= Very powerful) after imagining buying and consuming it. Participants also completed

items such as demographic questions.

Results

Masculinity

The results of an ANOV A on the masculinity measure as a function of bottle
color was significant (F(12,299) =4.71, p <.0001). Follow up comparisons show that
three of the colors differed in perceived masculinity from the baseline white. Dark blue
(Mdarkbiue= 6.00 vs. Muniee=4.83, p <.05) and black (Mbiack= 6.00 vs. Mwhie= 4.83, p <
.05) were perceived as more masculine than white. In contrast, pink was the only color

perceived as /ess masculine than white (Mpink= 3.16 vs. Mwhire= 4.83, p <.01).

Femininity

A similar ANOVA was conducted on the femininity measure as a function of
bottle color, which was significant (F(12, 299) =4.37, p <.0001). Pink was the only
color perceived as (directionally) more feminine than white (Mpini= 5.64 vs. Mwhie= 4.70,
p <.10). Two colors were perceived as significantly less feminine than white,
specifically: gray (Mgray= 2.82, p <.001 vs. white) and brown (Mbrows=2.91, p <.001 vs.

white).

Masculinity Dominance

For each color, we subtracted its femininity rating from its masculinity rating to
create a masculinity dominance score. An ANOVA on this measure as a function of color

was significant (F(12, 299) = 6.40, p <.0001). White, the baseline color, was near zero
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(score = 0.13), as desired. Only one color scored significantly lower on this measure than
white: pink (score =-2.48, p <.01). Four colors scored significantly higher on this
measure than white: green (score = 3.04, p <.001), brown (score = 2.43, p <.01), dark

blue (score = 2.00, p <.05), and black (score =2.04, p <.05).

Table 4

Masculinity and Femininity Pre-test Results for Bottle Colors

Bottle Color | Masculine | Feminine | Powerful | Masc-Fem

. 4.82 5.31 3.92 0.13

White
Pink 3.16 6.50 3.63 -2.48
4.68 4.87 4.53 -0.36

Purple
Yellow 4.04 4.82 2.94 -0.76
Red 4.52 3.76 3.65 0.64
Orange 5.17 4.71 4.06 0.87
Light Red 4.84 4.63 3.63 0.52
Light Blue 4.87 4.19 3.63 0.45
Green 5.86 2.50 3.00 3.04
Gray 5.12 3.93 4.07 1.08
Brown 5.34 2.42 3.08 2.43
Dark Blue 6.00 3.88 5.44 2.00
Black 6.00 4.33 4.75 2.04

Feeling of Power

We conducted an ANOVA on feeling of power after imagined consumption as a
function of bottle color, which was significant (F(12, 299) =2.51, p <.01). We wanted to
compare the effect of the color pink versus the other colors. Those in the pink bottle

condition reported they felt less powerful than those in the dark blue (Maarkbiue= 5.20 vs.
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Mpink=3.76, p < .01) and black ((Mbiack= 4.83 vs. Mpink=3.76, p < .05) bottle color
conditions. Based on the bottle color pretest results, we chose dark blue as the masculine

packaging color and pink as the feminine packaging color for use in the study.

Method (Main Study)

Sample and Design

Two hundred and nine adult participants were recruited from Amazon’s
Mechanical Turk (Mage = 31.7, 52% male) for a small cash payment. They were randomly
assigned to one of three bottled water conditions — feminine branded packaging,

masculine branded packaging, or neutral branded packaging.

Stimuli and Procedure

Participants were told that they would be evaluating a potential package design
for a new brand of bottled water. Based on the results of the pre-test, the bottle in the
feminine branded packaging condition was pink, the bottle in the masculine branded
packaging condition was dark blue, and the bottle in the neutral condition was white.
After viewing the package design, participants were asked to indicate how much they
would be willing to pay for a 16 ounce bottle of the water (on a scale from $0 - $4).
Lastly, participants were instructed to evaluate the product’s gender characteristics by
indicating how much they felt each of the female and male brand personality traits
accurately described the product they evaluated (1=Not at all descriptive to S=Extremely
descriptive). A full list of brand personality traits (Grohmann, 2009) evaluated can be
found in Appendix J. We also collected measures of economic insecurity by asking the

question: “How likely do you feel you or another member of your household will
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experience the following events within the next year: a) job loss, b) large reduction in
pay, c) serious illness, d) divorce or marital separation, or ) bankruptcy (1= Very
Unlikely, 5 = Very Likely). These measures were adapted from the work of Western et al.
(2012) who suggest that insecurity can derive from income loss related to job loss, family
dissolution, and poor health. Similar measures were used in other studies reporting
financial insecurity (Bricker, 2016). Basic demographic information was also collected,

including socioeconomic status, gender and how often they consumed bottled water.

Results

Willingness to pay

We conducted a regression on willingness to pay as a function of gender branded
packaging (feminine, masculine, neutral), and economic insecurity plus all possible
interactions. We also controlled for gender and bottled water consumption. The feminine
branded packaging was coded with a dummy variable (1,0), as was masculine packaging
(1,0); the control condition served as the baseline. Economic insecurity was measured
continuously and mean-centered. The analysis indicated no main effects for feminine
branded packaging (b = -.068, t =-.767, p = .444), masculine branded packaging (b = -

.091,t=-1.037, p=.301), or economic insecurity (b =-.147,t=-1.502, p =.135).

There was, however, a significant two-way interaction between the masculine
branded packaging and economic insecurity (b =.426, t = 2.755, p <.01). Follow up
contrasts indicated that participants who were less economically insecure were willing to

pay less for the blue bottle in comparison to the control bottle (Mdarkbiue = .84, Mwhite =
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1.07, p = <.05). There was no significant two-way interaction between the feminine

branded packaging and economic insecurity (b=.206, t =1.620, p =.107).

Table 5

Willingness-to-pay for bottled water by economic insecurity

DV: Who much are you willing to pay for a 16 oz. bottle of this water ($0 - $4)?

IV: economic insecurity X water positioning (Female, Neutral, Male)

Female Neutral Male water | Sig. diffs
water water
Low Insecurity .9686 1.072 .8370 n>m (p =.03)
Medium Insecurity 9917 1.006 9557 ns
High Insecurity 1.0254 9109 1.129 ns
Male Brand Personality

The responses to how accurately each of the male brand personality traits
described the product were combined to create an overall score for male brand
personality (o =.919). We conducted a similar regression to the one above on the
perceived masculinity of the male brand personality traits as a function of gender branded
packaging (feminine, masculine, neutral), and economic insecurity plus all possible
interactions. We again controlled for gender and bottled water consumption. The analysis
indicated no effects for masculine branded packaging (b =.131, t =.835, p = .405), or
economic insecurity (b =-.007, t =-.039, p =.969). The analysis, however, indicated an

effect for feminine branded packaging (b =-.415,t=-2.614, p <.05).

There was also a directionally significant two-way interaction between the
masculine branded packaging and economic insecurity (b =.532,t = 1.921, p =.056).

Follow up contrasts indicated that participants who were more economically insecure

78




perceived the masculine water as more male in comparison to the control water (Mdarkbive
=2.62, Mwhite =2.15, p = .053) and more male in comparison to the female water
(Mdarkbiue = 2.62, Mfemale = 1.86, p <.01). This result replicates that of study 1 and
supports H1. There was no significant two-way interaction between the feminine branded

packaging and economic insecurity (b= .200, t =.878, p = .381).

Table 6

Male Brand Personality Perception by Economic Insecurity

DV: Indicate how much you feel each of the male brand personality traits accurately describes the
product you evaluated:

IV: economic insecurity X water positioning (Female, Neutral, Male)

Female Neutral Male water | Sig. diffs
water water
Low Insecurity 1.68 2.10 2.06 n>f (p =.02)
Medium Insecurity 1.76 2.10 2.29 n>f (p =.03)
High Insecurity 1.88 2.10 2.62 m>n (p =.03)

Female Brand Personality

The responses to how accurately each of the female brand personality traits
described the product were combined to create an overall score for female brand
personality (o =.926). We conducted a similar regression to the one above on the
perceived femininity of the female brand personality traits as a function of gender
branded packaging (feminine, masculine, neutral), and economic insecurity plus all
possible interactions. The analysis indicated no effects for the interaction between

branded packaging and economic insecurity (all p’s > .18).

Socioeconomic status was also included in separate regression models; however,

SES was not a significant predictor of any of the dependent variables. A correlation
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matrix between participants’ SES and economic insecurity can be found in Appendix K.
We find evidence that participants who rated themselves as more economically secure
were less willing to pay for male personality branded water compared to the female
branded or control water. In addition, more economically insecure participants perceived

the masculine branded characteristics as more extremely gendered.

In this study we found additional evidence for the increased salience of gender
cues, in the form of product packaging color, replicating the results of study 1. The
evidence regarding product preference was more equivocal, however. In the next study,
we utilize a taste test of the bottled water in order to examine whether the masculinity or
femininity of the bottle influences consumer perceptions of their own strength. We also
further explore whether socioeconomic status impacts the perceived gender

characteristics of the bottled water.

Study 3: Taste Test of Brand Gendered Products

In study 3, we sought to understand whether tasting a brand gendered product,
such as bottle water, would impact consumers’ evaluation of their physical strength as
well as the perception of the gendered characteristics of the product as a function of their
socioeconomic status. We also gave participants a chance to choose between a masculine

or feminine prize at the end of the study in exchange for their participation.
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Pre-test

Sample and Design

A pre-test was conducted to measure the degree to which two pens (one red, one
black) were perceived to be masculine and feminine. Sixty-two adult participants from
Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (Mage = 31, 61% female) were recruited for a small cash
payment. Each participant saw two pens, one black and one red in a digital image (see
Appendix L). They were asked “Which pen looks more masculine” and “Which pen
looks more feminine” (red pen/black pen). Participants overwhelmingly thought the black
pen looked more masculine (89.4%) and the red pen looked more feminine (87.9%).
They were informed both pens have the same color INK (that is, they write in the same
color). They were then shown just the black pen and asked to imagine using the black pen
and indicate to what extent it would make them feel: powerful, in control, influential (1 =
not at all to 5 = very much; a = .96). They were then shown the red pen and asked the
same questions (a = .95). We conducted a paired t-test on the difference between how
powerful imagining using the black pen made participants feel (Maickpen = 3.24)
compared to imagining using the red pen (Mgeapen = 2.82; t (61) = 3.40, p <.001) which
was significant. Participants felt that using the black pen would make them feel more
power than using the red pen. Finally, participants completed demographic questions.
Based on these results, we decided to offer black and red pens as gifts for the taste test.
We expected that participants who came from lower socioeconomic status and therefore
may have a higher desire to compensate for their lower status would be more likely to

choose a black pen rather than a red pen as a gift for survey completion.
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Method

Sample and Design

To increase the generalizability of our results, we set up a table at a college move-
in day fair in Pennsylvania and offered participants a free stylus in return for their
participation in the study. Eighty adults (42 men, 38 women; Mage = 24.5) were randomly

assigned to one of two conditions (masculine vs. feminine packaging).

Stimuli and Procedure

Participants were told that they were partaking in a taste test for a new brand of
bottled water. All participants actually tasted and evaluated the same bottled water, Deer
Park® 100% Natural Spring Water. The water was presented in plain, white cups to
disguise the actual brand and prevent its familiarity from influencing evaluation. Bottled
water was chosen because it is a product that is gender neutral as well as non-allergenic.
Participants were presented with one of the two package depictions on a large foam
board. The masculine package depicted a bottle of water with a dark blue label and the
hypothetical new brand name “Ravello.” The feminine package depicted a bottle of water
with the same hypothetical new brand name “Ravello,” but with a pink label. See

Appendix L for stimuli.

After sampling the water, participants were instructed to give their feedback on
the water by completing a short survey. The survey included questions on the evaluation
of the water (e.g., purchase intent, liking, quality, etc.) to simulate a product taste test
task. To evaluate the perception of their physical strength, we also asked participants to

indicate how difficult or easy would it be for them to move heavy items at this time (1 =
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very difficult; 7 = very easy) since it was move-in day for college students. We also
asked how much the packaging appeared masculine or feminine (1 = not at all, 7 = very
much). Lastly, we collected demographic information such as age, gender, economic

insecurity measures (from study 2), and current household socioeconomic status.

Results

Choice of Pens

We conducted a logistic regression on choice of pen (red versus black) as a
function of gender branded packaging (feminine vs. masculine), and socioeconomic
status plus all possible interactions and controlled for age and gender. The analysis
indicated no significant effects for gender branded packaging, socioeconomic status, or
for the interactions between the packaging condition and socioeconomic status (all p’s >

25).

Masculinity

We conducted a regression on how much the packaging appeared masculine as a
function of gender branded packaging (feminine vs. masculine), and socioeconomic
status plus all possible interactions and with covariates controlling for age and gender.
The analysis indicated no significant effects for gender branded packaging,
socioeconomic status, or for the interaction between the packaging condition and

socioeconomic status (all p’s > .15).
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Femininity

We conducted a regression on how much the packaging appeared feminine as a
function of gender branded packaging (feminine vs. masculine), and socioeconomic
status plus all possible interactions and with covariates controlling for age and gender.
The analysis indicated a significant effect for gender branded packaging (b=3.91, t =
2.92, p <.01), but no significant effect for socioeconomic status (b =.502,t=1.52,p=
.132). However there was a significant interaction between the packaging condition and
socioeconomic status (b =-1.11,t=-2.51, p <.05). Follow up contrasts indicated that
consumers among the lower SES who viewed the feminine package perceived the female
bottle to be more feminine in comparison with the masculine bottle (b =1.67,t=2.89, p

<.00).

Table 7

Femininity of Package by Socioeconomic Status

DV: how much the packaging appeared feminine:

IV: SES x water positioning (Female, Male)

Female water Male water Sig. diffs
Low Status 491 3.24 f>m (p =.01)
Middle Status 4.32 3.69 >m (ns)
Upper Status 3.72 4.14 m>f (ns)

Heavy Items

We conducted a regression on how easy or difficult it is to move heavy items as a
function of gender branded packaging (feminine vs. masculine), and socioeconomic
status plus all possible interactions and controlled for age and gender. The analysis
indicated a significant effect for gender branded packaging (b =2.57,t=2.03, p <.05),

socioeconomic status (b =.690, t = 2.36, p <.05), and the interaction between the
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packaging condition and socioeconomic status (b =-.843, t =-2.04, p <.05). Follow up
contrasts indicated that of the participants who reported themselves to be in lower
socioeconomic statuses, those in the feminine condition perceived that they could more
easily move heavy items (b =1.78, t = 2.04, p <.05). Surprisingly, of the participants
who reported themselves to be in higher socioeconomic statuses, those in the feminine
condition directionally perceived that it would be more difficult to move heavy items in

comparison (b =-1.72, t =-1.84, p <.10). This result ran contrary to our expectations.

Table 8

Easy or difficult to move heavy items by Socioeconomic Status

DV: Indicate how easy or difficult it would it be for you to move heavy items right now (1=very
difficult, 7=very easy)

IV: socioeconomic status x water positioning (Female vs. Male)

Female water Male water Sig. diffs
Low SES 5.03 4.12 f>m(p=.0912)
Medium SES 4.89 4.78 >m (p=.7786)
High SES 4.75 5.45 m>f (p=.1927)
Discussion

In sum, we observed that those who self-reported that they are in lower
socioeconomic statuses perceive to have greater physical strength, and thus are able to
move heavy items more easily, after consuming the feminine packaged bottled water. In
contrast, those who self-reported that they are in higher socioeconomic statuses perceived
themselves to have less physical strength after consuming the feminine packaged bottle
water. We view this as evidence that suggests lower SES consumers perceive a greater
sense of strength and power through the consumption of feminine branded products — a

result contrary to our expectations. Moreover, higher SES consumers felt less powerful
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after the consumption of feminine branded products. We did find evidence that lower
SES consumers perceived the female bottle to be more feminine in comparison to the
masculine bottle which replicates the findings of study 1. Economic insecurity was
included in additional regression models; however it was not found to be significant. A
correlation matrix between participant SES and economic insecurity can be found in

Appendix M.

In the next study, rather than measure participants’ perceived level of economic
insecurity, we manipulate it. We explore whether manipulating participants’ sense of

economic insecurity has an impact on their evaluation and choice of gendered products.

Study 4: Manipulation of Economic Insecurity

The previous three studies focused on the measurement of participants’ self-
reported feelings of economic insecurity as well as socioeconomic status. In study 4, we
sought to manipulate the feeling of one’s economic insecurity instead of measuring it. We
expected that participants made to feel more economically insecure would be more
sensitive to the gendered characteristics of the product as well as prefer the more
masculine packaged product in comparison to those made to feel less economically

msecure.

Method

Sample and Design

One hundred and seventy five undergraduate students were recruited from an

introductory marketing course (Mage =20.35, 56% male) and participated in the study in

86



exchange for course credit. They were randomly assigned to one of the two conditions —

high economic insecurity or low economic insecurity.

Stimuli and Procedure

Participants were told that they would be participating in two separate studies —
the first was a writing task and the second was a product evaluation task. Depending on
their randomly assigned condition, participants were asked to read a news article that
described the future economy and their future prospects of job employment as either
pessimistic and challenging (high economic insecurity) or optimistic and not challenging
(low economic insecurity). See Appendix N for news articles. Next, participants were
instructed to write a short essay about how an average college student at their university
would feel as he or she prepares to enter the job market. The manipulation was adapted

from recent economic insecurity research (Chou, Parmar, & Galinsky, 2016).

As part of the second task, participants were told that they were going to evaluate
the packaging of a new brand of bottled water. Two packaging options, a blue bottle or a
pink bottle, were displayed and the participant was asked to view the packaging for as
long as he or she would like (see Appendix I for bottles). The bottles were the same
package designs utilized in study 2 as dark blue was pre-tested to look more masculine
and pink was pre-tested to look more feminine. The presentation of the bottles was
randomly assigned and counterbalanced to control for order effects. Participants were
asked to choose which bottle they preferred. They next were asked to indicate how
powerful, strong, in control and dominant they would feel after consuming the water

from the package they selected (1=Not at all, 9 = Very much). Lastly, participants
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indicated how likely they would be to purchase this product (1=Extremely unlikely,
9=Extremely likely) and how much they would be willing to pay for a 160z. bottle of the
product they chose on a sliding scale from $0-$4. Basic demographic information was

also collected, including socioeconomic status.

Manipulation check

We asked participants to indicate the state of the economy based on what they
read in the article (1 = negative; 7 = positive). The three measures, the economy is
weaker/stronger, worse than before/better than before, and unfavorable/favorable, were
combined to create an overall assessment of the economy’s state (o =.951). An ANOVA
on this measure as a function of economic insecurity condition (high insecure versus low
insecure; F(1,174) = 38.431, p <.001) showed that those in the high insecure condition
reported the economy to be in a worse state in comparison to those in the low insecure

condition (Mhigh=2.71 vs. Miow= 4.15). Thus the manipulation worked as intended.

Results

Product Choice

We conducted a logistic regression on product choice (blue bottle vs. pink bottle)
as a function of economic insecurity condition, and socioeconomic status plus all possible
interactions. The analysis indicated no significant effects for socioeconomic status (b = -
3227, z=-1.27, p=.204), insecurity condition (b= -1.639, z = -1.44, p = .149), or the
interaction between the insecurity condition and socioeconomic status (b = .6829, z =
1.936, p = .053). Follow up contrasts indicated that of the participants who reported

themselves to be in higher socioeconomic statuses, those in the high insecurity condition
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had a stronger preference for their choice (54%) in comparison to those in the low

insecurity condition (28%; b= 1.108, z=2.43, p <.05).

Purchase Intent

We conducted a regression on purchase intent as a function of economic
insecurity condition, and socioeconomic status plus all possible interactions. The analysis
indicated no significant effects for socioeconomic status (b =.1124, t = .4840, p = .629),
condition (b = 1.395, t = 1.322, p = .1879), or for the interaction between the condition

and socioeconomic status (b =-.4702, t =-1.446, p = .15).

Power

We combined the measures of powerful, strong, in control, and dominant into one
measure to assess how powerful participants felt after having imagined consuming the
water from the package in which they selected (o = .965). We then conducted a
regression on power as a function of economic insecurity condition, and socioeconomic
status plus all possible interactions. The analysis indicated no significant effects for
socioeconomic status (b =.1820, t =.6859, p = .4937), condition (b =-.0297, t = -.0247,
p =.9804), or for the interaction between the condition and socioeconomic status (b =

1060, t = .2853, p =.7757).

Willingness to Pay

We conducted a regression on the willingness to pay for the bottle chosen as a

function of economic insecurity condition, and socioeconomic status plus all possible
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interactions. The analysis indicated a significant effect for socioeconomic status (b =
.2029,t=3.192, p <.05), condition (b = 1.0657,t=2.78, p <.01), and the interaction
between the condition and socioeconomic status (b =-.2927,t =-2.479, p <.05). Follow
up contrasts indicated that of the participants who reported themselves to be in lower
socioeconomic statuses, those in the high insecurity condition were willing to pay more
for their choice (b =.4202,t=2.77, p <.01) in comparison to those in the low insecurity

condition (Maigh = 1.75, Miow = 1.33).

Discussion

By manipulating economic insecurity in contrast to simply measuring it, we
achieved a different view of how insecurity plays a role in the evaluation of gendered
products. Although purchase intent, power, and product choice outcomes were not
significantly different between conditions, those in the high economic insecure condition
showed stronger preference for their choice directionally. Furthermore, low SES
participants in the high economic insecure condition were willing to pay more for their
product choice in comparison to low SES participants in the low economic insecure
condition. Directionally, low SES participants in the high economic insecure condition
also indicated higher purchase intent in comparison to low SES participants in the low
economic insecure condition. Therefore, it may be the interaction between one’s
socioeconomic status and a sense of economic insecurity that matters in the evaluation of
a gendered product. We find evidence that lower socioeconomic status coupled with high
economic insecurity results in differences in willingness to pay, purchase intent and

product choice.
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The goal of the next study is explore the possible mechanisms that may be
responsible for the relationship between low SES (high economic insecure) consumers
and their detection of gender characteristics and preference for gendered products. We
therefore examine whether these consumers give more visual attention to gendered

products.

Study 5: Moderating Role of SES on the Visual Attention to Gendered Products

In this study, we were interested in examining the effect consumer socioeconomic
status has on the location and amount of attention given to gendered products. We predict
that consumers who are in the lower socioeconomic statuses will pay more attention to
gendered products (male and female) and may prefer masculine products in comparison

to neutral products.

Method

Sample and Design

We recruited one hundred and fifty seven adult participants from Amazon mTurk
(Mage = 34.44, 61% female) who received a small monetary reward for their participation.
This study was conducted on a within-subjects basis, such that each participant viewed
three advertisements for water: one male (blue bottle), one female (pink bottle), one
neutral (purple bottle). In order to counterbalance the hypothetical brand names
associated with each bottle, participants were randomly assigned to one of six conditions
(each containing three different advertisements for bottle water positioned as masculine,

feminine or neutral).
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Procedure and Stimuli

Participants were told that they would be taking part in two unrelated studies.
Their first task was to evaluate several potential brand names and advertisements for new
brands of bottled water. They were also told that we were interested in capturing the
exact locations of their eye gazes while they evaluated each ad. Participants were asked
to click with their mouse the exact locations where their eyes were focusing. A practice
ad appeared before the actual stimuli in order to offer participants a chance to familiarize
themselves with the task. Participants were then presented with three ads in random order
— one feminine, one masculine and one control bottled water. The feminine ad featured a
pink water bottle, the masculine ad featured a blue bottle and the neutral ad featured a
purple water bottle (see Appendix O for stimuli). The bottles used were pre-tested in
study 2 for masculinity, femininity, and neutrality. The color purple pre-tested to be a
neutral color in regards to gender according to study 2 pre-test results. Each
advertisement also included four claims that were easily visible to the participant on the
right side of the bottle. The claims were constant across gender condition (i.e. all
masculine bottle ads contained the same four claims and so forth); however, the brand
names of the bottles (Ravello, Paramount, and Pinnacle) were randomized across
conditions. Thus, a participant could see a masculine bottle with the name Ravello,
feminine bottle with the name Paramount, and a neutral bottle with the name Pinnacle; or
a masculine bottle with the name Paramount, feminine bottle with the name Pinnacle, and
neutral bottle with the name Ravello. See table 9 for the combination of advertisements in

each condition.
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Table 9

Combination of advertisements seen by participants per block

Masculine Label (Blue) | Feminine Label (Pink) | Neutral Label (Purple)
Block 1 Paramount (1%) Pinnacle (3") Ravello (2
Block 2 Pinnacle (1%) Ravello (3" Paramount (2"%)
Block 3 Ravello (1% Paramount (3™ Pinnacle (2"
Block 4 Paramount (3" Ravello (1% Pinnacle (2"
Block 5 Pinnacle (3") Paramount (1%) Ravello (2
Block 6 Ravello (3" Pinnacle (1%) Paramount (2"%)

Note: Each participant was randomly assigned to receive ads in one of six blocks. Number in parentheses
indicates order in which image appeared.

After viewing the three advertisements and selecting the points at which their
visual attention focused, participants then rated their purchase intent for each of the three
bottles (how likely they were to purchase it; 1=extremely unlikely, 7 =extremely likely)
and their willingness to pay for each bottle on a scale from $0-$4. They were also asked
to indicate how masculine or feminine each of the bottles appeared (1=not at all, 9=very

much).

Then participants were told that the next task was unrelated to the first, but in
reality the second assignment served as a filler task for the third task — the ad claim recall.
After participants completed the filler task, they were then asked to recall all of the
claims from each advertisement they viewed in the first task for each brand of bottle
water they viewed. Participants chose from a list of possible ad claims. Participants next

completed the economic insecurity measures from study 2, as well as Bem’s Sex-Role
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Identity scale (1974) to measure gender identity (see Appendix P). Lastly, they indicated
their socioeconomic status and gender. The total number of times the participant clicked
on each stimulus and the location of each click (bottle top, bottle bottom, logo or ad
claim) were recorded in addition to the amount of time the participant spent on each

stimulus.

Results

Purchase Intent

Participants were split into two groups dependent on their socioeconomic status
(SES) for ANOVA AND MANOVA analyses. Those in the low SES and lower-middle
SES classes formed one group while those in the middle SES, upper-middle SES, and
upper SES classes formed the other. A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was
conducted to examine the effect of socioeconomic status on purchase intent for each of
the three bottles (female, male, neutral). The results suggest that the gender of the bottle
(F(2, 154) =.936, p =.395; Pillai’s Trace = .01) was not a significant predictor, nor was
the interaction between the bottle gender and socioeconomic status (F(2, 154) =2.08, p =

.135; Pillai’s Trace = .03).

Table 10

Means of purchase intent in MANOVA analysis

DV: How likely would you be to purchase this product (1=extremely unlikely, 9=extremely
likely)

IV: socioeconomic status x water positioning (Female vs. Male vs. Neutral)

Lower SES Higher SES Sig. diffs
Male water 5.32 4.60 lower > higher (p =.051)
Female water 5.18 4.42 lower > higher (p =.045)
Neutral water 5.10 4.67 lower > higher (p =.241)
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A follow-up analysis of variance (ANOV A) examining socioeconomic status on
male bottle purchase intent, however, was marginally significant (F(1, 155)=3.86,p =
.051). Consumers in lower socioeconomic statuses indicated a greater purchase intent for
the male bottle (M = 5.32, SE = .28) versus consumers in higher socioeconomic statuses
(M =4.60, SE = .24). A follow-up analysis of variance (ANOV A) examining
socioeconomic status on female bottle purchase intent was also significant (F(1, 155) =
4.07, p <.05). Consumers in lower socioeconomic statuses indicated a greater purchase
intent for the female bottle (M = 5.18, SE = .28) versus consumers in higher
socioeconomic statuses (M = 4.42, SE = .25). A follow-up ANOV A examining
socioeconomic status on neutral bottle purchase intent was not significant (p > .24).
These results suggest that lower SES consumers prefer more gendered products, in

support of H2.

Willingness to Pay

A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOV A) was conducted to examine the
effect of socioeconomic status on willingness to pay for each of the three bottles (female,
male, neutral). The results suggest that the gender of the bottle (F(2, 154) = 1.59, p
=.207; Pillai’s Trace = .02) was not a significant predictor, nor was the interaction
between the bottle gender and socioeconomic status (F(2, 154) = 2.01, p = .138; Pillai’s

Trace =.03).

95



Total Time Spent

A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOV A) was conducted to examine the
effect of socioeconomic status on the total time spent on evaluation of the three bottles
(female, male, neutral). The results suggest that the gender of the bottle (F(2, 154) = 1.40,
p =.250; Pillai’s Trace = .02) was not a significant predictor, nor was the interaction
between the bottle gender and socioeconomic status (F(2, 154) =.00, p =.999; Pillai’s

Trace =.00); thus H3 is not supported.

Total Clicks

A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOV A) was conducted to examine the
effect of socioeconomic status on the total number of clicks on each of the three bottles
(female, male, neutral). The results suggest that the gender of the bottle (F#(2, 154) = .65,
p =.526; Pillai’s Trace = .01) was not a significant predictor, nor was the interaction
between the bottle gender and socioeconomic status (F(2, 154) = 1.18, p = .310; Pillai’s

Trace =.02); thus H3 is not supported.

Ad Recall

A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to examine the
effect of socioeconomic status on the number of ad claims the participant recalled
correctly for each of the three bottles (female, male, neutral). The results suggest that the
gender of the bottle (F(2, 154) = 1.53, p =.219; Pillai’s Trace = .02) was not a significant
predictor, nor was the interaction between the bottle gender and socioeconomic status

(F(2, 154) = .03, p = .968; Pillai’s Trace = .00).
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Maleness and Femaleness

A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to examine the
effect of socioeconomic status on how masculine and feminine the male and female
waters were perceived to be. The results suggest that the gender of the bottle (F(1, 155) =
4.70, p <.05; Pillai’s Trace = .03) was a significant predictor; however, the interaction
between the bottle gender and socioeconomic status was not significant (F(1, 155) = .78,

p =.379; Pillai’s Trace = .01).

Appendix Q has correlations between participant SES and economic insecurity.
We conducted additional analyses using the various independent variables (e.g.,
socioeconomic status, economic insecurity in the upcoming year, economic insecurity in

the past year) and the co-variate of gender. The results are presented in the Appendix R.

Discussion

The results of this study suggest that consumers with lower socioeconomic status
may have a slight preference for the gendered (versus gender neutral) products in
comparison to their higher socioeconomic status counterparts. Although the mixed
findings for purchase intent and willingness-to-pay do not indicate a clear understanding,
results suggest a relationship between low SES participants and gendered products. The
mixed results may indicate that gendered products can either provide a positive
(opportunity for reward) or negative (threat) prospect for more economically insecure
consumers. Some participants may find that the masculine branded product can offer

them the stability and protection they seek whereas others may view them as a threat. The

97



feminine branded products may offer comfort and assistance to some, but for other

participants they do not provide them with the security they need. This may explain why
the results of this study are mixed. The self-reported nature of the visual attention to each
stimulus may also present a limitation to this study. Requiring participants to click where

their eye focused may not have provided a true indication of their visual attention.

General Discussion

Overall, the combined results of the five studies shed light onto the relationship
between economically insecure (and low SES) consumers and their attentiveness and
preference for gendered products. In study 1, we demonstrate that low SES consumers
are able to perceive gender based positioning through the product’s advertisements better
than high SES consumers. Moreover, low SES consumers seem to prefer masculine based
products over feminine based products. Study 2 provides further exploration into the
relationship between masculine products and SES; however, we focus on whether one’s
economic insecurity has an effect. We find that participants with higher levels of
economic insecurity perceive the male branded product to be more masculine. We also
show that participants who are more economically secure are willing to pay less for
masculine branded products. Study 3 demonstrates that low SES consumers perceive the
female product to be more feminine. Lastly, studies 4-5 support the relationship between
low SES consumers and various marketing variables. When low SES participants felt
more economically insecure, they were willing to pay more for the product of their
choice (study 4). Similarly, low SES consumers had higher purchase intent for gendered

products (study 5).
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Although we are not able to consistently replicate findings across all studies, we
establish initial support for the relationship between economic insecurity and brand
gendered products. Our results suggest a pattern in the relationship that shows both low
SES and economically insecure consumers notice the brand gendered characteristics of
products more so in comparison to more economically secure and high SES consumers.
We also demonstrate an association between preference, willingness to pay, and purchase
intent for gendered products among the low SES and more insecure consumers. Low SES
(high economic insecure) consumers have a slight preference towards gendered products

indicating a stronger willingness to pay for them and greater purchase intent.

With this research, we build on extant literature in the economic insecurity and
brand gender areas. To our knowledge, the literature on economic insecurity and brand
preference is scarce and we hope that the findings of these studies will add to this
promising area of research. Brand gender is also a new avenue for research that we wish
to contribute to with our findings. We next conclude with a discussion of the expected

contributions and implications of this dissertation research.
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CHAPTER 4

RESEARCH CONTRIBUTIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND LIMITATIONS

The expected results of this dissertation research enrich our understanding of
consumer behavior by exploring the relationship between individual consumer values
(i.e. economic insecurity and materialism) and brands, an underexplored area in the
consumer behavior literature (Rindfleisch et al., 2009). First, this research focuses on the
influence of materialism level on consumer evaluation of sustainable products.
Sustainability has become an increasingly significant issue in consumption behavior, yet
we know little about consumer response and acceptance of sustainable /uxury products.
Materialism provides an insightful variable to explore this relationship as it reveals
consumer motivation and desire for the product. This research also focuses on levels of
economic insecurity and the impact on brand evaluation. Insecurity has been posited as
one of the roots of materialism; however, we know little of how economic insecurity

impacts consumers decision and purchase.

Overall, this two-essay dissertation examines both the materialistic consumer who
desires status through luxury brand consumption as well as the consumer who satiates the
need for security through gender branded products. The first essay suggests that although
lab-grown diamonds are generally perceived by consumers to be inferior to their
traditionally mined equivalents in terms of economic value and the level of prestige,
consumers perceive those who buy lab-grown diamonds to be more ethical purchasers.
We also show that luxury brands are not generally associated with sustainability, but a

lab-grown diamond boosts the ethical perceptions of luxury brands. Explicitly positioning
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lab-grown diamonds on an ethical basis can backfire, however, as highly materialistic
consumers are not nearly as persuaded by this message as they are with an “others will
not know” positioning strategy for lab-grown diamonds of a luxury brand. Hence,
consumer materialism level may be utilized as a way to segment consumers and
effectively position sustainable luxury products based on consumers’ motivation for the

product.

To our knowledge, this is one of the first empirical studies to explore consumer
acceptance of a sustainable luxury product. Further, the research contributes to the
burgeoning literature on environmentalism. Our research is also one of the first to take
into consideration various consumer motivations, based on materialism levels, on the
acceptance of sustainable luxury products. The implications for luxury marketers are that
emphasizing the ethical qualities of a lab-grown product may backfire for their core
consumer segments. Instead, such brands should focus on how such products are visibly
indistinguishable from the traditional diamond in order to confer on the prestige benefits

consumers seek from a luxury brand.

The second essay examines consumers’ economic insecurity and the desire for
gender branded products. Results of several of our studies show that low SES (high
economic insecure) consumers notice the gendered characteristics of products more so
than high SES (less economic insecure) consumers. Our findings suggest that consumers
with a higher level of economic insecurity and low SES prefer gender branded products
over neutral branded products. Low SES (high economic insecure) consumers have a

slight preference towards gendered products indicating a stronger willingness to pay for
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them and greater purchase intent. We argue that this relationship is mediated by
motivational selectivity or the desire to pay attention to something that may be
threatening or otherwise helpful. To our knowledge, this is one of the first research
efforts to explore the influence economic insecurity has on consumers’ preference of
brand gendered products. This research will contribute to the economic insecurity and
consumption literature with this novel phenomenon. The findings will also contribute to
the emerging literature stream on brand personality, especially brand gender. By
understanding this relationship, additional research can examine other consumer factors
that contribute to a preference for male versus female branded products, such as brand

attachment or materialism level.
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APPENDIX A

ESSAY 1: CONCEPTUAL MODEL

Luxury Consumer

Branding Materialism

Indistinguishability
Positioning

More Positive
Evaluation of

Lab-grown

Diamonds

Ethical Positioning
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APPENDIX B

ESSAY 1: STUDY 1 MINED VERSUS LAB-CREATED DIAMOND PRODUCT
DESCRIPTIONS

MINED DIAMOND RING

The product you are about to evaluate is a ring with a traditional mined diamond.

Removed from the earth by traditional mining procedures, mined diamonds are created
by geologic processes that occur at great depths within the Earth.

LABORATORY-CREATED DIAMOND RING

The product you are about to evaluate is a ring with a lab-created diamond. Created by
scientists using high-temperature, high-pressure chambers, lab-created diamonds have the
same physical and chemical properties as traditional mined diamonds.
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APPENDIX C

ESSAY 1: STUDY 2 ADVERTISEMENT WITH OTHERS WILL NOT KNOW
POSITIONING [MANIPULATION IN BRACKETS]

MAN-MADE DIAMONDS FROM AGAPE

Have you heard of man-made diamonds? For hundreds of years science has tried to create
a perfect synthetic diamond. Finally, 21¥-century technology has made that prospect a
reality. Is a man-made diamond right for you?

There are many reasons to purchase synthetic, man-made diamonds instead of the mined
variety. For one thing, man-made diamonds can cost from 30-50% less than mined
diamonds of comparable size and quality. So if you were thinking of purchasing a 1 carat
mined diamond, you could purchase a 1.5 carat man-made diamond of the same cut,
clarity, and color for about the same price.

[Will anyone know you are wearing a man-made diamond? Man-made diamonds are
virtually indistinguishable from mined diamonds, so no one can tell the difference. When
you wear or display a man-made diamond, no one will ever know that it did not come
from a diamond mine.]

Man-made diamonds — the world’s best kept secret. Order yours today.

DIAMONDS

AGAPE
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APPENDIX D

ESSAY 1: STUDY 3 NEWS ARTICLES [ETHICAL VERSUS CONTROL
MANIPULATION IN BRACKETS]

——

==
farnetine i

It seems nearly impossible to watch TV or open a newspaper without seeing
something about man-made diamonds. For hundreds of years science has tried to create a
perfect synthetic diamond. Finally, 21%-century technology has made that prospect a
reality. This ultimately begs the question — is a manmade diamond unromantic?

Man-made diamonds are created in high-temperature, high-pressure chambers
that reproduce the conditions in the earth’s crust. The result is carbon atoms arranged in
the structure of a diamond crystal and diamonds that are every bit as magical as the ones
created naturally millions of years ago and mined today. Lab diamonds are chemically
and optically identical to natural diamonds — even experts can’t tell the difference.

As far as the creation of a man-made diamond, it takes one synthetic diamond
maker four days to grow a diamond of an average 2.5 carats. The process begins by
placing a microscopic diamond grain into a 4,000-pound machine about the size of a
kitchen oven. Under hundreds of thousands of pounds of pressure and at temperatures as
high as 2,700 degrees Fahrenheit, the nugget grows, one atom at a time. It uses about 20
kilowatt-hours per carat.

[Ethical: There are many reasons to purchase synthetic diamonds instead of the
mined variety. For example, there are the issues of “blood diamonds,” forced child labor,
and other disturbing diamond facts. Reports suggest that millions have died or suffered
major injuries all for the sake of a diamond. Socially conscious celebrities such as
Gwyneth Paltrow, Minnie Driver, and Angelina Jolie wear only synthetic diamonds to the
many gala events they attend. Lab diamonds reduce the destruction of the Earth’s
resources resulting from the overmining of natural diamonds. Mining removes several
hundred tons of earth to extract one carat worth of diamond.]

[Control: There are many reasons to purchase synthetic, man-made diamonds
instead of the mined variety. For example, man-made diamonds typically cost a lot less
than the mined variety. This can save the diamond consumer a considerable amount of
money, which can either be saved or used on the setting of the ring or to upgrade to a
more precious metal (e.g., platinum rather than silver or gold). They can also be ordered
to fit the consumer’s wishes in terms of size and shape. Moreover, man-made diamonds
are virtually indistinguishable from mined diamonds, so no one can tell the difference.]

Man-made diamonds usually cost about 30% less than natural diamonds of
comparable size and quality. Good synthetic diamonds are virtually indistinguishable
from the mined variety and they cost thousands of dollars less.
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APPENDIX E

ESSAY 1: STUDY 4 ADVERTISMENTS [WRITTEN MANIPULATION IN
BRACKETS]

Embrace a sparkling masterpiece.

[Mined: A traditional mined diamond created by geologic processes that occur at great
depths within the Earth and extracted using traditional mining techniques. ]

[Lab: A lab-created diamond grown by scientists using high-temperature, high-pressure

chambers resulting in the same physical and chemical properties as traditional mined
diamonds. ]

AGAPE DIAMONDS

[Non-luxury brand:]

TIFFANY & CO.

[Luxury brand:]
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APPENDIX F

ESSAY 1: STUDY 5 ADVERTISEMENTS [OTHERS WILL NOT KNOW
VERSUS ETHCIAL VERSUS CONTROL MANIPULATION IN BRACKETS]

LABORATORY-GROWN DIAMONDS

Have you heard of lab-grown diamonds? For hundreds of years science has tried to create
a perfect synthetic diamond. Finally, 21%-century technology has made that prospect a
reality. Lab-grown diamonds are created in high-temperature, high-pressure chambers
that reproduce the conditions in the earth’s crust resulting in carbon atoms arranged in the
same structure as a natural diamond. Is a laboratory-grown diamond right for you?

There are many reasons to purchase synthetic, lab-grown diamonds instead of the mined
variety. For one thing, lab-grown diamonds cost about half the price of mined diamonds
of comparable size and quality. So if you were thinking of purchasing a 1 carat mined
diamond, you could purchase nearly a 2 carat lab-grown diamond of the same cut, clarity,
and color for about the same price.

[Control: Lab-grown diamonds are produced by several different companies. Producers
are located in various countries around the world. They sell lab-grown diamonds to U.S.
jewelry retailers. Currently about thirty U.S. retailers stock lab-grown diamonds. ]

[Ethical: Lab-grown diamonds are eco-friendly and conflict-free. Traditional diamond
mining removes several hundred tons of earth to extract one carat worth of diamond and
are often mined in war zones with forced labor. Lab-grown diamonds destroy virtually no
natural resources and require minimal labor to produce.]

[Others Will Not Know: Lab-grown diamonds are virtually indistinguishable from mined
diamonds. Traditionally mined diamonds look the same as lab-grown diamonds, so no

one can tell the difference. When you wear or display a lab-grown diamond, no one will
ever know that it did not come from a diamond mine.]

Lab-grown diamonds — the world’s best kept secret. Order yours today.

AGAPE

DIAMONDS

[Non-luxury brand:]

TIFFANY & Co.

[Luxury brand:]
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APPENDIX G

ESSAY 2: STUDY 1 SPARKLING WATER STIMULI

Female Male

Why be still? Be bold. Be daring. Be strong.
Ravello Natural Sparkling Water

Why be still when you can sparkle.
Ravello Natural Sparkling Water

Smooth and stylish for your classy palate. Quench your thirst for adventure.

Neutral

Quench your thirst.
Ravello Natural Sparkling Water

100% pure and refreshing.

a_ve”o
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APPENDIX H

ESSAY 2: STUDY 1 BRAND PERSONALITY TRAITS (AAKER 1997)

Female Male
e Upper class e Outdoorsy
e Glamorous e Masculine
¢ Good looking e Western
e Charming e Tough
e Feminine e Rugged
e Smooth
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APPENDIX I

ESSAY 2: STUDY 2 PRE-TEST WATER BOTTLE STIMULI

Pink Purple Yellow Red Orange
Light Red Light Blue Green Gray Brown
Dark Blue Black White

11
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APPENDIX J

ESSAY 2: STUDY 2 MASCULINE/ FEMININE BRAND PERSONALITY
SCALES (GROHMANN 2009)

Please rate how well each of the following adjectives describes the brand.
1 = Not at all Descriptive, 9 = Extremely Descriptive

Masculine Brand Personality (MBP)
Adventurous
Aggressive
Brave
Daring
Dominant
Sturdy
Feminine Brand Personality (FBP)
Expresses tender feelings
Fragile
Graceful
Sensitive
Sweet
Tender
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APPENDIX K

ESSAY 2: STUDY 2 CORRELATION MATRIX FOR SES AND ECONOMIC

INSECURITY
Economic Economic
Current SES | insecurity in | insecurity in the
the past year | upcoming year
Current SES | Pearson 1 -170° -.096
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .014 .166
N 211 210 210
Economic Pearson -170° 1 5177
insecurity in the | Correlation
past year Sig. (2-tailed) .014 .000
N 210 210 210
Economic Pearson -.096 5177 1
insecurity in the | Correlation
upcoming year | Sig. (2-tailed) .166 .000
N 210 210 210
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APPENDIX L

ESSAY 2: STUDY 3 PEN AND WATER BOTTLE STIMULI

Pens
Female Male
- ~
Water Bottles
Female Male
¥
4
£\
[
| 1
ot/ olvs/
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APPENDIX M

ESSAY 2: STUDY 3 CORRELATION MATRIX FOR SES AND ECONOMIC

INSECURITY
Correlations
Economic
. o Current
insecurity in the
) SES
upcoming year
Economic Pearson Correlation 1 -.007
insecurity in Sig. (2-tailed) .948
the upcoming | N 83 80
year
Current SES Pearson Correlation -.007 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .948
N 80 80
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APPENDIX N

ESSAY 2: STUDY 4 ECONOMIC INSECURITY MANIPULATION

Many economists have a much worse [better] outlook on today’s economy than
they had a decade ago. It is true that according to a recent poll, more than 3.5 million
Americans work at or below the minimum wage. Moreover, research conducted by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics suggests that more than 300,000 recent college grads are
working minimum wage jobs, a figure that is twice as high as it was merely 10 years ago.

Moreover, this may affect some college grads more than others. In particular,
students who do not graduate from top 10 national universities (e.g., Princeton and
Harvard) may fare significantly worse than those who do those who do not [students who
graduate from top state universities (e.g., University of Maryland and Temple) may fare
significantly better on the job market than those who do not.]These college grads have a
much more difficult time finding jobs. Some statistics suggest that it could be almost
twice as difficult for them to find employment. And when they do find jobs, they are not
compensated very well. [These college grads have a much easier time finding jobs. Some
statistics suggest that it could be almost twice as easy for them to find employment. And
when they do find jobs, they are well-compensated. ]

*Note: Manipulation in brackets [low insecurity]
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APPENDIX O

ESSAY 2: STUDY 5 WATER BOTTLE ADVERTISEMENTS

Masculine Label (Blue) Feminine Label (Pink) Neutral Label (Purple)
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APPENDIX P

ESSAY 2: STUDY 5 BEM’S SEX ROLE IDENTITY SCALE

Please indicate the extent to which each of the following items describes
you: 1=Never, 7= Always

Male Roles
Defends own beliefs
Independent
Has leadership abilities
Strong personality
Forceful
Dominant
Aggressive
Assertive
Willing to take a stand
Willing to take risks

Female Roles
Affectionate
Warm
Compassionate
Gentle
Tender
Sympathetic
Sensitive to needs of others
Soothe hurt feelings
Understanding
Loves children
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APPENDIX Q

ESSAY 2: STUDY 5 CORRELATION MATRIX FOR SES AND ECONOMIC

INSECURITY
Economic
Economic | insecurity in
Current SES | insecurity in the
the past year | upcoming
year
Current SES Pearson 1 -.031 - 187
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .697 .019
N 157 157 157
Economic insecurity |Pearson -.031 1 518"
in the past year Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .697 .000
N 157 157 157
Economic insecurity |Pearson -187 518" 1
in the upcoming year | Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .019 .000
N 157 157 157
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APPENDIX R

ESSAY 2: STUDY 5 ADDITIONAL ANALYSES RESULTS

Purchase Intent

Female Bottle Male Bottle
F(2, 156) =4.28, p = .016 F(2, 156) = 5.89, p =.003
Variable b SE B t p b SE B t p
Constant 547 91 6.03 .000 5.93 .88 6.71 .000
Current SES -.56 22 -20  -2.51  .013 -.66 22 =24  -3.06 .003
Gender .46 .38 .10 1.20 232 44 .37 .09 1.20 232
Neutral Bottle
F(2,156) =3.93,p=.022
Variable b SE B t D
Constant 5.40 .87 6.19 .000
Current SES -.50 21 -.18 -2.33 .021
Gender A7 37 .10 1.29 .199
Female Bottle Male Bottle
F(2,156)=1.86, p=.159 F(2,156)=1.64,p =.198
Variable b SE B t p b SE B t p
Constant 4.39 .78 5.63 .000 4.42 77 5.77 .000
Econ Insecurity -31 25 -10  -1.25 215 -.24 24 -.08 -.99 325
Gender .53 .39 A1 1.39 .168 .55 .38 12 1.45 150
Neutral Bottle
F(2,156) =2.70,p = .071
Variable b SE B t p
Constant 4.67 74 6.29 .000
Econ Insecurity -.41 24 -.14 -1.73 .086
Gender .53 .37 11 1.43 154
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Purchase Intent

Female Bottle Male Bottle
F(2, 156) =4.32, p = .015 F(2, 156) = 4.26, p = .016
Variable b SE B t p b SE B t p
Constant 4.89 .76 6.45  .000 5.00 74 6.72  .000
Past Yr Econ Insecurity ~ -.60 24 -20 253 .012 -58 234 -20 248 014
Gender .58 .38 12 1.54 127 .59 371 12 1.58 116

Neutral Bottle
F(2,156) =5.15, p=.007

Variable b SE B8 t p

Constant 5.05 72 6.99 .000
Past Yr Econ Insecurity -.64 23 =22 -2.80 .006
Gender .58 .36 .36 1.62 107

Willingness To Pay

Female Bottle Male Bottle
F(2, 156) =3.54, p = .031 F(2,156)=3.51,p=.032
Variable b SE B ¢ p b SE B t p
Constant 77 .25 3.05 .003 .95 .24 4.03 .000
Current SES -.01 .06 -.01 -.09 933 -.05 .06 -.07 -.88 378
Gender .28 11 21 2.63 .009 .24 .10 .19 2.38 .018

Neutral Bottle
F(2,156) =3.87,p=.023

Variable b SE B t p

Constant 91 .19 4.66 .000
Current SES -.09 .06 -.12 -1.50 135
Gender .26 .10 21 2.66 .009
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Willingness To Pay

Female Bottle
F(2, 156)=4.52, p = .012

Male Bottle

F(2, 156) = 3.60, p = .030

Variable b SE B t p b SE B t p
Constant .92 21 4.32 .000 91 .20 4.57 .000
Econ Insecurity -.09 .07 -11 -1.37 174 -.06 .06 -.08 -.98 .330
Gender 27 11 .20 2.58 .011 .24 .10 .19 2.43 .016
Neutral Bottle
F(2,156) =4.97, p = .008
Variable b SE B t p
Constant 91 .19 4.66 .000
Econ Insecurity -.09 .06 -12 -1.50 135
Gender .26 .10 21 2.66 .009
Female Bottle Male Bottle
F(2, 156) = 4.32, p = .015 F(2, 156) = 4.26, p = .016
Variable b SE g t D b SE g t D
Constant 4.89 .76 6.45  .000 5.00 74 6.72  .000
Past Yr Econ Insecurity  -.60 24 -20 253 012 -.58 234 -20 248 014
Gender .58 .38 12 1.54 127 .59 371 12 1.58 .116
Neutral Bottle
F(2, 156) = 5.15, p =.007
Variable b SE B ! p
Constant 5.05 12 6.99 .000
Past Yr Econ Insecurity -.64 23 =22 -2.80 .006
Gender .58 .36 .36 1.62 .107
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Total Clicks

Female Bottle
F(2, 156) =3.98, p = .021

Male Bottle
F(2,156) = 6.61, p =.002

Variable b SE B ¢ p b SE B t p
Constant 349  1.06 3.31 .001 3.68 1.01 3.64 .000
Current SES -23 .26 -.07 -91 .367 -31 25 -10  -1.24 216
Gender 1.13 44 .20 2.56 012 1.16 42 22 2.74  .007
Neutral Bottle
F(2, 156) = 2.99, p = .053
Variable b SE B t p
Constant 3.69 1.00 3.71 .000
Current SES -.20 .24 -.07 -.84 403
Gender 91 42 17 2.19 .030
Female Bottle Male Bottle
F(2, 156) = 4.09, p = .019 F(2, 156) = 6.61, p = .002
Variable b SE g t D b SE g t D
Constant 3.32 .89 3.72  .000 3.80 .85 4.50  .000

Econ Insecurity
Gender

-.29 28 -08 -1.02 312
1.14 44 21 2.60 .010

-.58 27 -17 2,15 .033
1.16 42 22 2.78  .006

Neutral Bottle
F(2,156) = 6.95, p = .001
Variable b SE B t p
Constant 4.43 .82 5.40 .000
Econ Insecurity -5 .26 -22 -2.89 .004
Gender .87 41 17 2.15 .033
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Total Clicks

Female Bottle Male Bottle
F(2, 156) = 5.60, p = .004 F(2, 156) =7.71, p = .001
Variable b SE B t p b SE B t p
Constant 3.75 .87 431  .000 3.95 .83 477  .000
Past Yr Econ Insecurity -.54 27 -15  -1.98  .050 -.68 .26 -20 259 011
Gender 1.19 44 21 273 .007 1.24 41 23 2,99  .003
Neutral Bottle
F(2,156) = 8.62, p =.000
Variable b SE B t p
Constant 4.59 .80 5.72 .000
Past Yr Econ Insecurity -.86 .25 -.26 -3.40 .001
Gender .97 .40 .19 2.43 .016
Total Time Spent
Female Bottle Male Bottle
F(2, 156)= .08, p=.919 F(2, 156) = 2.36, p = .098
Variable b SE B t p b SE B8 t p
Constant 22.73 16.25 1.40 .164 20.68 5.68 3.64  .000
Current SES -148 396 -.03 -37  .709 272 138 -16 -1.97 .051
Gender .87 6.81 .01 13 .899 1.66  2.38 .06 .70 .485
Neutral Bottle
F(2,156) =1.27,p = .283
Variable b SE B t 2
Constant 17.24 6.46 2.67 .008
Current SES -1.93 1.57 -.10 -1.23 222
Gender 2.37 2.71 .07 .88 .383
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Total Time Spent

Variable

Female Bottle
F(2, 156)=.02,p = .978

Male Bottle
F(2, 156) = .56, p = .570

b SE B t p

b SE B t p

Constant
Econ Insecurity

1931 13.73 1.41  .162
=52 434 -01 -12 905

1123  4.85 232 .022
.82 1.54 .04 .54 .593

Gender .10 6.78 .01 16 871 228 240 .08 95 343
Neutral Bottle
F(2,156) =.721, p = .488
Variable b SE B t p
Constant 13.54 5.48 247 .014
Econ Insecurity -1.11 1.73 -.05 -.64 524
Gender 2.63 2.70 .08 .97 .333
Female Bottle Male Bottle
F(2, 156) = .25, p = .783 F(2, 156) = .56, p = .572
Variable b SE B t p b SE B t p
Constant 23.41 13.54 1.73 .086 11.31 479 2.36 .020
Past Yr Econ Insecurity -2.89 4.26  -.06  -.68 .49 80 151 .04 53 597
Gender 1.23 6.76 .02 .18 .856 2.17 2.39 .07 91 .365
Neutral Bottle
F(2, 156) = .70, p = .497
Variable b SE B t 2
Constant 13.38 5.41 2.47 .014
Past Yr Econ Insecurity -1.04 1.70 -.05 -.61 .543
Gender 2.77 2.70 .08 1.03 .306
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Ad Recall

Female Bottle
F(2,156)=.03,p = .971

Male Bottle
F(2,156) = .14, p = .867

Variable b SE B8 t p b SE B8 t p
Constant -.98 74 -1.34 183 -1.61 .80 -2.01  .046
Current SES 04 18 .02 22 828 10 20 .04 .53 .600
Gender -.03 31 -.01 -.08 .933 .05 .34 .01 .16 .877
Neutral Bottle
F(2,156) = .68, p =.508
Variable b SE B t p
Constant -.76 .70 -1.09 278
Current SES .05 17 .03 31 .760
Gender -.32 .29 -.09 -1.08 .280
Female Bottle Male Bottle
F(2, 156) = .79, p = 455 F(2, 156) = .11, p = .896
Variable b SE i) ¢ p b SE i t p
Constant -1.31 .62 2.11  .036 -1.48 .68 -2.19  .030
Econ Insecurity 25 20 .10 125 212 10 21 .04 46 647
Gender -.01 31 .00 -.03 .980 .04 .33 .01 .13 .899
Neutral Bottle
F(2, 156) = .980, p=.378
Variable b SE B t p
Constant -.33 .59 -.56 574
Econ Insecurity -.16 .19 -.07 -.83 .408
Gender -.34 .29 -.10 -1.18 .239
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Ad Recall

Female Bottle
F(2, 156) = .01, p = .99%4

Male Bottle

F(2, 156) = .22, p = .802

Variable b SE B ¢ p b SE B t p
Constant -.88 .61 -1.42 157 -1.07 .67 -1.60 112
Past Yr Econ Insecurity .00 .19 .00 .02 .988 -.14 21 -.05 -66  Sl11
Gender -.03 31 -.01 -11 913 .04 33 .01 A1 915
Neutral Bottle

F(2,156) =.82,p=.444
Variable b SE B t p
Constant -.80 .58 -1.37 172
Past Yr Econ Insecurity 11 18 .05 .61 .546
Gender -.33 .29 -.09 -1.14 .258

148



Femaleness

Female Bottle
F(2, 156) = 3.56, p = .031

Variable b SE B t D

Constant 5.19 81 6.43  .000
Current SES -.44 .20 -18 225  .026
Gender .40 .34 .09 1.17 243

Female Bofttle
F(2,156)=1.18, p = .309

Variable b SE B t p

Constant 3.65 .69 528  .000
Econ Insecurity 13 22 .05 .61 .546
Gender .50 .34 12 1.45 149

Female Bottle
F(2, 156)=2.37, p = .097

Variable b SE B t p

Constant 4.50 .68 6.64  .000
Past Yr Econ Insecurity ~ -.35 21 -13 -1.65 .102
Gender .49 .34 12 1.45  .149
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Maleness

Male Bottle
F(2, 156) = .30, p = .739

Variable b SE B t p
Constant 4.59 .80 5.72 .000
Current SES -.14 .20 -.06 =70  .485
Gender .09 .34 .02 26 794
Male Bottle
F(2, 156) = .12, p = .887
Variable b SE B t )4
Constant 4.06 .68 5.97 .000
Econ Insecurity .08 22 .03 35 727
Gender 12 34 .03 37 715
Male Bottle
F(2, 156) =2.33, p=.100
Variable b SE B t p
Constant 4.96 .66 7.50  .000
Past Yr Econ Insecur -.44 21 -17 213 .035
Gender 13 33 .03 .38 704
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