALE] 3.30E
X Gonfral 2509 kel 1433 FOEE
Sy FELE] Ihe 22 T A
Paitwine Compainonm
Mgasune. MEASURE 1
Sy Confdends Innval i
Maan Difference®
Defarancs [+
Produsl (1) SearciyMnip L) Scaritgbianig ] Sid Bt | fig" | LowwrBound | Upgsr Bound
1 Conrel Scarcity B 130 18 1743 -84
Bracily Conirol Bl 1an e Rl 1743
r Contrel Sranity ] LEL] LI - il 1847
Braciy Comieed -~ 206 434 80T 1087 =
3 Cioniral Scanity -2 415 A1 1183 A8
B iy Comisod e [] A15 A1 - BN 1083
Baswed on asbmabed margina means
=, This nrean Siflerencs is sipnilicant at tha 05 el
b. Adjustmisnt for masiiple compansoes: Leasi Sgniicani Diferencs {epivalan 1o no adjusimants)
Lleivanr iabe Tesis
Maasurg MEASURE 1
S o aII".'IIE
Pradut! Sguares ar Mean Squane F Sig Squared
1 Confrasl Sl 1 2504 §T5 o 13|
Erca LRSI ) 154 4275
2 Confrast bR 1 10 2B -1 33l
Errce 251203 154 5.
] Corfrast i i 3120 6T dnd a6
Ervoa A 53R 104 i 4T

Eaeh F iasty ha simpls efacts of Scarctyanip witin 248 lival comBbinason of e e afet ghown
Treig o bagts Bre Batid on e W

IMEIng

Al parws

i Amang the abmated magina
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Estimated Marginal Means

Estimated Marginal Means

Estimated Marginal Means of MEASURE_1

3.259

3.007

2,757

2504

2.254

Control Scarcity
ScarcityManip

Estimated Marginal Means of MEASURE_1

3.259

3.007)

2,757

2504

2.254

BrandTyp

BrandTyp
—_
—2

3

ScarcityManip

— Control
—— Scarcy
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Appendix 9: Alternate Repeated-Measure ANOVAs; Study 3

* Compares the purses/watches to the sweaters/polo shirts product pairs

Within-Subjects Factors
Measure: MEASURE_1

Dependent
BrandTyp Variable
1 WalchPurseM
atehed
2 PoloHoodigM
atched
Between-Subjects Factors
Value Label M
ScarcityManip 0 Control 55
1 Scarcity 53
Descriptive Statistics
ScarcityManip Mean Std. Deviation M
WalchPurseMatched  Contral 2.2909 1.79168 55
Scarcity 3.2453 2314970 53
Total 2.7593 211302 108
PoloHoodieMatched  Control 24364 212362 55
Scarcity 24151 217002 53
Total 24259 213648 108
Multrvariate Tests®
Partial Eta
Effect Walug F Hypothesis df | Error df Sig. Squared
BrandTyp Pillai's Trace .025 2.725° 1.000 | 106.000 02 025
Wilks' Lambda 875 27250 1.000 | 106.000 02 025
Hotelling's Trace 026 2725 1.000 | 106.000 A02 025
Roy's Largest Root 026 2725 1.000 | 106.000 02 025
BrandTyp * ScarcityManip ~ Pillai's Trace 050 55320 1,000 | 106.000 01 050
Wilks' Lambda 850 5532 1.000 | 106.000 o 050
Hotelling's Trace 052 5.532° 1,000 | 106.000 021 050
Roy's Largest Root 052 55320 1.000 | 106.000 021 050
a, Design: Intercept + ScarcityManip
Within Subjects Design: BrandTyp
b, Exact statistic
Mauchly's Test of Sphericity”
Measure. MEASURE_1
Epsilon®
Apprax. Chi- Greenhouse-
Within Subjects Effect | Mauchly's W Squara df Sig. Geisser Huynh-Feldt | Lower-bound
BrandTyp 1.000 000 0 1,000 1.000 1.000

Tests the null hypothesis that the emror covariance matrix of the orthonormalized transformed dependent variables is proportional
1o an identity matrix,
a. Design; Intercept + ScarcityManip

Within Subjecis Design: BrandTyp

b. May be used o adjust the degrees of freedom for the averaged tests of significance. Corrected tests are displayed in the Tests
of Within-Subjects Effects table,



Measue: MEASURE |

Tests of Within-Subgecls Efects

Type | Sum Fanw £ |
Sowre ol Gaudien ol e Squang F Sig Sgaarad
BrandTm Sehariciy Aaaumed 6317 1 6327 1T 102 5]
Girpsnduse-Denae 6337 1.000 G327 1728 102 o4
Huymh-Fals 637 1.000 Gazr P 102 s
Lowi-baund .37 1.000 63T 2TM 142 o
BrandTyp * ScarciyManip  Sphariciy Assumed 12Rig 1 12048 S5 a1 [201]
Greenfouse-Gosse (R L 1.000 12046 E-E b an i
Huyrh-Flst (ER 2L 1.000 12848 £53 an B0
Lirwer-bound 12848 1.000 12848 5537 021 050
ErmanBianaTim) Spherichy Assumed BT 106 1322
G aftsiuse-Dedie MAA54 | 108000 2322
Huysh-Fale G054 | 106000 2322
Lirwrae-Dound A% | 106000 2322
Tawts of Within. Subjects Contrasts
Measuie. MEASURE 1
Tye Bl Sum FanalEa
Sowe BrandTyp | @ Squiees of Mgan Bquire F 5 Saumed
BrandTyp Litaar [ZFH 1 8327 2728 102 028
BrandTyp * ScarcityManip  Lisaar 12 8a6 1 12 ReE 5432 oz 050
EmanBrandTyp) Lirsar PR 168 pkFed
Tawtn of etwoen Subjects Efects
Mgasule MEASURE 1
Tranaformid Vamable.  Avarigd
Tyes B Sum FatalEn |
Howrce of Bquares df Msan Square F ] Gquaed
Inlercept (CEIRLH ' TdE8 %5 | Xhade {112] 4rr
SrancityManip 11750 i LIRE] 1M LTl mr
Emar A95 198 108 &.560
1. SoacityManip
Measute: NEASURE 1 _
G5% Confdents Inanal
ScarcManip | Mean | S Baror Lot Bonssd | Wppal Bound
Cantol EELT] BT 1879 TEAE
Seancity 2830 48 2337 1323
2 HramdTyp
Measune: MEAZILRE 1
5% Coofiganca Nlerl
BrandTyp | Wean | 5 Emer [ Lowar Bound | Uppar Bound
i IR 168 i £ ERLE]
o Pk ] 207 LE P kL]
[atrmales
Mpasuie. MEASFURE 1
B Corddings Inganl
| SrarcityManip__BrandTyp Maan G Ereed | Lower Bound | Uppes Boand
Cantrol 1 EETT Ei] 1738 T
] T438 288 1843 g
Seanity 1 EETTS 284 2482 3§08
] 2415 295 1831 3000
P wise COmgarisons
Measune: MEAZURE_1
85% Conddence Infnal for
Mgan Difeence®
Demgrancs [+
BandTyp M Searemybanip L0 Scaiciyiang E ] 5td. Erver sig* Lowar Bound | Upgar Baund
1 Convel Beareny - BE g8 o 1743 - 168
Sraciy Confral BEd Jag oy 168 1783
F] Confral SLachy 0 [TE] ] - Tl [TT]
Scarchy Confral -2 13 ] - Bl Tal
Based on asimated margnal means
= This mssan GEamsncs is Signific st 32 Ta 05 vl
b, Adpaitment or mulipls compans ons. Leas! Signiicant Dffecencs (quivalant b no Sdjusimeants)
Ut il Texis
Miasuie MEASURE )
Bum of Faral Ea
BrandTyp Squates af Maan Sguare F j=5] Squated
i ‘Conirast 248 1 5 £ e 081
[Emar aEN1ET 04 4275
] ‘Contrast iz 1 onl k] 1E ] 1]
[Emar EBE 105 184 L)

Eath F tasis the siengle affects of Scarctybanip within aach kvel combinabion of fa ofher sty Shown
Tha ke 1§28 38 DERSD 08 T IS0l Mo patda il pRrWiS e COMEanLent nang Mis SALmaied magiaal

FEng
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Estimated Marginal Means

Estimated Marginal Means

Estimated Marginal Means of MEASURE_1

3.25-
3.00-]
275
2.50
225~

T T

Control Scarcity
ScarcityManip
Estimated Marginal Means of MEASURE_1
3.259 ]
\\
3.00-] \
N\
\\\
\.
2754
\_\\
N
hY
AN

2.50
225~

T T

1 2

BrandTyp

BrandTyp
—_

—2

ScarcityManip

— Control
—— Scarcy
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* Compares the shoes/watches to the sweaters/hats product pairs

Within Satyjecte Factons
Makiute MEASURE 1
Gupangind |
| Brandryp | Vasaths
1 WHENShIaE
Maiched
3 HatHz o kia
khad
Befmeen Subprcie Facios
Value Lagel H
Scarctanip 0 Coanired [
1 Scarcily L]
Diescuiphse Siatistics
Searctlang Weaan | =20 Demanen H
WakREhoesilached Corfol — R EESER:] L2
Sewely LE86T 233184 L1
Total 4 Jidd 2407 L]
Harisesislatitad  Contral 10000 PETE [
Erarciy Lran? 110 K
Total 1ETIE Pl TR 106
Whakt hear iabe Tesds®
Fasatn |
Effaat Vi r Mypethedis o | Erer of iy Sgubied
ErandTyp Pilas Traca 157 | 16860% 1060 | 107000 [ TH
ek Lamibela B4F | 19880 1.003 | 107000 [T} 157
Howling's Trace 168 | 1a860% 1003 | 107000 30 157
Fov's Lamges! Root 168 | 19860 1.003 | 107000 o 157
BeandTyp * Seeeliling  Pilads Trade oxy | 287 1000 | 107000 12 023
ik Lami<ia an 25T 1.003 | 107000 12 023
Hetliag's Trage o4 257 1003 | 107000 12 023
Roy's Largesi Root 24 2ET 1,003 | 167000 1 333
a Dasign: nteecept » SrarciyManig
Wihin Sutjects Dasign BrandTep
b Exact stamaic
Mty T o Sl ity
Megtute MEASLBRE 1
Epaion®
Appran. Chi LD
Withia Subjerts Efen | Mauchis W Square ar Sig Disgar HoyrieFobfl | Lowse-Bousd
ErandTyp 1,000 300 ] ] 1800 1,00

T sty tht reall pohesis Fal e Heor covnanos mati H'-ﬂ“ orfonsmalced Fansfermed depandenl veabda g (5 progorbony
i an iEnity mali

a Dasign: blerrept « Sracilang
Wihin Suljects Design: BrandTm

b My B e B B O S O e 12 B e e DN G IR ANE & Cormacieg At ore Sapiared in o Tt
ol Wimin-Guisjeny Efets tabia



Meagure: WEASURE 1

Tesls of Wiihin- Subgects Eflects

Tree B Sum of FEETE
Souice Squanes of Mean Square F Big Squared
BrandTye Sphanity Assumaed 108799 1 108789 19840 a0 1487
Graanhouse-Gess el 108.789 1.500 108 788 18860 300 157
Huynih-Fasdt 108789 1.000 108789 169840 ] 157
Liar-Baund 108,784 1000 108788 | 18860 000 157
BrandTyg * ScarcitgManip  Sphamdity Aasumed 14085 1 14.085 2572 12 023
Geaanhouke-Danne 14.08% 1000 14.086 2572 112 023
it Faddi 14084 1000 14.085 2572 112 023
Lirwai-Bound 14084 1.000 14.086 2572 112 023
EmariBrandTys) Sphandity Adsumed 586125 107 5478
Grasnhouke-Geiane 586425 | 107.000 5478
FagniteFeagt 586125 | 107.000 5478
Liwei-baund Sg6.435 | 107000 54TH
Taswis of Walthin Sulgects Conlr asts
Megdurg. WMEASURE 1
Type | Gum of Faral Eia
Bource BrandTyp Sauanes af Mgan Square F Sig Squared
Brand Ty Linga 108,784 1 108789 | 19880 200 157
BrandTye = ScanttyManip  Lings 14 58 1 14 348 3572 112 23
EmaniBrandTyg) Linga 586,175 107 5478
Trats of feetwoen Subjects EMecis
Megdurs. WEASURE 1
Tearaformad Wanabk.  Avdage
Trpa 1l Gum of Fartal Eia
Sours Saquares L] Wgan Squane F Sig Squated
Inbicapl 2790 528 1 70826 | 515534 000 828
SeanclyManio 338 1 3383 825 Pk 004
Ermar 578 79 107 5409
1. Scal cbyhilanip
Meadurs. MEATURE 1
95% Confatnds Intendl
Seare spdareg Mean 1 Ereed | Linawer Bound | Uppes Bound
Cemtmol 3455 F7F] 108 EXT
Seansy 3704 24 1260 [RITS
2. EnandTyp
Mgaiune; MEASURE 1
T5%, CorRders Imaral
BrandTjp Wenn Sd, Eergr | Lowar Bound | Upper Bound
1 FE ] Y3 1A T
2 A L] L] 2438 1303
Esturules.
Measure: MERSUSE_1
5% Conngerae INHrval
Starceyanip BrandTye | Mean | Sid Encr | Lol fiaund | Uppei Bound
Centrol [ 31509 122 21T 4548
z 3,000 7 1392 T80
Brarcty 1 4,687 ] 4022 £
- 21.741 Al 2127 3355
Pranit weri Comparinona
Meaturs. MEASUEE 1
65% Confidence Indenal for
Waan Diflarance”
Dimsrenca -
BrandTye N StarchyManip L) Seanciivilanis Jf 5t Emor | Sigt | Lewdr Bound | Uppdr Bound
1 Cotral Sednidy - TEE 458 1 BT 150
Searchy Gantrol 758 458 101 - 150 1885
] Contral Heandy 258 438 553 - 5 1624
Scarchy Cantiol - 258 438 553 EEE 05
Based on esbmated margnal means
2. Adjusfmeand for muBipls comparisens: Leas! Signécant Difearence (equivalent i no adjusimants)
Univariate Tesis
Measure:  MEASURE 1
Tum & Famalta |
Brand Ty Squares df Mean Squans F Sig Bquared
1 Contast 14634 1 15638 27 1 L h]
Eor #10.545 17 5706
T Conagt 180 1 1801 153 853 293
Ervol 554370 107 LRLS]

Each F bests T simple alfects of Scarnciylani
Trasa fsls are basad on the linsarky

gl

p within ea<h level comb
Sai c

imabion of the other afects shown

amoy T o3 a




Estimated Marginal Means

Estimated Marginal Means

Estimated Marginal Means of MEASURE_1

5.007

4.507

4.00+

3.5049

3.00

2,507

Control Scarcity
ScarcityManip

Estimated Marginal Means of MEASURE_1

5.007

4.507

4.00+

3.5049

3.00

2,507

L.}

BrandTyp

BrandTyp
—_

—2

ScarcityManip

— Control
—— Scarcy
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Appendix 10: Pairwise Comparisons by Brand Type; Study 3
Within.-Subjects Factors

Measure, MEASURE_1

Dependent

BrandTyp Variable
i WatchPurseM

alched
2 HatHoodisMa

fehed

Descriptive Statistics
Mean Std. Deviation M
WatchPurseMatched 24677 1.92241 62
HatHoodieMatched 3.1935 2.34583 62
Multivariate Tests®
Partial Eta

Effect Value F Hypothesis df | Error df Sig Squared
BrandTyp  Pillai's Trace 084 5 560" 1.000 61.000 022 084

Wilks' Lambda 916 5.560" 1.000 61.000 022 .0e4

Hotelling's Trace 091 5.560" 1.000 61.000 022 084

Roy's Largest Root 0o 5.560" 1.000 51.000 Q22 084
a. Design: Intercept

Within Subjects Design: BrandTyp
b, Exact statistic
Mauchly's Test of Sphericity™
Measure. MEASURE_1
Epsilon®
Approx. Chi- Greenhouse-

Within Subjects Effect Mauchly's W Square df Sig Geisser Huynh-Feldt | Lowerbound
BrandTyp 1.000 .ooo 1] 1.000 1.000 1.000

Tasls the null hypothesis that the aror covariance matrix of the orthonormalized transformed dependant variables is proportional

to an identity matric
a. Design: Intercept

Within Subjects Design: BrandTyp

b. May be used to adjust the degrees of freedom for the averaged tests of significance. Comected tests are displayed in the Tests
af Within-Subjects Effects table

Tests of Within-Subjects Effects
Measure:. MEASURE_1
Type Ill Sum Fartial Eta

Source of Squares dr Mean Square F Sig Fquared
BrandTyp Sphericity Assumed 16.331 1 16.311 5560 022 0ad

Greenhouse-Geissear 16.331 1.000 16331 5560 022 084

Huynh-F &ldt 1633 1.000 16331 5560 022 Da4

Lower-bound 16.331 1.000 16.31 5.560 022 084
Error(BrandTyp)  Sphericity Assumed 179,169 &1 2.937

Greenhouse-Geisser 1749164 61,000 2.937

Huynh-Feldt 178169 61,000 2.937

Lovwer-bound 1791648 61.000 2937
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Measure: MEASURE_1

Tests of Within-Subjects Confrasts

Type Il Sum Fartial Eta
Source BrandTyp of Squaras dr Mean Square F Sig. Squarad
BrandTyp Linear 16.331 1 16.331 5.560 022 084
Error{(BrandTyp)  Linear 1759164 61 2937
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Measure: MEASURE_1
Transformed Yariable: Average
Type Il Sum Parial Ela
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Squared
Intercept 993.556 1 993,556 | 158.680 000 J22
Error 381,944 61 6.261
Estimated Marginal Means of MEASURE_1
3.207

w  3.007
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