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ABSTRACT 
 

This research intends to discover the effects of packaging rigidity and political identity on 

consumer behavior. Four experiments are conducted and reported.  The results show that 

although products in more flexible packages may be perceived as more innovative and 

environmentally friendly, they may nevertheless be less preferred because of reduced ease of 

handling. Moreover, I show that political identity moderates these results, such that politically 

liberal, more so than politically conservative, consumers are those who respond more negatively 

to flexible packaging. I investigate whether specific individual traits, openness to experience 

(one of the big five personality traits) and/or sensory sensitivity, help to explain the political 

identity moderator. Finally, I test whether the findings can be applied via marketplace targeting 

on the basis of political affiliation using voting data as a geographic proxy measure.  
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CHAPTER 1 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

Packaging is often used to make a product stand out from its competitors. According to 

Information Resources Inc. (IRI, May 2015) “With well over 40,000 products in the average 

grocery store, and many more in larger-format stores, getting new products to stand out from the 

crowd is no easy task” (Porjes, 2015, pg. 9).  SmartBlog.com (March 27, 2015) adds, “Iconic 

bottles, boxes and other containers have helped elevate certain products to icon status, and many 

consumers need only a few seconds to scan the shelves to identify their favorite products by 

sight” (Porjes, 2015, pg. 9).   In this study, we will conduct four experiments to examine how 

package rigidity influences purchase intent as well as the underlying reason(s) why. In study one 

we address the preferences among consumers between flexible and rigid packaging as it relates 

to their purchase intention and test ease of handling as a mediator on purchase intention. In study 

two, we examine the moderating effects of political affiliation on package rigidity’s effects on 

ease of handling and purchase intention. In study three we manipulate environmental friendliness 

as an additional moderator, and also test individual trait differences to measure whether that 

drives the moderating effects of political identity. Finally, in study four, we again present the 

flexible or rigid package and analyze consumer response as a function of geographic area 

(county level data), utilizing an external source regarding each county’s 2016 U.S. Presidential 

Election voting data as a proxy measure for political identity.  
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Recent Packaging Trends 

Packaging sizes have been trending downward due to changing demographics and 

increased concerns about obesity. According to the report, Packaged Facts, one- and two-person 

family homes represent 61% of all households in the United States, emphasizing the importance 

of package sizing, with individual packaging, packing for two, multiple packs of single servings, 

and resealable packaging increasing in popularity (Porjes, 2015, pg. 5).  “With an estimated $1.3 

trillion in direct spending power, the Millennial generation is having a noticeable effect on the 

food and beverage industries and the way these products are packaged as marketers and retailers 

vie for their business” (Porjes, 2015, pg. 50).  Other demographic shifts include less couples that 

are married, an increased amount of people that are living alone, a decline in household size, and 

an increase in several generations living together which also contributes to multi-shopper 

households, more meals consumed alone, and an increase in snacking frequency (Porjes, 2015, 

pg. 50-53).  Additionally, snacking on healthy options such as fruits and vegetables is preferred 

with two out of three shoppers surveyed saying that their households’ snack on fruits, and 29% 

snacking on vegetables (Porjes, 2015, pg. 48).   

Smaller packaging also influences purchase, with the sale of smaller cans of Coca Cola 

and Eggo Bites increasing. Sandy Douglas, Executive Vice President and President of Coca-Cola 

North America, states “We have data from some of our retail partnerships that show that moms, 

in particular, like small packs and are returning to the category to use small packs as a way of 

giving treats to teenagers and others in the household” (Porjes, 2015, pg. 63). Eggo Bites on the 

other hand were preferred for their convenience. Andrew Loucks, President of Kellogg's Frozen 

Food states “Moms have a tough job getting their kids ready for the day and on some of the 

crazier mornings, the opportunity to serve a sit-down breakfast just isn’t there. Eggo Bites adapts 
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to moms’ needs and treats families to a quick, tasty, warm waffle breakfast option they can enjoy 

away from the table anytime, anywhere” (Kellogg press release, March 19, 2014) (Porjes, 2015, 

pg. 64). Transparency both within packaging and operations is also on the rise as consumers are 

increasingly demanding details in regard to ingredient policies, sustainable sourcing and business 

functions (Porjes, 2015, pg. 6).  

The use of flexible packaging for consumer products appears to also be on the rise.  

According to an article titled “Analysis of the Flexible Market,” flexible packaging provides 

advantages over rigid packaging because it allows for a variety of container sizes, a savings in 

material costs, is lighter in weight, provides leaner manufacturing and disposal, and has a low 

energy cost (https://www.plastics.gl/packaging/ready-to-go-packaging/, 6/22/19). Flexible 

packaging also has been used to make dishes look easier to prepare, were valued by consumers 

with a tighter grocery budget, and provide convenience and portability to the consumer 

(https://www.plastics.gl/packaging/ready-to-go-packaging/, 6/22/19). Flexible pouches also 

provide more surface area than rigid packaging which can enable companies to provide catching 

graphics and add humor, which Campbell’s used to appeal to their younger generation, while 

also including a clear bottom so that consumers could see the contents of the package as well 

(https://www.plastics.gl/packaging/ready-to-go-packaging/, 6/22/19). Little academic research 

has explored the effect of flexible versus rigid packaging on consumer response, which this 

project aims to address. Other aspects of packaging have been investigated, as detailed next.  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Product Packaging Research 

The Earth is Square, Not Round: Package Shape 
 
Scholars have studied packaging effects on consumers across multiple categories to show 

how these characteristics support or discourage consumer purchase and review. The shape of a 

product in many different facets can influence perception among consumers. Consumers showed 

preferences for round shapes, irrelevant of the design, and an “upward shape” design 

(Westerman, S. J., E. J. Sutherland, P. H. Gardner, N. Baig, C. Critchley, C. Hickey, Solway 

Mehigan, A. Solway, & Z. Zervos, 2013, 8). Container size can also be attributed to a biased 

perception, as containers observed as larger but in fact were not, resulted in “mental 

contamination” of how much product was actually inside the container (Folkes & Matta, 2004, 

390). It is also important to be aware that most marketing focuses on the sight and sound of the 

product, but tactile branding, or the shape of a package influences the decision process as well 

(Lindstrom, 2005). What a consumer sees influences their perception before they actually feel 

the package (Juravle, 2015). In fact, seeing the shape greatly influences the experience of 

holding the product in their hands and provides a visual cue for the next tactile sensory 

experience (Piqueras-Fiszman & Spence 2015). The crossmodal correspondence can even 

influence the taste and flavor experienced by the consumer as influenced by the shape of the 

product (Spence, 2011, 2012).  

Curvature in particular also correlates to taste experiences and is most affected by a 

consumer’s sensitivity to aesthetics. Shape and color saturation impacted reviews and price 

anticipations (Folkes & Matta, 2004, 390). Elongated packages were perceived as bigger and 
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were found to be consumed more (Raghubir & Krishna, 1999). Packages with nontraditional 

shapes generated more responsiveness and were therefore viewed as larger than those of the 

same size, yet with traditional shapes which generated less responsiveness (Folkes & Matta, 

2004). Habituation of unusually shaped packages or a disliking of contents within the package 

decreased the outcomes of unusually-shaped packages (Folkes & Matta, 2004). A rectangle 

package’s ratio (in reference to the sides of the package) affected decisions made during 

purchase, market share and preference for the product. A consumer preferred a range of ratios as 

opposed to one specific ratio, and the preference also related to the brevity of the purchase 

(Raghubir & Greenleaf, 2006). Consumers noticed change of size less when height, width, and 

length of the package were revised versus only one which affected people' s price sensitivity and 

consumption amount (Chandon & Ordabayeva, 2009).  

Aesthetic package designs also increased response times in a customer’s decision and 

were chosen over more pronounced brands lacking aesthetic packaging, even though they are 

priced higher, activating the brain’s reward system (Reimann, Zaichkowsky, Neuhaus, Bender & 

Weber, 2010). Individuals who are more vulnerable to aesthetics have heightened product 

evaluations to color and shape congruency (Becker, van Rompay, Schifferstein, & Galetzka, 

2011). Objects that are easy to grasp are liked more (Eelen, Dewitte, & Warlop, 2013). A 

product that is handled is liked more if the handle points toward the right hand, for a right 

hander, showing the importance of orientation towards a customer’s dominant hand (Shen & 

Sengupta, 2012).  

Ease of handling of a product also contributes to consumer perception.. Packages that are 

more difficult to open were perceived to be of a higher quality (McDaniel & Baker, 1977). Even 

the alignment of the product influences ease of use as most consumers are right-handed. For 
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example, if you are right-handed and are looking a product that is designed for left-handed use, 

that will negatively affect your purchase intention (Elder & Krishna, 2012). In fact, in one 

example, the EZ Squirt ketchup bottle increase consumption by 12% (Gladwell, 2009). 

 

Accessories Do Make the Outfit: Product Staging  
 

Not only do the colors of labels and the product itself show significance, but accessories 

used to serve the product on also show an impact when referenced to the color of the accessory 

used and the contrast of that color with the product. Cups that were colored red and blue 

typically were related to carbonated water, versus white cups which were related with still water 

and freshness (Risso, Maggioni, Olivero & Gallace, 2015).  

 

It’s Not Easy Being Green: Packaging Colors  
 

Specific packaging attributes greatly influence how a product is regarded by the 

consumer, whether the consumer does so consciously or unconsciously. Increased color 

saturation was positively associated with being associated as healthier and tastier to consumers 

(Kunz, S., Haasova, S., & Florack, A., 2020). White versus orange packaging influenced 

perceived sweetness of juice (Deliza, MacFie, & Hedderley, 2003). Colors also are associated 

with expected flavors as customers have associated the colors of a package with chip flavors 

(Piqueras-Fiszman, Velasco, & Spence, 2012). These effects can also lead to certain claims 

regarding health benefits through attributes that have nothing to do with the actual healthfulness 

of the product. Lightly colored packaged products (versus dark-colored) were viewed as heathier 

options but less flavorsome (Mai, Symmank, & Seeberg-Elverfeldt, 2016).  Food packaged with 
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high color-saturation (versus less) were recognized as a less healthy option (Mead & Richerson, 

2018).  

 
Colors have strong conscious and unconscious biases both on the package and within the 

products themselves. Light packaging also showed negative effects on taste for those who were 

less health conscious or when the product was not tasted at all (Mai, Symmank, & Seeberg-

Elverfeldt, 2016). For a hedonic product (e.g., luxury), alignment between its product positioning 

(healthful versus delicious) and the color of the package it is in (green versus red) led to favored 

perceptions; but not having positioning and product color aligned led to more favored responses 

for utilitarian (practical) products (Lyons & Wien, 2018). 

 
 
Caution: Easily Distracted by Shiny Objects: Packaging Gloss  
 

Gloss was also found to be associated with a product’s association with being unhealthy. 

If a consumer is health conscious, they will eat more (less) of the food and is more probable to 

select a matte (glossy) snack package from a variety of choices if the consumer desires to engage 

in healthy eating habits (Ye, Morrin & Kampfer, 2019). Matte package surfaces also boost 

consumer response, is viewed as more natural and more flavorful, and the customer is more 

probable to purchase the product but only for foods that are associated with being artificial 

(Marckhgott & Kamleitner, 2019). 

 
 
One Size Doesn’t Fit All: Package Size 
 

An individual’s frame of mind also plays a role in their consumption based on the 

packaging utilized. Using the same quantity of product from a single serve as opposed to a multi-

serve package “felt more adequate” and created a sense of "consumption closure," across three 
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different product categories, which enhanced efficacy experiences and perceived adequacy 

(Ilyuk & Block, 2016). As package size increases, individuals consume more food (Rolls, Roe, 

Kral, Meengs, & Wall, 2004).  

Package shape visually cues a customer spontaneously of that brand status it falls within 

which is based upon the Shape-SES lay theory which signals that a customer’s shape of their 

body is related to their socioeconomic status (Chen, Pang, Koo, & Patrick, 2020). A brand which 

is associated as “feminine” typically lends to a curved- shape preference whereas a brand that is 

associated as “masculine” typically prefers a curved shape (Pang & Ding, 2020). The longer the 

product, the less a customer purchased of it (Yang & Raghubir, 2005). The taller and thinner the 

product, the more high end the product is perceived to be (Chen, Pang & Koo, 2017). The 

container that the product is in determines not only the taste but a customer’s willingness to pay 

for it (Lefebvre, S., & Orlowski, M., 2019). The same product in a smaller (versus larger) 

packaging was preferred and perceived to have a better quality due to the higher unit price (but 

low overall price) and this impact was reversed when the consumer’s cognitive load was high 

(Yan, Sengupta, & Wyer, 2014).  

 
 

The Touch….the Feel of: Package Material  
 

The material of packaging plays a very influential role in the consumer decision process. 

Product quality, a consumer’s intention to buy, attractiveness and believability are enhanced by 

natural packaging (Binninger, 2017). The firmness (versus weakness) of the package of a 

product (clear, plastic cup) enlarged the observed quality of mineral water and these results were 

higher among participants that were low in the autotelic need for touch or haptic cues (Krishna & 

Morrin, 2008). Consumers who favor touching products (not necessarily because it influences 
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their purchase) and are therefore high in their autotelic need (predisposition for haptic or touch 

input) are affected less by nondiagnostic haptic cues when paralleled to customers who score low 

in their need for touch (Biggs, Juravle, & Spence, 2016).  

Not only does the accessory itself attribute to product perceptions, but the texture of that 

accessory has a role to play in the decision-making process for customers. For example, when a 

product has a container that has a smooth or rough side, the actual rating of the food inside the 

package was affected by the difference in texture (Piqueras-Fiszamn & Spence 2012a).  

Sustainable packaging insights are most influenced by whether a package is created from 

renewable materials, the package was reusable package, the package was biodegradable, and that 

the package was recyclable (Herbes, Beuthner, & Ramme, 2018). Whether a package was 

recyclable and made of safe materials, also showed significance whereas the resources used to 

create the packaging were perceived as less important (Jerzyk, 2016). Consumers preferred 

packaging utilizing a renewable resource design strategy (e.g., made of recycled cardboard), 

particularly biological versus technical, versus packaging utilizing less waste material (e.g., 20% 

less plastic) (Steenis, Van der Lans, Van Herpen, & Van Trijp, 2018). Manufacturing of 

packaging is expected by consumers to be lean in efficiencies and material used while flexible in 

adapting to consumer tastes (Alhamdi, F., 2020) 

Customers perceived plastic and metal as the least sustainable, versus glass and bioplastic 

which were regarded as most sustainable, shadowed by cartons, which may not necessarily align 

with the measurable impact on the environment (Steenis, Herpen, Van der Lans, Lighthart, & 

Van Trijp, 2017). A package is considered eco-friendly if it is considered sustainable, has an 

aesthetic appeal along with a good price, and has a lean manufacturing process (Nguyen, A. T., 

Parker, L., Brennan, L., & Lockrey, S. (2020).  
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The Scale Doesn’t Lie: Package Weight 
 

When a consumer holds a product, sensation and cues received from the experience 

impacts their perception of the product. Packages that weighed heavier increased observations of 

flavor concentration for chocolates and beverages (Kamper, Leischnig, Ivens, & Spence, 2017). 

Drinking alcoholic beverages from lighter (versus heavier) containers heightened a consumer’s 

positive emotions (while offsetting negative emotions) and increased perceived intoxication 

(Szocs, Biswas, & Borges, 2016). Water placed within in heavier cups made of plastic was 

observed as less pleasurable but additionally carbonated (Maggioni, Risso, Olivero & Gallace, 

2015). Heavier packages were also perceived as having a better quality (Kampfer, Leischnig, 

Ivens, & Spence, 2017) and to have a more intense smell (Gatti, Spence, & Bordegoni, 2014). 

 
 
A Picture Tells a Thousand Words: Packaging Images 
 

Imagery both textually and graphically also have contributions to play within the 

conscience and unconsciousness of the consumer. Alignment also plays an important role, with a 

partiality held for right-aligned copy and images, contrary to existing theories (Westerman, 

Sutherland, Gardner, Baig, Critchley, Hickey, Mehigan, Solway, & Zervos, 2013, 8). Pictures 

have also been proven to increase brand awareness on low exposure or private label brands 

whose experience benefits are higher than average (Underwood, Klein, & Burke, 2001). 

Brightness of the product showed a stronger effect on product choice versus preferences, 

especially when cognitive load by the consumer was high (Milosavljevic, Navalpakkam, Koch, 

& Rangel, 2012).  
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Tomato Tomatto: Global Context  
 
It is also important to recognize the importance color plays within a global context and 

within subcultures. For example, French-Canadians perceived warm colors to correlate with 

superior product quality, whereas Anglo-Canadians perceived the same contrastingly with cool 

colors (Chebat & Morrin, 2007).  This also impacts not only product categories, but specific 

products as well. Extra virgin olive oil in dark bottles were preferred and more significant among 

Italians versus transparent bottles among Dutch respondents (Cavallo & Piqueras-Fiszman, 

2016).  

Although the effects of numerous aspects of product packaging on consumer perceptions 

have been examined in prior research, very little research has explored the effect of package 

rigidity (cf. Krishna & Morrin 2008). Krishna and Morrin (2008) looked at the effect of plastic 

cups that were more or less flimsy, on how water tasted, however the effect of package 

container, such as the bottle in which water is sold, was not explored. Further, those authors 

looked at the effect on taste, whereas the current research explores effects on purchase intentions. 

Moreover, in the present research I explicitly examine the potentially positive effects of flexible 

packaging on perceptions of environmental friendliness, to see whether these counteract any 

potentially negative associations with flexible packaging. Importantly, I look for boundary 

conditions of the effect of flexible packaging in the form of individual differences that are 

targetable by marketing managers (i.e., political affiliation), as discussed next.  

A listing of the most relevant packaging literature most relevant to the current research is 

in Table 1. 
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Table 1. Summary of Most Relevant Packaging Literature 

Article Key Findings Relevance 
Eelen, Dewitte, & 
Warlop (2013) 

Objects that are easy to grasp are 
liked more. 

Flexible packaging may not be 
liked as much as rigid 
packaging if it is perceived as 
harder to handle. 

Krishna & Morrin 
(2008) 

The firmness (versus weakness) of the 
package of a product (clear, plastic 
cup) enlarged the observed quality of 
mineral water and these results were 
higher among participants that were 
low in the autotelic need for touch or 
haptic cues.  

Flexible packaging may lead to 
lower purchase intent compared 
to rigid packaging, in accord 
with cups used in K&M. 

Jerzyk (2016) Whether a package was recyclable 
and made of safe materials showed 
significance, whereas the resources 
used to create the packaging were 
perceived as less important.  

A flexible package’s greater 
perceived environmental 
friendliness may not matter as 
much as its greater difficulty in 
handing, in terms of consumer 
response. 
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Political Identity and Personality Factors 
 

We examine whether a specific individual difference characteristic influences the effect 

of package flexibility on purchase intent. More specifically, we examine whether the effect of 

package form on purchase intent is moderated by political affiliation or identity. We draw from 

the political affiliation literature to build support for our hypothesis that political affiliation will 

moderate the impact of package rigidity on purchase intentions. We then conduct Study 2 to test 

this hypothesis. A summary of the literature on political affiliation as relevant to the current 

research is in Table 2. Below I review literature regarding political identity or affiliation and how 

it might impact response to packaging, as well as recent research on political affiliation and 

consumer behavior and propose why political affiliation might moderate this process. 

 

Political Ideology and Psychology 

Prior research suggests that conservatives are more cognitively rigid and thus, may 

respond more negatively to flexible packaging as it is a newer form of packaging that differs 

from the traditional rigid package format. The need for security and certainty varies among 

people and is evident in political preferences (Federico & Malka, 2018). Conservatives have a 

greater propensity to follow group norms versus liberals (Kaikati, Torelli, Winterich, & Rodas, 

2017). This has been shown to be strongest when accountable to a liberal audience who share a 

salient identity due to their motivation for social approval (Kaikati et al., 2017).  Liberals on the 

other hand do not alter their behavior, showcasing the importance of accountability and audience 

characteristics in playing a role in a conservative’s decision versus a decision made by liberals 

(Kaikati et al., 2017). It is possible therefore, that political conservatives may respond more 

negatively to package flexibility than political liberals.  
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Conservatives also lean towards endorsing social hierarchies that showcase the variances 

in the skills and work ethic of individuals (Ordabayeva & Fernandes, 2018).  Conservatives 

perceive products that infer superiority as reasonable reflections of the qualities they favor such 

as hard work and aspirations for success (Ordabayeva & Fernandes, 2018).  In contrast, liberals 

typically resist hierarchical structures, and deem that all individuals are hard at work and that 

higher status is a result of connections and luck (Ordabayeva & Fernandes, 2018).  Due to this 

belief, liberals tend to resist these structures to emphasize their uniqueness in alternative and 

non-conventional methods (Ordabayeva & Fernandes, 2018).  This line of research may suggest 

that political liberals may be more accepting of package changes such as package flexibility. 

On the other hand, political liberals may be more responsive to package flexibility. 

Research has shown that “exposure to ethnic brand imagery strengthened implicit stereotypes 

only among more liberal individuals, consistent with the idea that liberals tend to hold more 

malleable views. These findings demonstrated negative effects of ethnic brand imagery on 

implicit stereotypes and supported the view that the use of such imagery may have detrimental 

societal consequences,” (Angle, Dagogo-Jack, Forehand, & Perkins, 2017, 84). Thus, political 

liberals may be more responsive to package flexibility because of their greater awareness of 

environmental influences. Federico, C. M., & Malka, A. (2018) showed that conservatives are 

less influenced by contextual or situational changes whereas liberals are more influenced by 

contextual or situational changes (such as implicit stereotype).  
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Political Ideology and Consumer Behavior 

We all have seen how political ideology can influence our behaviors, but recent studies 

have shown how it can also influence the brands and consumer choices we make. Political 

ideology and consumer behavior has taken a front seat within current research. Prior research 

shows that conservatives prefer to take less risks versus liberals. Studies have shown that 

conservatives are more sensitive to uncertainty and risks of a threat or a loss (Jost, J. T., Glaser, 

J., Kruglanski, A. W., & Sulloway, F. J., 2003) and are less eager to try products that are new to 

the marketplace (Khan, Misra, & Singh 2013).  

Political identity has been found in prior marketing research to impact consumer response 

due to differences in malleability of views. A customer’s political ideology influences how they 

prefer to distinguish themselves against other individuals in the marketplace (Ordabayeva & 

Fernandes, 2018).  Conservatives tend to prefer products that show their superiority such as 

luxury brands (Ordabayeva & Fernandes, 2018).  In contrast, liberals distinguish themselves 

through selections of products that showcase their uniqueness such as via products with unique 

designs or colors regardless of audience saliency or income bracket (Ordabayeva & Fernandes, 

2018).   

Political ideology also moderates how an individual manages their finances in relation to 

their personality traits of self-confidence. Han Jung, Mittal, Zyung, & Adam (2019) show that 

conservatives tend to take increased financial risks as the belief in themselves increases, due to 

their social dominance orientation, versus liberals whose financial risk taking does not change 

relevant to their self-efficacy. 

Prior research has confirmed that “conservatism is positively associated with uncertainty 

avoidance, resulting in intolerance of ambiguity, and need for order, structure, or closure, but 
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negatively associated with openness-to-experience” (Jost et al., 2003, 383). Chan and Ilicic 

(2019) provide further evidence of how political ideology is connected to consumer behavior, 

exhibiting that that brand attachment was shown to appease uncertainty among conservatives, 

providing evidence that uncertainty might not simply encourage individuals to form attachment 

bonds with other people, but with brands as well.  

Recent studies also show how political ideology correlates with the preference in 

orientation of products. “Conservatives prefer vertically differentiated products (e.g., the best in 

a given category, luxury items) because of their higher Social Dominance Orientation (SDO), 

whereas liberals prefer horizontally differentiated products (e.g., uniqueness) because of their 

lower SDO,” (Ordabayeva & Fernandes, 2018, 227). “Conservative ideology leads consumers to 

differentiate from others vertically in the social hierarchy through products that signal that they 

are better than others, and liberal ideology leads consumers to differentiate from others 

horizontally in the social hierarchy through products that signal that they are unique from 

others,” (Ordabayeva & Fernandes, 2018, 227). 

The type of product influences the association between political ideology and 

consumption. “Political ideology triggers sensitivity to a status-maintenance (vs. status-

advancement) goal, subsequently altering luxury consumption. Because conservative political 

ideology increases the preference for social stability, conservatives (vs. liberals) are more 

sensitive to status maintenance (but not status advancement) and thus exhibit a greater desire for 

luxury goods,” (Kim, Park & DuBois, 2018, 132).  

We examine the moderating effect of political affiliation on response to package rigidity 

in Study 2. Study two thus addresses differences in political identity or affiliation among 

consumers and its impact on the effect of flexible versus rigid packaging on purchase intent. I 
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have competing hypotheses for the moderating effect of political identity. It is possible that 

political conservatives, who are more ideologically rigid, will exhibit a stronger negative 

response to package flexibility. It is also possible that political liberals, who may be more 

sensitive to their environmental context, will exhibit a stronger response to package flexibility.   

 

Table 2. Summary of Political Affiliation Literature 

Conservatives Liberals Source Hypothesis 

Need to 
conform more 

Resist 
conforming and 
motivated by 
social approval 
and 
accountability 

Kaikati, A. M., Torelli, C. J., 
Winterich, K. P., & Rodas, M. 
A. (2017). Conforming 
conservatives: How salient 
social identities can increase 
donations. Journal of 
Consumer Psychology (John 
Wiley & Sons, Inc. ), 27(4), 
422–434.  

Suggests liberals 
would prefer flex and 
resist conforming 

Prefer products 
that depict them 
as better than 
others 

 Prefer products 
that depict them 
as unique or 
different from 
others 

https://hbr.org/2018/06/how-
liberals-and-conservatives-
shop-differently 

Suggests liberals 
would prefer flex 
because it is unique 

Less influenced 
by contextual or 
situational 
changes 

More 
influenced by 
contextual or 
situational 
changes (such 
as implicit 
stereotype) 

Federico, C. M., & Malka, A. 
(2018). The contingent, 
contextual nature of the 
relationship between needs for 
security and certainty and 
political preferences: Evidence 
and implications. Political 
Psychology, 39, 3-48. 

Suggests liberals 
would NOT prefer 
flex because they are 
more influenced by 
contextual or 
situational changes. 

Feel purchases 
reflect status  

Don't feel 
purchases 
reflect status 

Ordabayeva, N., & Fernandes, 
D. (2018). Better or different? 
How political ideology shapes 
preferences for differentiation 
in the social hierarchy. Journal 
of Consumer Research, 45(2), 
227-250. 

Suggests liberals 
would NOT prefer 
flex because they 
don't view their 
purchases as a 
reflection of them. 
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Table 2, continued.  
 

Products reflect 
superiority  

Products reflect 
uniqueness 

 Ordabayeva, N., & Fernandes, 
D. (2018). Better or different? 
How political ideology shapes 
preferences for differentiation 
in the social hierarchy. Journal 
of Consumer Research, 45(2), 
227-250. 

Suggests liberals 
would prefer flex 
because of its unique 
design 

Products infer 
superiority and 
support 
preferred 
individual 
qualities of 
dedication to 
work and desire 
to succeed 

Believe 
everyone is 
working hard to 
succeed and 
show their 
uniqueness 
through 
untraditional 
ways 

Ordabayeva, N., & Fernandes, 
D. (2018). Better or different? 
How political ideology shapes 
preferences for differentiation 
in the social hierarchy. Journal 
of Consumer Research, 45(2), 
227-250. 

Suggests liberals 
would prefer flex 
because it signals 
their uniqueness 

Have more 
rigid views 

Have more 
malleable views 

Angle, J. W., Dagogo-Jack, S. 
W., Forehand, M. R., & 
Perkins, A. W. (2017). 
Activating stereotypes with 
brand imagery: The role of 
viewer political 
identity. Journal of Consumer 
Psychology, 27(1), 84-90. 

Suggests liberals 
would prefer flex 
because their 
perceptions are more 
malleable 

 
 
How Voting and Election Data Influence Consumer Behavior  
 

Several studies provide insight as to how political identity and geographic voter data 

correlate to consumer behavior.  

Kaustia and Torstilla (2011) used zip code election data in Finland to determine stock 

market participation as it relates to political identity. They found that left-wing voters are less 

likely to purchase or own stocks. This effect is influenced by personal values that the individual 

connects to investment decisions.  
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Jung, Garbarino, Briley and Wynhausen (2017) studied how political ideology shapes 

consumer behavior by analyzing three consumer complaint databases with county level election 

data (2012 U.S. Presidential Election results). They find that liberals are more likely to report 

complaints and are also more likely to dispute complaint resolutions. Conservatives on the other 

hand tend to have a stronger need for system justification, which hinders showing displeasure 

and induces a higher tolerance for the resolution at hand.  

Khan, Misra, and Singh (2013) conducted a large-scale field study to analyze whether 

political ideology traits measured by voting behavior related to everyday purchases and choices 

made by the consumer. Conservatives had a preference for national brands and were less likely 

to be new adopters of products due to influences of underlying values of uncertainty avoidance, 

preferring tradition, and being weary of adopting new experiences.  

Ordabayeva and Fernandes (2018) analyzed how political identity relates to product 

preferences. They found that conservatives tend to prefer brands that differentiate them vertically 

on the social hierarchy through products that reflect their superiority while liberals prefer to be 

horizontally differentiated through products that highlight their uniqueness from others.  
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Table 3. Studies Utilizing Election and Voting Data as a Proxy for Political Identity 
 
Article  Topic Findings 
Han Jung, Mittal, 
Zyung, & Adam 
(2019) 

Use state level Presidential 
Election data to determine if 
political identity influences 
financial risk taking.  

Conservatives tend to take increased 
financial risks as the belief in 
themselves increases, due to their 
social dominance orientation, versus 
liberals whose financial risk taking 
does not change relevant to their 
self-efficacy. 

Kaustia and Torstilla 
(2011) 

Used zip code election data in 
Finland to determine stock 
market participation and its 
correlation to political identity. 

Left-wing voters are less likely to 
purchase or own stocks. This effect 
is influenced by personal values that 
directly influence their investment 
decisions.  
 

Jung, Garbarino, 
Briley & 
Wynhaussen (2017) 

Use county level election data 
(2012 U.S. Presidential Election 
results) and three consumer 
complaint databases to study 
how political ideology shapes 
consumer behavior.  

Liberals are more probable to report 
complaints and are also more 
probably to dispute complaint 
resolutions. Conservatives, on the 
other hand, tend to have a stronger 
need for system justification, which 
hinders showing displeasure and 
induces a higher tolerance for the 
resolution.  
 

Khan, Misra, & 
Singh (2013) 

Use county level votes for 
Presidential Elections between 
1980 and 2008 (average 
percentage of Republican votes) 
to analyze whether political 
ideology traits measured by 
voting behavior relate to 
everyday purchases and choices 
made by the consumer. 

Conservatives have a preference for 
national brands and are less likely to 
be new adopters of products due to 
influences of underlying values of 
uncertainty avoidance, preferring 
tradition, and being weary of 
adopting new experiences.  
 

Ordabayeva and 
Fernandes (2018) 

Used the number of times a 
state was carried by a 
Republican candidate in five 
Presidential Elections (2000-
2016) to analyze how political 
identity relates to product 
preferences using voting 
behavior. 

They found that conservatives tend 
to prefer brands that differentiates 
them vertically on the social 
hierarchy through products that 
reflect their superiority while 
liberals prefer to be horizontally 
differentiated through products that 
highlight their uniqueness from 
others.  
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The Five Factor Model (FFM) of Personality 
 

If it is true that political identity moderates consumer behavior to products, then the 

question arises: why? One possibility is that political identity is associated with particular 

personality traits.  Probably the most dominant model of personality is the Big Five or Five-

Factor Model (FFM) created by Robert R. McCrae and Paul T. Costa, Jr., (1978), which 

describes personality in terms of five broad factors, providing a useful taxonomy of personality 

characteristics.  

The Five Factor Model of Personality includes these five personality traits: Openness to 

Experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness and Neuroticism. These factors are 

often referred to by the acronym OCEAN: Openness, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, 

Agreeableness, and Neuroticism (Figure 1). 

 

 
Figure 1. The Five Factor Model (FFM) of Personality 
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Openness. Openness to experiences, one of the five factors, describes someone who is 

willing to undergo new things, such as a new idea, thought process, activity, or structure rather 

than being rigid in their own way. This could relate to not only thoughts and processes, but also 

to aesthetic values, and emotions. Someone who is open to experiences typically is more 

creative, appreciates art, is intellectually curious about many things or one particular thing and 

typically tends to be socially and politically liberal. Someone who is less open to experiences is 

wary of uncertainty, and values traditions and high levels of predictability. Thus, if political 

identity moderates response to package form, it could be due to differences between political 

conservatives and liberals in how open they are to experiences, including sensory experiences 

such as those related to how products feel. 

Conscientiousness. Conscientiousness refers to the level of awareness of one’s actions 

and how they affect others. They are very goal oriented and dutifully carry out their obligations. 

They tend to have a very tidy and organized environment and are highly motivated. Their 

motivation and desire to succeed are high in every aspect of their lives. 

Extraversion. Extraversion describes a confidence in social settings. It relates to self-

esteem and a desire to be around others. Extroverts enjoy being the center of attention. 

Individuals who fit in the middle of this continuum are described as ambiverts. Introverts on the 

other hand enjoy being a part of smaller social groups, preferably with people they are familiar 

with.  

Agreeableness. Agreeableness measures the level of friendliness and cooperative nature 

of an individual. Someone who scores high on agreeableness is often considered more liked 

among groups of friends or among their team and colleagues. They tend to be trusted by others 
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and have a high desire to help others during times of need. Those who highly agreeable also tend 

to avoid arguments and confrontation and act as peacemakers within a group.  

Neuroticism. Neuroticism measures the level of one’s emotional stability. People who 

score high in neuroticism worry excessively and persistently. They tend to be more fearful and 

anxious while overthinking and exaggerating their circumstances. They also tend to be 

pessimistic in nature.  

Openness to Experience  

Openness to experience is the closest related to creativity, as well as divergent thinking 

(Kaufman et al, 2016, 248). Openness has an impact in that it relates to how the brain processes 

information when making decisions. Passamonti, Terracciano, Riccelli, Donzuso, Cerasa, 

Vaccaro, & Quattrone, (2015, 307) state “open people are typically described as highly 

permeable and receptive to salient stimuli and strongly motivated to enlarge their sensory 

experience.” Passamonti et al. (2015, 301) also states, “it has been hypothesized that increased 

dopaminergic inputs within the DLPFC reduce the threshold for information processing in open 

people and make them highly “permeable” and receptive to relevant information.” Finally, 

Passamonti et al. (2015, 307) states that “openness was also positively associated with functional 

connectivity within mesocortical networks, a group of interacting brain regions that are 

fundamental for driving the organism towards salient stimuli”. These authors also show that a 

“progressively more positive functional connectivity change within mesocortical networks is 

selectively linked to openness but not other five-factor model personality traits (i.e., extraversion, 

neuroticism, agreeableness, and consciousness)” (Passamonti et al., 2015, 307).  

Openness can be decomposed into two different elements: aesthetic and intellectual 

components. DeYoung et al. (2014) conceptually distinguished the two components of openness 
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by describing the intellectual component as  reflecting “…the ability and tendency to explore 

abstract information through reasoning,”  whereas the aesthetic component “…reflects the ability 

and tendency to explore sensory and aesthetic information through perception, fantasy, and 

artistic endeavor” (2014: 46–47). 

Openness and Consumer Response. Leder, Belke, Oeberst, & Augustin, (2004, 642) state 

“aesthetic appreciation is not only the result of the cognitive processing of a stimulus, but it is 

also the result of affective processes, which implies that aesthetic appreciation might be 

influenced by dispositional variables, such as values or personality”.  The impact of openness has 

been demonstrated in a marketing context in terms of the aesthetic qualities in products. A 

dropped state of openness signaled a customer’s tendency to select aesthetically attractive 

products (Myszkowski & Storme, 2012).  Individuals with low openness had a higher response 

and intensity to the aesthetic appearance of the product, strengthening design-driven product 

preferences, whereas high openness individuals typically focused on other properties of the 

product, disregarding the aesthetic design. Therefore, the impulse to purchase that a consumer 

may feel when looking at a prominently designed product is correlated to low openness 

(Myszkowski & Storme, 2012, 645). 

Openness and Sensory Processing. Openness is also associated with sensation seeking 

(McCrae, 1994). Openness can be connected to a need for random curiosity or a hyperfocused 

attention on one specific topic, also known as absorption (Tellegen & Atkinson, 1974). 

Absorption describes the ability to become intensely occupied in sensory input (e.g., smells, 

sounds, pictures) (Witthöft, Rist, & Bailer, 2008). 

Openness to experience has been found to be correlated with sensory processing 

sensitivity (Smolewska, McCabe, & Woody, 2006). Sensory processing sensitivity (SPS) has 
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been identified as another aspect of people’s personality (Aron and Aron 1997; Aron, Aron, & 

Jagiellowicz, 2012) and it refers to a person’s tendency to more strongly and deeply process 

stimulus information, including sensory experiences such as noise, pain, caffeine etc. (Grimen & 

Diseth, 2016, p. 1). Sensory sensitive people are more aware of their surroundings (Grimen & 

Diseth, 2016). Sensory sensitive individuals have lower thresholds for the detection of stimuli 

and are more easily triggered by stimuli. The Highly Sensitive Person Scale (HSPS; Aron & 

Aron, 1997) contains 27 items to measure this tendency. Researchers (Smolewska, McCabe, & 

Woody, 2006) suggest that this trait consists of three factors: aesthetic sensitivity (AES), low 

sensory threshold (LST), and ease of excitation (EOE). Research shows that openness is highly 

correlated with the aesthetic sensitivity dimension of the highly sensitive person scale (Grimen 

and Diseth, 2008).  

 Openness and Political Identity. Openness to experience is the one facet of the FFM that 

we are particularly interested in. If political liberalness is associated with a stronger response to 

package format (flexible vs. rigid), then this could be explained by a greater openness to 

experience. Prior research suggests that openness is associated with political liberalism. Thus, we 

hypothesize that different responses to our packaging stimuli as a function of political identity 

may be driven by differences in openness to experience.   

Prior research suggests that political ideology is correlated with openness to experience. 

Openness is associated with a more liberal political ideology (Klein, Heck, Reese, & Hilbig, 

2019). Typically, open people are more imaginative, have a strong appreciation for art, are 

characterized by deep emotional beliefs, and are open to new ways of doing things (McCrae, 

1993). Openness to experience has also been shown to be positively related to political 

knowledge and interest (Blanchet, 2019). 
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Research shows that customers connect brands as liberal/conservative when they are 

associated with political positions and the connection between the self and the brand (SBC) is 

proportionally affected depending on the customer’s political ideology and the ideology of the 

brand being assessed (Matos, Vinuales, & Sheinin, 2017). Research has also found evidence that 

green labels interrelate with political ideology (Eby, Carrico & Truelove, 2019).  

Contrary to this stream, the connection between openness and ideology was not 

duplicated among all political party studies (Van Hiel, Kossowska & Mervielde, 2000). 

Significant forecasters of a willingness to purchase ‘greener’ computers and cell phones included 

age, household income, level of education, and opinions about what role the government should 

play within the environment, but not gender or political ideology (Saphores, Nixon, Ogunseitan 

& Shapiro, 2007).  

However, it is also illustrated that this relationship is much stronger for cultural 

conservatism than for economic conservatism. In other words, Openness exhibits a strong 

negative relationship with opinions about and beliefs in authoritarian parent-child relationship, 

traditional work ethic, and conventional female roles.  
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Conceptual Model and Hypotheses  
 
 

Previous research offers several possibilities in terms of how packaging flexibility 

(versus rigidity) might impact consumer perceptions.  A less rigid package may reduce quality 

perceptions (Krishna & Morrin, 2008). At the same time, a more flexible package may increase 

perceptions of environmental friendliness. A more rigid package may be imagined as easier to 

hold and store in a manner similar to those that are easier to grasp (Eelen, Dewitte, & Warlop, 

2013), and thus improve evaluations. We aim to explore these and other possibilities including 

exploring whether certain segments of the population are more responsive to package flexibility. 

Specifically, I predict that flexible (compared to rigid) packaging will reduce purchase 

intentions (H1: main effect). Further, I predict this effect will be driven by the reduced ease of 

handling associated with flexible versus rigid packaging (H2: mediator). Furthermore, the 

negative effect of flexible (vs. rigid) packaging will be moderated by political identity (H3: 

moderator). We also test if political identity will moderate response due to differences in 

openness to experience, including sensorial experiences such as those involving haptic input 

(H4: antecedent to mediator).  

 

H1: Flexible (vs. rigid) packaging will reduce purchase intentions. 

H2: Flexible (vs. rigid) packaging will reduce purchase intentions due to reduced 

perceived ease of handling. 

H3: Political identity will moderate consumer response to flexible (vs. rigid) packaging: 

H3a: Political conservatives will respond more negatively to flexible (vs. rigid) 

packaging. 
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H3b: Political liberals will respond more negatively to flexible (vs. rigid) 

packaging. 

H4: Political identity will moderate response to flexible (vs. rigid) packaging due to 

personality trait differences in openness to experience. 

H5: Making the environmental friendliness of flexible packaging salient will offset the 

negative effect of package flexibility on purchase intentions. 

H6: Political identity, as indicated by a geographic proxy measure (based on county-level 

2016 Presidential Election voting data) will moderate consumer response to flexible (vs. 

rigid) packaging.  

 

Please see Figure 2 for the conceptual model. 

 

Figure 2. Conceptual Model  
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I test these ideas using online panelists (from Mturk) who are asked to imagine 

purchasing either a more flexible pouch or more rigid pack to see whether the packaging 

flexibility reduces purchase intention, and whether this is due to reduced ease of handling 

perceptions (study one), whether this pattern of results is moderated by political 

affiliation (owing to differences in openness to experience) (study two). Then we see 

whether making salient the environmental friendliness of flexible packaging offsets the 

negative effects of flexible packaging for politically liberal consumers, as a potential 

solution (study 3). We then further test whether the political affiliation geographic proxy 

measure (based on county-level 2016 Presidential Election voting data) will moderate 

consumer response to flexible (vs. rigid) packaging (study four) in a manner similar to 

self-reported political identity.  Study 4 is thus designed to offer managers a practical 

way to target flexible or rigid packaging. 
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CHAPTER 3 
 

FLEXIBLE VERSUS RIGID PACKAGING (STUDY ONE) 
 

The main goal of Study 1 was to test H1, which proposes that a flexible versus rigid 

package reduces purchase intentions, and to test H2, which proposes that this result is driven by 

reduced ease of handling perceptions. 

Sample and Design. I conducted an experiment among 103 online panelists from MTurk 

(45.2 % male, mean age = 32, ranging between 19 and 58 years old) who received a small 

payment for participation. Participants were randomly assigned to view an image of Heinz 

ketchup in either a rigid or flexible package. The package images were obtained as digital images 

from the web (Figure 3). 

Procedure.  Participants were informed they would be evaluating one or more consumer 

products. They then saw a picture of either a flexible or rigid container of ketchup (Figure 3). 

They then answered several questions about the product including questions about ease of use, 

handling and portability, taste, environmental friendliness, purchase intention, freshness, 

innovativeness, pricing, and sustainability. See Appendix A for Survey. 

 

   

Figure 3. Images of Flexible and Rigid Packaging 
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Results 

Manipulation and Confound Checks. We conducted a manipulation check to see whether 

the package images were perceived as rigid or flexible, as intended. We asked to what extent the 

product’s package was: hard, rigid, flexible (reversed-scored) and soft (reverse-scored) from 1 = 

Disagree completely to 5 = Agree completely; coefficient alpha = .79). These four items were 

combined as a measure of perceived package rigidity for a manipulation check. A t test showed 

that, as desired, participants perceived the rigid package as significantly more rigid (M = 3.16, 

SD =.72) than the flexible package (M = 2.08, SD = .86, t(102) = 7.00, p < .0001). 

Purchase Intention. We conducted regressions to see which dependent measures were 

significantly impacted by package flexibility (see Table 3 for means by condition). A regression 

on the purchase intention item as a function of package flexibility showed that flexibility reduced 

purchase intentions (b = -.635, SE = .239, t = -2.65, p = .009, MRigid = 4.23 vs. MFlexible = 3.60, 

Figure 4), in support of H1.  

 Recommendation Intention. A similar regression on the likelihood of recommending the 

product item showed that participants who saw the flexible rather than rigid package were less 

likely to recommend it to others (b = -.673, se = .243, t = -2.77, p = .007, MRigid = 4.08 vs. 

MFlexible = 3.42).  

Purchase Intention (2-item). There is a high correlation between the single-item purchase 

intention and single-item recommendation intention (r = .858, p < .0001). We therefore 

combined these two items, as a measure of purchase intention.  A similar regression on this 2-

item scale showed that participants who saw the flexible rather than rigid package were less 

likely to recommend it to others (b = -.654, se = .232, t = -2.82, p = .006, MRigid = 4.15 vs. 

MFlexible = 3.50).  
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Figure 4. Study 1 Mean Results 

 

Ease of Handling. We combined two items (easy to handle, easy to dispense, r = .68) to 

measure perceived ease of handling. A regression on this measure showed that the flexible 

package was perceived as less easy to handle (b = -.375, se = .166, t = -2.26, p = .026, MRigid = 

4.43 vs. MFlexible = 4.03).  

Other Items. The flexible package was also perceived as more innovative (b = .731, se = 

.218, t = 3.35, p = .001), and as constructed with less material (b = .692, se = 21, t = 3.25, p = 

.002).  Package type had no impact on taste, freshness, healthfulness, indulgence or price 

perceptions (intense flavor, p = .27; strong taste, p = .46, natural, p = .67; fresh p = .41; healthy 

ingredients, p = .87; indulgent p = .81;expensive p = .73), feelings of power and control 

(powerful p = .86; in control p = .24) or perceptions of how authentic (p = .87), organic (p = .22) 

or environmentally friendly (recyclable, p = .11, good for the environment, p = .22, 

environmentally friendly, p = .68) the product was. Frequency of use also did not vary by 

package type (p = .79).  
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Table 4. Study 1 Means by Condition (Significant and Directional Results bolded) 
 

Variable Rigid Package  
(Mean, SD) 

Flexible Package 
(Mean, SD) 

t (df) p-value 

Purchaseintent_1 “To what extent do you agree you would 
be likely to: - purchase this product” 1 - 5 

4.23 (1.10) 3.60 (1.32) 2.65 (102) .009 

Purchaseintent_2 “To what extent do you agree you would 
be likely to: - recommend this product”1-5 

4.08 (1.14)  3.42 (1.32) 2.75 (102) .007 

Taste_1 “To what extent do you agree this product: - has an 
intense flavor” 1-5 

3.69 (.98) 3.49 (.97) 1.06 (102) .29 

Taste_2 “To what extent do you agree this product: - tastes 
strong” 1-5 

3.67 (1.06) 3.53 (1.05) .70 (102) .48 

Taste_3 “To what extent do you agree this product: - is 
natural” 1-5 

3.02 (1.06) 2.91 (1.21) .51 (102) .61 

Taste_4 “To what extent do you agree this product: - is 
indulgent” 1-5 

2.96 (1.19) 2.89 (1.30) .31(102) .76 

Easeofhandling_1” To what extent do you agree this 
product: - is easy to hold” 1-5 

4.42 (.85) 3.94 (1.10) 2.5 (102)  .01 

Easeofhandling_2 “To what extent do you agree this 
product: - is easy to dispense” 1-5 

4.44 (.76) 4.13 (.98)  1.82 (102) .07 

Easeofhandling_3 “To what extent do you agree this product: 
- is portable” 1-5 

4.08 (1.05) 4.32 (.90) -1.29 (102) .20 

Feelpowerful_1 “To what extent would using this product 
make you feel: - powerful” 1-5 

2.00 (1.09) 2.04 (1.07) -.18 (102) .85 

Feelpowerful_2 “To what extent would using this product 
make you feel: - in control” 1-5 

2.12 (1.17) 2.38 (1.15) -1.16 (102) .25 

Freshetc_1 “To what extent do you agree this product: - is 
fresh” 1-5 

3.21 (1.14) 3.00 (1.23) .91 (102) .36 

Freshetc_2 “To what extent do you agree this product: - 
is innovative” 1-5 

2.50 (1.16) 3.21 (1.06) -3.26 (102) .002 

Freshetc_3 “To what extent do you agree this product: - 
contains healthy ingredients” 1-5 

2.83 (1.2) 2.85 (1.20) -.10 (102) .93 

Freshetc_4 “To what extent do you agree this product: - is 
expensive” 1-5 

2.54 (1.15) 2.45 (1.14) .39 (102) .70 

Product_belief_1 “To what extent is this product: - 
authentic” 1-5 

3.52 (.98) 3.37 (1.14) .74 (102) .46 

Product_belief_2 “To what extent is this product: - organic” 
1-5 

2.44 (1.29) 2.35 (1.08) .41 (102) .68 

Product_belief_3 “To what extent is this product: - good for 
the environment” 1-5 

2.42 (1.14) 2.67 (1.10) -1.14 (102) .26 

Brand_belief_1 “To what extent is this brand? – authentic” 
1-5 

3.62 (1.09) 3.58 (1.24) .17 (102) .87 

Brand_belief_2 “To what extent is this brand? – organic” 1-5 2.42 (1.16) 2.71 (1.23) -1.23 (102) .22 
Brand_belief_3 “To what extent is this brand: - good for the 
environment” 1-5 

2.42 (1.14) 2.77 (1.10) -1.58 (102) .12 

Hard_soft_1 “To what extent is this product's package: - 
hard” 1-5 

3.29 (1.11) 2.06 (1.02) 5.90 (102) .000 

Hard_soft_2 “To what extent is this product's package: - 
rigid” 1-5 

2.94 (1.09) 2.04 (1.14) 4.13 (102) .000 

Hard_soft_3 “To what extent is this product's package: - 
flexible” 1-5 

3.27 (1.09) 4.17 (.99) -4.45 (102) .000 

Hard_soft_4 “To what extent is this product's package: - 
soft” 1-5 

2.31 (1.02) 3.62 (1.26) -5.83 (102) .000 
 

Envir_1 “To what extent is this package: - recyclable” 1-5 3.65 (1.22) 3.25 (1.33) 1.62 (102) .11 
Envir_2 “To what extent is this package: - environmentally 
friendly” 1-5 

2.85 (1.21) 2.94 (1.15) -.42 (102) .68 

Envir_3 “To what extent is this package: - constructed 
with less packaging material” 1-5 

2.75 (1.06) 3.44 (1.11) -3.25 (102) .002 

Frequency_of_use “How often do you use this type of 
product?” 7-11 

9.25 (1.06) 9.19 (1.14) .27 (102) .79 

Price “How much would you be willing to spend on this 
product?” 1-3 [paymore] 

1.78 (.45)  1.69 (.61) 0.91 (102) .366 

Recallbrand “What brand did you see (type it in the box 
below” (correct, incorrect brand coded) 

92.3% 98.1% Chi-Square(1) = 
1.891 

.169 

Recogbrand “What brand did you see” dropdown menu 
(correct, incorrect brand coded) 

96.2% 98.1% Chi-Square(1) = 
.343 

.56 
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Mediation Analysis. We then conducted mediation analysis (Model 4, Hayes 2018, 5,000 

bootstrap samples; Figure 5) to see whether the reason why participants indicated lower purchase 

intentions for the flexible (vs. rigid) package was because it was perceived as less easy to handle. 

Flexible packaging reduced perceived ease of handling (b = -.3750, se = .1663, t = -2.26, p = 

.0263), and ease of handling led to higher purchase intentions (b = .6684, se = .1267, t = 5.27, p 

< .0001). The indirect effect was significant (effect = -.2506, se = .1379, 95% CI: -.5567 to -

.0234). The direct effect was marginally significant (b = -.3840, se = .2181, t = -1.76, p = .0813). 

We thus found that package flexibility impacts purchase intentions through its effect on 

perceived ease of handling, a potentially extremely valuable package characteristic for managers 

to consider.  

 
Figure 5. Study 1 Mediation Analysis 
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CHAPTER 4 

POLITICAL AFFILIATION AS MODERATOR (STUDY TWO) 

The main purpose of this study is to see whether politically liberal or conservative 

consumers would be more responsive to the effects of flexible packaging, as hypothesized in H3. 

Specifically, we will test whether political identity moderates response to flexible versus rigid 

packaging, and whether political conservatives or liberals are more responsive to package 

format. 

Additionally, we will test whether the antecedent driver of political identity’s moderating 

effect is: openness to experience and/or sensory sensitivity, as suggested by prior literature 

regarding political affiliation and association the Big Five personality traits, and as proposed in 

H4. For example, if political liberals are more negatively impacted by the ease of handling 

associated with flexible versus rigid packaging this could be because they are more open to 

experience, including haptic sensorial experiences.  

Sample and Design. One hundred fourteen online panelists from MTurk (53.0% male, 

mean age = 35.0, ranging from 19 to 65 years old) received a small payment for participation. 

Participants were randomly assigned to view an image of Heinz ketchup in either a rigid or 

flexible package (Figure 3).  

Procedure.  Participants were informed they would be evaluating one or more consumer 

products. They first saw a picture of either a flexible or rigid container of ketchup (Figure 3). 

Participants then answered the two purchase intention questions as in study 1 and completed the 

10-item openness to experience scale (Costa & McRae, 1992, John & Srivastava, 1999), the 6-

item sensory sensitivity scale (Evans & Rothbart, 2008), the 15-item highly sensitive person 

scale (Aron & Aron, 1997; Table 4), political affiliation (1 = Very liberal to 5 = Very 
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conservative, Jost, 2006), as well as manipulation check items for package rigidity (hard, rigid, 

flexible, soft), plus age and gender items. Jost (2006) has reported that “in the US, asking 

participants to rate themselves in terms of liberalism versus conservatism using a simple one-

item scale consistently predicts support for the Democratic versus the Republican party at levels 

that exceed r = .90” (Sibley, 2007, 75). This scale has also been used across industries including 

within recent health care to measure effectiveness political orientation and the health risk 

perceptions of food.  

Table 5. Individual Difference Scales in Study 2 

10-item Openness scale (Costa & McRae, 1992): 
  
1. Is original, comes up with new ideas. 
2. Is curious about many different things. 
3. Is ingenious, a deep thinker. 
4. Has an active imagination. 
5. Is inventive. 
6. Values altruistic, aesthetic experiences 
7. Prefers work that is routine. (R) 
8. Likes to reflect, play with ideas. 
9. Has few artistic interests.  (R) 
10. Is sophisticated in art, music, or literature. 

 
The 6-item Sensory Sensitivity Scale (Evans & Rothbart, 2008): 

 

1. I am often sensitive to the smoothness or roughness of objects that I touch 
2. Barely noticeable visual details rarely catch my attention (reverse item) 
3. I usually notice when the environment is quiet 
4. I am seldom aware of the sounds of birds in the neighborhood (reverse item) 
5. I am rarely aware of mild odors and fragrances (reverse item) 
6. I usually notice visual details in the environment 
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Table 5, continued.  
 
  
 15-item, 3-dimensional, Highly-Sensitive Person (HSP) scale (Aron & Aron, 1997): 
 

EOE (ease of excitation) 
1. Are you annoyed when people try to get you to do too many things at once?  
2. Do changes in your life shake you up?  
3. Do you find it unpleasant to have a lot going on at once? 
4. Do you make it a high priority to arrange your life to avoid upsetting or 
overwhelming situations? 

5. When you must compete or be observed while performing a task, do you become so 
nervous or shaky 
6. that you do much worse than you would otherwise? 
 

LST (low sensory threshold) 
1. Are you easily overwhelmed by things like bright light, strong smells, coarse fabric, 
or sirens close by?  
2. Are you made uncomfortable by loud noises?  
3. Are you bothered by intense stimuli, like loud noises or chaotic scenes?  
AES (aesthetic sensitivity) 
1. Do you seem to be aware of subtleties in your environment?  
2. Do you have a rich, complex inner life?  
3. Are you deeply moved by the arts or music?  

4. When people are uncomfortable in a physical environment do you tend to know 
what needs to be done to make it more comfortable (like changing the lightning or the 
seating)? 

5. Do you notice or enjoy delicate or fine scents, tastes, sounds, works of art?  

 
 

    
Results 

Manipulation Check. We asked to what extent the product’s package was: hard, rigid, 

flexible (reversed-scored) and soft (reverse-scored) from 1 = Disagree completely to 5 = Agree 

completely; coefficient alpha = .68). These four items were combined as a measure of perceived 

package rigidity for a manipulation check. We conducted a regression on this scale as a function 
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of package flexibility (yes = 1, no = 0), political liberalism (1 to 5 conservative item reverse-

scored) and their interaction. Neither package flexibility (b = .332, SE = .439, t = .756, p = .452) 

nor political liberalism (b = .069, SE = .091, t = .759, p = .449) were significant, but the 

interaction was significant (b = -.315, SE = .136, t = -2.31, p = .023). Follow-up analysis shows 

that political conservatives did not notice a difference in package rigidity between the flexible 

and rigid package (16th percentile, scoring 2 on liberalism scale; effect = -.2977, SE = .2125, t = 

-1.40, p = .1640; MRigid = 2.94 vs. MFlex = 2.64), whereas moderates (50th percentile, scoring 3 

on liberal scale; effect = -.6124, SE = .1642, t = -3.73, p = .0003; MRigid = 3.01 vs. MFlex = 2.39) 

and liberals did (84th percentile, scored 4 on liberal scale; effect = -.9270, SE = .2139, t = -4.33, 

p < .0001; MRigid = 3.08 vs. MFlex = 2.15). Thus, the more politically liberal a participant was, the 

more of a difference in package rigidity they perceived.  

Purchase Intention. A regression on purchase intention as a function of package 

flexibility (1 = yes, 0 = no) and political liberalism (1 to 5 conservative item reverse-scored) plus 

their interaction showed that neither flexibility (b = .751, SE = .555, t = 1.35, p = .179) nor 

liberalism (b = -.012, SE = .115, t = -.11, p = .914) was significant, but the interaction was 

significant (b = -.377, se = .172, t = -2.19, p = .030). Follow-up analysis shows that package 

format had no impact on conservatives’ (16th percentile, scored 2 on liberal scale) purchase 

intention (effect = -.0029, SE = .2686, t = -.01, p = .9915; MRigid = 4.10 vs. MFlex = 4.10); but 

package format directionally negatively impacted moderates’ purchase intention (50th percentile, 

scoring 3 on liberal scale; effect = -.3798, SE = .2075, t = -1.83, p = .0700; MRigid = 4.09 vs. 

MFlex = 3.72), and significantly negatively impacted liberals’ purchase intention (84th percentile, 

scored 4 on liberal scale) purchase intent (effect = -.7566, SE = .2704, t = -2.80, p = .0061; MRigid 

= 4.08 vs. MFlex = 3.32), in support of H3b.  
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Recommendation Intention. A similar regression on likelihood of recommending the 

product showed that neither flexibility (b = .585, SE = .546, t = 1.07, p = .286) nor liberalism (b 

= -.087, SE = .115, t = -.761, p = .448) was significant, but the interaction was significant (b = -

.363, se = .170, t = -2.14, p = .034). Follow-up analysis shows that package format had no impact 

on conservatives’ (16th percentile, scored 2 on liberal scale) purchase intent (effect = .0413, SE 

= .2642, t = -.5346, p = .5940; MRigid = 4.24 vs. MFlex = 4.11); but package format negatively 

impacted liberals’ (84th percentile, scored 4 on liberal scale) purchase intent (effect = -.8680, SE 

= .2684, t = -3.23, p = .0016; MRigid = 4.07 vs. MFlex = 3.20), in support of H3b. 

Purchase Intention (2-item). The two dependent variables (purchase intention and 

recommendation intention) were highly correlated (r = .78, p < .0001), so we combined these 

into a single scale of purchase intent. A similar regression on this scale showed that neither 

flexibility (b = .660, SE = .512, t = 1.29, p = .200) nor liberalism (b = -.051, SE = .106, t = -.478, 

p = .634) was significant, but the interaction was significant (b = -.369, SE = .159, t = -2.32, p = 

.022). Follow-up analysis shows that package format had no impact on conservatives’ (16th 

percentile, scored 2 on liberal scale) purchase intent (effect = -.0778, SE = .2479, t = -.3140, p = 

.7541; MRigid = 4.28 vs. MFlex = 4.10); but package format negatively impacted moderates’ (effect 

= -.4466, SE = .1916, t = -2.33, p = .0216; MRigid = 4.13 vs. MFlex = 3.68) and liberals’ (84th 

percentile, scored 4 on liberal scale) purchase intent (effect = -.8153, SE = .2496, t = -3.27, p = 

.0015; MRigid = 4.08 vs. MFlex = 3.27; Figure 6), in support of H3b. 
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Figure 6. Study 2 Mean Results for 2-Item Purchase Intent 

 

Openness to Experience. We conducted a similar regression analysis on the 10-item 

(alpha = .77) openness to experience scale, but none of the effects was significant (all p’s > .50). 

Thus, openness to experience is not supported as an explanation for why political liberals have a 

more negative response to package flexibility. 

Sensory Sensitivity. The coefficient alpha for the six-item sensory sensitivity scale was 

low (alpha = .39), so we eliminated one item (Item 1: “I am often sensitive to the smoothness or 

roughness of objects that I touch,”) which improved the scale alpha to .56. A regression analysis 

on the sensory sensitivity scale as a function of package flexibility (1 = yes, 0 = no) and political 

liberalism (1 to 5 conservative item reverse-scored) plus their interaction showed that political 

liberalism was significant (b = .205, SE = .067, t = 3.07, p = .003), indicating that individuals 

reporting greater political liberalism also reported being more sensitive to sensory input [Note: a 

similar result obtains using the full 6-item sensory sensitivity scale: b = .160, SE = .058, t = 2.79, 

p = .006]. This result is congruent with prior research. However, neither the main effect of 

package flexibility (b = .203, SE = .323, t = .63, p = .530) nor the interaction of political 

liberalism and package flexibility was significant (b = -.022, SE = .100, t = -.22, p = .828). This 
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result suggests that, in accord with prior literature (Mc Crae & Costa, 1997; Mc Crae & Sutin, 

2009; Passamonti et al, 2015; De Young et al, 2014; Mc Crae, 1994; Tellegen & Atkinson, 1974; 

Witthöft, Rist, & Bailer, 2008; Smolewska, McCabe & Woody, 2006; Grimen & Diseth, 2016, 

2008; Aaron & Aaron, 1997) political liberalism does correlate with sensory sensitivity (r = .338, 

p < .0001 with 5-item sensory sensitivity scale, r = .281, p = .002 with 6-item sensory sensitivity 

scale). However, sensory sensitivity is not supported as a reason why political liberals respond 

more strongly to package format. Replacing political liberalism with sensory sensitivity (5-item 

scale) in a regression on purchase intent reveals no significant effects (all p’s > .40) and adding 

sensory sensitivity (5-item scale) as a covariate to the regression on purchase intent does not 

materially alter the results. 

A table of correlations among key variables is in table 5. 

Table 6. Correlations Among Key Variables (r, p-value) 

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

Discussion. We did find, as proposed, that political affiliation moderated the effect of 

packaging flexibility on purchase intent, with political liberals responding more strongly in 

support of H3b. However, the reason why political liberals respond more strongly to flexible 

packaging does not seem to be explained by either openness to experience or sensory sensitivity. 

Scale Liberal 
(1-5 

scale) 

Openness 
(10-item) 

Sensory 
Sensitivity (6-

item) 

Sensory 
Sensitivity 

(5-item) 
Liberal (1-5 scale) 1 .066 (.486) .281** (.002) .338** (.000) 

Openness (10-
item) 

 1 .260** (.005) .217*(.020) 

Sensorysensitivity 
(6-item) 

   1 .934**(.000) 

Sensorysensitivity 
(5-item) 

   1 
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CHAPTER 5 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL FRIENDLINESS OF PACKAGING (STUDY THREE) 
 

The main purpose of this study was to see whether perceptions of environmental 

friendliness of flexible versus rigid packaging might moderate the different responses of 

politically liberal versus conservative consumers to the different package formats (H5). To do 

this, we explicitly manipulated beliefs regarding the environmental friendliness of the product 

package, in addition to package format (flexible vs. rigid) seen by participants.  

Sample and Design. We conducted an experiment among 213 online panelists from 

MTurk (34.2 % male, mean age = 36.5, ranging between 18 and 65 years old) who received a 

small payment for participation. Participants were randomly assigned to a rigid or flexible 

package condition, as in studies 1 and 2.  We further manipulated whether participants were told 

the package was more environmentally friendly, less environmentally friendly, or neither 

(control group). The design thus consisted of a 2 (rigid or flexible package) x 3 (more eco-

friendly, less eco-friendly, no eco-friendly information control) full factorial. 

Procedure.  Participants were informed they would be evaluating one or more consumer 

products and were randomly assigned to either: a more eco-friendly condition, a less eco-friendly 

condition, or a control (no information about eco-friendliness) condition. Before seeing the 

product package, participants in the more eco-friendly [less eco-friendly] condition were 

informed: “The package you will see is LESS [MORE] environmentally friendly. Packages can 

be less [more] eco-friendly for many reasons, such as because they are harder [easier] to recycle 

or because they take up more [less] space in landfills. Then, similar to Study 1, participants saw a 

picture of either a flexible or rigid container of ketchup (Figure 3). They then answered several 

questions about the product including purchase intent, ease of use, handling and portability, taste, 
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environmental friendliness, freshness, innovativeness, pricing, and sustainability as they did in 

Study 1 (see Appendix A). Participants also completed several scales to assess the potentially 

moderating effects of political affiliation and related constructs (beyond the single-item scale of 

study 2; see Table 6), as well additional individual difference scales (see Table 7). These scales 

were collected so that I could additionally run moderation analyses based on four other trait 

scales: Right Wing Authoritarianism, Desirability of Control, Personal Need for Structure or 

New Environmental Paradigm to determine whether any of those paradigms contribute to 

explaining why political affiliation moderates purchase intention.  

The Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale measures the gradation to which individuals 

concede to established authorities, show hostility directed to out-groups when that hostility is 

sanctioned, and show a support for traditional values (Altemeyer, R. A., & Altemeyer, B., 1996). 

We test to see if this mindset contributes to the preference of package. The Desirability of 

Control scale measures variances among individuals within their level of desire to have control 

within their own life (Burger, J. M., & Cooper, H. M., 1979). We test to see whether that desire 

of control also influences preferences in package rigidity. Personal Need for Structure measures 

a person’s desire for simple structure (Neuberg, & Newsom, 1993). We measure this to test 

whether this need for simple structure has a correlation to the preference for structure of 

packaging. The New Environmental Paradigm is a measurement of one’s “pro-ecological” world 

view. We test this paradigm to see whether these underlying values have a correlation with 

package preference. 
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Table 7. Political Affiliation and Political Identity Scales in Study 3 

Generally speaking, do you think of yourself as a: 
o Democrat  
o Republican  
o Independent  
 

Huddy, L., Mason, L., & Aarøe, L. (2015). Expressive partisanship: Campaign involvement, 
political emotion, and partisan identity. American Political Science Review, 109(1), 1-17. 

 

How important is being a (political affiliation) to you? 
o 1 = Not at all  
o 2   
o 3   
o 4   
o 5 = Very   

Huddy, L., Mason, L., & Aarøe, L. (2015). Expressive partisanship: Campaign involvement, 
political emotion, and partisan identity. American Political Science Review, 109(1), 1-17. 

 

When talking about (political affiliation), how often do you use “we" instead of “they”? 
o 1 = Never   
o 2   
o 3   
o 4   
o 5 = Always   
Huddy, L., Mason, L., & Aarøe, L. (2015). Expressive partisanship: Campaign 

involvement, political emotion, and partisan identity. American Political Science Review, 
109(1), 1-17. 
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Table 7, continued.  
  

To what extent do you think of yourself as being a (political affiliation)?   
o 1 = Never   
o 2   
o 3   
o 4   
o 5 = Always   
Huddy, L., Mason, L., & Aarøe, L. (2015). Expressive partisanship: Campaign 

involvement, political emotion, and partisan identity. American Political Science Review, 
109(1), 1-17. 

 
Often, people use the terms "liberal" or "conservative" to describe their political beliefs. 
How would you rate yourself in these terms? 

o Very Liberal  (1) 
o Moderately Liberal  (2)  
o Moderate  (3)  
o Moderately Conservative  (4)  
o Very Conservative  (5)  

Jost, J.T. (2006). The end of the end of ideology. American Psychologist, 61, 651-670. 
(slightly adapted 0 (liberal), through the mid-point of 3 (moderate) to 6 (conservative). 
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Table 8. Other Traits Measured in Study 3 
New Ecological Paradigm (Dunlap,Van Liere, Mertig, & Jones, 2000) 

 

To what extent do you agree with each of the following 
statements? 

1 = 
Not 
at 
all  

2  3  4  
5 = 

Very 
much  

We are approaching the limit of the number of people the 
Earth can support. (1) o   o   o   o   o   

Humans have the right to modify the natural environment to 
suit their needs. (2) o   o   o   o   o   

When humans interfere with nature it often produces 
disastrous consequences. (3) o   o   o   o   o   

Human ingenuity will ensure that we do not make the Earth 
unlivable. (4) o   o   o   o   o   

Humans are seriously abusing the environment. (5) o   o   o   o   o   

The Earth has plenty of natural resources if we just learn 
how to develop them. (6) o   o   o   o   o   

Plants and animals have as much right as humans to exist. 
(7) o   o   o   o   o   

The balance of nature is strong enough to cope with the 
impacts of modern industrial nations. (8) o   o   o   o   o   

Despite our special abilities, humans are still subject to the 
laws of nature. (9) o   o   o   o   o   

The so-called "ecological crisis" facing humankind has 
been greatly exaggerated. (10) o   o   o   o   o   

The Earth is like a spaceship with very limited room and 
resources. (11) o   o   o   o   o   

Humans were meant to rule over the rest of nature. (12) o   o   o   o   o   

The balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset. (13) o   o   o   o   o   

Humans will eventually learn enough about how nature 
works to be able to control it. (14) o   o   o   o   o   

If things continue on their present course, we will soon 
experience a major ecological catastrophe. (15) o   o   o   o   o   
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Table 8, continued.  
Desirability of Control Scale, (Burger & Cooper, 1979) 

To what extent do you agree with each of the following 
statements?    

1= 
Not 
at 
all   

2  3  4  
5 = 

Very 
much  

I prefer a job where I have a lot of control over what I do and 
when I do it. (1) o   o   o   o   o   

I enjoy political participation because I   want to have as much of 
a say in running government as possible. (2) o   o   o   o   o   

I try to avoid situations where someone else tells me what to do. 
(8) o   o   o   o   o   

I would prefer to be a leader than to be a follower. (9) o   o   o   o   o   

I enjoy being able to influence the actions of others. (5) o   o   o   o   o   

I am careful to check everything on an automobile before I leave 
for a long trip. (6) o   o   o   o   o   

Others usually know what is best for me. (7) o   o   o   o   o   

I enjoy making my own decisions. (10) o   o   o   o   o   

I enjoy having control over my own destiny. (11) o   o   o   o   o   

I would rather someone else take over the leadership role when 
I’m involved in a group project. (12) o   o   o   o   o   

I consider myself to be generally more capable of handling 
situations than others are. (14) o   o   o   o   o   

I'd rather run my own business and make my own mistakes than 
listen to someone else's orders. (15) o   o   o   o   o   

I'd like to get a good idea of what a job is all about before I begin. 
(16) o   o   o   o   o   

When I see a problem, I prefer to do something about it rather 
than sit by and let it continue. (17) o   o   o   o   o   

When it comes to orders, I would rather give them than receive 
them. (18) o   o   o   o   o   
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Table 8, continued.  
 

I wish I could push many of life's daily decisions off on someone 
else. (19) o   o   o   o   o   

When driving, I try to avoid putting myself in a situation where I 
could be hurt by another person's mistake. (20) o   o   o   o   o   

I prefer to avoid situations where someone else has to tell me 
what it is I should be doing. (21) o   o   o   o   o   

There are many situations in which I would prefer having only 
one choice rather than having to make a decision. (22) o   o   o   o   o   

I like to wait and see if someone else is going to solve a problem 
so that I don't have to be bothered with it. (25) o   o   o   o   o   
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Table 8, continued.  
 

Personal Need for Structure Scale (Neuberg & Newsom, 1993) 

To what extent do you agree with each of the 
following statements? 

1= 
Disagree 

Completely  
2  3  4  

5 =  
Agree 

Completely  

It upsets me to go into a situation without 
knowing what I can expect from it. (1) o   o   o   o   o   

I'm not bothered by things that interrupt my 
daily routine. (5) o   o   o   o   o   

I enjoy having a clear and structured mode of 
life. (4) o   o   o   o   o   

I like to have a place for everything and 
everything in its place. (3) o   o   o   o   o   

I enjoy being spontaneous. (6) o   o   o   o   o   

I find that a well-ordered life with regular 
hours makes my life tedious. (7) o   o   o   o   o   

I don't like situations that are uncertain. (8) o   o   o   o   o   

I hate to change my plans at the last minute. 
(9) o   o   o   o   o   

I hate to be with people who are unpredictable. 
(10) o   o   o   o   o   

I find that a consistent routine enables me to 
enjoy life more. (11) o   o   o   o   o   

I enjoy the exhilaration of being in 
unpredictable situations. (12) o   o   o   o   o   

I become uncomfortable when the rules in a 
situation are not clear. (13) o   o   o   o   o   
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Table 8, continued.  
Right Wing Authoritarian Scale (Altemeyer & Altemeyer, 1996) 

To what extent do you agree with each of the 
following statements?    

1= 
Not 
at 
all  

2  3  4  
5 = 

Very 
much  

There is absolutely nothing wrong with nudist 
camps. (1) o   o   o   o   o   

Our country will be destroyed someday if we do 
not smash the perversions eating away at our 

moral fiber and traditional beliefs. (2) 
o   o   o   o   o   

People should pay less attention to the Bible and 
the other old traditional forms of religious 
guidance, and instead develop their own 
personal standards of what is moral and 

immoral. (8) 

o   o   o   o   o   

The only way our country can get through the 
crisis ahead is to get back to our traditional 

values, put some tough leaders in power, and 
silence the troublemakers spreading bad ideas. 

(9) 

o   o   o   o   o   

Our country needs free thinkers who will have 
the courage to defy traditional ways, even if this 

upsets many people. (5) 
o   o   o   o   o   

There is nothing wrong with premarital sexual 
intercourse. (6) o   o   o   o   o   

It would be best for everyone if the proper 
authorities censored magazines so that people 

could not get their hands on trashy and 
disgusting material. (7) 

o   o   o   o   o   

What our country really needs, instead of more 
“civil rights,” is a good stiff dose of law and 

order. (10) 
o   o   o   o   o   

Once our government leaders give us the “go 
ahead,” it will be the duty of every patriotic 

citizen to help stomp out the rot that is poisoning 
our country from within. (11) 

o   o   o   o   o   

The facts on crime, sexual immorality, and the 
recent public disorders all show we have to 
crack down harder on deviant groups and 

troublemakers if we are going to save our moral 
standards to preserve law and order. (12) 

o   o   o   o   o   
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Perceptions of how flexible the package was (To what extent is this package: hard, rigid, 

flexible, soft, from 1 = Disagree Completely to 5 = Agree Completely) and how environmentally 

friendly the package was (recyclable, environmentally friendly, constructed with less packaging 

material) were also assessed, as manipulation checks. Demographic items were also collected. 

 
Results  

Correlations Among Variables. In Table 8 are correlations among all trait variables, 

mediator (ease of handling), moderators (package flexibility, environmental friendliness) and 

dependent measure (2-item purchase intent). The results show, for example, that the 2-item 

purchase intent measure is positively correlated with environmental friendliness (r = .235, p < 

.0001) and 2-item ease of handling measure (r = .466, p < .0001), and negatively correlated with 

package flexibility (r = -.244, p < .0001). The results also show, as would be expected, that being 

politically liberal is positively associated with NEP trait (r = .375, p < .0001) and negatively 

correlated with RWA (r = -.210, p = .003). 
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Table 9. Correlations of Measures (r, p-value) 

Notes: NEP = New Environmental Paradigm scale, DFC = Desire For Control scale, NFS = 
Need for Structure scale, RWA = Right Wing Authoritarianism scale, Easy to Handle = 2 item 
scale consisting of mean of easeofhandling_1, easeofhandling_2 , Purch2 = 2-item scale 
consisting of mean of purchaseintent_1, purchaseintent_2, EnviroFriendly = condition coded 0 
for no information control, 1 for environmentally friendly condition, -1 for not environmentally 
friendly condition, Flex = condition coded 0 if saw rigid package, 1 if saw flexible package. 
 

 

 

Scale Liber
al (1 
to 5) 

NEP DFC NFS RWA Easytoh
andle 
(2-item) 

Purch2 Envir
o 
friend
ly 

Flex 

Liberal (1 
to 5) 

1 .375** 
(.000) 

.075 
(.292) 

-.037 
(.605) 

-.210** 
(.003) 

.008 
(.912) 

.016 
(.816) 

.063 
(.335) 

-.115 
(.080) 

NEP  1 .068 
(.343) 

.120 
(.095) 

-.402** 
(.000) 

.132 
(.061) 

-.073 
(.300) 

-.114 
(.104) 

-.044 
(.535) 

DFC   1 .300** 
(.000) 

-.255** 
(.000) 

.110 
(.121) 

.144* 
(.043) 

.036 
(.616) 

-.032 
(.655) 

NFS    1 -.027 
(.708) 

.075 
(.293) 

.105 
(.143) 

.058 
(.418) 

.039 
(.589) 

RWA     1 -.010 
(.889) 

.042 
(.560) 

-.057 
(.431) 

-.053 
(.462) 

Easytoha
ndle (2-
item) 

     1 .466** 
(.000) 

.079 
(.248) 

-.244** 
(.000) 

Purch2       1 .235** 
(.000) 

-.244** 
(.000) 

Envirofri
endly 

       1 -.098 
(.134) 

Flex         1 
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Manipulation Checks  

Environmental Friendliness. We conducted a regression on perceived package 

environmental friendliness perceptions (“To what extent do you agree this package is: 

environmentally friendly,” 1 to 5) as a function of package flexibility (0 = rigid, 1 = flexible), 

environmental friendliness (less environmentally friendly =-1, control = 0,  more 

environmentally friendly =1), and political liberalism (1 = very conservative to 5 = very liberal) 

plus all possible interactions. Only environmental friendliness was significant, as desired (b = 

1.214, SE = .439, t = 2.764, p = .006; MLessFriendly = 2.27; MControl = 2.66;MMoreFriendly = 3.63, all 

mean comparisons p < .05; all other effects in regression ps> .10).  

Package Rigidity. We conducted a regression on perceived package rigidity (4-item scale: 

hard, rigid, flexible (reversed coded), soft (reverse coded), alpha = .77) as a function of package 

flexibility (0 = rigid, 1 = flexible), environmental friendliness (less environmentally friendly =-1, 

control = 0,  more environmentally friendly =1), and political liberalism (1 = very conservative 

to 5 = very liberal) plus all possible interactions. The main effect of liberalism was significant 

(bLiberal = .201, SE = .072, t = 2.78, p = .006), with liberals perceiving the packaging more rigid 

overall. This result is qualified by a significant two-way interaction between political liberalism 

and package flexibility (bLiberal_Flex = -.240, SE = .105, t = -2.29, p = .023). Follow-up analysis of 

the interaction shows that package flexibility reduced perceptions of package rigidity for political 

conservatives (16th percentile, scored 2 on liberalism scale, b = -.5676, SE = .1660, t = -3.42, p = 

.0008; MRigid_Conservative = 2.79 vs MFlex_Conservative = 2.22), moderates (50th percentile, scored 3 on 

liberalism scale, b = -.8073, SE = .1152, t = -7.00, p < .0001; MRigid_Moderate = 2.99 vs 

MFlex_Moderate = 2.18), and liberals (84th percentile, scored 4 on liberalism scale, b = -1.0470, SE 

= .1432, t = -7.3101, p < .0001;MRigid_Liberal = 3.19 vs MFlex_Liberal = 2.14), but that the difference 
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in perceptions of package rigidity were greater the more politically liberal participants were. The 

three-way interaction was not significant. This result suggests that package rigidity is more 

salient for politically liberal consumers. 

Dependent Measures. 

Purchase Intention. We conducted a regression on the purchase intention item as a 

function of package flexibility (0 = rigid, 1 = flexible), environmental friendliness (less 

environmentally friendly =-1, control = 0,  more environmentally friendly =1), and political 

liberalism (1 = very conservative to 5 = very liberal) plus all possible interactions. The 

interaction between political liberalism and package flexibility was significant (bLiberal_Flex = -

.357, SE = .157, t = -2.28, p = .024), with lower purchase intentions for the flexible vs rigid 

package among politically liberal participants, as hypothesized. This result is qualified by a 

directionally significant three-way interaction between package flexibility, environmental 

friendliness and political liberalism (bEco-Friendly_Liberal_Flex = .333, SE = .190, t = 1.75, p = .081). 

Unpacking the 3-way interaction, we find that when informed that the package was not 

environmentally friendly (test of interaction effect = -.6903, F(1, 205) = 7.95, p = .0053; 

MRigid_Liberal = 3.64 vs MFlex_Liberal = 2.43, p = .0003), or when not informed about the package’s 

environmental friendliness (test of interaction effect = -.3571, F(1, 205) = 5.18, p = .0238; 

MRigid_Liberal = 3.95 vs MFlex_Liberal = 3.03, p < .0001) package flexibility reduced liberals’ 

purchase intent, in a pattern similar to that found in study 2. This effect was eliminated when 

participants were told the package was environmentally friendly however (test of interaction 

effect = -.0240, F(1, 205) = .01, p = .9230; MRigid_Liberal = 4.26 vs MFlex_Liberal = 3.63, p = .0713). 

None of the other effects were significant (p’s > .10).  For political conservatives, package 
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flexibility did not reduce purchase intent regardless of environmental friendliness condition (tests 

of interaction effects: not eco-friendly, p = .6732; control, p = .4128; eco-friendly, p = .1706). 

Recommendation Intention. We conducted a regression on recommendation intention as a 

function of package flexibility (0 = rigid, 1 = flexible), environmental friendliness (less 

environmentally friendly =-1, control = 0,  more environmentally friendly =1), and political 

liberalism (1 = very conservative to 5 = very liberal) plus all possible interactions. The main 

effect of environmental friendliness was significant (bEco-Friendly = .954, SE = .460, t = 2.08, p = 

.039), with recommendation intentions higher as environmental friendliness increased. The 

interaction between environmental friendliness and package flexibility was also significant (bEco-

Friendly_Flex = -1.589, SE = .628, t = -2.53, p = .012), suggesting a larger positive effect of 

environmental friendliness for the rigid package. This result is qualified by a significant three-

way interaction between package flexibility, environmental friendliness and political liberalism 

however (bEco-Friendly_Liberal_Flex = .527, SE=.185, t = 2.86, p = .005). Unpacking the 3-way 

interaction, we find that when informed that the package was not environmentally friendly (test 

of interaction effect = -.7145, F(1, 205) = 9.05, p = .0030; MRigid_Liberal = 3.55 vs MFlex_Liberal = 

2.34, p = .0002), or when not informed about the package’s environmental friendliness (test of 

interaction effect = -.1876, F(1, 205) = 1.52, p = .2189; MRigid_Liberal = 3.72 vs MFlex_Liberal = 3.02, 

p = .0010), package flexibility reduced liberals’ purchase intent. But when told the package was 

environmentally friendly (test of interaction effect = .3392, F(1, 205) = 1.98, p = .1605; 

MRigid_Liberal = 3.88 vs MFlex_Liberal = 3.70, p = .5844) the negative effect of package flexibility was 

eliminated. None of the other effects were significant (p’s > .10).   

Purchase Intention (2-item). We then combined these two dependent measures, which 

were highly correlated (r = .86, p < .0001) as a single dependent variable, as in the previous 
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studies. A regression on this purchase intention scale as a function of package flexibility (0 = 

rigid, 1 = flexible), environmental friendliness (less environmentally friendly =-1, control = 0,  

more environmentally friendly =1), and political liberalism (1 = very conservative to 5 = very 

liberal) plus all possible interactions was conducted. The interaction between political liberalism 

and package flexibility was directionally significant (bLiberal_Flex = -.272, SE = .148, t = -1.84, p = 

.068), with lower purchase intentions for the flexible vs rigid package among politically liberal 

participants. The interaction between environmental friendliness and package flexibility was 

significant (bFriendly_Flex = -1.312, SE=.612, t = -2.14, p = .033), with environmental friendliness 

having a greater positive effect on the rigid package. These results are qualified by a significant 

three-way interaction between package flexibility, environmental friendliness and political 

liberalism (bEco-Friendly_Liberal_Flex = .430, SE=.180, t = 2.39, p = .018). Unpacking the 3-way 

interaction, we find that when informed that the package was not environmentally friendly (test 

of interaction effect = -.7024, F(1, 205) = 9.20, p = .0027; MRigid_Liberal = 3.60 vs MFlex_Liberal = 

2.38, p = .0002), or when not informed about the package’s environmental friendliness (test of 

interaction effect = -.2724, F(1, 205) = 3.37, p = .0679; MRigid_Liberal = 3.84 vs MFlex_Liberal = 3.03, 

p = .0001) package flexibility reduced liberals’ purchase intent; this effect was eliminated when 

participants were told the package was environmentally friendly (test of interaction effect = 

.1576, F(1, 205) = .45, p = .5029; MRigid_Liberal = 4.07 vs. MFlex_Liberal = 3.67, p = .2168, see grey 

bars in two panels of Figure 7). None of the other effects were significant (p’s > .10).   
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Figure 7. Study 3 Mean Purchase Intent by Condition 

 

 

Other Moderators. 

We conducted regressions on the 2-item purchase intent measure as a function of package 

flexibility (0 = rigid, 1 = flexible), environmental friendliness (less environmentally friendly =-1, 

control = 0,  more environmentally friendly =1), and other trait moderators (NEP, DFC, NFS, 

and RWA, on by one) plus all possible interactions and report the results in Table 9. None of the 

analyses with alternative moderators (other than political liberalism, as in the main analysis) had 

a significant 3-way interaction. 
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Table 10. Regressions with Alternative Trait Moderators 
 

  
Moderator Effect B SE t p 
NEP NEP .013 .196 .067 .947 
 Flex .081 .956 .085 .933 
 Envir Friendly -.721 .901 -.801 .424 
 NEP * Package 

Flex 
-.167 .269 -.623 .534 

 NEP * Envir Fr .275 .245 1.121 .264 
 Package Flex * 

Envir Fr 
-.955 1.192 -.801 .424 

 3-way interaction .305 .331 .922 .358 
RWA RWA -.172 .218 -.788 .432 
 Flex -2.291 1.018 -2.252 .026 
 Envir Friendly .287 .940 .305 .761 
 RWA * Package 

Flex 
.596 .329 1.810 .072 

 RWA * Envir 
Friendly 

-.006 .307 -.019 .985 

 Package Flex * 
Envir Friendly 

.222 1.279 .174 .862 

 3-way interaction -.029 .419 -.069 .945 
DFC DFC .344 .284 1.757 .081 
 Flex .265 1.814 1.211 .227 
 Envir Friendly .562 1.509 .146 .884 
 DFC * Package 

Flex 
-.172 .411 -.419 .676 

 DFC * Envir 
Friendly 

-.073 .340 -.216 -.830 

 Package Flex * 
Envir Friendly 

3.809 2.163 1.761 .080 

 3-way interaction -.839 .490 -1.713 .088 
NFS NFS .386 .240 1.605 .110 
 Flex 4.896 4.383 1.117 .265 
 Envir Friendly 4.134 4.024 1.027 .306 
 NFS * Package 

Flex 
-.418 .340 -1.231 .220 

 NFS * Envir 
Friendly 

-.304 .314 -.970 .334 

 Package Flex * 
Envir Friendly 

-.580 5.598 -.104 .918 

 3-way interaction .057 .435 .130 .896 



 

60 
 

To sum, the results show that overall, politically liberal participants exhibit lower 

purchase intentions when the package is flexible rather than rigid, in accord with study 2 results. 

However, when politically liberal participants are informed the package is environmentally 

friendly, the flexible package no longer reduces their purchase intentions. In this sense, an 

environmental friendliness attribute can offset the negative effect of the flexible package format 

for political liberals.  

This offers a potential “solution” to marketers of products in flexible packaging, in terms 

of appealing not only to political conservatives but also to political liberals, by communicating 

the environmental friendliness of the flexible packaging format.  

Ease of Handling. A similar regression was conducted on the 2-item ease of handling 

measure (r = .690, p < .0001). The only significant effect (directionally) was the interaction 

between political liberalism and package flexibility (b = -.201, SE = .112, t = -1.79, p = .074), 

with political liberals perceiving reduced ease of handling for the flexible vs. rigid package. 

Thus, although communicating the environmental friendliness of flexible packaging offsets the 

negative impact of flexible packaging for political liberals, it does not do so by altering 

perceptions of ease of handling.  

Discussion 

Political liberals were more negatively impacted by flexible packaging, as predicted. 

However, communicating the environmental friendliness of the packaging offsets the negative 

impact of flexible packaging for political liberals. The eco-friendliness attribute does not 

improve political liberals’ response to flexible packaging by altering perceptions of its ease of 

handling, however. Political liberals’ reduced ease of handling associated with flexible handling 

is offset by another attribute, which is environmental friendliness. 
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In study 4, I will see whether the greater negative effect of package flexibility on political 

liberals is evident using county-level geographic location as a proxy for political identity. 

External sources (secondary data) report the proportion of each state’s population that voted 

Republican, Independent, or Democrat in the 2016 U.S. presidential election. If it is true that 

politically liberal consumers are more negatively impacted by flexible vs rigid packaging, then 

consumers residing in states with a higher proportion of Democrats (vs. Republicans or 

Independents) should respond more negatively to the flexible package format.  
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CHAPTER 6 
 

GEOGRAPHIC REGION AS PROXY FOR POLITICAL AFFILIATION MODERATOR 
(STUDY FOUR)  

 
In this study, we again present the flexible or rigid package and analyze consumer 

response as a function of the geographic area (county level data) in which the consumer lives, 

utilizing an external source regarding each state’s political affiliation, as a proxy measure (H6). 

Such a finding would provide clear managerial guidance to firms who wish to introduce or 

promote flexible packaging. We use data from the 2016 United States Presidential Election 

(https://www.nytimes.com/elections/2016/results/president) which also provides county-level 

data.  

Prior research emphasizes how political ideology plays a critical role in consumer 

behavior and can be used as a segmentation tool for managers to understand and differentiate 

how political affiliation influences the choices consumers make as they walk down the aisle, see 

an ad online, or scroll social media. These preferences can be utilized by managers using several 

data sources from online digital footprints to assist them in making informed decisions about the 

products they place on their shelves or show to consumers online, using political affiliation and 

geography as a proxy (Han Jung, Mittal, Zyung, & Adam, 2019; Kaustia & Torstilla, 2011; June, 

Garbarino, Briley & Wynhausen, 2017; Khan, Misra, & Singh, 2013; and Ordabayeva and 

Fernandes, 2018).  

Sample and Design. I conducted an experiment among 854 online panelists from MTurk 

(44 % male, mean age = 35, ranging between 18 and 65 years old) who received a small payment 

for participation. Participants were randomly assigned to a rigid or flexible package condition, as 

in the previous studies. We additionally asked which state and county they lived in and their zip 

code, to use as geographically-based proxy measure of political affiliation.  Finally, they 
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completed age and demographic questions. We analyzed all respondents who completed the 

survey in full, i.e., with no missing responses (n = 760).  

 

Procedure.  Participants were informed they would be evaluating one or more consumer 

products. Similar to the previous studies, participants saw a picture of either a flexible or rigid 

container of ketchup (Figure 3). They then completed the dependent variable items (Likelihood 

of purchasing and recommending the product to others on 1 to 5 scales as in study 1) and 

mediator items (Easy to hold and Easy to dispense on 1 to 5 scales as in study 1), with the order 

of presentation (dependent variable versus mediator) randomized. Participants then completed 

the Political Affiliation item (from 1 = Very Liberal to 5 = Very Conservative) and indicated the 

state and county in which they resided from a drop-down menu, and provided their zip code. 

Then participants indicated their perceptions of package rigidity on four items: hard, rigid, 

flexible (reverse-scored), and soft (reverse-scored) from 1 = Disagree Completely to 5 = Agree 

Completely, as a manipulation check. We calculated the proportion of votes for the 2016 

Democratic and Republican presidential candidates in each county of each state. The difference 

between those two proportions is then used as a county-level conservative political identity. A 

value that is closer to 1 (–1) designates that the voter is living within a county where, on average, 

customers are more politically liberal (conservative). Han Jung, Mittal, Zyung, & Adam (2019) 

used this method in their study of political identity and financial risk taking and use this method 

to study behaviors at the state level. Other authors have also used election and voting data to 

analyze the consumer behavior and preferences (Kaustia & Torstilla, 2011; June, Garbarino, 

Briley & Wynhausen, 2017; Khan, Misra, & Singh, 2013; and Ordabayeva & Fernandes, 2018).  
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 We collected other variables as well including the Jost scale (as in studies 2 and 3), 

whether they are currently registered to vote, in which party they are voting, and whether the 

respondent voted in the November 3, 2020 presidential election.  

 

Results  

Dependent Variable  

Purchase Intention (2-item, coefficient alpha = .856, r = .749). A regression on purchase 

intention as a function of package flexibility (0 = rigid, 1 = flexible), geographic proxy for 

political affiliation or “geoproxy” (county-level proportion voting for liberal presidential 

candidate in 2016) and their interaction was conducted. The regression showed flexible package 

was significant (b = -.351, SE = .079, t = -4.44, p < .0001), with lower evaluations for the 

flexible versus rigid package, as in the previous studies. Neither geoproxy (b = -.183, SE = .147, 

t = -1.24, p = .214) nor the interaction between package flexibility and geoproxy (b = .009, SE = 

.207, t = .044, p = .965) was significant, however.  

A regression on purchase intention as a function of package flexibility (0 = rigid, 1 = 

flexible), self-reported political affiliation (liberalness) and their interaction was also conducted. 

It showed that package flexibility was not significant (b = -.250, SE = .215, t = -1.16, p = .246). 

Political liberalness was significant (b = -.130, SE = .045, t = -2.86, p = .004), with political 

conservatives having a higher purchase intent overall. The interaction (b = -.027, SE = .0464, t = 

-.416, p = .677) was not significant.  
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Mediator 

Easy to handle (2-item, coefficient alpha = .668, r = .502). A regression on the two-item 

ease of handling measure as a function of package flexibility (0 = rigid, 1 = flexible), the 

geoproxy measure of political liberalism (county-level proportion voting for Democratic 

presidential candidate in 2016) and their interaction was conducted. It showed that flexible 

packaging was significant (b = -.178, SE = .056, t = -3.20, p = .001); geoproxy (b = .212, SE = 

.104, t = 2.05, p = .041), and the interaction was directionally significant (b = -.240, se = .146, t = 

-1.65, p = .100). The results indicate that the flexible package is seen as less easy to handle, and 

as geoproxy increases (increased liberalism), so does ease of handling. The interaction shows 

that individuals living in more liberal areas are more likely perceive the flexible package as less 

easy to handle. This result is in accord with the theoretical framework. 

 

Manipulation and Confound Checks  

 Package Rigidity Perceptions. (4 items, coefficient alpha = .727). We conducted a 

regression on perceived package rigidity as a function of package manipulation (0 = rigid, 1 = 

flexible), geoproxy, and their interaction. The flexible package was perceived as less rigid, as 

expected (package flexibility b = -.747, SE = .064, t = -11.75, p < .0001; geoproxy b = .140, SE 

= .118, t = 1.18, p = .237; interaction b = -.12, SE = .166, t = -.72, p = .472). 

Price Perceptions. We conducted a regression on perceived price (“What do you think is 

the approximate price of the product you saw at the start of this survey?” on a scale of 1= $1.00 

to 7 = $4.00, in $.50 increments) as a function of package flexibility (0 = rigid, 1 = flexible; F(1, 

764) = 2.36, p = .125). Participants did not perceive significant differences in package pricing. A 

regression on purchase intentions as a function of package flexibility, the geoproxy measure of 



 

66 
 

political affiliation and their interaction, plus price perception as a covariate did not substantively 

alter the results (package flexibility b = -.345, SE = .079, t = -4.368, p < .0001; geoproxy b = -

.178, SE = .147, t = -1.21, p = .227; interaction b = .001, SE = .206, t = .003, p = .998; price b = 

.042, SE = .023, t = 1.83, p = .067). Thus, price perceptions do not appear to be a confound. 

Ounces Perceptions.  We conducted a regression on perceived ounces (“How many 

ounces do you think are contained in the package you saw at the start of this survey?” on a scale 

of 1 = 5 ounces to 6 = 30 ounces, in increments of 5 ounces) as a function of package flexibility 

(0 = rigid, 1 = flexible, F (1, 758) = 24.269, p < .0001). Participants perceived the flexible 

package as having about one half fewer ounce per package (b = -.470, SE = .095, t = -4.93, p < 

.0001).  A regression on purchase intentions as a function of package flexibility, the geoproxy 

measure of political affiliation and their interaction, plus ounces perception as a covariate did not 

substantively alter the results (package flexibility b = -.331, SE = .080, t = -4.12, p < .0001; 

geoproxy b = -.189, SE = .147, t = -1.29, p = .200; interaction b = .017, SE = .207, t = .083, p = 

.934; ounces b = .040, SE = .028, t = 1.45, p = .148). 

 
 
Spot Check of Accuracy of Participants’ Self-Reported Geographic Location (Zip Code) 
 

In order to assess whether self-reporting of zip code location was accurate, we randomly 

sampled 10 responses to cross check if the zip code associated with the latitude and longitude 

reported by the survey software matched respondents’ self-reported zip code location. We used 

three sites to cross check this information and the results are below. Of 10 randomly sampled 

participants, only two were classified as accurately self-reporting their zip code location.  
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Table 11. Accuracy of Self Reporting Data 

 Latitude Longitude Reported Zip Actual Zip  
1 40.75840759 -73.79730225 11803 11358  
2 32.70030212 -97.6085968 90201 76008  
3 41.67860413 -85.957901 33125 46516  
4 32.81370544 -96.87039948 11214 75247  
5 40.25840759 -111.6591034 84321 84604  
6 44.18069458 -88.47599792 54956 54956 correct 
7 28.49319458 -81.28780365 32822 32822 correct 
8 38.96090698 -77.34290314 84651 20190  
9 32.71229553 -96.79389954 89102 75216  

10 47.49729919 -122.3554993 98168 98146  
      
Sites used to cross check      
https://www.latlong.net/Show-Latitude-Longitude.html    
https://www.findlatitudeandlongitude.com/find-address-from-latitude-and-longitude/   
https://www.gps-coordinates.net/      

 

The results of the spot check suggest that one reason why the geoproxy measure may not 

have significantly moderated the results is due to inaccurate geographic location reporting. Other 

reasons why the geoproxy did not work may be due to differences in how we approached 

measuring this geographic proxy item in relation to other papers that have used this method. For 

example, Han, Jung, Mittal & Zyung (2019) used a geographic proxy to in a study of financial 

risk taking. It is possible that the consumer decision process in financial risk taking maps better 

for that particular product. It is also possible that the reason the self-reporting was inaccurate was 

due to the increased tension in the 2020 political climate and presidential election when the 

survey was administered, leaving participants potentially less comfortable self-reporting their zip 

code or political affiliation. Kim, Park and Dubois (2018) studied political affiliation related to 

luxury goods. This product  category could potentially map better onto using a geographic based 

political ideology measure as it also relates to social status versus uniqueness. Ordabayeva and 
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Fernandes (2018) also studied products related to social hierarchy using the same data source, 

suggesting that maybe the product specifically may be a key determining factor of whether 

political identity moderates these results using a geographic proxy. Ordabayeva and Fernandes 

(2018) also used a different proxy for state political ideology which could also have provided 

different data versus the 2016 Presidential Election data used.  

 

Limitations. We recognize that this study and the previous studies have limitations. The use of a 

single set of packaging stimuli (ketchup) is a limitation across all studies as it represents a 

potential confound due to the uniqueness of the product category and aspects of its size and the 

ease of handling of that particular package.  At present, the flexible version of the ketchup 

package is only available to the best of my knowledge to restaurants, and thus is a novel stimuli 

for most consumers. Replication with other products in other categories could address these 

issues and is specified below within Future Research Opportunities.  
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CHAPTER 7 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
 

Summary of Results 

In the four studies conducted, we have found that consumers do in fact have a preference 

for rigid versus flexible packaging, due to ease of handling.  

In study one, we found that purchase intention was higher for a rigid package of ketchup 

versus a flexible package, mediated by ease of handling, with ease of handling explaining almost 

half of why purchase intention decreases. This informs theory and managers of the implications 

that packaging has among consumer preference and ease of use. Limitations of this finding are 

that it only relates to ketchup and does not show whether the same results would concur among 

other products that have a varying degree of ease of handling.  

In study two, we find that political affiliation moderates these results, with liberals 

affected the most, and least likely to purchase a flexible package when comparing means for 

purchase intention compared to conservatives. As package flexibility and liberalness increases, 

purchase intention decreases. For managers in highly liberal or conservative populations, this 

finding can be directly applied to practice, where they can appropriately stock their store with the 

specific type of product (rigid or flexible) based on the political characteristics of their 

geographic locations.  

In study three, we manipulate environmental friendliness and test various individual trait 

scales to see whether this could further explain political affiliation moderating these results.  We 

find that liberals respond more to being told a product is less versus more eco friendly, and their 

means change considerably in regard to purchase intention, compared to conservatives. In other 

words, reduced purchase intentions due to flexible packaging recover for liberals due to eco-
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friendliness, which does not impact conservatives as much. A managerial fix from this finding 

would be to highlight eco-friendliness on packaging and take into account that typically, 

conservatives are less negatively affected by flexible packages than liberals. No other individual 

traits measured further explained the moderating effects of political affiliation. 

In study four, we used 2016 U.S. Presidential Election data by county to create a 

geographic-based proxy measure to test whether geography can be used as a proxy by managers 

for political affiliation. The results indicate that as geoproxy increases (increased liberalism), the 

flexible package is seen as less easy to handle. The interaction shows that individuals living in 

more liberal areas are more likely perceive the flexible package as less easy to handle.  

 Managerial Implications 

 In today’s marketplace, managers have seconds to capture the attention of consumers. As 

they walk by the crowded aisles or scroll their phones and browsers, distracted consumers are 

harder to capture than ever before. Tailoring the product to the specific needs of the consumer 

you are serving is ever more important in this competitive landscape. More consumers are 

shopping online and how the package is portrayed has a big influence on their purchase 

intention.  

 As consumers make their purchasing decisions, knowing their preferences between a 

rigid and flexible package based on their consumers’ preferences as driven by political leanings, 

can help managers make informed decisions about the products they are stocking in their 

warehouses and shelves. Taking into account the ease of handling of those products has the 

potential to greatly influence purchase intention. The implications extend far beyond the aisles as 

well.  
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 Let’s take into account today’s digital age. There is data surrounding managers from 

every corner. Within that sea of data, is a plethora of behavioral information that managers can 

use these findings to implement preferences for consumers. Managers can use online behavior 

data, whether that be from Google, Facebook, YouTube, Pinterest, whichever platform that best 

fits the audience they serve, and use that behavioral data to tailor the product of preference they 

offer to that consumer (flexible versus rigid packaging). Managers can infer from that behavior 

which product would be best to offer, based on these findings. One limitation of this study is that 

we only tested one product, but the results of ease of handling explaining almost 50% of 

purchase intention begs to ask, do other products apply to this phenomenon as well.  

 Although our results regarding the use of geographic location to infer political identity 

and response to packaging form were mixed, there was some evidence that political liberal 

counties in the U.S. may react more negatively to packages perceived as harder to handle. You 

can also offer your consumers different packages based on political affiliation. For example, if 

one county is highly liberal and the other highly conservative, you can directly appeal to those 

preferences by stocking your store with the corresponding product they prefer.  

 Advertising both in print, outdoor, television and online is a manager’s direct means of 

communication with the consumer outside of the confines of their physical location. Being able 

to tailor those ads to the direct person you are speaking to a win win for both parties. Imagine 

targeting an ad based on an affiliation of network (Fox News versus CNN), or based on pages an 

individual likes on Facebook, or based on keyword searches an individual makes on Google or 

using retargeting ads. The data profile of consumers provides direct information for marketers 

and managers to reach that consumer directly with the exact product they prefer. Managers can 
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even further tailor messaging and product packaging to that audience, emphasizing eco-

friendliness or ease of use.  

 The benefits of these findings go far beyond the products managers stock on their 

shelves, or the advertising they direct at your consumers. Flexible packaging has various 

sustainability implications as well. Aside from the recyclability of the package, and its ease of 

use, manufacturers can benefit from many efficiencies. For example, a flexible package provides 

less space in packaging, providing more efficiencies and lowered cost in shipping. It also reduces 

the carbon footprint of the product requiring less space and less material. With the advances of 

artificial intelligence, manufacturers and shipping companies can also optimize the shape of box 

to more efficiently fit the flexible packing, thereby offering lean manufacturing to companies. 

Companies can also choose to geotarget their product or store locations based on consumer 

preferences and characteristics in that area. They can make strategic decisions based on the 

population and the political orientation for their specific product.  

  At the end of the day, every organization needs to listen to their audience and serve their 

needs. Any tool that provides insight into that is a valuable one. Managers will never be able to 

tell the political orientation of every single person that walks into their store or visits their 

website or sees their advertisement, but with the findings of this study, they can make an 

informed decision on which product packaging that consumer would likely prefer based on the 

political orientation of their demographic audience.  
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Future Research Opportunities 

Future research could manipulate extent to which the rigid package is easy to hold or 

dispense. For example, is a rigid tub of sour cream as easy to hold or dispense as a ketchup bottle 

and does that affect perception of flexible packaging? Or is a rigid can of tuna easy to dispense 

versus a pouch? Or maybe even laundry detergent. Different product types may provide different 

insights and preferences. Manipulating whether a package is single use versus multi use might 

also elicit different inferences. Context may also matter. For example, is a single use laundry 

packet perceived as easier to dispense if you are doing laundry in your own home versus at a 

laundromat? Does the ease of handling differ if it is a one-time use product, as the product is 

thrown away after consumption? Additionally, quota sampling across specific states might also 

be a viable option for future research. Some advantages are that quota sampling provides a 

higher response within states and counties. Some disadvantages include that it does not represent 

a broader story of other states not included in the analysis. Another potential study could 

incorporate a product that would correlate with social hierarchy, similar to past studies, to see 

whether results and analysis would differ compared to the purchase of ketchup. Additionally, the 

accessibility to real sales data would provide further insight into the replication of these findings 

to other products and geographies. These studies would build upon this existing political 

ideology and consumer behavior knowledge and provide insight into how the product type and 

product usage influences consumer perceptions and decisions in the marketplace. 
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APPENDIX A 
SURVEY FOR STUDY ONE 

 
 
Consent: 
Title of the research study:  Sensory Input (Protocol # 22030) Investigator and Department: 
MAUREEN MORRIN, MSCM   
 
Why am I being invited to take part in this research? 
  
We invite you to take part in a research study for a small payment. 
  
 What should I know about this research? 
 · Someone will explain this research to you. 
 · Whether or not you take part is up to you. 
 · You can choose not to take part. 
 · You can agree to take part and later change your mind. 
 · Your decision will not be held against you. 
 · You can ask all the questions you want before you decide. 
  
 Who can I talk to about this research? 
 If you have questions, concerns, or complaints, or think the research has hurt you, contact the 
research team at [Maureen Morrin, 1801 Liacouras Walk, Alter Hall 513, Fox School of 
Business, Temple University, Philadelphia PA 19121, Maureen.morrin@temple.edu, 215-204-
8189. 
  
 This research has been reviewed and approved by an Institutional Review Board. You may talk 
to them at (215) 707-3390 or e-mail them at: irb@temple.edu for any of the following: 
 · Your questions, concerns, or complaints are not being answered by the research team. 
 · You cannot reach the research team. 
 · You want to talk to someone besides the research team. 
 · You have questions about your rights as a research subject. 
 · You want to get information or provide input about this research. 
  
 Why is this research being done? 
 This research is designed to help us better understand consumer perceptions of various types of 
sensory inputs, such as odors, images, tastes, and sounds. 
  
 How long will I be in this research? 
 We expect that you will be in this research for 3 minutes. 
  
What happens if I agree to be in this research? 
You will be asked to smell, touch, listen to, look at, or taste one or more product stimuli and tell 
us your opinions about it. You may interact with a professor or student from Temple University 
in an office, classroom or laboratory at Temple University. 
  
What other choices do I have besides taking part in this research? 
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 Instead of being in this research, you can choose not to participate. 
  
Is there any way being in this research could be bad for me? There are no major risks to taking 
part, but please alert the researcher before taking part if you have any allergies (you will be 
excused or given an alternative survey to complete that does not involve exposure to smells or 
foods). 
  
What happens to the information collected for this research? 
To the extent allowed by law, we limit the viewing of your personal information to people who 
have to review it. We cannot promise complete secrecy. The IRB, Temple University, Temple 
University Health System, Inc. and its affiliates, and other representatives of these organizations 
may inspect and copy your information. 
  
 By clicking the ‘agree’ button, I acknowledge that I HAVE READ THE CONSENT 
 FORM AND I CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY. I ALSO CERTIFY THAT I 
AM 18 YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER.  
   

o I agree to the terms above.  (1)  
 
End of Block: Default Question Block 

 

Start of Block: Block 1 

 
CAPTCHA: Please click to indicate you are not a robot: 
 
MturkID: Please enter your Mturk ID below: 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
INTRO: This is a study about consumer products. On the next page you will see a picture of a 
product package. We will ask your opinions about it. 
 
End of Block: Block 1 

 

Start of Block: see pouch 

 
SEEPOUCH 
 
TIMEPOUCH: Timing 
First Click  (1) 
Last Click  (2) 
Page Submit  (3) 
Click Count  (4) 
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End of Block: see pouch 
 

Start of Block: see hard bottle 

 
SEERIGID 
 
 
TIMERIGID: Timing 
First Click  (1) 
Last Click  (2) 
Page Submit  (3) 
Click Count  (4) 
 
End of Block: see hard bottle 

 

Start of Block: measures 

 
PURCHASEINTENT:  To what extent do you agree you would be likely to: 

 1 = Disagree 
Completely (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 = Agree 

Completely (5) 
purchase this 

product  o  o  o  o  o  
recommend 
this product  o  o  o  o  o  
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TASTE: To what extent do you agree this product: 

 1 = Disagree 
Completely (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 = Agree 

Completely (5) 
has an intense 

flavor o  o  o  o  o  
tastes strong o  o  o  o  o  

is natural  o  o  o  o  o  
is indulgent  o  o  o  o  o  

 
 

EASEOFHANDLING: To what extent do you agree this product: 
 1 = Disagree 

Completely (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 = Agree 
Completely (5) 

is easy to hold  o  o  o  o  o  
is easy to 
dispense  o  o  o  o  o  

is portable   o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
FEELPOWERFUL: To what extent would using this product make you feel: 

 1 = Disagree 
Completely (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 = Agree 

Completely (5) 

powerful   o  o  o  o  o  
in control  o  o  o  o  o  

 
FRESHETC: To what extent do you agree this product: 

 1 = Disagree 
Completely (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 = Agree 

Completely (5) 

is fresh  o  o  o  o  o  
is innovative  o  o  o  o  o  

contains 
healthy 

ingredients  o  o  o  o  o  
is expensive  o  o  o  o  o  
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PRODUCTBELIEF: To what extent is this product: 
 1 = Disagree 

Completely (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 = Agree 
Completely (5) 

authentic   o  o  o  o  o  
organic  o  o  o  o  o  

good for the 
environment  o  o  o  o  o  

 

 
BRANDBELIEF: To what extent is this brand? 

 1 = Disagree 
Completely (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 = Agree 

Completely (5) 

authentic o  o  o  o  o  
organic o  o  o  o  o  

good for the 
environment o  o  o  o  o  

 
HARDSOFT: To what extent is this product's package: 

 1 = Disagree 
Completely (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 = Agree 

Completely (5) 

hard o  o  o  o  o  
rigid  o  o  o  o  o  

flexible o  o  o  o  o  
soft  o  o  o  o  o  

 
 
ENVIR: To what extent is this package: 

 1 = Disagree 
Completely (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 = Agree 

Completely (5) 

recyclable   o  o  o  o  o  
environmentally 

friendly  o  o  o  o  o  
constructed 

with less 
packaging 
material  

o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
 
 
 



 

87 
 

 
FREQUENCYOF USE: How often do you use this type of product? 

o Never  

o Sometimes 

o About half the time 

o Most of the time   

o Always   
 
PRICE: How much would you be willing to spend on this product? 

o I would choose it if it was the cheapest option   

o I would pay average pricing   

o I would pay premium pricing    
 
 
RECALLBRAND: What brand did you see (type it in box below)? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
RECOGBRAND: What brand did you see? 

o Heinz  

o Hunt's   

o Del Monte  

o French's   

o Simply Organic  
 
End of Block: measures 

 

Start of Block: demographics 
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AGE: How old are you? 

▼ 18 (1) ... 65+ (48) 

 
GENDER: Are you: 

o male   

o female   

o other or prefer not to say 
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APPENDIX B 
SURVEY FOR STUDY FOUR  

 
Consent: Title of the research study:  Sensory Input (Protocol # 22030) Investigator and 
Department: SUSAN MUDAMBI, PATRICIA CIAVARELLO,  MSCM, DBA  Why am I being 
invited to take part in this research? 
  
We invite you to take part in a research study for a small payment. 
What should I know about this research? 
 · Someone will explain this research to you. 
 · Whether or not you take part is up to you. 
 · You can choose not to take part. 
 · You can agree to take part and later change your mind. 
 · Your decision will not be held against you. 
 · You can ask all the questions you want before you decide. 
  
 Who can I talk to about this research? 
 If you have questions, concerns, or complaints, or think the research has hurt you, contact the 
research team at Susan Mudambi, 1801 Liacouras Walk, Alter Hall 513, Fox School of Business, 
Temple University, Philadelphia PA 19121, Maureen.morrin@temple.edu, 215-204-8189. 
  
 This research has been reviewed and approved by an Institutional Review Board. You may talk 
to them at (215) 707-3390 or e-mail them at: irb@temple.edu for any of the following: 
 · Your questions, concerns, or complaints are not being answered by the research team. 
 · You cannot reach the research team. 
 · You want to talk to someone besides the research team. 
 · You have questions about your rights as a research subject. 
 · You want to get information or provide input about this research. 
  
 Why is this research being done? 
This research is designed to help us better understand consumer perceptions of various types of 
sensory inputs, such as odors, images, tastes, and sounds. 
  
 How long will I be in this research? 
 We expect that you will be in this research for 5 to 7 minutes. 
  
 What happens if I agree to be in this research? 
 You will be asked to smell, touch, listen to, look at, or taste one or more product stimuli and tell 
us your opinions about it. You may interact with a professor or student from Temple University 
in an office, classroom or laboratory at Temple University. 
  
 What other choices do I have besides taking part in this research? 
 Instead of being in this research, you can choose not to participate. 
  
 Is there any way being in this research could be bad for me? There are no major risks to taking 
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part, but please alert the researcher before taking part if you have any allergies (you will be 
excused or given an alternative survey to complete that does not involve exposure to smells or 
foods). 
  
 What happens to the information collected for this research? 
 To the extent allowed by law, we limit the viewing of your personal information to people who 
have to review it. We cannot promise complete secrecy. The IRB, Temple University, Temple 
University Health System, Inc. and its affiliates, and other representatives of these organizations 
may inspect and copy your information. 
  
 By clicking the ‘agree’ button, I acknowledge that I HAVE READ THE CONSENT 
 FORM AND I CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY. I ALSO CERTIFY THAT I 
AM 18 YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER.  
   

o I agree to the terms above.  (1)  
 
 
Captcha Please click to indicate you are not a robot: 
 
MturkID Please enter your Mturk ID below: 
 
Intro This is a study about consumer products. On the next page you will see a picture of a 
product package. We will ask your opinions about it. Then we will ask some questions about 
you, such as your attitudes, behaviors, and demographics. 
 
Control The package you will see is on the next page. 
 
 
End of Block: intro 
 
Start of Block: see pouch 
 
Seepouch  
 
 
Timepouch Timing 
First Click  (1) 
Last Click  (2) 
Page Submit  (3) 
Click Count  (4) 
 
End of Block: see pouch 
 
Start of Block: see hard bottle 
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Seerigid  
 
Timerigid Timing 
First Click  (1) 
Last Click  (2) 
Page Submit  (3) 
Click Count  (4) 
 
End of Block: see hard bottle 
 
Start of Block: measures 
  
Purchaseintent To what extent do you agree you would be likely to: 
 1 = Disagree Completely (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 = Agree Completely (5) 
purchase this product (1)  o  o  o  o  o  
recommend this product (2)  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
Easeofhandling To what extent do you agree this product: 
 1 = Disagree Completely (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 = Agree Completely (5) 
is easy to hold (1)  o  o  o  o  o  
is easy to dispense (2)  o  o  o  o  o  
is portable (3)  o  o  o  o  o  
 
Hardsoft To what extent is this package: 
 1 = Disagree Completely (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 = Agree Completely (5) 
hard (1)  o  o  o  o  o  
rigid (2)  o  o  o  o  o  
flexible (4)  o  o  o  o  o  
soft (5)  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
 
Frequency of use How often do you use this condiment? 
o Never  (1)  
o Sometimes  (2)  
o Most of the time  (3)  
o Always  (4)  
 
 
Now we would like to ask a few questions about you. 
 
State In which state do you currently reside? 
▼ Alabama (1) ... Wyoming (51) 
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If: In which state do you currently reside? = Alabama 
  
 
Alabama: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Autauga (1) ... Winston (67) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Arizona 
  
 
Arizona: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Apache (1) ... Yuma (15) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Arkansas 
  
 
Arkansas: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Arkansas (1) ... Yell (75) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = California 
  
 
California: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Alameda (1) ... Yuba (58) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Colorado 
  
 
Colorado: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Adams (1) ... Yuma (64) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Connecticut 
  
 
Connecticut: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Andover (1) ... Woodstock (169) 
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Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Delaware 
  
 
Delaware: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Kent (1) ... Sussex (3) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Florida 
  
 
Florida: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Alachua (1) ... Washington (67) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Georgia 
  
 
Georgia: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Appling (1) ... Worth (159) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Hawaii 
  
 
Hawaii: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Hawaii (1) ... Maui (4) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Idaho 
  
 
Idaho In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Ada (1) ... Washington (44) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Illinois 
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Illinois: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Adams (1) ... Woodford (102) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Indiana 
  
 
Indiana: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Adams (1) ... Whitley (92) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Iowa 
  
 
Iowa: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Adair (1) ... Wright (99) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Kansas 
  
 
Kansas: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Allen (1) ... Wyandotte (105) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Kentucky 
  
 
Kentucky: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Adair (1) ... Woodford (120) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Louisiana 
  
 
Louisiana: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Acadia (1) ... Winn (64) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Maine 
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Maine: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Abbot (1) ... York (498) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Maryland 
  
 
Maryland In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Allegany (1) ... Worcester (24) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Massachusetts 
  
 
Massachusetts: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Abington (1) ... Yarmouth (351) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Michigan 
  
 
Michigan: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Alcona (1) ... Wexford (83) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Minnesota 
  
 
Minnesota: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Aitkin (1) ... Yellow Medicine (87) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Mississippi 
  
 
Mississippi: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Adams (1) ... Yazoo (82) 
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Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Missouri 
  
 
Missouri: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Adair (1) ... Wright (115) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Montana 
  
 
Montana: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Beaverhead (1) ... Yellowstone (56) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Nebraska 
  
 
Nebraska: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Adams (1) ... York (93) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Nevada 
  
 
Nevada: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Carson City (1) ... White Pine (17) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = New Hampshire 
  
 
New Hampshire: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Acworth (1) ... Woodstock (237) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = New Jersey 
  
 
New Jersey: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Atlantic (1) ... Warren (21) 
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Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = New Mexico 
  
 
New Mexico: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Bernalillo (1) ... Valencia (33) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = New York 
  
 
New York: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Albany (1) ... Yates (62) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = North Carolina 
  
 
North Carolina: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Alamance (1) ... Yancey (100) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = North Dakota 
  
 
North Dakota: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Adams (1) ... Williams (53) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Ohio 
  
 
Ohio: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Adams (1) ... Wyandot (88) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Oklahoma 
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Oklahoma In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Adair (1) ... Woodward (77) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Oregon 
  
 
Oregon In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Baker (1) ... Yamhill (36) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Pennsylvania 
  
 
Pennsylvania In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Adams (1) ... York (67) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Rhode Island 
  
 
Rhode Island: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Barrington (1) ... Woonsocket (39) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = South Carolina 
  
 
South Carolina: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Abbeville (1) ... York (46) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = South Dakota 
  
 
South Dakota: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Aurora (1) ... Ziebach (66) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Tennessee 
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Tennessee: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Anderson (1) ... Wilson (95) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Texas 
  
 
Texas: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Anderson (1) ... Zavala (254) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Utah 
  
 
Utah: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Beaver (1) ... Weber (29) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Vermont 
  
 
Vermont: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Addison (1) ... Worcester (246) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Virginia 
  
 
Virginia: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Accomack (1) ... York (133) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Washington 
  
 
Washington: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Adams (1) ... Yakima (39) 
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Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = West Virginia 
  
 
West Virginia: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Barbour (1) ... Wyoming (55) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Wisconsin 
  
 
Wisconsin: In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Adams (1) ... Wood (72) 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If: In which state do you currently reside? = Wyoming 
  
 
Wyoming In which county do you currently reside? 
▼ Albany (1) ... Weston (23) 
 
 
Zip: What is your 5-digit zip code? 
 
Political affilia: Generally speaking, do you think of yourself as a: 
o Democrat  (1)  
o Republican  (2)  
o Independent  (3)  
 
 
Conservative: Often, people use the terms "liberal" or "conservative" to describe their political 
beliefs. How would you rate yourself in these terms? 
   
o Very Liberal  (1)  
o Moderately Liberal  (2)  
o Moderate  (3)  
o Moderately Conservative  (4)  
o Very Conservative  (5)  
 
 
Registered: Are you registered to vote? 
o Yes  (1)  
o No  (2)  
o Not sure  (3)  
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Party: Which party (if any) are you registered to vote for? 
o Democratic Party  (1)  
o Republican Party  (2)  
o Independent Party  (3)  
o Libertarian Party  (4)  
o Green Party  (5)  
o Constitution Party  (6)  
o Other or none  (7)  
 
 
2016 Election: Did you vote in the 2016 United States Presidential Election?  
o Yes  (1)  
o No  (2)  
o Not sure or prefer not to say  (3)  
 
 
2020 Election: Did you vote in the 2020 United States Presidential Election?  
o Yes  (1)  
o No  (2)  
o Not sure or prefer not to say  (3)  
 
 
Price: What do you think is the approximate price of the product you saw at the start of this 
survey? 
▼ $1.00 (1) ... $4.00 (7) 
 
 
Ounces: How many ounces do you think are contained in the package you saw at the start of this 
survey? 
▼ 5 ounces (1) ... 30 ounces (6) 
 
 
Age: How old are you? 
▼ 18 (1) ... 65+ (48) 
 
 
Sex: Are you: 
o male  (1)  
o female  (2)  
o other or prefer not to say  (3)  
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APPENDIX C 

HUMAN SUBJECTS CERTIFICATION 

I completed my CITI human subjects training: Social and Behavioral Module, and I was 

added to Dr. Maureen Morrin and Dr. Susan Mudambi’s IRB protocol #22030.  

 


