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ABSTRACT

Title: “How Scarcity Messages Influence Consumers’ Willingness to Pay: The Mediation
Effect of Perceived Exclusivity”

Author: Carolina Pardal Monteiro

Scarcity messages are marketing strategies known to leverage businesses’ sales and
profits. Common well-known types are limited, special and seasonal editions, usually
associated with the luxury industry. In consumers’ minds, the high prices are justified by the
hedonic feelings they generate.

In a FMCG context, the purpose of this investigation is to understand how scarcity
messages influence consumers’ willingness to pay, considering the mediated effect of perceived
exclusivity on this relationship. The research approach started by a focus group, whose findings
allowed to choose the chocolate industry as the center of this investigation, as well as the
creation and confirmation of four stimuli representing limited, special, seasonal and regular
edition chocolates of an imaginary brand, “Fenice”. Followingly, the main study resided on an
online survey to gather data from a wider sample, from which a quantitative analysis was
executed using IBM SPSS Statistics.

The findings show scarcity messages increase consumers’ willingness to pay, with
limited editions having the highest impact, followed by regular, special and seasonal editions.
Additionally, it was also concluded that perceived exclusivity has a positive effect on the
relationship between scarcity messages and willingness to pay. As for future research, seasonal

editions could be explored in further detail, as well as their impact on consumers’ willingness

to pay.

Keywords: Scarcity Messages, Consumers’ Willingness to Pay, Perceived Exclusivity,

Limited Editions, Special Editions, Seasonal Editions, Regular Editions, Chocolate Industry



SUMARIO

Titulo: “Qual o Impacto que as Mensagens de Escassez podem ter na Disponibilidade de
Compra dos Consumidores: O Efeito Mediador da Perce¢ao de Exclusividade”

Autor: Carolina Pardal Monteiro

Mensagens de escassez sao estratégias de marketing conhecidas por aumentarem vendas
e lucros. As mais conhecidas sdo as edigdes limitadas, especiais € sazonais, normalmente
associadas a industria de luxo. Na mente dos consumidores, os precos altos sdo justificados por
sentimentos hedonicos.

Num contexto de Bens de Consumo, esta investigacdo pretende entender como as
mensagens de escassez influenciam a disponibilidade de compra, considerando o efeito
mediador da percecdo de exclusividade. A pesquisa comecgou por um grupo de foco, cujos
resultados permitiram escolher a industria do chocolate, bem como a criagdo e confirmacao dos
quatro estimulos de chocolates da marca imaginaria “Fenice”, representantes da edi¢do
limitada, especial, sazonal e normal. O estudo principal residiu num questionario online para
recolher dados mais abrangentes, tendo sido executada uma analise quantitativa através do IBM
SPSS Statistics.

Os resultados mostram que as mensagens de escassez aumentam a disponibilidade de
compra dos consumidores, tendo edi¢des limitadas o maior impacto, seguidas das edigdes
regulares, especiais e sazonais. Também foi concluido que a perce¢do de exclusividade
influencia positivamente a relagdo entre mensagens de escassez e disponibilidade de compra.
Relativamente a estudos futuros, as edi¢cdes sazonais podem ser exploradas mais

detalhadamente, bem como o seu impacto na disponibilidade de compra.

Palavras-chave: Mensagens de Escassez, Disponibilidade de Compra, Perce¢do de
Exclusividade, Edi¢cdes Limitadas, Edi¢cdes Especiais, Edigdes Sazonais, Edi¢gdes Normais,

Industria do Chocolate
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background and problem statement

The current days have been marked by the Covid-19 pandemic, which has not only
affected our daily lives as citizens, but has also had negative impacts on companies, as they are
still recovering from economic turbulences (Kaushik & Guleria, 2020). Consequently,
businesses have been trying to find ways to cope with the negative impacts of 2020 and 2021,
by adopting new strategies to drive sales and attract new customers. This was especially the
case for the HoReCa segment that depends mainly on presential consumption, in which hotels,
restaurants and cafeterias found a solution in home delivery. Concerning the Fast-Moving
Consumer Goods (FMCG) industry, companies have been using scarcity cues as they are
essential in leveraging sales, as well as an important factor to determine the return of consumers
to retail stores. As an example, in Consumer Packaged Goods (CPG), limited editions (LE) are
being used as line extensions to introduce new products (Esch & Winter, 2010a) and their
limited edition packages (LEPs) have played a crucial role in captivating consumers’ attention,
which leads to higher frequencies of purchase.

As such, scarcity messages (SM) can be considered as one of the most powerful and
most effective marketing strategies to increase companies’ sales and profits. Limited editions,
special editions (SE) and seasonal editions (SEAE) are commonly associated with the luxury
industry, as they indirectly imply a sense of low availability, in terms of time and/or quantity,
and encompass a certain perception of exclusivity. As consumers have an urge to achieve
temporarily brief, hedonic escapes from everyday life (Holmqvist et al., 2020), they are willing
to pay higher prices for these goods.

Past literature has been mainly focusing on the impact that scarcity messages may have
on consumers’ purchase intent, with a special focus on limited editions and special editions,
disregarding the possible advantages that seasonal editions may bring to increase companies’
revenues. Considering that these strategies present different prices, usually higher than regular
edition products (RE), consumers’ willingness to pay (WTP) was considered to be more
relevant to be investigated than purchase intention. Additionally, the luxury industry has been
receiving higher research levels concerning the relationship between these cues and exclusivity

compared to the FMCG industry, which is a gap that this dissertation aims to fulfill.
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1.2 Problem Statement

The research purpose of this investigation is to understand the impact that scarcity
messages may have on consumers’ willingness to pay, with the mediated effect of perceived
exclusivity (PE). Since exclusivity is commonly associated with the luxury industry, a special
focus was given in exploring its effect on the Fast-Moving Consumer Goods industry.

Therefore, the problem statement can be formulated as:

PS: How does perceived exclusivity impact consumers’ willingness to pay for different

scarcity messages?

With the aim of solving the problem statement, the following research questions were created:

RQ1: What is the impact of scarcity messages on consumers’ willingness to pay?

RQ2: Which type of scarcity message has the highest impact on consumers’ willingness to
pay?

RQ3: What effect does perceived exclusivity have on the relationship between scarcity

messages and consumers’ willingness to pay?

In conclusion, the objective of this investigation is to understand if scarcity messages
have an impact on consumers’ willingness to pay and if perceived exclusivity has a mediated
effect on this relationship. Additionally, the study of different perceived exclusivities towards
each type of scarcity message and their diverse impacts on willingness to pay will also be

explored.

1.3 Relevance

Limited edition and special edition products are widely known by consumers for being
available for a certain time or a certain quantity. Since they are usually associated with the
luxury industry, it was found to be relevant and advantageous to explore them in a FMCG
context. Therefore, the study of scarcity messages is of particular interest for the academic and
managerial communities, especially for sales and marketing managers, since their benefits for

companies have already been proven through past literature.
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From a personal approach, when I started this investigation, the difference between
limited, special and seasonal edition products was not clear and, since seasonal marketing is
especially implemented during the holiday season, an interest to look further into these
strategies emerged, which culminated into an important aspect of this research. Through the
literature review, it was possible to understand that this type of marketing has a lower focus in
studies than limited or special editions and sometimes it may be undervalued, since it has been
proven to have the same advantages for companies as the other two (QueenmaryXM &
ShivanyS, 2019). As such, it was insightful to study seasonal editions in further detail and
compare its findings to the other types of scarcity messages.

In terms of academic relevance, this dissertation has the objective of understanding the
impact of scarcity messages on consumers’ willingness to pay and if the different perceived
exclusivities regarding each type of scarcity message may, or may not, have an impact on this
relationship and, if it may be the case, the difference of these effects towards willingness to pay.

Concerning its managerial relevance, this research seeks to provide marketing managers
with findings regarding consumers’ perceptions of limited, special, seasonal and regular edition
products, with a special focus on the chocolate industry, and how this may influence their
willingness to pay. Additionally, by adding an effect of perceived exclusivity regarding these
goods, it may be an opportunity for companies to adopt new marketing strategies and set higher
prices, which result in higher sales and profits, since consumers are more acceptant towards

these when in the presence of perceived exclusivity (Smith & Colgate, 2007).

1.4 Research methods

The research methodology includes both qualitative and quantitative methods to address
the problem statement and answer the research questions.

Initially, a thorough research through existing literature on willingness to pay, scarcity
messages and perceived exclusivity was performed, to understand and define the variables and
the relationships between them. Following this step, the research’s hypotheses were developed
and the data collection process was designed.

The second research method to be implemented was the focus group, with the aim of
understanding the initial perceptions regarding different types of scarcity messages. This step
also allowed to choose the chocolate industry as the focus of this investigation. Then, the results
from this activity led to the creation of the stimuli using Adobe Illustrator, which were later

tested through semi-structured interviews with a convenient sample (Creswell, 2009).

13



Lastly, the main study of this investigation was an online survey delivered via Qualtrics
to ensure the reach of the highest number of people possible. Thus, the wider data gathered
allowed the hypotheses to be tested through various statistical tests using IBM SPSS Statistics.

1.5 Dissertation outline

The dissertation is divided into five different chapters, specifically: (1) Introduction; (2)
Literature Review and Conceptual Framework; (3) Methodology; (4) Results and Discussion;
and (5) Conclusions and Limitations.

Chapter 1 — Introduction — is subdivided into background and problem statement, the
formulation of the problem statement and research questions, followed by the relevancy of this
investigation, as well as the research methods and the dissertation outline.

In Chapter 2 — Literature Review and Conceptual Framework — the concepts of
willingness to pay, scarcity messages, specifically limited, special and seasonal editions, and
perceived exclusivity are explored, resulting in the formulation of the investigation’s
hypotheses. Then, the conceptual model presents the conceptual framework and a 2x2 matrix
of time and quantity.

Chapter 3 — Methodology — is introduced by the research approach, followed by the
presentation of the primary data, which is divided into the choice on the type of product, the
stimuli creation and the main study.

On Chapter 4 — Results and Discussion — the subchapter of descriptive statistics includes
data cleaning, sample characterization, key variable means, min., max. and st. deviation,
construct’s measure reliability and manipulation check. Followingly, inference statistics is
subdivided into assumptions and the hypotheses test, which includes the full model test.

Lastly, Chapter 5 — Conclusions and Limitations — presents the main findings and

conclusions, managerial/academic implications, limitations and further research.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

This chapter aims to provide a theoretical approach on the variables being studied,
specifically the types of scarcity messages, such as limited, special and seasonal editions, the
willingness to pay of consumers and the mediator of perceived exclusivity. The findings and
conclusions drawn from past studies enabled the formulation of the hypotheses of this
investigation.

The literature review starts by exploring the concept of willingness to pay, specifically
regarding its definition and relevant previous research.

Secondly, the investigation focuses on the definition of scarcity messages, with a special
focus on limited, special and seasonal edition products, followed by a thorough revision of the
key papers and important literature on the impact of scarcity messages on willingness to pay
and, finally, the creation of the hypotheses based on these findings.

On the last section of the theorical approach, there is a special focus on the mediator of
perceived exclusivity, starting by its definition and review on important past literature,
especially the impact that it has on the relationship between scarcity messages and willingness

to pay, which, similarly to the previous section, enabled the creation of a final hypothesis.

2.1 Willingness to Pay

2.1.1 Definition

In marketing literature there are various definitions for willingness to pay, but they all
recognize its importance for marketing managers to decide on which prices to practice, or to
make decisions on the development of new products (Breidert et al., 2006).

Willingness to pay can be defined as the maximum price a buyer is accepting to pay for
a determined number of goods or services (Kalish & Nelson, 1991; Kohli & Mahajan, 1991;
Wertenbroch & Skiera, 2002), or, alternatively, as the maximum price that customers are
willing to pay before switching to another product (E. W. Anderson, 1996). The reservation
price (Kalish & Nelson, 1991; Krishna et al., 2006; Kristensen & Gérling, 1997) is also an
important element to take into consideration when studying willingness to pay, since they are
similar concepts but differ in terms of meaning, and it can be defined as the maximum price
that the consumer is 100% certain he wants to buy a specific product (le Gall-Ely, 2009).

In addition, willingness to pay is closely related to other variables that also have an

influence on consumers’ decision-making process, such as their loyalty or satisfaction levels
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(Ie Gall-Ely, 2009). Customer satisfaction is a fundamental aspect to leverage any business
since it can have a positive impact on willingness to pay, which has already been proven that
when there are high customer satisfaction indexes, companies receive higher economic returns
(Homburg et al., 2005). As such, it is pivotal to determine demand, while also enabling firms

to set appropriate prices (Wertenbroch & Skiera, 2002).

2.1.2 Key Papers Review

As mentioned before, the importance of estimating consumers’ willingness to pay is
essential for developing pricing strategies (Balderjahn, 2003), since small variations in price
and its consequent consumer behavior can have an impact on a company’s revenues and profits
(Marn et al., 2003), being a crucial aspect in the areas of product development, competitive
strategy, and brand management (J. C. Anderson et al., 1993). For that purpose, various studies
have developed relevant methods to measure willingness to pay. According to (Breidert et al.,
2006), it can be estimated through four different ways: direct surveys, indirect surveys,
experiments, and analysis of market data.

In this investigation, a special focus was given to direct surveys since it was found to be
the most accurate method to be used as the main study. As such, it can be divided into two
types: customer surveys, and expert judgements (Breidert et al., 2006).

A customer survey was initially implemented by (Stoetzel, 1954), in which customers
were directly asked the maximum and the minimum price they would be willing to pay for a
certain product, using two sentences developed by (Marbeau, 1987a): “Above which price
would you definitely not buy the product, because you can’t afford it or because you didn’t
think it was worth the money?”, and “Below which price would you say you would not buy the
product because you would start to suspect the quality?”. Both items were essential in
measuring the willingness to pay of the participants in the online survey, which then allowed
to test the hypotheses and draw conclusions to answer the research questions. Despite having
its benefits, this method may also have some disadvantages, especially the fact that consumers
may not have the intent to reveal their true willingness to pay, to avoid looking greedy (Nagle
& Reed, 2002), the lack of familiarity with the product in question (T. C. Brown et al., 1996),
the misjudgment of the product’s price (Marbeau, 1987b), or even consumers not incurring into
purchasing behavior (Hanna & Dodge, 2017).

Regarding expert judgements, on the one hand they are highly popular amongst

marketing and sales managers since they are time and cost efficient, but, on the other hand, the
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projection of customer’s willingness to pay may result in biases concerning its estimations
(Hanna & Dodge, 2017).

Despite indirect surveys, experiments and analysis of market data not being the methods
applied in this research, a comprehensible review on each one was performed to choose the
most suitable to be applied on the main study of this investigation.

As described in past research, indirect surveys can be defined as a method in which
customers are presented different products with dissimilar prices and asked if they would
purchase the good for a certain price (Marbeau, 1987b) and it is divided into discrete choice
analysis and conjoint analysis (Breidert et al., 2006).

Concerning experiments, in laboratory experiments participants are given an amount of
money and asked to spend it on a range of goods. Contrarily to this, on field experiments
auctions are performed to evaluate consumers’ perceptions towards a certain product, leading
to a decision in terms of pricing (N. Malhotra et al., 2006), while also incentivizing their true
valuation of a product, since they will have to buy it if they win the auction (Vickrey, 1961).
Both types of experiments were not applied in this investigation due to the bias that can be
generated from the participant’s awareness of the study, as well as the large sample needed
which would lead to higher costs.

Lastly, market data is also useful when analyzing consumers’ behavior since it is also
less costly and more time efficient, but it will depend on the data already available and the size

of the data set (Breidert et al., 2006).

2.2 Scarcity Messages: Limited, Special and Seasonal Editions

2.2.1 Definition

Scarcity messages are often linked to marketing strategies adopted especially in the
luxury sector, inherently encompassing a certain perception of exclusivity.

According to (Aggarwal 2011), there are two types of scarcity messages, which can be
characterized as limited-quantity (LQS) and limited-time (LTS). More specifically, LQS are
similar to limited editions (Song et al., 2021), giving consumers the perception of limited
availability of a certain product or service from the supplier’s side, while LTS convey the idea
of'a product or service only being available for a certain period of time (Gierl et al., 2008; Song,

Lee, etal., 2019; L. Wu & Lee, 2016). In addition to this, (Song, Lee, et al., 2019) divided LQS
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into the categories of unit scarcity messaging, perceived with a higher credibility, and option
scarcity messaging, usually associated with a higher sellout risk.

One of the most important aspects about scarcity messages is that they make consumers
feel that products are more desirable, special, unique and valuable, which positively influences

their evaluation (Jang et al., 2015).

2.2.2 Key Papers Review

Past literature has shown that scarcity messages increase a product’s desirability and
perceived value, resulting in a higher purchase intention (Bae & Lee, 2005; Jung & Kellaris,
2004; Lynn, 1992), mainly due to its heuristics cue nature (Bae & Lee, 2005; Cialdini, 1987;
Lynn, 1992; Suri et al., 2007). According to (Aggarwal et al., 2011), consumers are highly
affected by brand concepts, especially regarding luxury brands, such as Rolex or Chanel, which
give them the perceptions of exclusivity and uniqueness, while also enhancing their self-image.

Despite this effect, it is important to consider that different scarcity messages have
different effects on consumers’ decision-making process (Aggarwal et al., 2011; Gierl & Huettl,
2010a; Griskevicius et al., 2009; Ku et al., 2012; Lynn, 1992; Song, Noone, et al., 2019; W.
Wau et al., 2012), which can be exemplified through previous research by (Aggarwal, 2011; Lee
et al., 2015; Noone & Lin, 2020), whose findings concluded that LTS and LQS have different
impacts in consumers’ persuasion. On the one hand, according to (Aggarwal et al., 2011) and
(L. Wu & Lee, 2016), LQS are more effective than LTS since they have a stronger influence in
creating a sense of urgency and exclusivity, as well as a higher perception of a product’s value,
which will have a higher effect on consumers’ purchase intent. On the other hand, (Lee et al.,
2015) found that consumers’ impulsive buying behavior was more influenced by LTS than
LQS. A possible explanation for the different effects of both types of scarcity messages is that
they may vary depending on the category of the product.

Seasonal scarcity messages also have the aim of increasing companies’ sales. Seasonal
promotions and seasonal flavours (Esch & Winter, 2010b) attract the attention of consumers
and increase traffic in retail stores, which leads to a higher frequency of purchase
(QueenmaryXM & ShivanyS, 2019). According to (Ancarani & Shankar, 2004), retail products
are sometimes sold at lower prices, even when they have higher quality, as retailers start to
practice the pricing penetration strategy in some specific seasons (Bolton & Shankar, 2003).

Another important aspect of scarcity messages is packaging, since it leverages their

desired effect by highlighting a product’s meaning, uniqueness and originality (Silayoi &
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Speece, 2004), which contributes to an increase in a product’s desirability (Jung & Kellaris,
2004; Lynn & Bogert, 1996). More specifically, limited edition packages (LEPs) are a scarcity
product strategy that uses the packaging to create an exclusive and limited offer (Rita Dornyei,
n.d.) and since they are variations of the original product (Rita Dornyei, n.d.) they need to be
aligned with it to maintain or enhance its positive effects (Schoormans & Robben, 1997). LEPs
are a differential key and important point-of-purchase tool in the FMCG industry, especially
where there is strong competition (Stahlberg & Ville Maila Maila, 2010).

Finally, consumer competition also has an essential role when persuading consumers
through scarcity messaging while promoting sales (D. Malhotra, 2010; Nichols, 2012) and
(Nichols, 2012) defines it as “Active processes of striving against others for the acquisition of
a consumption object of mutual interest”. Researchers have defended that consumers have a
higher desire for products which are scarce and they want these even more intensely when they
have to compete for them (Cialdini & James, 2009). Another important aspect to take into
consideration regarding consumer competition is that consumers, in its presence, experience a
decrease in rationality, which leads to a higher dependance on heuristics (Aggarwal et al., 2011;
Cialdini & James, 2009; Huang et al., 2020; Worchel et al., 1975) and a higher perception of
rarity and scarcity of a product, making it even more valuable and attractive (Cialdini, 1987,

Cialdini & James, 2009; Lynn, 1992).

2.2.3 Impact of Scarcity Messages on Willingness to Pay

Past experiments have shown that consumers tend to choose products that are scarce
over the ones which are available in a more abundant way, leading to a higher willingness to
pay from their side, who pay higher prices for limited offers (Mittone & Savadori, 2009). As
stated by (Cremer, 2018) “For physical consumer goods with no considerable information
component, past research has identified scarcity, due to market conditions or as a producer
strategy, as a driver of intention to purchase and willingness to pay.”. This effect can be
exemplified through a study conducted by (Jung & Kellaris, 2004), whose results showed that
a low availability of wine was perceived as more appealing, also resulting in a higher
willingness to pay, or through the findings of (Parker & Lehmann, 2011), who defended that
when a product is presented in a shelf with a scarcity cue and can be found in a competitive
setting, consumers are willing to pay more for such product. Similarly, a study conducted by
(Robinson et al., 2016) concluded that participants who were exposed to scarcity cues on

shelves were willing to pay 0,74$ more than those who were exposed to the abundant scenario.
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2.2.4 Hypotheses

To facilitate the order of ideas following the literature review, the hypotheses were divided
into three main topics. The first two can be found on the scarcity messages section and the third

on the section of perceived exclusivity.

(1) The Impact of Scarcity Messages on Willingness to Pay and Perceived Exclusivity

Through the review of past literature, one can conclude that scarcity messages have a positive
impact on willingness to pay (Mittone & Savadori, 2009) and perceived exclusivity (Jang et al.,

2015), hence:

Hla: The presence of scarcity messages increases consumers' willingness to pay.

H1b: The presence of scarcity messages increases a product’s perceived exclusivity.

(2) The Impact of Limited, Special, Seasonal and Regular Editions on Willingness to Pay

Since limited editions are the type of scarcity message that have the highest impact on
willingness to pay (Aggarwal et al., 2011; L. Wu & Lee, 2016), the following hypotheses can

be drawn:

H2a: Limited editions have the highest impact on willingness to pay compared to special,
seasonal and regular editions.

H2b: Willingness to pay is lower for special editions compared to limited editions.

Bearing in mind that seasonal editions are less studied in research papers compared to limited
and special editions, though, as mentioned before, also positively impact companies’ sales and

profits (QueenmaryXM & ShivanyS, 2019), the following hypotheses were created:
H2c: Willingness to pay is higher for seasonal editions compared to regular editions.

H2d: Regular editions have the lowest impact on willingness to pay compared to limited,

special and seasonal editions.
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2.3 Perceived Exclusivity

2.3.1 Definition

The concept of exclusivity carries several possible definitions that are commonly
associated with a sense of limitation, scarcity, or restriction and are linked to a perception of a
determined social class, style, or expense, which, in its essence, is linked to an idea of
differentiation (Upshaw et al., 2017).

It is important to understand that exclusivity may vary depending upon the context that
we are considering. On the one hand, luxury products have exclusivity has one of its main
characteristics (Kepferer & Bastien, 2009; Okonkwo, 2009), since it is directly linked to limited
accessibility, and is part of the “rarity effect” (Phau & Prendergast, 2000). In other words, and
as mentioned by (Hudders, 2012), normally luxury brands are exclusive, automatically
implying that they are expensive and rare. On the other hand, in terms of exclusivity in a
marketing context, it is more focused on the perception of scarcity from the buyer, which,
according to (Upshaw et al., 2017), this definition should include both luxury, and non-luxury
products.

In a FMCG context, the definition of product exclusivity carries the connotation of a
product being unique, inimitable and with a clear and strong value proposition (Sorescu et al.,

2011).

2.3.2 Key Papers Review

Perceived exclusivity is commonly linked to luxury, as luxury goods are associated to
good quality and an appealing design (Hudders, 2012), and they have the particularity of
generating hedonic value, intangible benefits and personal prestige for consumers (Tynan et al.,
2010; Vigneron & Johnson, 1999).

The hedonic value that buyers take from acquiring a product that they perceive as being
exclusive is an important component to be studied in this investigation. (Carpenter et al., 1994)
believe that a product with normal characteristics may be valuable to consumers under certain
conditions, which may be enhanced by a certain notion of pleasure and exclusivity that is going
to be generated after the purchase. When products which are only available in a limited number
of items are acquired, the buyer feels admired by their friends and for having a good taste (Gierl

& Huettl, 2010b).
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Ergo, to exemplify the idea that scarce products enhance perceived exclusivity, the
commodity theory developed by (Brock, 1968) can be applied, since it defends that “any
commodity will be valued to the extent that it is unavailable”, in which commodity can be
defined as “anything that can be possessed, is useful to the possessor and is transferable from
one person to the other” (Lynn, 1991), or, in a more general approach, it is a “useful and
transferable object” (Brock & Mazzocco, 2004; Gierl & Huettl, 2010a).

Considering that exclusivity is a key component for luxury brands, it is important to
understand that with the technological advancement some challenges have emerged. In terms
of online channels and with the “luxurification of society” (Atwal & Williams, 2017), luxury
companies have been facing difficulties regarding the adoption of mass marketing strategies to
heighten the sense of exclusivity of their products (Okonkwo, 2010), but recognize their
importance to leverage brand equity. The perceived exclusivity of the brands’ products is a key
component of the values that need to be promoted via these online channels, according to

(Hennigs et al., 2012).

2.3.3 Impact of Perceived Exclusivity on the Relationship between Scarcity Messages and

Willingness to Pay

To understand the impact of perceived exclusivity on the relationship between scarcity
messages and willingness to pay, firstly it is important to distinguish the concept of exclusivity
and scarcity since they are related concepts but have different meanings. According to the
Harvard Business Review, exclusive products may not be scarce, but advertised exclusivity has
been used as a marketing tool whilst implying a certain perception of exclusivity, as stated by
(S. Brown, 2001): “Customers crave exclusivity and scarcity is “one of the oldest arrows in
marketing quiver.”.

Following the previous reasonings, scarcity messages have been proven to have a
positive impact on willingness to pay since consumers tend to choose scarce products over the
ones which are available in a more abundant way, translating into them paying higher prices
for limited goods (Mittone & Savadori, 2009). Since price has been proven to be an indication
of quality, especially regarding limited availability (Dodds et al., 1991; Rao & Monroe, 1989;
Zeithaml, 1988), it means that higher prices make products and services more attractive
(Erickson & Johansson, 1985; Lichtenstein et al., 1988; Rao & Monroe, 1989). In the
consumers’ mind, the high prices of scarce products are justified by their exclusivity (Smith &

Colgate, 2007).
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2.3.4 Hypotheses

From what has been found through the literature review, it is possible to conclude that when
there is perceived exclusivity regarding a product with a scarcity message, whether it may be
limited (LQS), special (LTS) or seasonal (SEAE), consumers’ willingness to pay (WTP) will
increase (Smith & Colgate, 2007). Bearing this in mind, the following hypothesis was

formulated:

(3) The Impact of Perceived Exclusivity on the Relationship Between Scarcity Messages

and Willingness to Pay

H3: The effect of scarcity messages on consumers’ willingness to pay is mediated by

perceived exclusivity.

2.4 Conceptual Model

2.4.1 Conceptual Framework

The Conceptual Framework illustrates the variables of Scarcity Messages and
Consumers’ Willingness to Pay, with the mediated effect of Perceived Exclusivity, and the

previously described hypotheses:

Conceptual Framework

Perceived Exclusivity
Mediator

Scarcity M essages H3
Independent Variable
Willingness to Pay of
* Limited Editions Consumers
* Special Editions Hla, Hlb, H2a, H2b, H2¢, H2d Dependent Variable
* Seasonal Editions
* Regular Editions (Control)

Figure 1: Conceptual Framework
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2.4.2 Matrix of Time and Quantity

After the conclusions drawn through the literature review, it was possible to understand

that the definitions of limited, special, seasonal and regular editions differ from each other,

especially in terms of time and quantity. Bearing this in mind, a 2x2 matrix was developed to

illustrate the specificities of each type of scarcity message.

Matrix of Time and Quantity

Time / Quantity No Limited Quantity Limited Quantity

No Limited Time Regular Edition Limited Edition

Limited Time Special Edition Seasonal Edition

Figure 2: 2x2 Matrix of Time and Quantity
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a detailed description on how the topic of this
dissertation was investigated. The methodology was developed with the aim of answering the
research questions and reaching conclusions regarding the hypotheses. The techniques that
were adopted in this research were a mix between qualitative and quantitative research, which

will be described firstly in the research approach, followed by the primary data.

3.1 Research Approach

The main goal of this dissertation is to understand the impact of SM, specifically LE,
SE, SEAE and RE, on WTP and test the mediated effect of PE on this relationship. To achieve
this objective and to facilitate the comprehension of this approach, a model of the process was
created (Figure 3), where both exploratory, the focus group and the semi-structured interviews,
and explanatory methods, the online survey, are presented (Saunders et al., 2009).

The first step of this analysis was to perform an in-depth research on existing literature
regarding SM, PE and WTP, which was crucial in defining the research questions and in the
formulation of the hypotheses, resulting in the design of the conceptual framework. With the
aim of reaching the research objectives, the conceptual model turned into an operational model
(Table 1).

Secondly, a focus group was performed to explore the initial perceptions of consumers
regarding each type of SM from as many angles as possible (Longhurst, 2003), which was
essential in defining the industry and the type of product that this research would focus on. The
results showed that consumers highly associate SM to the food industry, especially chocolate
bars.

Based on this stage and with the aim of avoiding bias in this study, four stimuli were
created for LE, SE, SEAE and RE chocolate bars, which were later tested through semi-
structured interviews. Although this method has the disadvantage of using a small sample
(Boyce & Neale, 20006), it was essential to understand if the stimuli created were conveying the
pretended messages, or if some adjustments needed to be made.

Lastly, the main study of this research was the online survey, with the objective of
reaching at least 200 participants, that evaluated the influence of PE on WTP for different types
of SM. After gathering the quantitative data, the results were analyzed and confronted with the

hypotheses, with the purpose of answering the research questions.
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Research Approach

Choice of Industry Stimuli Creation Stimuli Main Study
and Type of Confirmation
Product
*» Focus Group * Adobe * Semi-structured * Online Survey
Illustrator interviews
Figure 3: Research Approach
3.2 Primary Data

The primary data was gathered through several steps: (1) The Choice on the Type of
Product; (2) Stimuli Creation and Confirmation; and (3) Main Study.

3.2.1 Choice on the Type of Product

To decide on the type of product to be used in this investigation, a focus group was

conducted to understand the initial perceptions of consumers regarding SM.

3.2.1.1 Data Collection

The first step of the data collection was to perform a focus group to incentivize the
interaction between all the members (Cameron, 2005; Morgan, 1996) and to understand how
these individuals experience and make sense of their own lives (Valentine, 2005). Due to Covid-
19, it was performed through Zoom with 12 people of ages 19 — 24 in an informal setting
(Longhurst, 2003).

To start, the moderator thanked everyone for taking the time to participate in the focus
group related to the master’s dissertation. Then, proceeded to explain that the goal of this phase
of the research was to understand the initial perceptions on SM, which, in this case, were related
to LE, SE, SEAE and RE.

On rules and guidelines, the moderator explained that this activity would last between
45 minutes and 1 hour and that participants were expected to talk one at a time, also adding that
their honest opinion was highly valued and that there were no right or wrong answers. Then,
they were asked for their permission to record the session with a voice recorder and were

informed that all the data gathered would be treated with confidentiality and anonymity, as two
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essential ethical issues (Longhurst, 2003). To conclude part 1, the moderator proceeded to
introduce herself by addressing her name, age, nationality and current occupation and asked the
participants to do the same.

In Individual Assessment, two short surveys on Qualtrics were created to understand the
overall initial perceptions on each type of SM, the imagery or packaging, that the participants
associated with them. The first survey was divided into four corresponding sections, regarding
LE, SE, SEAE and RE, in which the first question aimed to find the level of familiarity with
each type of edition and the second question the type of product most associated with them
(Figure 4). The second survey was divided into three sections regarding the chocolate, coffee
and drinks industries, in which participants were asked to drag and drop four images
representing LE, SE, SEAE and RE to their corresponding type of SM (Figure 5).

In Role Playing, four different scenarios were presented, each one representing a real-
life situation, with the goal of reaching a consensus on the type of SM that was better suited for
each one. To gather the qualitative data, the moderator firstly asked the participants to read the
scenarios and to start discussing amongst themselves the occasions that were being depicted,
the reasons why they would opt for a type of product edition and not another and to choose only
the one most appropriate for that specific scenario (Appendix 2). This projective technique
(Nunan et al., 2020) was highly important to understand, in more depth, how participants
perceived the different kinds of product editions and for which occasions they were mainly
associated with.

On Closure and Q&A, the moderator thanked everyone for their time and availability to

participate in the focus group and answered the questions that had arisen during the activities.

3.2.1.2 Measurement/Indicators

With the aim of understanding the perceptions regarding SM, in the focus group the
participants were firstly asked to answer two surveys: (1) The initial perceptions for each type
of SM; (2) The imagery associated with each type of SM.

On the first survey, for each type of SM there was a specific section. In the first
questions, participants were asked to use a Likert Scale of Familiarity ranging from 1 (not at all
familiar) to 5 (extremely familiar). On the second question, participants were directly asked the
type of product they associated each type of SM with the most, by means of a semi-open-ended

question.
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Then, the second survey on imagery association was delivered, in which they had to

drag and drop the images of different SM to their due sections.

—[ ]7

For each type of scarcity message, Limited. Special, Seasonal, and Regular
editions, participants were asked the following questions:

Q1) To what extent are you familiar with this type of scarcity message?
Not at all familiar

Slightly familiar

Somewhat familiar

Moderately familiar

Extremely familiar

Q2) W hen you think about this type of scarcity message, which
products come to your mind?

Figure 4: Focus Group Individual Survey - Initial Perceptions on Scarcity Messages

—[ ]7

Please drag and drop the images representing different types of scarcity
messages to their corresponding field.

Limited Edition

Chocolate

Coftee

Special Edition

Seasonal Edition

Regular Edition

Figure 5: Focus Group Individual Survey — Imagery Association on Scarcity Messages

3.2.1.3 Data Analysis

By analyzing both quantitative and qualitative data, a conclusion on the type of product
and corresponding industry to be used in this research was reached. Considering the results of
the focus group, participants were more familiar with LE compared to SE and SEAE, and since

chocolate was the product that had the best performance, both in product associations and
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imagery association, it served as the basis for the creation of the stimuli. The findings of the

focus group are shown below (Figure 6).

Level of Familiarity Chocolate 15
Clothes 14
ca ea d. Deviatio Beverages 7
essage Makeup 2
Limited Edition 4.25 1.01 Perfume 2
Special Edition 4.18 1.11 Cosmetics 2
Seasonal Edition 3.92 1.19 Gary 2
. Luxury goods 1

Regular Edition 3.42 1.19 -
Movies 1
Toys 1
Fruit 1

[ R R

Quantitative Data

I magery Association on Scarcity M essages

Eaion 10 2 Eaion 9 : Eaion 7 s
e | o | s | : e | ;
et | w | e e [ [ T
i | | | 1 w |

Figure 6: Results from Focus Group

3.2.2. Stimuli Creation and Confirmation
The focus group enabled to conclude that chocolate would be the focus of the research.

Hence, a new brand of chocolate called “Fenice: Il Rinascimento del Vero Cioccolato” was

created (Figure 7).
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9l rinascimento del vero cioccolato

Figure 7: New Brand of Chocolate: Fenice

Four chocolate bars were designed, each one representing a different type of SM. To
achieve a good quality on the development of the new brand and its products, the researcher
collaborated with a designer. Therefore, Adobe Illustrator was the program of choice to ensure

the researcher’s and designer’s visions were met.

3.2.2.1 Data Collection

The data was collected through 13 semi-structured interviews, considered a convenient
sample (Creswell, 2009), which were conducted in English and Portuguese, with 12 participants
from different backgrounds, nationalities and ages. The researcher started each interview with
a brief presentation and asked if the session could be voice recorded. Then, the stimuli were
showcased to the participants who were asked to describe the product being presented on the

image and to identify the type of SM that it depicted.

3.2.2.2 Results

The purpose of the previous methods was to assess the perceptions of participants
regarding SM, namely LE, SE, SEAE and RE, and if they were able to correctly interpret and
associate them to the corresponding stimuli (Gravetter et al., 2020).

In the first attempt of stimuli interpretation, four different chocolate bars were presented
to participants, each one representing a different type of SM. The conceptualizations of the
stimuli were highly strategic, from the choices on the shape, color, type of chocolate, origin,

labelling and name of the chocolate bar. Amongst the four stimuli, only three were perceived
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as desired, namely the SE, LE and RE. The main reason behind this misinterpretation was the
expression “Christmas edition”, which was being wrongly considered as being as SE instead of

a SEAE (Figure 8).

First Attempt of Stimuli Interpretation

Orbjective: Perceive as Special Edition Oibjective: Perceive as Limised Editics Oihjective: Perceive as Regular Edirios Objeetive: Perceive as Seasonsl Edition

Result: Cormect iniespresation Resuli: Comect imterpretation Result: Comect mterpretation Resuli: Incormect interpretation -
Perceived as Special Edition

Figure 8: Stimuli — First Attempt

Since the only chocolate bar which was being wrongly perceived was the SEAE, a new
stimulus was created and used on the semi-structured interviews. This time, the word
“Christmas” was replaced by “Summer”, resulting in the participants’ correct interpretation of

the four stimuli (Figure 9).

Second Attempt of Stimuli Interpretation

BN

Ohjective: Pesceive as Special Edition Ohjective: Perceive as Linsdied Edition Ohjective: Perceive as Regular Edition Dbective: Perceive as Seasonal Editicn
Eesult: Correct interpeetation Resule: Correct imerpretation Result: Correct imerpretation Result: Correct inlerpresation

Figure 9: Stimuli — Second Attempt
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Despite obtaining the intended results on the interpretation of the stimuli on the second
attempt, the four stimuli had to be submitted to several alterations in terms of the packaging
itself and the name variations. Regarding the packages, the consistency amongst the four
products had to be maintained, with the RE chocolate bar serving as a base for design, since it
was the most neutral to avoid biases from the participants who could be influenced by factors
such as their prior beliefs (Pechmann & Ratneshwar, 1992). Then, all the final stimuli were
entitled “Dark Chocolate — 70% Cacao” but still maintained the previous labels of SE, LE and
SEAE (Figure 10,11,12,13).
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Chocolate
70% Cacao

" SPEC IAIN

EDITION

Figure 10: Final Stimuli — Special Edition
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Dark
Chocolate
70% Cacao

LIMITED\

. EDITION

Figure 11: Final Stimuli — Limited Edition
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FENICE

Dark
Chocolate
70% Cacao

Figure 12: Final Stimuli — Regular Edition
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Chocolate
70% Cacao

"SUMMER !
EDITION f

Figure 13: Final Stimuli — Seasonal Edition
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3.2.3 Main Study

An online survey delivered through Qualtrics was the main study to gather a large
amount of data for this research, with the aim of drawing conclusions to answer the problem

statement and research questions.

3.2.3.1 Pilot Testing

To ensure the terms and concepts used in the survey were being correctly understood
and the imagery perceived as desired, 12 pilot tests were performed amongst participants.

Regarding the terms and concepts, a few alterations had to be made, specifically on the
block related to WTP. The initial measuring scale was not clear since respondents were asked
to answer the extent of their agreement with different statements related to the fairness of a
price of specific LE, SE, SEAE and RE and most of them found it difficult to answer due to the
lack of knowledge on their regular prices. Therefore, the researcher changed the scale to
measure WTP by directly questioning the participants on what was the maximum price they
would be willing to pay for a certain type of SM and below which price they wouldn’t definitely
buy it. After inserting a dragging scale ranging from 1 € to 10 €, participants found it more
intuitive and easier to answer the questions.

Lastly, another consideration was the language of the survey, which was initially created
in English but was later also translated into Portuguese and, regarding the PE statements, the

expression “luxury goods” was replaced by “exclusive products”.

3.2.3.2 Data Collection

The online survey was published on November 15" 2021 and was closed on November
2512021, gathering a total of 239 responses. The Qualtrics questionnaire was developed both
in English and Portuguese to ensure the highest number of respondents possible and shared

through social media platforms.
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3.2.3.3 Research Design

The survey started with a brief introduction where the researcher thanked the
respondents for the time they were taking by answering the survey and presented herself.
According to (Crow & Wiles, 2008), anonymity and confidentiality are one of the central ethical
research practices, hence both were ensured.

On block 1 — Screening Questions — participants were asked if they had bought chocolate
in the last year, from which those who answered “no” were redirected to the end of the survey.

On block 2 — Understanding the Drivers of Chocolate Consumption — they were asked
how often they did they buy chocolate (for own consumption, family, or friends), which they
could choose an option between rarely, occasionally, frequently, or very frequently, and under
which circumstances did they usually buy chocolate (for own consumption, for consumption
with family and friends and/or for special occasions/to offer as a gift).

Block 3 — Randomization and Attribution of One Stimulus — started by introducing a
real-life situation in which the respondents had to picture themselves at the supermarket with
the intention of buying a chocolate bar and a random stimulus was presented. On block 3.1 —
Manipulation Check — respondents were asked what was the type of product edition presented
before and were given the options of LE, SEAE, SE, or RE, which were randomized inside the
block. Following this, on block 3.2 — PE — it was asked to classify to what extent did they agree
with the following statements, using a rating scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree): (1) it is good to be among a very few people owning a truly exclusive product;
(2) I would buy an exclusive good to make myself stand out; (3) once a product becomes mass-
produced, it is not exclusive anymore; (4) some editions are bought because they are exclusive
(Ie Monkhouse et al., 2012). On block 3.3 — WTP — participants were asked to consider the type
of product they were presented before, and to choose the prices in € they would be willing to
pay concerning these statements: (1) above which price would you definitely not buy the
product, because you can’t afford it or because you didn’t think it was worth the money?; (2)
below which price would you say you would not buy the product because you would start to
suspect the quality? (Breidert et al., 2006).

In block 4 — Demographics — participants were asked to select their gender, age,

nationality, highest degree achieved, current occupation and monthly gross income.

38



3.2.3.4 Measurement/Indicators

From the revision of past literature on WTP (dependent variable), PE (mediator) and
SM (independent variable), it was possible to find suitable measures for the constructs.

Regarding WTP, two items were measured through a quantitative scale: (1) above which
price would you definitely not buy the product, because you can’t afford it or because you didn’t
think it was worth the money?; (2) below which price would you say you would not buy the
product because you would start to suspect the quality? (Breidert et al., 2006). Since these are
numeric questions, both Cronbach’s Alpha and its corresponding quality were not applicable.

To measure PE, four items were considered according to (le Monkhouse et al., 2012):
(1) it is good to be among a very few people owning a truly exclusive product; (2) I would buy
an exclusive good to make myself stand out; (3) once a product becomes mass-produced, it is
not exclusive anymore; (4) some editions are bought because they are exclusive. For this
purpose, a Seven-Point Likert Scale on agreement was used, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 7 (strongly agree). The Cronbach’s Alpha of this construct was 0.85, which is considered
“Good”.

Lastly, SM was measured through four stimuli.

Operational Model

Dependent  Willigness to  (Breidert et Numeric ) na na
Variable Pay al., 2006) Question
(Le
. Perceived =~ Monkhouse et  Seven-Point
e Exclusivity al., 2012) Likert Scale 4 0.85 e
Independent Scarcity .
Variable Messages na na et na na

Table 1: Operational Model
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3.2.3.5 Data Analysis

Since Qualtrics was the main platform to create and distribute the online survey, it
allowed to import all the quantitative data directly to IBM SPSS Statistics, the main statistical
software platform used for data analysis. The chapter on these results is subdivided into
descriptive statistics - data cleaning, sample characterization, key variable means, min., max.
and st. deviation, construct’s measure reliability and manipulation check - and inference
statistics - assumptions and the hypotheses test, which includes the full model test.

According to (Hayes & Preacher, 2014), there is a simple mediation model which
illustrates the indirect effect of X on Y through the mediator M and is similar to other simple
mediation models in psychological science (Bearden et al., 2012; Johnson & Fujita, 2012).

In this case, X would be the independent variable SM, Y would be the dependent
variable WTP, and M the mediator PE. Through Figure 14, SM (X) will have an effect on PE
(M), which will then propagate to WTP (Y). The Hayes & Preacher model also indicates that
there is a direct effect of SM (X) on WTP (Y), regardless of the impact of SM (X) on PE (M).

Statistical Mediation Analysis with a Multicategorical Independent Variable

: , @

X > )

Figure 14: Hayes & Preacher Model — Statistical Mediation Analysis with a Multicategorical Independent Variable
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The following chapter aims to present a quantitative analysis and results found from the
online survey. This chapter is introduced by descriptive statistics, in which data cleaning,
sample characterization, key variables’ means, minimums, maximums and standard deviations,
constructs’ measure reliability and manipulation check will be presented in detail. Then, the
section of inference statistics will approach assumptions and the hypotheses test, which also

includes the full model test.

4.1 Descriptive Statistics

4.1.1 Data Cleaning

The online questionnaire was closed with a total of 239 responses. The initial step of
data cleaning consisted of discounting the number of participants who did not finish the
questionnaire, which corresponded to 39. From this number, the 10 people who answered “no”
to the screening question and were redirected to the end of the survey were already included,
resulting in a total number of valid responses of 200.

Regarding the manipulation check, 61 responses were additionally excluded from the
sample not to affect the statistical power of the data (Hauser et al., 2018), since participants
were not able to correctly associate the type of product edition to the corresponding stimulus.

With the aim of removing outliers from the dataset, the Mahalanobis Distance was
calculated. It was concluded that no outliers needed to be removed, taking into consideration
that there were no values of the new “outliers” variable inferior to 0,001, being the lowest one
found 0,0325.

By the end of the data cleaning stage, a total of 139 valid responses was considered to
proceed with the investigation, distributed as shown in Table 2: S1 — SE; S2 — SEAE; S3 — LE;
and S4 — RE.
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Valid Responses Distribution

S1 S2 S3 S4

139 139 39 31 34 35 139

Table 2: Valid Responses Distribution

4.1.2 Sample Characterization

After the performance of data cleaning, 139 responses were considered valid to proceed
and be used in this investigation.

Through the analysis of demographic details (Appendix 6), most respondents answering
the questionnaire were female (65,5%), followed by male (33,8%) and non-binary (0,7%), with
ages mostly comprehended between 18 — 24 (48,9%), 25 — 34 (18%) and 45 — 54 (13,7%). The
nationality with the highest percentage was Portuguese (88,5%), which is the most relevant
compared to other (5%), German (4,3%) and Italian (2,2%). In terms of current occupation,
most participants were employed (43,9%), students (30,2%), or student-workers (17,3%), with
the highest degree completed being the bachelor’s degree (54%), high school graduate or
equivalent (22,3%) and master’s degree/MBA (19,4%), with a monthly gross income of less
than 500 € (25,2%), 500 € - 999 € (23%) and 1500 € - 1999 € (15,8%).

Through the online survey, the drivers of chocolate consumption were analyzed in terms
of the frequency and reasons for chocolate purchase. The results showed that most respondents
occasionally (2 - 3 times a month) buy chocolate (43,2%), followed by rarely (once a month or
less) (30,9%) and frequently (1 — 3 times a week) (22,3%), especially due to personal
consumption (74,8%), consumption with friends and family (41,7%) and for special

occasions/to offer as a gift (29,5%).

4.1.3 Key variables Means, Min., Max., St. Deviation

The key variables of this investigation are SM (independent variable) and WTP
(dependent variable). Although PE is the mediator within this research, it is also relevant to be

analyzed in terms of mean, minimum, maximum and standard deviation (Appendix 8).
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When comparing SM (Mean = 2,52; Min = 1; Max = 4; SD = 1,125) and WTP (Mean
=2,8990; Min = 0,76; Max = 8,08; SD = 1,45965), WTP presented the highest mean and the
highest standard deviation. Since SM was measured through the four different stimuli (LE, SE,
SEAE and RE), the maximum and minimum ranged from 1 — 4. Bearing in mind that WTP was
measured through two different items examining the maximum price and the minimum price
the respondent was willing to pay for a certain type of product edition, the minimum was
considered to be 0,76 € and the maximum 8,08 € on a scale from 0 — 10 (€).

The mediator of PE (Mean =4,6511; Min =2,00; Max = 7,00; SD = 1,14312) presented
the highest mean compared to SM and WTP and a standard deviation higher than SM and lower
than WTP. Since the responses were measured through a Seven-Point Likert Scale of agreement
ranging from 1 — 7, the minimum registered was 2 (disagree) and the maximum 7 (strongly

agree).

4.1.4 Constructs’ Measure Reliability

The constructs on which this investigation is focused have already been studied and
measured in terms of reliability and internal consistency through past research, being previously
classified according to (George & Mallery, 2003). Despite this fact, it is relevant to perform the
reliability analysis specifically for WTP and PE, since SM was measured through the stimuli.

Table 3 shows that the Cronbach Alpha for WTP is 0,548, which is considered poor,
and for PE is 0,669, which is considered questionable. Although the results on quality are not

the desired, the analysis will continue and possible reasons will be included in Chapter 5.

Cronbach Alpha for Each Construct

Dependent  Willigness to

Variable Pay 2 0,548 Poor

Mediator Percel've'd 4 0,669 Questionable
Exclusivity

Table 3: Cronbach Alpha for Each Construct
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4.1.5 Manipulation Check

The manipulation check was performed to understand if participants were able to
correctly associate the stimuli to the SM they individually represented. Each respondent was
presented a random stimulus which they had to classify as a LE, SE, SEAE or RE.

The results show that SE were the type of SM with the highest correct responses
(26,6%), while also presenting the highest mean and standard deviation (Mean = 0,2662; SD =
0,44356) compared to the other stimuli. The second-best result belonged to both LE (25,2%)
and RE (25,2%), with equal means and standard deviations (Mean = 0,2518; SD = 0,43562).
This may be due to the fact that scarcity messages were grouped into 0 and 1, with 1
representing the type of product edition the respondent chose and 0 all the other three that were
not chosen. LE and RE differed very slightly in terms of correct answers. Lastly, SEAE products
registered the lowest perception levels (23%), mean and standard deviation (Mean = 0,2302;
SD = 0,42249).

In addition, to understand if the manipulation was successful through the confirmation
of statistical difference between the SM, the independence of the samples was assured, followed
by the performance of tests of normality. Since all types of SM failed the test of normality of
Shapiro Wilk (Appendices 19,22,25,28), non-parametric tests were performed, specifically the
Mann-Whitney test for every possible relationship between them: LE vs SE; LE vs SEAE; LE
vs RE; SE vs SEAE; SE vs RE; and SEAE vs RE. Since all Sig. were below a = 0.05 (each
relationship: sig. = < 0,001) (Appendix 11), there is statistical evidence to affirm that the null
hypothesis should be rejected, meaning that SM is statistically different, which translates into

a successful outcome from the manipulation check.

4.2 Inference Statistics

4.2.1 Assumptions

With the purpose of understanding the type of tests that need to be performed,
parametric or non-parametric, and to test the hypotheses, there are three assumptions that need
to be followed. The first one concerns the independence of the samples, in which participants
of each sample need to be independent of each other (Gerald, 2018), the second whether the
samples come from populations, or a population, with a normal distribution and the third the
homogeneity of the population variances. In the next section, the tests performed regarding the

hypotheses followed all three assumptions.
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4.2.2 Hypotheses Test

With the aim of testing the hypotheses formulated in Chapter 2, various statistical tests
were applied with a significant level of 0,05 (P-Value). A statistical test was performed by also
including the respondents who answered incorrectly on the manipulation check question (n =
200), but since there were no significant differences between the results, the analysis proceeded

by considering only the valid sample (n = 139).

4.2.2.1 Hypothesis 1

Hla: The presence of scarcity messages increases consumers’ willingness to pay.

The first hypothesis (H1a) consists of understanding the effect that SM may have on the
WTP of consumers. Since both variables follow the first assumption of being independent of
each other, the analysis proceeded to perform the test of normality to understand if the
dependent variable had a normal distribution. The test of Shapiro Wilk was performed since 30
<n <50 (LE: df = 35; SEAE: df = 32; SE: df = 37; RE: df = 35) (Appendix 12) and its output
was interpreted instead of Kolmogorov-Smirnov’s (n > 50).

Since all Sig. related to each type of SM (LE: sig. =0,011; SEAE: sig. = 0,002; SE: sig.
=<0,001; RE: sig. = 0,002) (Appendix 13) were inferior to a = 0.05, it was concluded that the
overall sig. of SM followed the same reasoning (Sig. SM < a = 0.05) and that the null hypothesis
of the normality test should be rejected. Additionally, the level of severity of this result was
tested through the study of the asymmetry of the distribution by the asymmetry coefficient
(Skewness/Std. Error of Skewness), in which each type of SM presented a value outside the
interval of | — 1,96; 1,96 [ if A = 0,95 (LE: As =2,85; SEAE: As =3,37; SE: As =4,00; RE: As
=3,25) (Appendix 12), leading to the conclusion that there is no statistical evidence to affirm
that SM follow a normal distribution with WTP, so the Central Limit Theorem (CLT) cannot
be invoked and parametric tests cannot be performed.

The following step consisted of performing the non-parametric test of Mann-Whitney
to compare two means, from which it was concluded that the null hypothesis should not be
rejected (Asymp. Sig. = 0,317 > a = 0.05) (Appendix 14). Thus, there is statistical evidence to
state that the presence of scarcity messages increases consumers’ willingness to pay, hence

hypothesis Hla should be accepted.
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H1b: The presence of scarcity messages increases a product’s perceived exclusivity

The first hypothesis (H1b) aims to understand the effect that SM may have on PE. It
was confirmed that both the variable and mediator follow the first assumption of being
independent of each other, which enabled the analysis to proceed to the performance of the test
of normality. Similarly to hypothesis H1a), the test of Shapiro Wilk was performed since 30 <
n <50 (LE: df = 35; SEAE: df = 32; SE: df = 37; RE: df = 35) (Appendix 15) and its output
was interpreted instead of Kolmogorov-Smirnov’s (n > 50).

The Sig. of each type of SM (LE: sig. = 0,850; SEAE: sig. = 0,243; SE: sig. = 0,145;
RE: sig. = 0,161) (Appendix 16) were superior to a = 0.05, which concluded that the overall
sig. of SM could follow the same reasoning (Sig. SM > a = 0.05), and that the null hypothesis
of the normality test should not be rejected.

The following step consisted of testing the homogeneity of variances through Levene’s
Test, which enabled us to conclude that the null hypothesis should not be rejected, since sig. =
0,461 > a = 0.05 (Appendix 17). Therefore, one can assume that the variances are
homogeneous, which enables the ANOVA Test to be performed. The results showed that the
null hypothesis should not be rejected since sig. = 0,484 > a = 0.05 (Appendix 17), which
translates into statistical evidence to affirm that the presence of scarcity messages increases a

product’s perceived exclusivity. Therefore, hypothesis H1b should be accepted.

4.2.2.2 Hypothesis 2

H2a: Limited editions have the highest impact on willingness to pay compared to special,

seasonal and regular editions.

Hypothesis H2a seeks to understand whether the impact of LE products is the highest
on WTP compared to SE, SEAE and RE. Firstly, the assumption of independence between LE
and WTP was checked, enabling the analysis to proceed to the test of normality. The output of
Shapiro Wilk was interpreted since 30 < n < 50 (LE: df = 35) (Appendix 18) instead of
Kolmogorov-Smirnov’s (n > 50).

Since the Sig. of LE was inferior to 0,05 (Sig. LE = 0,011 < a = 0.05) (Appendix 19),
the null hypothesis of the normality test should be rejected. As a consequence, the level of
severity of this result was measured through the asymmetry test, in which LE presented a value

outside the interval of ] — 1,96; 1,96 [ if L = 0,95 (LE: As =2,85) (Appendix 18). Hence, there
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is no statistical evidence to affirm that LE follows a normal distribution with WTP, so the CLT
cannot be invoked and parametric tests cannot be performed.

After this step, the non-parametric test of Mann-Whitney was performed to compare
two means, from which it was concluded that the null hypothesis should not be rejected
(Asymp. Sig. = 0,392 > a = 0.05) (Appendix 20). Therefore, there is statistical evidence to
conclude that LE have the highest impact on WTP compared to RE, SE and SEAE, since Mean
Rank LE = 75,04 > Mean Rank RE = 69,40 > Mean Rank SE = 68,11 > Mean Rank SEAE =
67,33. Ergo, hypothesis H2a should be accepted (Figure 15).

I |
| )

Impact of Scarcity Messages on Willingness to Pay

Limited Edition Regular Edition Special Edition Seasonal Edition

Hypothesis: Accepted

Figure 15: Hypothesis 2a) - Results

H2b: Willingness to pay is lower for special editions compared to limited editions.

Hypothesis H2b aims to analyze whether the impact of SE is lower on WTP compared
to LE. Similarly to the previous hypothesis testing, the assumption of independence between
SE products and WTP was ensured, enabling the analysis to proceed to the test of normality.
The output of Shapiro Wilk was interpreted since 30 < n < 50 (SE: df = 37) (Appendix 21)
instead of Kolmogorov-Smirnov’s (n > 50).

Since the Sig. of SE was inferior to 0,05 (Sig. SE =< 0,001 <a = 0.05) (Appendix 22),
the null hypothesis of the normality test should be rejected. Consequently, the level of severity
of this result was analyzed through the asymmetry test, in which SE presented a value outside

the interval of | — 1,96; 1,96 [ if L = 0,95 (SE: As = 4,00) (Appendix 21), allowing to affirm
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that there is no statistical evidence supporting SE following a normal distribution with WTP,
hence the CLT cannot be invoked and parametric tests cannot be performed.

The non-parametric test of Mann-Whitney was performed, leading to the conclusion
that the null hypothesis should not be rejected (Asymp. Sig. = 0,739 > a = 0.05) (Appendix 23).
Accordingly, there is statistical evidence to confirm that SE has a lower impact on WTP
compared to LE since Mean Rank SE = 68,11 < Mean Rank LE = 75,04. Having this said,
hypothesis H2b should be accepted (Figure 16).

- -

Impact of Scarcity Messages on Willingness to Pay

Limited Edition Special Edition

Hypothesis: Accepted

Figure 16: Hypothesis 2b) - Results

H2c: Willingness to pay is higher for seasonal editions compared to regular editions.

Hypothesis H2c aims to compare the effect of SEAE and RE products on WTP,
assuming that SEAE will have the highest impact. Following the same reasoning as hypotheses
H2a and H2b, the assumption of independence between SEAE and WTP was ensured, enabling
the analysis to proceed to the test of normality of Shapiro Wilk since 30 <n < 50 (SEAE: df =
32) (Appendix 24) instead of Kolmogorov-Smirnov’s (n > 50).

The SEAE’s Sig. was inferior to 0,05 (Sig. SEAE = 0,002 < a = 0.05) (Appendix 25),
which means that the null hypothesis of the normality test should be rejected. Thusly, the level
of severity of this result was checked through the asymmetry test, in which SEAE presented a
value outside the interval of ] — 1,96; 1,96 [ if L = 0,95 (SEAE: As = 3,37) (Appendix 24). As
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such, there is no statistical evidence to state that SEAE follows a normal distribution with WTP,
so the CLT cannot be invoked and parametric tests cannot be performed.

This way, the non-parametric test of Mann-Whitney was performed, from which the
results showed that the null hypothesis should not be rejected (Asymp. Sig. = 0,669 > a = 0.05)
(Appendix 26). Taking this into consideration, there is statistical evidence to conclude that
SEAE has a lower impact on WTP compared to RE since Mean Rank RE = 69,40 > Mean Rank
SEAE = 67,33. Hence, hypothesis H2c should be rejected (Figure 17).

- -

Impact of Scarcity Messages on Willingness to Pay

Regular Edition Seasonal Edition

Hypothesis: Rejected

Figure 17: Hypothesis 2c) - Results

H2d: Regular editions have the lowest impact on willingness to pay compared to limited,

special and seasonal editions.

Hypothesis H2d has the goal of understanding whether the impact of RE is lower on
WTP compared to LE, SE and SEAE. Following the same reasoning as in hypotheses H2a, H2b
and H2c, the assumption of independence between RE and WTP was assured, enabling the
analysis to proceed to the test of normality of Shapiro Wilk, whose output should be interpreted
since 30 <n <50 (RE: df = 35) (Appendix 27) instead of Kolmogorov-Smirnov’s (n > 50).

Due to the Sig. of RE products being inferior to 0,05 (Sig. RE = 0,002 < a = 0.05)
(Appendix 28), the null hypothesis of the normality test should be rejected. Therefore, the level
of severity of this result was examined through the asymmetry test, in which RE presented a

value outside the interval of ] — 1,96; 1,96 [ if A= 0,95 (RE: As =3,25) (Appendix 27), allowing
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to state that there is statistical evidence supporting RE following a normal distribution with
WTP, hence the CLT cannot be invoked and parametric tests cannot be performed.

Bearing this in mind, the non-parametric test of Mann-Whitney was performed, leading
to the conclusion that the null hypothesis should not be rejected (Asymp. Sig. = 0,919 > a =
0.05) (Appendix 29). Thereupon, there is statistical evidence to affirm that, on the one hand,
RE has a lower impact on WTP when compared to LE (Mean Rank LE = 75,04 > Mean Rank
RE = 69,40), but, on the other hand, RE has a higher impact on WTP when compared to SE and
SEAE (Mean Rank RE = 69,40 > Mean Rank SE = 68,11 > Mean Rank SEAE = 67,33).
Consequently, hypothesis H2d should be rejected (Figure 18).

Hypothesis 2d) — Results

Impact of Scarcity Messages on Willingness to Pay

Limited Edition Regular Edition Special Edition Seasonal Edition

Hypothesis: Rejected

Figure 18: Hypothesis 2d) - Results
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4.2.2.3 Hypothesis 3 and Full Model Test — Model 4

H3: The effect of scarcity messages on consumers’ willingness to pay is mediated by

perceived exclusivity.

With the aim of analyzing the conceptual framework in its entirety, the mediation model
of Hayes & Preacher, 2014 was applied, specifically to understand the indirect effect of X (SM)
on Y (WTP), through the mediator M (PE), as well as the direct effect of X on Y. The results
showed that the model is not statistically significant (P-value = 0,4839), with a low percentage
of the variance of WTP being explained by SM (R-sq = 0,0179) (Appendix 30). Since SM are
a multi-categorical variable, three indirect effects must be taken into consideration, specifically
LE in relation to RE, SE in relation to RE and SEAE in relation to RE.

As it was expected, different types of SM have different PE, as shown by path a7
(0,0241) for LE, a2 (0,1550) for SEAE, and a3 (0,3857) for SE. All three SM are not
statistically significant (LE: P-value = 0,9315; SEAE: P-value = 0,5669; SE: P-value =0,1612),
and the impact of PE on WTP is given by b = 0,2835. Hence, the indirect effects of each type
of SM can be calculated: LE: 0,007 (a/b = 0,0241*0,2835); SEAE: 0,044 (a2b =
0,1550*0,2835); and SE: 0,11 (a3b = 0,3857*0,2835). Considering RE as the reference group,
the WTP for LE increases by 0,007, for SEAE by 0,044, and for SE by 0,11. Ergo, since there
is statistical evidence to affirm that the indirect effects are different from 0, we can conclude
that consumers’ willingness to pay for scarcity messages is moderated by perceived exclusivity.

The Hayes & Preacher model also indicates that there is a direct effect of SM (X) on
WTP (Y), despite the impact of SM (X) on PE (M). Bearing this in mind, the direct effect of
LE (¢’1 =-0,0756), SEAE (¢’2=-0,1775) and SE (¢’3 =- 0,1584) on WTP can be considered
as negative, although all three are not statistically significant (LE: P-value = 0,8308; SEAE: P-
value = 0,6035; SE: P-value = 0,6495). Therefore, since perceived exclusivity can be fully
responsible for the positive impact on willingness to pay, hypothesis 3 should be accepted

(Figure 19).
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Statistical Model — Mediation - Coefficients

a1=0,0241

Perceived Exclusivity
™)

Limited Edition

x1) b=0,2835

¢'1=-0,0756

a2=0,1550

¢’2=-0,1775

Willingness to Pay
()

Seasonal Edition
(X2)

03=0,3857 ¢'3=-0,1584

Special Edition

(X3)

Figure 19: Hayes & Preacher Model — Statistical Mediation - Coefficients
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS AND LIMITATIONS

The following chapter has the aim of presenting the main findings and conclusions
drawn from this investigation, while also approaching the managerial and academic

implications, as well as the dissertation’s limitations and suggestions for further research.

5.1 Main Findings & Conclusions

Taking into consideration the problem statement of this investigation, each research
question will be individually addressed and related to the results of the analysis of the

qualitative and quantitative data.

RQI1: What is the impact of scarcity messages on consumers’ willingness to pay?

Past literature defends that consumers have a tendency to choose products that are
presented in a scarce scenario over products available in an abundant way and that they are
willing to pay higher prices for them (Mittone & Savadori, 2009), as was exemplified by (Jung
& Kellaris, 2004) in a study with wine.

On the one hand, the results from the first hypothesis test (H1a) support the conclusion
that SM increases WTP. On the other hand, considering the online survey, these statements
were not possible to be confirmed. Through the Hayes & Preacher model it was possible to
understand that there is a direct negative effect of SM on WTP, with SEAE having the highest
negative impact, followed by SE and LE, despite not being statistically significant. In some
way, since LE is normally the type of SM that has the highest impact on WTP (Aggarwal et al.,
2011; L. Wu & Lee, 2016), in this case they have the lowest negative impact, which, in other
words, is a positive aspect when compared to the other stronger negative effects from SEAE
and SE.

At the same time, this result is surprising since it has been proven through past literature

that SM increases WTP.
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RQ2: Which type of scarcity message has the highest impact on consumers’ willingness to

pay?

The results showed that the four types of SM have different impacts on the WTP, with
the highest effect being from LE, as expected through the conclusions of (Aggarwal et al., 2011;
L. Wu & Lee, 2016), in which the authors state that LQS have higher impacts than LTS.

Surprisingly, the second-best result belonged to RE and its impact on WTP, which was
higher than SE and SEAE, despite the results being slightly different. A possible explanation
for this was the equal results for the perception levels of LE and RE on the manipulation check,
which were positioned in second and third places, since the highest edition product correctly
perceived was SE.

This result raises an interesting aspect regarding the perception of LE, which was
expected to be identified more easily since the stimuli were designed to have the due labels for
each specific type of SM and were additionally confirmed through the semi-structured
interviews. As SE showed a better performance in terms of perception levels, this may be
possibly justified by the fact that there is some degree of difficulty in identifying the differences
between SE, LE and SEAE (time vs. quantity), which may lead to LE and SEAE being wrongly
perceived as SE. This was a conclusion drawn from the stimuli, which may have affected this

result.

RQ3: What effect does perceived exclusivity have on the relationship between scarcity

messages and consumers’ willingness to pay?

Considering that SM increases WTP (Mittone & Savadori, 2009), it is important to
understand the role of PE in this relationship. According to (Dodds et al., 1991; Rao & Monroe,
1989; Zeithaml, 1988), price is an indication of quality, especially regarding limited offering,
and it translates into more attractive products and services (Erickson & Johansson, 1985;
Lichtenstein et al., 1988; Rao & Monroe, 1989). Hence, as consumers seek a hedonic feeling
after acquiring an exclusive product, in their minds, the higher prices are justified by this
outcome (Smith & Colgate, 2007).

As shown from the results derived from the data analysis, it is possible to conclude that
PE has a positive effect on the relationship between SM and WTP. In the presence of PE, WTP
for SE increases the most, followed by an increase for SEAE and, lastly, for LE. These effects
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show that the three types of SM with different PE have different positive impacts on WTP,
which is the conclusion the problem statement aimed to reach.

This result is also surprising since LE usually has the highest PE, mainly to the link to
the luxury industry and, consequently, the highest impact on WTP. Similarly to the explanation
presented in RQ2, this may be due to the fact that participants in the online survey
misinterpreted LE and SEAE stimuli for SE, which is a common error since there is some

difficulty in distinguishing the three types of SM.

5.2 Managerial / Academic Implications

Concerning academic implications, this investigation elucidates the fact that there is
limited research regarding the differentiation of SM, which was confirmed through consumers’
perceptions of LE, SE and SEAE. As there are scientific papers on LQS and LTS, there is a
lack of focus on SEAE as marketing strategies, as well as the impact that they may have on
WTP. Furthermore, future academic research may bring clarification on these topics, which
may result in more accurate studies related to the impact of SM on consumers’ WTP, with the
mediated effect of PE.

In terms of managerial relevance, this research considers only four specific types of SM,
whose PE differs from each other. As marketing strategies, there are other scarce cues that could
be explored in more depth, as well as their relationships with WTP, which will also vary
depending on the impact of PE. With the advancement in technology and the increasing
presence of consumers in online channels, marketing managers need to adopt strategies that
walk hand in hand with tendencies and, consequently, SM need to adapt and evolve with them.

Through the conclusions taken from past literature and this investigation, LE is the type
of scarcity cue that has the highest impact on consumers’ minds, influencing their acceptance
towards higher prices since they perceive these products as more exclusive (Smith & Colgate,
2007). This is an important finding to marketing and sales managers as it can contribute to

pricing decisions that will lead to an increase in the company’s sales and consequent profits.

5.3 Limitations and Further Research

Regarding this investigation, several limitations can be identified and some suggestions

on further research will be given regarding Chapter 2, Chapter 3 and Chapter 4.
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In Chapter 2 - Literature Review and Conceptual Framework — the concepts of WTP,
SM (LE, SE and SEAE) and PE could have been explored in further detail through existing
relevant papers. While searching for the definitions of these terms and for key scientific
literature, various marketing and consumer research journals contained paid articles, which
were not possible to be acquired due to budget constraints. This is a limitation of the literature
review chapter since there was a lot of information more specific to the FMCG industry, as well
as some relationships between variables, that could not be accessed, resulting in a less enriching
exploration of the concepts. The terms of LE, SE and SEAE were found to be difficult to define
besides their difference in terms of time and quantity, especially SEAE, which were considered
to be a junction of the two. This was also a conclusion drawn from the focus group and semi-
structured interviews since participants had some difficulties when identifying each type of SM,
apart from the labels on each one. Since this was an important factor, the stimuli were created
with special attention to highlighting the labels. A suggestion to further research would be
having a higher budget that enables access to more relevant papers and books, which will
contribute to a deeper understanding of the variables being studied.

Secondly, in Chapter 3 — Methodology — the primary data gathered for this investigation
also had some limitations. Concerning the choice of the type of product, in the focus group
participants were presented two surveys to answer before proceeding with the discussion
amongst them. In the first survey, related to their perceptions on SM, the last question was semi-
open-ended and not closed-ended, which did not facilitate the analysis of the data, as the
associations were concluded based on the frequency that they were mentioned. This may lead
to some errors in the investigation which should be avoided in further research. During this
step, close-ended questions should be implemented.

In Chapter 4 — Results and Discussion — there are several aspects that should be pointed
out.

Firstly, regarding the constructs’ measure reliability, the results were not the desired. A
possible explanation for the low Cronbach Alphas of WTP (poor) and PE (questionable) was
the low sample with which they were tested, as well as the alterations made in their items. In
the mediator of PE, the statements were changed in terms of replacing “luxury goods” for
“exclusive products”, which may decrease the initial Cronbach Alpha from (le Monkhouse et
al., 2012), considered as “Good”. Additionally, with the aim of increasing the reliability of the
analysis an item was taken, however the opposite effect occurred. As such, for future research
it is advised to perform the reliability tests with a large and significant sample and avoid making

numerous alterations to the items.
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Secondly, the results on the manipulation check were equally unexpected, since the
stimuli were confirmed to have the desired perceptions from the semi-structured interviews’
participants, but had different outcomes from the online questionnaire, as the respondents
characterized LE and SEAE as SE, hence the highest results. This may be due to the same factor
that was explained before, which is the difficulty of differentiating the types of SM. Since the
labels created on the stimuli were the pivotal factor for identifying each scarcity cue, it would
be advised for further research to highlight, even more, the terms on the product’s packaging.
Additionally, it is important to take into consideration that there are other scarcity cues besides
labels that can be used to test these perceptions, such as the packaging’s colors, shape, etc.

Thirdly, regarding the results of the investigation’s hypotheses, only H2¢) and H2d)
should be rejected. Concerning H2c), the results show that RE have the highest impact on WTP
compared to SEAE, which does not correspond to the findings of past literature. Similarly, in
H2d) RE have the highest impact on WTP compared to SE and SEAE, which is also not aligned
with the findings of past scientific papers. This undesired outcome may be a result of a low
sample size, consequently influencing the manipulation check results, which, per se, determined
the undesired outcomes of these hypotheses. Hence, future research should consider a larger
sample size to ensure a higher variety of responses, which may increase the level of accuracy
on the manipulation check.

Lastly, the findings of hypothesis 3 show that there is a negative direct effect of each
type of SM on WTP, which is not accurate to what has been studied previously. Past literature
has found that SM increase WTP (Mittone & Savadori, 2009) and, considering this, a positive
effect was expected. Ergo, as for future research regarding H3, the suggestions of H2c¢) and

H2d) should be applied.
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Demographics

Focus Group

# Gender Age Nationality Education Level

1 Female 24 Portuguese Bachelor’s Degree
2 Female 23 Angolan Bachelor’s Degree
3 Female 23 Ucranian Bachelor’s Degree
4 Female 24 Brazilian Portuguese Bachelor’s Degree
5 Female 23 Portuguese Master’s Degree

6 Female 22 Portuguese Bachelor’s Degree
7 Female 22 Portuguese Bachelor’s Degree
8 Male 23 Portuguese Bachelor’s Degree
9 Male 22 Portuguese Bachelor’s Degree
10 Male 24 Brazilian Bachelor’s Degree
11 Male 19 Portuguese High School

12 Male 24 Belgian Master’s Degree
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The researcher started by presenting herself and thanked everyone for taking the time to
participate in the focus group

o Then, proceeded to explain that the goal of the focus group was to understand the perceptions

of the participants regarding scarcity messages

o The researcher informed that the session would last between 45 minutes and 1 hour maximum

o Regarding the code of conduct, she explained that the participants were expected to speak one
at a time, that there were no right or wrong answers, and asked for their honest opinions

o Following this, the moderator asked for the participant’s permission to voice record the
session, and highlighted that the data gathered would be treated with confidentiality and
anonimity, only for the study’s purpose

o Finally, she presented herself and aked the participants to say their name, age, nationality, and

highest education level

o The moderator introduced the first activitivy of the session, on understanding the participants’
initial perceptions on scarcity messages

o She then shared the link for a qualtrics survey, where participants had to answer two questions:
(1) To what extent are you familiar with this type of scarcity message?; (2) When you think
about this type of scarcity message, which products come to your mind?

o Activity 2 on imagery association was presented by the researcher, to understand if
participants were able to correctly associate each type of scarcity message to their
corresponding image

o A link for qualtrics was shared, which was divided into three sections of different types of
products: chocolate, coffee, and drinks

The researcher explained that four different scenarios were going to be presented, of real

situations that usually happen on a day to day basis, in wich the participants, as a group,
needed to decide on the type of scarcity message that was more appropriated for each of them.

o Scenario 1: After a curfew of several months due to the pandemic, the first time that Anténio
and his mother are going to meet in person is at Mother’s Day in Portugal. This way, Antonio
wants to buy a special gift for his mother, to finally celebrate this day together. What type of
product edition should Anténio buy?

o Scenario 2: Luis is going to meet with his best friend Margarida in June, when she comes to
Portugal to visit him. Margarida is currently studying fashion in Milan, and she is someone
who likes to feel excentric and unique, and, when she can, she buys products that are not
usually accessible to everyone. What type of product edition should Luis consider?

o Scenario 3: The EuroCup is occurring in June, and the portuguese team is going to play with
Germany. Vasco, Tomas, and Catarina are going to meet at Gongalo’s house to watch the
game, and they are thinking about going to the supermarket to buy a pack of beers. What type
of product edition should they consider?

o Scenario 4: Today October begins and the exam season of Bernardo is about to start. As
Bernardo is a student-worker, sometimes he does not have the time to study during the day, so
he usually studies at night. Since from 7pm onwards he starts to feel tired, he drinks an energy

drink to be productive. As he goes to the kitchen, he understands that he doesn’t have any, and

decides to go to the supermarket to buy some. Which type of product edition should Bernardo
consider?

o The moderator informs the participants that they have reached the end of the focus group, and
thanks them once again for their time.
o She asks if there are any remaining questions and clarifies final doubts.
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( )
L )
Demographics

1 Female 24 Portuguese Bachelor’s Degree
2 Female 23 Angolan Bachelor’s Degree
3 Female 59 Portuguese Bachelor’s Degree
4 Female 23 Ucranian Bachelor’s Degree
5 Female 62 Portuguese Master’s Degree
6 Female 22 Portuguese Bachelor’s Degree
7 Female 22 Portuguese Bachelor’s Degree
8 Male 62 Portuguese Master’s Degree
9 Male 62 Portuguese High School
10 Male 24 Brazilian Bachelor’s Degree
11 Male 19 Portuguese High School
12 Male 24 Belgian Master’s Degree
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CATOLICA

LISBON

Wad & ECTRNODMILS

Introduction
Eng:

Dear respondent,

Firstly, I would like to thank you for taking the time to participate in this survey. My name is
Carolina and I am currently doing my master's dissertation at Catdlica Lisbon School of
Business and Economics. I would kindly ask you to be as truthful and authentic as possible
when answering the questions.

The questionnaire will take approximately 4 minutes to be completed, and there are no right
or wrong answers. It is also important to mention that anonymity is ensured, since the data

gathered will be exclusively used with the purpose of this master’s dissertation.



For further questions or observations, please send an email to: carolinapardal7@hotmail.com

(Carolina Pardal Monteiro).

Once again, thank you for your time!

Pt:
Caro(a) participante,

Em primeiro lugar, gostaria de lhe agradecer por se disponibilizar a responder a este
questionario. O meu nome ¢ Carolina e estou neste momento a fazer a dissertacao de
mestrado na Catolica Lisbon School of Business and Economics. Peco-lhe que seja o mais

verdadeiro(a) e auténtico(a) possivel ao responder as perguntas.
O questionario levara aproximadamente 4 minutos para ser completado, € ndo ha respostas
certas ou erradas. A confidencialidade ¢ garantida, uma vez que os dados recolhidos serdo

utilizados exclusivamente para fins desta dissertacdo de mestrado.

Para quaisquer duvidas ou observagdes, por favor envie um e-mail para:

carolinapardal7@hotmail.com (Carolina Pardal Monteiro).

Mais uma vez, obrigada pelo seu tempo!

Block 1 — Screening Questions

Q1: Did you buy chocolate in the last year? | Comprou chocolate no tltimo ano?

o Yes|Sim

o No |Nao

If the participant answers “No”, skips to the end of the survey

Xl



Block 2 — Understanding the Drivers of Chocolate Consumption

Q2: How often do you buy chocolate? (For you, family, or friends) | Com que frequéncia

costuma comprar chocolate? (Para si, familia ou amigos)

o Rarely (once a month or less) | Raramente (uma vez por més ou menos)
o Occasionally (2-3 times a month) | Ocasionalmente (2-3 vezes por més)
o Frequently (1-3 times a week) | Frequentemente (1-3 vezes por semana)
o Very frequently (4 times a week or more) | Muito frequentemente (4 vezes por semana

ou mais)

Q3: Under which circumstances do you usually buy chocolate? (Please select all that apply) |

Por que motivos costuma comprar chocolate? (Por favor selecione todas as opcdes aplicaveis)

o For personal consumption | Para consumo pessoal
o For consumption with friends and family | Para consumo com amigos e familia
o For special occasions/to offer as a gift | Para ocasides especiais / para oferecer como

um presente

Block 3 — Randomization and Presentation of One Stimulus

Eng:

Imagine that you are at the supermarket with the intention to buy a chocolate bar. While you
are looking at the shelves on the chocolate's specific section, the product presented below
catches your attention.

After carefully analyzing this packaging, please answer the following questions.

Pt:
Imagine que vai ao supermercado com a intengdo de comprar uma barra de chocolate.
Enquanto olha para as prateleiras na sec¢do dos chocolates, o seguinte produto chama a sua

atencao.

Xl



Depois de analisar cuidadosamente esta embalagem, por favor responda as perguntas que se

seguem.

Block 3.1 — Manipulation Check

Q4: What is the type of product edition presented before? Please select the one that applies. |

Qual ¢ o tipo de edi¢@o do produto apresentado anteriormente? Selecione a opcao aplicavel.

o Limited Edition | Edi¢cdo Limitada
o Seasonal Edition | Edigdo Sazonal
o Special Edition | Edi¢ao Especial
o Regular Edition | Edicdo Regular

Block 3.2 — Perceived Exclusivity

QS5: Please classify to what extent do you agree with each statement, using a rating scale,
ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree), to 7 (Strongly agree). | Classifique até que ponto concorda
com cada afirmacdo, usando uma escala que varia entre 1 (Discordo totalmente) e 7

(Concordo totalmente).
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Block 3.3 — Willingness to Pay

Q6: Please consider the type of product edition you saw previously, and answer the following
questions. | Considere o tipo de edi¢dao do produto que viu anteriormente e responda as

seguintes questdes.
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Block 4 — Demographics

Q7: What is your gender? | Qual ¢ o seu género?

o Male | Masculino
o Female | Feminino
o Non-binary / third gender | Nao bindrio / terceiro género

o Prefer not to say | Prefiro nao dizer

Q8: What is your age? | Qual ¢ a sua idade?

o Under 18 | Menor de 18

o 18-24
o 25-34
o 35-44
o 45-54
o 55-64
o 65-74
o 75-84

o 85 or older | 85 ou mais velho

Q9: What is your nationality? | Qual ¢ a sua nacionalidade?

XV



o Portuguese | Portuguesa
o German | Alema

o Italian | Italiana

o Spanish | Espanhola

o French | Francesa

o Dutch | Holandesa

o Other | Outra

Q10: What 1s the highest degree you have completed? | Qual ¢ o grau mais alto de educacao

que concluiu?

o Less than high school | Menor que o ensino médio

o High school graduate or equivalent | Ensino médio ou equivalente
o Bachelor’s degree | Licenciatura

o Master’s degree / MBA | Mestrado / MBA

o PhD / Post-Doctoral Degree | Doutoramento

o Other | Outro

Q11: What is your current occupation? | Qual ¢ a sua ocupacao atual?

o Student | Estudante

o Student and Worker | Estudante e trabalhador
o Employed | Empregado (a)

o Unemployed | Desempregado (a)

o Retired | Reformado (a)

o Other | Outra

Q12: What is your monthly gross income? | Qual ¢ o seu rendimento bruto mensal?

o Less than 500€ | Menos de 500 €
o 500€ -999€
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o 1000€ - 1499€
o 1500€ - 1999€
o 2000€ - 2499€
o 2500€ - 2999€
o 3000€ - 3499€
o 3500€ - 4000€
o More than 4000€ | Mais de 4000€

Block 5 — End of Survey

Eng:
We thank you for your time spent taking this survey.

Your response has been recorded.
Pt:

Obrigada por ter dedicado o seu tempo a responder a este questionario.

As suas respostas foram guardadas.

Appendix 5: Operational Model Details
Appendix 5: Operational Model Details

Number of

Construct Literature Journal Description
Items

1 - Above which price would you definitely not buy the product,
because you can’t afford it or because you didn’t think it was worth

- (Breidert et al., Innovative the money?
Willigness to Pay 2006) Ml 2
2 - Below which price would you say you would not buy the
product because you would start to suspect the quality?
1 - It is good to be among a very few people owning a truly
exclusive product
(Le Monkhouse et International 2 - I would buy an exclusive good to make myself stand out
Perceived Exclusivity al., 2012) 4

LY EYSSE(T5 A5 G 3 - Once a product becomes mass-produced, it is not exclusive

anymore

4 - some editions are bought because they are exclusive
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Appendix 6: Demographics Details

Appendix 6: Demographics Details

Demographic Details - Gender

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Yalid Percent Percent
Valid Male 47 33,8 33,8 33,8
Female 91 65,5 65,5 99,3
Mon-binary / third 1 i i 100,0
gender
Total 1329 100,0 100,0
Demographic Details - Age
Cumulative
Frequency  Percent @ Valid Percent Percent
Valid Under 18 1 7 7 7
18 - 24 b8 48,9 48,9 49,6
25 - 34 25 18,0 18,0 67,6
35 - 44 11 7.9 7.9 75,5
45 - 54 19 13,7 13,7 89,2
55 - 64 11 7.9 7.9 97,1
65 - 74 . 1.4 1.4 98,6
85 or older 2 1,4 1.4 100,0
Total 139 100,0 100,0
Demographic Details - Nationality
Cumulative
Frequency  Percent @ Valid Percent Percent
Valid Portuguese 123 88.5 88.5 88.5
German b 4,3 4,3 92,8
ltalian 3 2,2 2,2 95,0
Other 7 5,0 5,0 100,0
Total 139 100,0 100,0
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Demographic Details - Highest Degree Completed

Cumulative
Frequency  Percemt  Valid Percent Percent
Walid Less than high school 3 2.2 2,2 2.2
High school graduate or 31 22,3 22.3 245
eguivalent
Bachelor's degree 75 54,0 54,0 78,4
Master's degree /MBA 27 19.4 19,4 97.8
PhD/Post-Doctoral 2 1.4 1.4 99,3
Degree
Other 1 i o 100,0
Total 139 100,0 100,0
Demographic Details - Current Occupation
Cumulative
Freguency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Student 42 30,2 30,2 30,2
Student and Worker 24 17.3 17,3 47.5
Employed bl 43,9 43,9 91,4
Unemployed 4 2.9 2,9 94,2
Retired 3 2,2 2,2 96,4
Other 5 3,6 3,6 100,0
Total 129 100,0 100,0
Demographic Details - Monthly Gross Income
Cumulative
Frequency  Percent @ Valid Percent Percent
Valid Less than 500€ 35 25,2 25,2 25,2
S500€ - 999¢ 32 23,0 23,0 48,2
1000€ - 1499€ 15 10,8 10,8 59,0
1500€ - 1999€ 22 15,8 15,8 74 .8
2000€ - 2499€ 13 9.4 9.4 84,2
2500€ - 2999€ B 4,3 4,3 88,5
2000€ - 3499€ 7 5,0 5,0 93.5
More than 4000€ 9 b,5 6,5 100,0
Total 139 100,0 100,0
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Appendix 7: Understanding the Drivers of Chocolate Consumption
Appendix 7: Understanding the Drivers of Chocolate Consumption

Drivers of Chocolate Consumption - Frequency of Chocolate

Purchase
Cumulative
Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent Percent

valid Rarely {once a month or 43 30,9 30,9 30,9

less)

Occasionally (2-3 times 60 43,2 43,2 74,1

a maonth)

Frequently (1-3 times a 31 22,3 22,3 96,4

week)

Very frequently (4 times 5 3,6 3,6 100,0

a week or more)

Total 139 100,0 100,0

Drivers of Chocolate Consumption - Reason For Purchase -
Personal Consumption

Cumulative
Fregquency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid For personal 104 74,8 100,0 100,0
consumption
Missing  System 35 25,2
Total 139 100,0

Drivers of Chocolate Consumption - Reason For Purchase -
Consumption w/ Friends and Family

Cumulative
Frequency  Percent  Walid Percent Percent
Valid For consumption with 58 41,7 100,0 100,0
friends and family
Missing  System 81 58,3
Total 139 100,0

Drivers of Chocolate Consumption - Reason For Purchase - Special
Occasions/To Offer as a Gift

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid For special occasions/to 41 29,5 100,0 100,0
offer as a gift
Missing  System 98 70,5

Total 139 100,0




Appendix 8: Key Variables Means, Min., Max., St. Deviation
Appendix 8: Key Variables Means, Min., Max., St. Deviation

Statistics - Scarcity

Messages
Scarcity Messages
N Valid

Missing

Mean
Std. Error of Mean
Median
Mode
Std. Deviation
Variance
Skewness

Std. Error of Skewness
Kurtosis
Std. Error of Kurtosis
Range
Minimum
Maximum
Sum
Percentiles 25
50
75

139

2,52
,095
3,00

1,125
1,266
-,045
,206
-1,371
408

350
1,00
3,00
4,00

Statistics - WTP

WillingnessToPay
Perceived Exclusivity

N Valid 139

Missing 0 N Valid
Mean 2,8990 Missing
Std. Error of Mean 12381 Mean
Median 2,5900 std. Error of Mean
Mode 1,18* Median
Std. Deviation 1,45965 Mode
Variance 2131 Std. Deviation
Skewness 1,314 Variance
std. Error of Skewness ,206 Skewness
Kurtosis 1.682 Std. Error of Skewness
std. Error of Kurtosis 408 Kurtosis
Range 7133 Std. Error of Kurtosis
Minimum 76 Range
Maximum 8,08 Minimum
Sum 402,96 Maximum
Percentiles 25 1,9200 Sum

50 2 5900 Percentiles 25

75 3,4900 50

75

a. Multiple modes exist. The

Statistics - Perceived
Exclusivity

139
0
4,6511
,09696
4,5000
4,50
1,14312
1,307
-,064
,206
-,630
408
5,00
2,00
7,00
646,50
3,7500
4,5000
5,5000

smallest value is shown

Appendix 9: Analysis of Cronbach Alpha
Appendix 9: Analysis of Cronbach Alpha

Reliability Statistics - WTP

Cronbach's
Alpha Based
on
Cronbach's Standardized
Alpha hems N of ltems
548 ,589 2

Reliability Statistics - Perceived

Exclusivity
Cronbach's
Alpha Based
on
Cronbach's Standardized
Alpha Items N of ltems
669 ,660 4
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Appendix 10: Manipulation Check — Descriptive Statistics

Appendix 10: Manipulation Check — Descriptive Statistics

Statistics - Manipulation Check

LimitedEditic  SeasonalEditi SpecialEditio RegularEditio
n on n n
N Valid 139 139 139 139
Missing ] ] ] ]
Mean L2518 ,2302 , 2662 2518
Std. Error of Mean ,03695 ,03584 ,03762 ,03695
Median L0000 L0000 L0000 L0000
Mode ,00 ,00 ,00 ,00
Std. Deviation 43562 42249 44356 43562
Variance ,190 179 197 ,190
Skewness 1,156 1,296 1,070 1,156
Std. Error of Skewness 206 206 206 206
Kurtosis -673 -.326 -.869 -673
Std. Error of Kurtosis 408 408 408 408
Range 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00
Minimum .00 .00 .00 .00
Maximum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00
Sum 35,00 32,00 37,00 35,00
Percentiles 25 ,0000 ,0000 ,0000 ,0000
50 L0000 L0000 ,0000 ,0000
75 1,0000 ,0000 1,0000 1,0000
LimitedEdition
Cumulative
Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent Percent
Valid ,00 104 74,8 74,8 74,8
1,00 35 25,2 25,2 100.0
Total 139 100.0 100.0
SeasonalEdition
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid ,00 107 77,0 770 770
1,00 32 23,0 23,0 100,0
Total 139 100.0 100.0
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SpecialEdition

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid ,00 102 73,4 73.4 73,4
1,00 i7 26,6 26,6 100,0
Total 139 100,0 100,0
RegularEdition
Cumulative
Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent Percent
Valid ,00 104 74,8 74,8 74,8
1,00 35 25,2 25,2 100,0
Total 139 100,0 100,0

Appendix 11: Manipulation Check — Mann-Whitney Tests
Appendix 11: Manipulation Check — Mann-Whitney Tests

Limited vs Special®

Limited vs Seasonal®

Limited vs Regular?®

Limited Editio LimitedEditio LimitedEditio

n n n
Mann-Whitney U 1239,500 Mann-Whitney U 1152,000 Mann-Whitney U 1207,500
Wilcoxon W 1942,500 Wilcoxon W 1680,000 Wilcoxon W 1837,500
Z -4,104 Z -3,727 z -3,953
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) <,001 Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) <,001 Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) <, 001

a. Grouping Variable:
SpecialEdition

Special vs Seasonal?®

a. Groupin? Variable:
SeasonalEdition

Special vs Regular?

a. Grouping Variable:
RegularEdition

Regular vs Seasonal?®

SeasonalEditi

SpecialEditio
n on

SpecialEditio
n

Mann-Whitney U 1120,000 Mann-Whitney U 1172,500 Mann-Whitney U 1260,000
Wilcoxon W 1648,000 Wilcoxon W 1802,500 Wilcoxon W 1890,000
Z -3,869 Z -4,104 z -3,727
Asymp. 5ig. (2-tailed) <,001 Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) <,001 Asymp. 5ig. (2-tailed) <,001
a. Groupin? Variable: a. Grouping Variable: a. Grouping Variable:
SeasonalEdition RegularEdition RegularEdition
Appendix 12: Hypothesis 1a) — Summary, Descriptives
Appendix 12: Hypothesis 1a) — Summary, Descriptives
Case Processing Summary
Cases
Valid Missing Total
Scarcity Messages M Percent N Percent N Percent
WillingnessToPay  Limited Edition 35 100,0% 0 0,0% 35 100,0%
Seasonal Edition 32 100,0% 0 0,0% 32 100,0%
Special Edition 37 100,0% 0 0,0% 37 100,0%
Regular Edition 35 100,0% 0 0,0% 35 100,0%
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Descriptives

Scarcity Messages Statistic Std. Error
WillingnessToPay  Limited Edition Mean 2,9627 ,22820
95% Confidence Interval  Lower Bound 2,4989
WOy Upper Bound  3,4265
5% Trimmed Mean 2,8820
Median 2,6400
Variance 1,823
Std. Deviation 1,35007
Minimum 78
Maximum 7,09
Range 6,31
Interguartile Range 1,52
Skewness 1,133 ,398
Kurtosis 1,606 A8
Seasonal Edition  Mean 2,8939 28694
95% Confidence Interval  Lower Bound 2,3087
Lyl Upper Bound 3,4791
5% Trimmed Mean 2,7518
Median 2,5300
Variance 2,635
Std. Deviation 1,62318
Minirmurm .99
Maximum 8,08
Range 7,10
Interquartile Range 1,92
Skewness 1,396 414
Kurtosis 2,214 809
Special Edition Mean 2,8292 22521
95% Confidence Interval  Lower Bound 2,3724
LILLED Upper Bound  3,2859
5% Trimmed Mean 2,6934
Median 2,5900
Variance 1,877
Std. Deviation 1,36990
Minimum 1,19
Maximum 7,00
Range 5,81
Interguartile Range 1,45
Skewness 1,553 388
Kurtosis 2,214 759
Regular Edition Mean 2,9137 26327
95% Confidence Interval  Lower Bound 2,3787
whLizy Upper Bound  3,4488
5% Trimmed Mean 2,7931
Median 2,7700
Variance 2,426
Std. Deviation 1,55755
Minimum 76
Maximum 7.65
Range 6,90
Interguartile Range 1,54
Skewness 1,295 398
Kurtosis 1,623 J78
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Appendix 13: Hypothesis 1a) — Tests of Normality — Shapiro-Wilk
Appendix 13: Hypothesis 1a) — Tests of Normality — Shapiro-Wilk

Tests of Normality

Kolmogorov-Smirnov® Shapiro-Wilk
Scarcity Messages  Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
WillingnessToPay Limited Edition 162 35 021 916 35 011
Seasonal Edition ,188 32 006 880 32 002
Special Edition ,188 37 002 839 37 <,001
Regular Edition 164 35 019 892 35 L002
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
Appendix 14: Hypothesis 1a) — Mann-Whitney Test
Appendix 14: Hypothesis 1a) — Mann-Whitney Test
Ranks
Sum of
willingnessToPay N Mean Rank Ranks
Scarcity Messages 1,00 1 2,00 2,00
2,00 1 1,00 1,00
Total 2
Test Statistics?
Scarcity
Messages
Mann-Whitney U ,000
Wilcoxon W 1,000
Z -1,000
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 317
Exact Sig. [27(L-tailed 1,000"
Sig.)]
a. Grouping Variable:
WillingnessToPay
b. Not corrected for ties.
Appendix 15: Hypothesis 1b) — Summary, Descriptives
Appendix 15: Hypothesis 1b) — Summary, Descriptives
Case Processing Summary
Cases
Valid Missing Total
Scarcity Messages N Percent N Percent N Percent
PerceivedExclusivity  Limited Edition 35 100,0% 0 0,0% 35 100,0%
Seasonal Edition 32 100,0% 0 0,0% 12 100,0%
Special Edition 37 100,0% 0 0,0% 37 100,0%
Regular Edition 35 100,0% 0 0,0% 35 100,0%
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Descriptives

Scarcity Messages Statistic  Std. Error
Perceived Exclusivity  Limited Edition Mean 4,5071 ,19513
95% Confidence Interval  Lower Bound 4,1106
for Mean Upper Bound  4,9037
5% Trimmed Mean 4,5000
Median 4,5000
Variance 1,333
Std. Deviation 1,15441
Minimum 2,25
Maximum 7,00
Range 4,75
Interguartile Range 1,50
Skewness ,192 ,398
Kurtosis =313 78
Seasonal Edition  Mean 4,5313 ,23885
95% Confidence Interval  Lower Bound 4,0441
LLLED Upper Bound  5,0184
5% Trimmed Mean 4,5538
Median 4,5000
Variance 1,826
Std. Deviation 1,35115
Minimum 2,00
Maximum 6,75
Range 4,75
Interguartile Range 2,19
Skewness -,268 414
Kurtosis -,803 ,809
Special Edition Mean 4,6622 ,16389
95% Confidence Interval  Lower Bound 4,3298
whLiEn Upper Bound  4,9945
5% Trimmed Mean 4,6460
Median 4,5000
Variance ,994
Std. Deviation ,99690
Minimum 3,00
Maximum 6,50
Range 3,50
Interguartile Range 1,88
Skewness ,069 ,388
Kurtosis -1,043 759
Regular Edition Mean 4,8929 ,L18198
95% Confidence Interval  Lower Bound 4,5230
WOty Upper Bound  5,2627
5% Trimmed Mean 4,8730
Median 4,7500
Variance 1,159
Std. Deviation 1,07663
Minimum 3,25
Maximum 7,00
Range 3,75
Interguartile Range 1,75
Skewness ,106 ,398
Kurtosis -1,032 A78
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Appendix 16: Hypothesis 1b) — Tests of Normality — Shapiro-Wilk

Appendix 16: Hypothesis 1b) — Tests of Normality — Shapiro-Wilk

Tests of Normality

Kolmogorov-Smirnov? Shapiro-Wilk
Scarcity Messages ~ Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
PerceivedExclusivity Limited Edition 078 35 200" ,983 35 850
seasonal Edition 105 32 ,200" ,958 32 243
Special Edition 121 37 186 ,955 a7 ,145
Regular Edition ,130 35 144 ,955 35 ,161
*_This is a lower bound of the true significance.
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
Appendix 17: Hypothesis 1b) — Levene’s Test and ANOVA
Appendix 17: Hypothesis 1b) — Levene’s Test and ANOVA
Descriptives
PerceivedExclusivity
95% Confidence Interval for
Std. Mean
N Mean Deviation Std. Error  Lower Bound  Upper Bound  Minimum  Maximum
Limited Edition 35 4,5071 1,15441 ,19513 4,1106 4,9037 2,25 7,00
Seasonal Edition 32 4,5313 1,35115 ,23885 4,0441 5,0184 2,00 6,75
Special Edition 37 4,6622 ,99690 ,16389 4,3298 4,9945 3,00 6,50
Regular Edition 35  4,8929 1,07663 ,18198 4,5230 5,2627 3,25 7,00
Total 139 4,6511 1,14312 ,09696 4,4594 4,8428 2,00 7,00
Tests of Homogeneity of Variances
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
PerceivedExclusivity  Based on Mean 866 3 135 461
Based on Median 824 3 135 483
Based on Median and 824 3 123,069 ,483
with adjusted df
Based on trimmed ,893 3 135 447
mean
ANOVA
Perceived Exclusivity
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 3,235 3 1,078 822 484
Within Groups 177,092 135 1,312
Total 180,327 138
Appendix 18: Hypothesis 2a) — Summary, Descriptives
Appendix 18: Hypothesis 2a) — Summary, Descriptives
Case Processing Summary
Cases
Valid Missing Total
LimitedEdition N Percent N Percent N Percent
WillingnessToPay ,00 104 100,0% 0 0,0% 104 100,0%
1,00 35 100,0% 0 0,0% 35 100,0%
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Descriptives

LimitedEdition

Statistic Std. Error

WillingnessToPay 00 Mean
95% Confidence Interval  Lower Bound
for Mean
Upper Bound
5% Trimmed Mean
Median
Variance
Std. Deviation
Minimum
Maximum
Range
Interguartile Range
Skewness
Kurtosis
1,00 Mean
95% Confidence Interval  Lower Bound
for Mean
Upper Bound
5% Trimmed Mean
Median
Variance
Std. Deviation
Minimum
Maximum
Range
Interguartile Range
Skewness
Kurtosis

2,8775
2,5858
3,1693
2,7476
2,5650

2,251
1,50035
,76
8,08
7,33
1,55
1,376
1,786
2,9627
2,4989
3,4265
2,8820
2,6400
1,823
1,35007
,78
7,09
6,31
1,52
1,133
1,606

14712

,237
1469
122820

,398
778

Appendix 19: Hypothesis 2a) — Tests of Normality — Shapiro-Wilk

Appendix 19: Hypothesis 2a) — Tests of Normality — Shapiro-Wilk

Tests of Normality

Kolmogorov-5mirnov® Shapiro-Wilk
LimitedEdition  Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
WillingnessToPay ,00 172 104 <,001 879 104 <,001
1,00 162 35 ,021 916 35 ,011
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
Appendix 20: Hypothesis 2a) — Mann-Whitney Test
Appendix 20: Hypothesis 2a) —Mann-Whitney Test
Ranks
Sum of
Limited Edition N Mean Rank Ranks
WillingnessToPay ,00 104 68,30 7103,50
1,00 35 75,04 2626,50
Total 139

Test Statistics?

WillingnessTo
Pay
Mann-Whitney U 1643,500
Wilcoxon W 7103,500
o -,856
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) ,392
a. Grouping Variable:
Limited Edition
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Appendix 21: Hypothesis 2b) — Summary, Descriptives
Appendix 21: Hypothesis 2b) — Summary, Descriptives

Case Processing Summary

Cases
Valid Missing Total
SpecialEdition N Percent M Percent N Percent
willingnessToPay 00 102 100,0% 0 0,0% 102 100,0%
1,00 37 100,0% 0 0,0% 37 100,0%
Descriptives
SpecialEdition Statistic Std. Error
WillingnessToPay .00 Mean 2,9243 ,14818
95% Confidence Interval  Lower Bound 2,6304
RRR Y Upper Bound 3,2183
5% Trimmed Mean 2,8067
Median 2,5900
Variance 2,240
std. Deviation 1,49658
Minimum 7B
Maximum 8,08
Range 7,33
Interquartile Range 1,55
Skewness 1,256 239
Kurtosis 1,627 474
1,00 Mean 2,8292 ,22521
95% Confidence Interval  Lower Bound 2,3724
oghiean Upper Bound 3,2859
5% Trimmed Mean 2,6934
Median 2,5900
Variance 1,877
Std. Deviation 1,36990
Minimum 1,19
Maximum 7,00
Range 5,81
Interquartile Range 1,45
Skewness 1,553 388
Kurtosis 2,214 759
Appendix 22: Hypothesis 2b) — Tests of Normality — Shapiro-Wilk
Appendix 22: Hypothesis 2b) — Tests of Normality — Shapiro-Wilk
Tests of Normality
Kolmogorov-Smirnov® Shapiro-Wilk
SpecialEdition  Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
WillingnessToPay .00 ,133 102 <,001 ,903 102 <,001
1,00 ,188 37 002 839 37 <,001

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
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Appendix 23: Hypothesis 2b) — Mann-Whitney Test
Appendix 23: Hypothesis 2b) — Mann-Whitney Test

Ranks
Sum of
SpecialEdition N Mean Rank Ranks
WillingnessToPay ,00 102 70,69 7210,00
1,00 37 68,11 2520,00
Total 139
Test Statistics?
WillingnessTo
Pay
Mann-Whitney U 1817,000
Wilcoxon W 2520,000
z -,334
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) ,739
a. Grouping Variable:
SpecialEdition
Appendix 24: Hypothesis 2¢) — Summary, Descriptives
Appendix 24: Hypothesis 2c) — Summary, Descriptives
Case Processing Summary
Cases
Valid Missing Total
seasonalEdition N Percent N Percent N Percent
willingnessToPay 00 107  100,0% 0 0,0% 107  100,0%
1,00 32 100,0% 0 0,0% 32 100,0%
Descriptives
SeasonalEdition Statistic Std. Error
WillingnessToPay .00 Mean 2,9005 ,13683
95% Confidence Interval  Lower Bound 2,6292
UL LU Upper Bound 3,1718
5% Trimmed Mean 2,7863
Median 2,6400
Variance 2,003
std. Deviation 1,41536
Minimum 7B
Maximum 7.65
Range 6,90
Interquartile Range 1,54
Skewness 1,297 234
Kurtosis 1,564 463
1,00 Mean 2,8939 ,28694
95% Confidence Interval  Lower Bound 2,3087
oghisan Upper Bound 3,4791
5% Trimmed Mean 2,7518
Median 2,5300
Variance 2,635
Std. Deviation 1,62318
Minimum .99
Maximum 8,08
Range 7,10
Interquartile Range 1,92
Skewness 1,396 414
Kurtosis 2,214 .809
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Appendix 25: Hypothesis 2¢) — Tests of Normality — Shapiro-Wilk

Appendix 25: Hypothesis 2c) — Tests of Normality — Shapiro-Wilk

Tests of Normality

Kolmogorov-Smirnov® Shapiro-Wilk
seasonalEdition  Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
WillingnessToPay ,00 134 107 <,001 ,891 107 <,001
1,00 ,188 32 ,006 ,880 32 ,002
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
Appendix 26: Hypothesis 2¢) — Mann-Whitney Test
Appendix 26: Hypothesis 2c) — Mann-Whitney Test
Ranks
Sum of
SeasonalEdition N Mean Rank Ranks
WillingnessToPay 00 107 70,80 7575,50
1,00 32 67,33 2154,50
Total 139
Test Statistics?
WillingnessTo
Pay
Mann-Whitney U 1626,500
Wilcoxon W 2154,500
z -,428
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 669
a. Grouping Variable:
SeasonalEdition
Appendix 27: Hypothesis 2d) — Summary, Descriptives
Appendix 27: Hypothesis 2d) — Summary, Descriptives
Case Processing Summary
Cases
Valid Missing Total
RegularEdition N Percent N Percent N Percent
WillingnessToPay ,00 104 100,0% 0,0% 104 100,0%
1,00 35 100,0% 0,0% 35 100,0%
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Descriptives

RegularEdition Statistic Std. Error
WillingnessToPay ,00 Mean 2,8940 ,14052
95% Confidence Interval  Lower Bound 2,6153
(2 LED Upper Bound 3,1727
5% Trimmed Mean 2,7743
Median 2,5650
Variance 2,054
Std. Deviation 1,43306
Minimum 78
Maximum 8,08
Range 7,30
Interquartile Range 1,62
Skewness 1,340 237
Kurtosis 1,849 469
1,00 Mean 2,9137 26327
95% Confidence Interval  Lower Bound 2,3787
ot Upper Bound 3,4488
5% Trimmed Mean 2,7931
Median 2,7700
Variance 2,426
Std. Deviation 1,55755
Minimum 76
Maximum 7,65
Range 6,90
Interquartile Range 1,54
Skewness 1,295 ,398
Kurtosis 1,623 A8

Appendix 28: Hypothesis 2d) — Tests of Normality — Shapiro-Wilk
Appendix 28: Hypothesis 2d) — Tests of Normality — Shapiro-Wilk

Tests of Normality

Kolmogorov-Smirnov? Shapiro-Wilk
RegularEdition  Statistic df Sig. Statistic df 5ig.
WillingnessToPay ,00 ,138 104 <,001 ,891 104 <,001
1,00 164 35 ,019 ,892 35 ,002
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
Appendix 29: Hypothesis 2d) - Mann-Whitney Test
Appendix 29: Hypothesis 2d) — Mann-Whitney Test
Ranks
Sum of
RegularEdition N Mean Rank Ranks
WillingnessToPay ,00 104 70,20 7301,00
1,00 35 69,40 2429,00
Total 139
Test Statistics®
WillingnessTo
Pay

Mann-Whitney U 1799,000
Wilcoxon W 2429,000
z -,102
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) ,919

a. Grouping Variable:
RegularEdition
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Appendix 30: Hypothesis 3) — Mediation Effect and Full Model test
Appendix 30: Hypothesis 3) — Mediation Effect and Full Model Test

Matrix

Run MATRIX procedure:

PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 4.0 sk

Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D. www.afhayes. com
Documentation available in Hayes (2022). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

Model : 4
Y : WTIP
X :0Q4
M : PE

Sample

Size: 139

Coding of categorical X variable for analysis:
Q4 X1 X2 X3

1,000 ,000 ,000 ,000
2,000 1,000 ,000 ,000
3,000 ,000 1,000 ,000
4,000 ,000 ,000 1,000
OUTCOME VARIABLE:
PE
Model Summary
R R-sq MSE F dfl df2 p
,1339 ,0179 1,3118 ,8221 3,0000 135,0000 ,4839
Model
coeff se t p LLCI ULCI
constant 4,5071 ,1936 23,2810 ,0000 4,1243 4,8900
X1 ,0241 ,2801 ,0861 ,9315 -,5299 ,5781
X2 ,1550 ,2701 ,5740 ,5669 -,3791 ,6891
X3 ;3857 ,2738 1,4088 ,1612 -,1558 ,9272
Standardized coefficients
coeff
X1 ,0211
X2 ,1356
X3 ,3374
Covariance matrix of regression parameter estimates:
constant X1 X2 X3
constant ,0375 -,0375 -,0375 -,0375
X1 -,0375 ,0785 ,0375 ,0375
X2 -,8375 ,0375 ,0729 ,0375
X3 -,08375 ,0375 ,0375 ,0750
OUTCOME VARIABLE:
WTP
Model Summary
R R-sq MSE F dfl df2 p
12226 , 0496 2,0855 1,7465 4,0000 134,0000 ,1435
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Model

coeff se t p LLCI ULCI
constant 1,6847 , 5466 3,0820 ,0025 ,6036 2,7659
X1 -, 0756 ,3532 -,2142 ,8308 -, 7742 ,6230
X2 -,1775 ,3409 -,5206 ,6035 -,8518 ,4968
X3 -,1584 , 3477 -,4554 ,6495 -,8461 ,5294
PE ,2835 ,1085 2,6129 ,0100 ,0689 ;4982
Standardized coefficients
coeff
X1 -,0518
X2 -,1216
X3 -,1085
PE ,2221
Covariance matrix of regression parameter estimates:
constant X1 X2 X3 PE
constant ,2988 -,0583 -,0514 -,0391 -,0531
X1 -,0583 ,1248 , 0596 ;0597 -,0003
X2 -,0514 , 0596 ,1162 ,0603 -,0018
X3 -,0391 , 0597 ,0603 ,1209 -,0045
PE -,0531 -,0003 -,0018 -,0045 ,0118
Test(s) of X by M interaction:
F dfl df2 p
1,2789 3,0000 131,0000 ,2844
TOTAL EFFECT MODEL
OUTCOME VARIABLE:
WTP
Model Summary
R R-sq MSE F dfl df2 p
,0335 ,0011 2,1755 ,0507 3,0000 135,0000 , 9849
Model
coeff se t p LLCI ULCI
constant 2,9627 , 2493 11,8836 , 0000 2,4697 3,4558
X1 -,0688 , 3607 -,1907 , 8490 -,7823 ,6446
X2 -,1335 , 3478 -,3839 , 7016 -,8213 ,5543
X3 -,0490 ;3526 -,1390 , 8897 -,7463 ,6483
Standardized coefficients
coeff
X1 -,0471
X2 -,0915
X3 -,0336
Covariance matrix of regression parameter estimates:
constant X1 X2 X3
constant ,0622 -,0622 -,0622 -,0622
X1 -,0622 ,1301 ,0622 ,0622
X2 -,0622 ,0622 , 1210 ,0622
X3 -,0622 ,0622 ,0622 ,1243

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN MODEL RESIDUALS

PE WTP
PE 1,0000 , 0000
WTP , 0000 1,0000
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serokiokckkokiekkk TOTAL, DIRECT, AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF X ON Y sekkekkkkiotorork

Relative total effects of X on Y:

Effect se t p
X1 -,0688 , 3607 -,1907 , 8490
X2 -,1335 ,3478 -,3839 ,7016
X3 —-,0490 ,3526 -,1390 ,8897
Omnibus test of total effect of X on Y:

R2-chng F dfl df2

,0011 0507 3,0000 135,0000
Relative direct effects of X on Y

Effect se t p
X1 -,0756 ,3532 -,2142 ,8308
X2 -,1775 ,3409 -,5206 ,6035
X3 -,1584 ,3477 -,4554 , 6495
Omnibus test of direct effect of X on Y:

R2-chng F dfl df2

,0024 1120 3,0000 134,0000
Relative indirect effects of X on Y
Q4 - PE - WTP

Effect BootSE  BootLLCI BootULCI
X1 ,0068 ,0915 -,1860 ,1875
X2 ,0440 ,0800 -,1036 ,2255
X3 ,1094 ,0883 -,0372 ,3064

LLCI
-,7823
-,8213
-,7463

, 9849

LLCI
-,7742
-,8518
-, 8461

,9530

ULCI
,6446
,5543
,6483

ULCI
,6230
,4968
,5294

Partially standardized relative indirect effect(s) of X on Y:

Q4
Effect
X1 ,0047
X2 ,0301
X3 ,0749

-

PE

BootSE
,0622
,0541
,0588

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:

95, 0000

e d

BootLLCI
-,1271
-,0715
-,0270

ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS

WTP

BootULCI
,1258
, 1515
,2041

c_ps
-,0471
-,0915
—-,0336

c'_ps
-,0518
-,1216
-,1085

Number of bootstrap samples for percentile bootstrap confidence intervals:

5000

NOTE: Standardized coefficients for dichotomous or multicategorical X are in

partially standardized form.

NOTE: The contrast option is not available with a multicategorical X.

————— END MATRIX ————
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Vvariables Entered/Removed?

Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method
1 SM, PEP . Enter

a. Dependent Variable: WTP
b. All requested variables entered.

Model Summary"

Adjusted R std. Error of
Model R R Square Square the Estimate

1 ,222% ,049 ,035 1,43376
a. Predictors: (Constant), SM, PE
b. Dependent Variable: WTP

ANOVA?
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 14,449 2 7,224 3,514 ,032b
Residual 279,571 136 2,056
Total 294,020 138
a. Dependent Variable: WTP
b. Predictors: (Constant), SM, PE
Coefficients?
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients
Madel B std. Error Beta t 5ig.
1 (Constant) 1,722 ,554 3,111 ,002
PE ,285 ,108 223 2,644 ,009
M -,058 ,109 -,045 -,531 ,596
a. Dependent Variable: WTP
Residuals Statistics?
Std.
Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation N
Predicted Value 2,1748 3,6555 2,8990 ,32357 139
Std. Predicted Value -2,238 2,338 ,000 1,000 139
Standard Error of 132 342 ,205 ,048 139
Predicted Value
Adjusted Predicted 2,2005 3,7724 2,8999 ,32835 139
Value
Residual -2,65511 4,76711 ,00000 1,42333 139
Std. Residual -1,852 3,325 ,000 ,993 139
Stud. Residual -1,890 3,359 ,000 1,003 139
Deleted Residual -2,76662 4,86448 -,00089 1,45367 139
Stud. Deleted Residual -1,909 3,494 ,004 1,017 139
Mahal. Distance ,185 6,850 1,986 1,368 139
Cook's Distance ,000 085 ,007 ,014 139
Centered Leverage ,001 050 ,014 ,010 139
Value

a. Dependent Variable: WTP
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