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Abstract 

Traditional economic theory suggests that poor consumers are consistently more price sensitive 

than their wealthier counterparts. Recent research, however, indicates that various economic-

related burdens, such as the cost of mobility, hinder low-income individuals from attending to 

scarcity. In the current article, we extend these findings by demonstrating that even when poor 

consumers can exert price sensitivity, they often choose not to do so in a systematic attempt to 

circumvent marketplace social identity threats (SITs). Across four experiments, we showed that 

to avoid intergroup contact in commercial settings, identity-vulnerable (i.e., poor) consumers 

were willing to pay a higher price for both products and services and accepted lower-value 

rewards when compared to identity-guarded (i.e., wealthy) consumers. Whereas mediation 

analysis showed that identity-vulnerable individuals were less price sensitive due to a higher 

anticipated prejudice, moderation models demonstrated that this effect was contingent on the 

consumers’ level of collective self-esteem, as well as on the shopping channel. 

Implications for the SIT and the scarcity literatures are discussed.  

 

 

Keywords: price sensitivity, social identity threats, stereotypes, low-income, prejudice 
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INTRODUCTION 

João built the reputation of a reliable worker in a low-pay but quite stable job. 

Nonetheless, life has been tough on him. The 20-square meter dwelling he rents in a slum on the 

outskirts of the city sucks almost half of his monthly salary. The remaining R$450 

(approximately US$136) goes to food, clothing, transportation, and, if nothing goes wrong, some 

discretionary expenditures. The adversity transcends financial considerations. João is black, 

uneducated, and lives in a favela. It did not take long for him to learn the hard way about 

downward social comparisons, discrimination, stigma, and the likes. No wonder he is highly 

sensitive to cues that threaten one or multiple dimensions of his social identity. The “whiteness” 

of the customers and employees at the store make it clear that racial segregation is well and alive 

in the city. The cameras and guards at the mall make him wonder whether the security apparatus 

is in place to protect him or to protect other customers against “guys like him.” The well-read 

and -dressed people at the bank remind him of the challenges he still faces with math, reading, 

and proper clothing. As he ventures into the marketplace, the threatening cues seem to be 

everywhere. Cues that, whenever possible, he tries to avoid.  

João is not alone. In the city of Rio de Janeiro, where our studies have been conducted, 

about a quarter of its inhabitants live in a slum (Cavallieri and Vial 2012). Economic disparities 

are shockingly salient and not exclusive to this part of the world. More than 700 million people 

around the planet live in similar or more limited socioeconomic conditions (World Bank 2016). 

Even in some rich nations, income disparity has grown and along with it, the number of 

consumers within or below poverty lines. In the US, for instance, the absolute numbers are 
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staggering for such a wealthy country: more than 40 million Americans are estimated to live in 

poverty (Proctor, Semega, and Kol 2016). 

Given the financial constraints, standard economic theory and sheer intuition would 

predict consumers like João to be highly price sensitive. For many purchase decisions, that is 

indeed the case. Scholarly research has successively demonstrated that the poor are more price 

sensitive than their wealthier counterparts (Hoch et al. 1995; Jones, Chern, and Mustiful 1990), 

although a myriad of economic-related burdens, such as the cost of mobility and access to 

information, hinder low-income individuals’ ability to exert price sensitivity (Mulhern, Williams, 

and Leone 1998). However, as João’s example highlights, most consumers on the far-left side of 

the income distribution are not only short on money. They are also uniquely sensitive to the 

marketplace cues that threaten one or several dimensions of their social identity (Aronson, Fried, 

and Good 2002; Purdie-Vaughns et al. 2008; Steele, Spencer, and Aronson 2002). In this paper, 

we investigate how these two income-covarying forces—perceived social identity threats (SITs) 

and financial paucity—influence consumers’ sensitivity to the monetary dimension of the target 

choice (e.g., the price of a product or the value of a voucher). Our research advances the field by 

documenting when and why consumers from impoverished areas (i.e., identity-vulnerable 

consumers) become, counterintuitively, less price/prize sensitive than their much wealthier 

counterparts (i.e., identity-guarded consumers). We expand the so-called “ghetto tax” 

(Andreasen 1978; Bell and Burlin 1993; Chung and Myers 1999; Eckholm 2006; Kunreuther 

1973, 1973; MacDonald and Nelson 1991; Wrigley 2002) by showing that even when consumers 

can exert price sensitivity, they often choose not to do so in a systematic attempt to avoid the 

SITs of the purchase environment where the cheapest option or most valuable prize happens to 

be located. In doing so, our findings broaden the array of consequences of SITs  (Ben-Zeev, 
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Fein, and Inzlicht 2005; Blascovich et al. 2001; Cabano and Mishra 2017; Seibt and Förster 

2004; Steele 1997)  while contributing with a new effect to the burgeoning scarcity literature 

(Mani, Mullainathan, Shafir, & Zhao, 2013; Shah, Shafir, & Mullainathan, 2015). 

 

BACKGROUND THEORY 

 

Income and Price Sensitivity 

 

Price sensitivity refers to the weight consumers attach to price when forming impressions 

and making purchase decisions (Erdem and Louviere 2002; Ramirez and Goldsmith 2009; 

Wakefield and Inman 2003). Consistent with the economic tradition, there is evidence that the 

poor are more price sensitive than the rich under various circumstances (e.g., Jones & Mustiful, 

1996; Wakefield & Inman, 2003; Shah, Shafir, & Mullainathan, 2015). Several findings and 

theoretical arguments have indeed supported this phenomenon. As income increases, the 

marginal cost of price search may outweigh the potential benefits stemming from it (Crowell and 

Bowers 1977; Stigler 1961). Hence, the reduced opportunity costs lower-income individuals face 

when collecting price information encourages them to be more price sensitive (Jones and 

Mustiful 1996). Also, the financial pressures engendered by scarcity make the underprivileged 

more price conscious (Ailawadi, Neslin, and Gedenk 2001) and more concerned about monetary 

costs during consumption experiences (Shah, Zhao, Mullainathan, & Shafir, 2018). Lower-

income individuals recall product prices more accurately (Estelami and Lehmann 2001) and are 

less susceptible to context effects (Shah, Shafir, & Mullainathan, 2015). Finally, consumers also 
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incur subjective costs in addition to the objective costs associated with purchase decisions 

(Soman 2001). Since the poor have fewer resources than the wealthy, they are likely to feel this 

subjective pain to a greater extent and, therefore, react differently to prices  (Morewedge, 

Holtzman, and Epley 2007). 

The negative correlation between income and price sensitivity is, however, bounded by 

multiple factors that also correlate with poverty and prevent price sensitivity from operating. The 

so-called “ghetto tax” well illustrates this phenomenon. Poor people live in spatially segregated 

areas (Castells 1996), characterized by a lack of big chain stores, where prices are typically 

lower (Kaufman, MacDonald, Lutz, & Smallwood, 1997; Chung & Myers, 2018). As a result, 

they often face and pay heightened prices in local stores (Chung and Myers 1999; Kaufman et al. 

1997; Kunreuther 1973; MacDonald and Nelson 1991; Wrigley 2002). The lack of mobility and 

the limited inventory-holding capacity (Kunreuther 1973), ubiquitous among the poor, represent 

additional hurdles for the less affluent to perform price search and to capitalize on advantageous 

shopping opportunities (Buesing, Peacock, and Sen 1978; Clifton 2004). Finally, individuals 

from the lower socioeconomic echelons also have less access to formal financial institutions and, 

therefore, pay significantly higher amounts for the same financial services when compared to 

those at the top of the social hierarchy (Bertrand, Mullainathan, and Shafir 2006). These studies 

do not confront the axiom that the poor are more price sensitive than the rich, but show the 

existence of external factors that impede or limit the poor’s ability to be more price sensitive than 

their higher-income counterparts. Silent in the literature, however, is the potential role of 

psychological costs on price sensitivity.  
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Consumer Vulnerability, Income and Social Identity Threats (SITs) 

 

Social identity refers to the awareness of belonging to one or more social groups linked to 

a personal attribute such as gender and ethnicity (Tajfel, 1982). Stereotype threat, in turn, is a 

situational experience in which an individual undergoes heightened anxiety due to the possibility 

of confirming or being judged through the lens of a negative stereotype related to their social 

group  (Smith, 2004; Spencer, Logel, and Davies 2016). This threat affects people’s behavior 

concerning a myriad of outcomes, ranging from academic performance to eating behavior 

(Shapiro, Williams, and Hambarchyan 2012; Smith, 2004; Spencer et al., 2016; Walton, Murphy, 

and Ryan, 2014). White, Argo, and Sengupta (2012) found that when consumers experience 

social identity threats (SITs), they sometimes avoid products characteristically associated with 

that identity. Furthermore, being aware of a negative stereotype about a group to which one 

belongs makes consumers sensitive to service providers’ group membership and lowers purchase 

intentions from out-group members due to heightened transaction-related anxiety (Lee, Kim, and 

Vohs, 2011). 

Multiple settings heighten subjects’ awareness of the possibility of being negatively 

stereotyped (Purdie-Vaughns, Steele, Davies, Ditlmann, and Crosby, 2008). In these 

environments, subjects may become more vigilant to potential negative evaluations and 

experience higher anxiety levels (C M Steele, Spencer, and; Aronson, 2002). For people to feel 

threatened, they need not agree with the stereotype but only be aware that others hold negative 

perceptions about their social group (Aronson, Blanton, & Cooper, 1995; O’Brien, Crandall, & 

Brien, 2003; J. R. Shapiro, 2011; Claude M. Steele & Aronson, 1995) and believe that their 

behavior is available to outgroup members (J. Shapiro & Neuberg, 2007). Thus, shopping at 
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stores located in wealthy neighborhoods, along with the presence of consumers and/or salesforce 

from a higher socio-economic background (i.e., outgroup members), offer the perfect 

combination of cues for triggering SITs among identity-vulnerable consumers. More precisely, 

commercial settings where consumers and salesforce are prototypical members from a higher 

socioeconomic status (e.g., malls in upscale areas and banks) can signal that those environments 

are not intended for and should not appeal to those of lesser means (Bertrand, Mullainathan, & 

Shafir, 2006b). Along these lines, research has demonstrated that poor people are common 

targets of stigmatization (Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2007; Durante, F., Tablante, & Fiske, 2017) 

and biased treatment in several consumption environments (Andreasen, 1978; Crockett, Grier, & 

Williams, 2003; Ditlmann & LagunesDitlmann., & Lagunes, 2014; Kipnis et al., 2013; Schreer, 

Smith, & Thomas, 2009). 

The awareness of the existence of a “welfare stigma” (Kerbo 1976; Reutter et al. 2009) 

can cause poor consumers to underperform cognitively (Mani et al. 2013; Mullainathan and 

Shafir 2013) and to forego important financial benefits (Bisset, & Coussins 1982). When a 

consumer who has suffered the challenges of poverty and prejudice visits an upscale commercial 

environment, s/he may feel threatened due to the concerns of being devalued by his/her social 

standing. Threats to one’s social identity are in turn typically translated into heightened levels of 

anxiety (Vohs, Baumeister, and Chin 2007) and avoidance responses (Raghunathan, Pham, and 

Corfman 2006). Thus, as a result of marketplace SITs, identity-vulnerable consumers may well 

avoid shopping in upscale stores deliberately. Some qualitative and descriptive research supports 

this rationale. Low-income consumers admit feeling somewhat uneasy at banks and end up 

resorting to alternative, and often more expensive, means of credit such as retail stores (M. 

Azevedo and; Mardegan, 2009). In a study with slum-dwellers in India, Bhatia & Chatterjee 
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(2010) showed that among the unbanked 92% not even tried to open a bank account and this 

avoidance could be partly attributed to the elitist image held by banks. 

Although incipient and often anecdotal, these pieces of evidence give credence to the 

proposition that SITs engendered by some commercial settings may lead identity-vulnerable 

consumers to opt for financially suboptimal but “psychologically safer” alternatives, and, hence, 

reduce the poor’s sensitivity to the financial dimension of the target choice.  

 

Cheaper Offers at “More Threatening” Commercial Settings 

 

In general, an upscale commercial setting offers expensive items to unrestrained 

consumers whereas a frugal one does exactly the opposite to the more disadvantageous ones. 

However, that is not always the case. For multiple reasons, there are many circumstances in 

which the cheaper products are being offered at the more sophisticated purchase environments 

and vice-versa. For instance, banks are more likely to offer cheaper loans than informal 

moneylenders from the poor neighborhoods or alternative financial institutions, such as check 

cashers (Bertrand et al., 2006). Similarly, because impoverished areas often count with small 

neighborhood stores and wealthier regions present more chain and large independent stores, it is 

not uncommon to find more expensive products in more humble stores and areas of the city 

(Kunreuther, 1973; MacDonald and Nelson, 1991; Wrigley, 2002) . 

When lower prices are offered at more sophisticated (vs. humbler) shopping 

environments, the identity-vulnerable consumer faces a dilemma. The cheaper options are 



17 
 

situated in purchase environments where the social identity threats are more prevalent and 

salient. Thus, in order to avoid the SIT, the consumer must literally pay the price by choosing the 

purchase environment with the most expensive product. Our research investigates this battle 

between price and SIT sensitivity among identity-vulnerable consumers (i.e., consumers from 

impoverished areas). Precisely, we hypothesize that identity-vulnerable consumers will become 

less sensitive to price or monetary prizes when the most financially valuable option is available 

in an “intergroup commercial setting” (i.e., low-income consumers in an upscale store) than in an 

“intragroup commercial setting” (i.e., low-income consumers in a humble store). Identity-

guarded consumers (i.e., consumers from the high echelons on the socio-economic ladder), on 

the other hand, will be equally sensitive to price/prize considerations, irrespective of the social 

class most associated with the commercial setting. 

In other words, we hypothesize that when there is a tradeoff between saving money 

versus protecting one’s identity against threatening cues (i.e., identity-vulnerable consumers in 

an intergroup commercial setting), consumers will often choose the latter, hence, reducing price 

sensitivity. This should be true relative to a situation when no trade-off is at stake either because 

(a) the environment is not threatening (i.e., intragroup commercial setting) or because (b) the 

consumer’s identity is not at risk (i.e., identity-guarded consumers). The following four studies 

test this main hypothesis and rationale. 

 

A Note on Brazilian Favelas 
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Similar to other slums, residents of Brazilian favelas are mostly poor, black and have a 

low educational level (Gutwa Oino and Kioli 2014; Kumar Karn, Shikura, and Harada 2003). 

Differently from the traditional ones, however, many Brazilian favelas are spatially close to the 

wealthier areas, particularly in Rio de Janeiro. The most expensive neighborhood in the city and 

in the country, Leblon, is just a few miles away from the famous favela in the country, Rocinha. 

Because the slums are populous, and commerce is alive inside the community, slum-dwellers 

often have the choice between shopping inside the favela or venturing into the wealthier 

neighborhoods. However, despite the spatial proximity, segregation is clear. For instance, in 

addition to suffering from the stigma linked to poverty itself (Gondim 1975), inhabitants of the 

favelas are also labeled as being mannerless and violent (Azevedo, 2010). Experiencing the 

threat of being judged as a potential robber is a major concern among those who inhabit 

Brazilian favelas. Whereas a substantive part of Brazilians who do not inhabit a favela reported 

they would never hire a slum-dweller (Villela, 2013), the slum-dwellers, in turn, reported not 

disclosing their address to others upfront fearing negative evaluations (Gandra, 2016). 

Furthermore, slum-dwellers in Brazil often report unequal treatment and prejudice in the 

presence of security apparatuses such as revolving doors and metal detectors (Guimarães 2004). 

The stigma suffered by slum-dwellers and its practical implications in commercial settings 

engender a condition of identity vulnerability among these consumers. The consequences 

unleashed by this vulnerability in purchase decisions are the focus of the present study. 

 

STUDY 1 
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Study 1 provides initial evidence for the proposed hypothesis and rationale. Residents 

from wealthy and impoverished areas of the city of Rio de Janeiro are asked to make a 

hypothetical choice between two options in which a trade-off between price and 

location/convenience is at stake. For about half of the participants, the cheapest option is 

available in an intragroup commercial setting (i.e., a store that targets a social class similar to 

that of the participant) whereas for the other half, the cheapest option is available in an 

intergroup commercial setting (i.e., a store that targets a social class different from that of the 

participant). We expect that identity-vulnerable consumers (i.e., consumers who live in a favela) 

to be less price sensitive (i.e., more willing to shop at the more expensive store) when purchasing 

requires an intergroup than an intragroup contact. No differences are expected among identity-

guarded consumers (i.e., consumers from wealthier areas of the city).  

Our rationale is based on the assumption that identity-vulnerable consumers facing an 

intergroup purchase scenario (e.g., poor consumers in a fancy store) will perceive the 

environment as more threatening to their social identity than any other condition and that should 

help explain the interaction. Thus, to provide initial evidence for the underlying mechanism, we 

also expect the interaction between group contact (inter vs. intragroup) and consumers’ identity 

(vulnerable vs. guarded) to be mediated by consumers’ perceived likelihood of experiencing 

discrimination.  

 

 Method 
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Participants and Design. This study employed a 2 (consumer identity: vulnerable vs. 

guarded; observed) x 2 (type of group contact in the commercial setting: intragroup vs. 

intergroup; manipulated) between-subjects design. Two hundred and thirty-seven individuals 

from high- and low-income neighborhoods of the city of Rio de Janeiro took part in this study. 

They were offered a candy bar as a token of appreciation for their participation in the 

approximately 5-minute survey. We excluded five participants from the identity-vulnerable 

condition as they failed to complete the experiment. In our final sample (Mage = 31; 54% 

females), 110 participants lived in a favela, and 122 lived in wealthy neighborhoods. 

Procedure. Participants were approached in flow points of different neighborhoods in the 

city and asked whether they would like to take part in a survey about “consumption habits”. 

Those in the identity-guarded condition were recruited in wealthier neighborhoods of Rio de 

Janeiro (south zone), where the majority of white, high-income, and well-educated residents live. 

Those in the identity-vulnerable condition were recruited in a rather impoverished area of the 

city (Favela da Maré).  

The participants who agreed to participate provided socio-demographic information and 

were asked to imagine they needed to purchase a pair of flip-flops—a product widely used in Rio 

de Janeiro, irrespective of social class. The consumer faced two options: to purchase the flip-

flops in either (a) a ‘corner store’ located very near home, which offered the product for R$35.00 

(~U$11.00)1 or (b) a store located on the second floor of a mall near work, which offered the 

same product for a cheaper price: R$30.00 (~U$9.50). In other words, the commercial setting 

where the cheaper flip-flop was available would always be less conveniently located than the 

                                                 
1 Converted from Brazilian Reais to U.S. Dollars: U$1.00 = R$3.30 (as of 03/11/2017). We used this same exchange 
rate in all the following studies.  
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expensive flip-flop (i.e., a classic trade-off between price and convenience). Bearing in mind that 

the two stores were located near participants’ home or work, venues that consumers would 

inevitably go regardless of the purchase, their decision would not make them incur additional 

transportation costs. However, while the most expensive store is on street level, near home, for 

the cheapest product, they would have to climb one flight of stairs up to the second-floor store of 

the mall located close to work.  

Group contact manipulation. The group contact manipulation was operationalized by 

asking people to imagine that they worked in either a wealthy or a humble neighborhood such 

that the cheaper flip-flop was offered either in a fancy place, mostly attended by wealthy 

customers from that neighborhood or in a humble place, mostly attended by humble customers 

from that neighborhood. Note that in a city like Rio de Janeiro it is not uncommon for wealthy 

people to work in a humble neighborhood and vice-versa. Consequently, depending on the 

condition, the location would be either congruent with the participant’s own social class or 

incongruent with the participant’s own social class. While an intragroup commercial setting 

reflects a location congruent with the participant’s own social standing (i.e., their own 

neighborhood or a neighborhood with similar socio-economic characteristics), an intergroup 

setting reflects a location incongruent with the participant’s own social class (i.e., a wealthy area 

for identity-vulnerable consumers or a humble area for identity-guarded consumers). 

Importantly, identity-vulnerable and identity-guarded participants would have to travel exactly 

the same amount of time to purchase at the cheapest store, as they were equally informed that 

this store was located on the second floor of a mall near their work.  

Main DV and hypothesis. Participants were then asked to indicate whether they would 

like to purchase the cheaper flip-flops from the store located on the second floor of a mall near 
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work or, the more expensive one from the store more conveniently located near home (See 

Appendix  for a complete description of the instrument and manipulation). We expected 

consumers from impoverished neighborhoods (i.e., identity-vulnerable consumers) to be less 

price sensitive (i.e., less likely to choose the cheapest store) when the cheaper flip-flops were 

available in a fancy store located in a wealthier neighborhood (i.e., intergroup contact) than when 

the store was located near home (i.e., intragroup contact). Consumers from wealthier 

neighborhoods (i.e., identity-guarded consumers) would be about as price sensitive, irrespective 

of whether the cheaper flip-flops were available at a humble store located at a poor neighborhood 

(i.e., intergroup contact) or a fancy store located at a wealthy neighborhood (i.e., intragroup 

contact).  

Perceived likelihood of discrimination. After participants indicated their purchase 

preference, two items from the Acculturative Stress Scale (Sandhu and Asrabadi 1994) were 

adapted to tap into the perceived likelihood of discrimination against one’s social identity, which 

represents our proxy measure for perceived SIT. Precisely, we assessed the extent to which the 

participants believed they could face discrimination when purchasing at the commercial setting 

where the cheaper product was being offered: “In a mall in this neighborhood I could be treated 

differently from residents of richer [poorer] neighborhoods” and “In a mall in this neighborhood, 

I could receive less than I deserve” (α = .73). Participants responded to these items in 

randomized order on a five-point scale (5=strongly agree). This measure was used to assess the 

extent to which the interacting impact of identity vulnerability and group contact on price 

sensitivity was mediated by the perceived likelihood of discrimination.  

Manipulation and attention checks. Finally, respondents were presented with two 

statements and indicated whether each of them was true or false. The items that served as 
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manipulation and attention checks, respectively, “Both shopping malls are located within your 

neighborhood” and “The flip-flops are more expensive (R$35.00) in the shopping malls within 

your neighborhood”.  

 

 Results 

 

Manipulation and attention checks. Most participants correctly answered the 

manipulation (91%) and the attention check (92%). Although the subsequent analyses include all 

232 participants, results remain largely unaltered when we exclude those who failed in the 

manipulation and attention checks.2  

Identity-Vulnerable and Identity-Guarded Consumers. We expected identity-vulnerable 

consumers, who were recruited in a rather impoverished area, to be predominantly poor, non-

white, and to live in a favela. Identity-guarded consumers should be predominantly wealthier, 

white, and not live in a favela. That was indeed the case. Identity-vulnerable consumers earned 

very little on a per capita monthly basis (Mmonthly income: U$140.30, SD = U$144.30) and 

approximately seven times less than identity-guarded consumers (Mmonthly income: U$999.90 SD = 

U$235.70; t (230) = 11.4, p < .001). Identity-guarded consumers were predominantly white (68.9 

%), none of them lived in a favela, and more than the half actually lived in the wealthiest region 

                                                 
2 This is also true for all the following analyses. We, therefore, do not comment on the 

robustness of the results due to participant exclusions in the next studies. 
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of the city (the south zone). In a sharp contrast, only a minority of identity-vulnerable consumers 

were white (30.7%; χ²(1)= 33.4, p = <.001) and the overwhelming majority lived in a favela 

(93.6%; χ²(1)= 205.5, p = <.001) 

Price Sensitivity. A logistic regression tested the impact of the type of group contact 

(intergroup = 1 and intragroup = 0), identity-vulnerability (vulnerable =1 and guarded-consumers 

= 0) and their interaction on preference for the cheapest flip-flops. The results confirmed our 

hypothesis with a significant coefficient of the interaction term (b = -1.39, z= -2.5, p =.014). 

Results hold including gender, race and age as control variables (b = -1.47, z = -2.55, p=.011). 

Whereas type of group contact had no impact among identity-guarded consumers (intergroup = 

71.2% vs. intragroup = 65.1%; χ²(1)= .5, p = .470), it significantly influenced identity-vulnerable 

consumers. Identity-vulnerable consumers were much less price sensitive (i.e., less likely to 

choose the cheapest store) when the purchase of the cheaper product required an intergroup 

contact (45.6%) than when it required intragroup contact (71.7%; χ²(1)= 7.7, p = .006). Despite 

being much poorer, they were also less price sensitive than identity-guarded consumers when the 

purchase required an intergroup contact (χ²(1)= 7.8, p = .005). Identity-vulnerability had no 

impact when the purchase required an intragroup context, (χ²(1)= 0.6, p = .446).  

 

FIGURE 1: THE EFFECT OF TYPE OF GROUP CONTACT AND CONSUMER 

VULNERABILITY ON PRICE SENSITIVITY 
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Perceived likelihood of discrimination. To measure social identity threat, we asked 

participants to assess the likelihood of being discriminated in that particular commercial setting 

when purchasing the cheaper flip-flops. As expected, identity-vulnerability and type of group 

contact at purchase time interacted on perceived likelihood of discrimination (F(1, 228) = 54.3; p 

<.001). The identity-vulnerable consumers facing a purchase situation which required intergroup 

contact (i.e., poor customers facing wealthier purchase environments) expected to be 

discriminated (M =3.6, SD =1.3) to a greater extent relative to (a) identity-vulnerable consumers 

facing a purchase situation which required intragroup contact (M =  2.19, SD =1.27; F(1, 228) = 

49.1; p <.001) and (b) identity-guarded consumers facing an intergroup contact (M = 2.16, SD = 

0.91; F(1, 228) = 54.6 ; p <.001).  
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FIGURE 2: THE EFFECT OF TYPE OF GROUP CONTACT ON CONSUMERS 

PERCEIVED LIKELIHOOD OF DISCRIMINATION 
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consistent with our advanced hypothesis. The effect of group contact on price sensitivity is 

mediated by perceived prejudice and its indirect effect is moderated by consumer identity.  

 

FIGURE 3: THE MODERATING ROLE OF CONSUMER IDENTITY 

VULNERABILITY ON THE INDIRECT EFFECT OF GROUP CONTACT ON PRICE 

SENSITIVITY THROUGH PERCEIVED PREJUDICE 
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The results of a moderated mediation analysis with bootstrapped standard errors and 

5,000 replications suggest that the indirect effect of group contact on price sensitivity through 

perceived prejudice was significant and negative for identity-vulnerable consumers (indirect 

effect = -.83, 95% CI: -1.45 to -.40). It means that they anticipated more prejudice and thereby 

became less price sensitive (i.e., less likely to choose the cheapest store) when the purchase of 

the cheaper product required intergroup contact. Conversely, this same effect was positive and 

significant for identity-guarded consumers (indirect effect = .37, 95% CI: .15 to .69), suggesting 

that when the purchase of the cheaper product required intergroup contact, they did not perceive 

more prejudice and were therefore not willing to pay higher prices to avoid interacting with 

outgroups. Finally, the difference between these indirect effects was significant (diffvulnerable - 

guarded = -1.19, 95% CI: -2.04 to -.61), providing evidence for the distinct conditional indirect 

effects. 

 

 Discussion 

The results of study 1 provide support for the main hypothesis and rationale. Identity-

vulnerable consumers were less sensitive to price when the cheaper option was available in an 

intergroup commercial setting (i.e., low-income consumers in an upscale store) than in an 

intragroup commercial setting (i.e., low-income consumers in a humble store). Identity-guarded 

consumers (i.e., consumers from the high echelons on the socio-economic ladder), on the other 

hand, were equally sensitive to price, irrespective of the social class most associated with the 

commercial setting. Furthermore, we tapped into the SIT mechanism using a moderated 

mediation model. When faced with an intergroup (vs. intragroup) commercial setting, identity-
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vulnerable consumers anticipated more discrimination in the marketplace and were, therefore, 

willing to pay higher prices for the flip-flops to avoid the discriminatory cues (i.e., SITs). 

Conversely, identity-guarded consumers facing the same situation anticipated less discrimination 

when faced with an intergroup (vs. intragroup) commercial setting and were therefore not willing 

to pay more for the flip-flops.  

The procedure used in study 1 also rules out two potential accounts for the observed 

phenomenon. First, irrespective of the consumer identity condition, participants were informed 

that the cheapest store was located in a mall close to participants’ work, where they were at the 

moment of purchase decision. Thus, participants would not incur any mobility costs to shop at 

the cheaper store, an important component of the “ghetto tax” rationale (Clifton 2004; Goodman 

1968; MacDonald and Nelson 1991; Zenk et al. 2005). Second, both in the intra-group and inter-

group contact conditions, the cheapest store was located in neighborhoods different from where 

participants lived. However, only in the intragroup contact condition the cheapest store was 

located in another humbler neighborhood. Thus, we can avert from explanations that emphasize 

preference for familiarity, as none of the neighborhood were particularly familiar to participants 

(Oishi, S., Kurtz, and Miao, F. F., Park, J. & Whitchurch 2011). 

Notwithstanding the internal validity of these findings, our study is circumscribed to the 

hypothetical domain. One possible objection to studies of this nature refers to the fact that 

financial decisions involve monetary trade-offs whose consequences loom larger when resources 

are limited. Thus, lower-income consumers would have an additional incentive to attend to 

scarcity in the real world, but these incentives would not necessarily be captured by hypothetical 

experiments. In addition, and possibly as a result of the first limitation, the present study failed to 

replicate the well-established negative relationship between income and price sensitivity in the 
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intragroup (i.e., non-threatening) condition (e.g., Friedman & Savage, 1948; A. K. Shah, Shafir, 

& Mullainathan, 2015; Von Neumann & Morgenstern, 1944).  That is, we did not observe any 

differences between identity-vulnerable and identity-guarded consumers facing intragroup 

purchase experiences. In study two, we seek to overcome these two limitations by making 

financial decisions more consequential while testing its robustness in another context. 

 

STUDY 2 

 

To replicate the previously observed phenomenon in a consequential scenario, study 2 

assessed whether identity-vulnerable and identity-guarded consumers prefer to obtain a lower- 

value vs. a higher-value grocery coupon to be redeemed at either an intra or an intergroup 

commercial setting. In line with the standard findings in the literature (e.g., Jones & Mustiful, 

1996; A. K. Shah, Shafir, & Mullainathan, 2015; Wakefield & Inman, 2003), we expect identity-

vulnerable individuals (i.e., poorer consumers) to be more price sensitive (i.e., less likely to 

choose the cheapest store) than their identity-guarded counterparts (i.e., wealthier consumers). 

However, that should be true only when the coupon was to be redeemed in an intragroup 

commercial setting. In line with our first study, the reverse should occur when the coupon was to 

be redeemed in an intergroup commercial setting. In this scenario, identity-vulnerable consumers 

are expected to be less price sensitive than identity-guarded consumers. In a context of actual 

coupon rather than hypothetical prices, study 2 expects then to replicate the interaction observed 

in study 1 such that identity-vulnerable consumers would be significantly sensitive to the type of 

group contact in the commercial setting whereas identity-guarded consumers would not.  
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 Method 

Participants and Design. This study employed a 2 (consumer identity: vulnerable vs. 

guarded; observed) x 2 (type of group contact at the commercial setting: intragroup vs. 

intergroup; manipulated) between-subjects design. One hundred and seventy-four individuals 

from high- and low-income regions of the city of Rio de Janeiro took part in this study. We 

excluded three participants from the identity-vulnerable condition as they failed to indicate their 

coupon preference. Our final sample totaled 172 participants (M=24 years; 49% females), among 

which 85 lived in the impoverished area, and 87 lived in the wealthier area. 

Procedure. The consumer vulnerability manipulation followed similar to that used in 

study 1. Identity-guarded participants were students and employees of a private university 

located in a wealthy area of Rio de Janeiro (South Zone). Identity-vulnerable individuals were 

employees and frequent visitors of an NGO located in an impoverished area of the city (Favela 

da Maré). Two in-group research assistants blind to the study hypothesis approached participants 

at the university (identity-guarded) or at the NGO (identity-vulnerable) and asked them whether 

they would like to take part on a survey about leadership. Participants were told that the sponsor 

of the study was an entrepreneur who owned several small- and medium-sized grocery stores 

throughout the city. Thus, in return for their participation in the study, they would be rewarded 

with a grocery store coupon. Unbeknownst to participants, the coupon choice actually served as 

our main dependent variable.   

When the participants who agreed to take part in the short survey completed the 

purported study, they were given a candy bar and offered the opportunity to choose a coupon 
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between two possible options. Type of group contact was manipulated at this moment. 

Participants were randomly assigned in groups of two or three to one of the two experimental 

conditions. Those in the intergroup contact condition were asked to choose between two types of 

coupons: (a) coupon A offered U$18 to be spent in a grocery store within that same 

neighborhood and near the place where the interview was taking place; (b) coupon B offered 

U$21 to be spent in a grocery store located 20 minutes farther away from the place where 

research was taking place and outside that neighborhood. In the intragroup contact condition, 

participants were presented with the same trade-off except that the coupon B was not outside, but 

rather inside the neighborhood where the interview took place. Thus, although participants would 

have to walk the same amount of time to redeem the higher value voucher, irrespective of group 

contact condition, only in the intergroup contact condition it would also mean interacting with 

residents from another neighborhood. More precisely, in both conditions participants could 

choose the lower value coupon to gain convenience, but only in the intergroup contact condition 

it could also reveal a systematic attempt to avoid interacting with outgroup members. 

 Differently, from the more explicit group contact manipulation used in study 1, we did 

not elaborate on the target customers of each store. Nonetheless, since all the identity-vulnerable 

consumers lived in the favela where the research took place, and around 80% of the identity-

guarded consumers lived in the wealthiest region of the city, this subtle manipulation is expected 

to produce similar results in terms of social class congruence (i.e., intragroup condition) and 

incongruence (i.e., intergroup condition). Critically, stating that the grocery store is 20 minutes 

away, outside the Favela da Maré, implies that that consumer is undoubtedly leaving his/her 

community and likely venturing into a wealthier (or less humble) neighborhood.  
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In both conditions, research assistants informed participants that the two markets were 

owned by the same person, had the same product portfolio, and charged the exact same prices for 

each product. Respondents were then given a piece of paper in which they should indicate their 

voucher preference, provide some demographic information (gender, race/ethnicity, 

neighborhood, household income, and a number of people who depended on this income), and 

finally deposit it in an urn. Participants were then thanked and properly debriefed. 

 

 Results 

 

Identity-Vulnerable and Identity-Guarded Consumers. As expected, identity-vulnerable 

consumers earned very little on a per capita monthly basis (Mmonthly income: U$144.47; SD = 

U$104.70) and approximately nine times less than identity-guarded consumers (Mmonthly_income = 

U$1223.94; SD = U$678.01; t(158) = 14.60, p = <.001). Identity-guarded consumers were 

mostly white (98.24%), none of them lived in a favela, and approximately 80% actually lived in 

the wealthiest region of the city (South Zone). In sharp contrast, only a minority of identity-

vulnerable consumers were white (30.86%; χ²(1)= 84.96, p = <.001) and all of them lived in a 

favela.  

Price Sensitivity. As in study 1, the type of group contact had no impact among identity-

guarded consumers (intergroup = 44.19% vs. intragroup = 34.09%; χ²(1)= .93, p = .335). 

However, identity-vulnerable consumers were much less price sensitive (i.e., chose the lower-

value coupon) when the to-be redeemed coupon were to take place in an intergroup commercial 

setting (24.39%) than in an intragroup commercial (61.36%; χ²(1)= 11.80, p < .001). A logistic 
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regression confirmed the interaction (b = - 2.02, z= -3.10, p =.002). Also, when the coupon was 

expected to be redeemed in an intragroup commercial setting, identity-vulnerable consumers 

(61.36%) were more price sensitive (i.e., chose the higher-value coupon) than identity-guarded 

consumers (34.09%; χ²(1)= 6.56, p = .01). Conversely, when the coupon was expected to be 

redeemed in an intergroup commercial setting, identity-vulnerable consumers (24.39%) were less 

price sensitive than identity-guarded consumers (44.19%; χ²(1, 84)= 3.64, p = .056).  

 

FIGURE 4: THE EFFECT OF TYPE OF GROUP CONTACT AND CONSUMER 

VULNERABILITY ON PRICE SENSITIVITY 
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Discussion 

 

Study 2 replicates the main findings observed in study 1 with a different context and a 

consequential decision. Group contact had no impact among identity-guarded consumers but 

strongly influenced identity-vulnerable consumers, such that poorer consumers were much less 

value sensitive in an intergroup than in an intragroup setting. Further, in line with the literature 

and intuition, poorer consumers were more value sensitive than their wealthier counterparts. But 

that happened only in an intragroup commercial setting. The effect reversed when the higher-

value coupon was to be redeemed in an intergroup commercial setting. In this case, poorer 

consumers became less price sensitive than those from the wealthier neighborhoods. 

 

STUDY 3 

 

Studies 1 and 2 provide initial evidence that SITs in the marketplace can push identity-

vulnerable consumers to financially suboptimal decisions. Study 3 focuses on these consumers 

only in order to advance the previous findings on two fronts. First, it relies on a different setting 

(i.e., bank) and a different purchase option (i.e., financial services) to again show that identity-

vulnerable consumers are more price sensitive when the purchase of a service in an inter vs. 

intragroup commercial setting. Second, it attempts to provide further evidence for the proposed 
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underlying mechanism. Instead of measuring consumers’ contextual perceptions of 

discrimination in settings with either intragroup or intergroup contact (as in study 1), study 3 

assesses consumers’ ex-ante vulnerability to threatening environments. It does so by combining 

two relatively stable traits: (a) attachment to one’s social group and (b) public collective self-

esteem (PCSE). Although poor consumers often have their identity threatened in commercial 

settings, the level of vulnerability presented by them can vary dramatically. Besides situational 

characteristics (i.e., intergroup contact), the strength of SITs and its influence on behavior, is  

also moderated by individual features of the person (Steele et al. 2002). While psychologically 

identifying with a social group is not necessary for one to feel threatened by outgroups, it is 

required that s/he knows s/he can be classified as belonging to a negatively stereotyped group to 

trigger a threat (Shapiro 2011). Thus, the higher people’s attachment to their social group, the 

more they will perceive themselves as possible targets of prejudice and the higher will be their 

vulnerability to negative stereotypes (Branscombe & Wann, 1994). Furthermore, individuals 

with lower PCSE hold negative perceptions about the reputation of their social group, and the 

negative stereotypes associated with them become more salient when in the presence of outgroup 

members (Derks et al. 2006, 2007). As a result, these individuals should be the most sensitive to 

the threatening cues embedded in intergroup contact. Indeed, research has shown that consumers 

tend to change their product preferences to avoid a threatened aspect of their own social identity, 

thereby maintaining feelings of individual self-worth (White & Argo, 2009). Whereas consumers 

with low collective self-esteem (CSE) tend to display such identity avoidance effects, those with 

high CSE sustain connections with an identity-linked brand even when that social identity is 

threatened (White & Argo, 2009).   
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Thus, we expected the level of identity vulnerability (measured by the combination of 

PCSE and attachment to one’s social group) to moderate the effect of type of group contact on 

price sensitivity among identity vulnerable consumers, such that those with high identity-

vulnerability (i.e., low PCSE and high attachment) will be more willing to pay a higher price to 

avoid intergroup contact.   

 

 Method 

 

Participants and Design. This study employed a 2 (group contact: intragroup vs. 

intergroup; manipulated) x 2 (level of identity vulnerability: high vs. low; observed) between-

subjects design.  One-hundred eighteen residents of Favela da Maré took part in this study in 

exchange for a candy bar (Mage = 30.2; 58% females; Mmonthly_income  = U$126). 

Procedure. Participants were asked whether they would like to take part in a survey about 

“how people make decisions when they run out of money.”  Those who agreed to participate 

indicated their neighborhood, and for how long they lived in the region they mentioned. Then, 

respondents reported their race, gender, educational level, number of people living in their 

household, and their monthly household income. Upon completion of these demographic 

questions, participants were asked to imagine they needed to borrow money to buy some 

essential products, but none of their friends or relatives had the amount to lend them so that they 

would need to resort to a bank. There were two options in which they knew the loan if requested, 

would be approved. Bank A was the most expensive but most convenient option. It was (a) 
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located close by in the participants’ own neighborhood, (b) mainly attended by local residents, 

and (c) the employees were also from the participants’ neighborhood. As important, the bank 

charged an initial fee of U$12.10 to open the account to get the loan. Bank B, on the other hand, 

charged onlyU$10.90 it was however located 20 minutes farther away from the participant’s 

home when compared to Bank A. 

Critically, participants were randomly assigned to two versions of Bank B. In the 

intragroup commercial setting condition, although 20 minutes farther away, Bank B (a) was also 

still located in the participants’ own neighborhood, (b) mainly attended by local residents, and 

(c) the employees were also from the participants’ neighborhood. In the intergroup commercial 

setting condition, Bank B was not only 20 minutes farther away, but it was also located in 

another neighborhood and mainly attended by the residents of that neighborhood. The employees 

were also from that neighborhood. Giving that the participants were all from a favela that 

happened to be surrounded by middle-class neighborhoods (which is often the case in Rio), 

obtaining a financial service away from their own community implies interacting with people 

from upper classes.  

Level of Identity Vulnerability. After stating their preference and responding to 

manipulation and attention checks, participants filled six items adapted from Luhtanen and 

Crocker's (1992) scale of CSE. Each of these six items was responded on a seven-point scale 

anchored by 1 (strongly disagree) and 7 (strongly agree). Two of these items composed the 

public CSE measure (“Overall, people who live in the place where I live are respected by others” 

and “Overall, people who live in the place where I live are viewed with prejudice by others”). 

The second item was reverse coded such that low scores on the summated scale mean low 

positive perceptions of one’s group public reputation. The other two items tapped into 
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participants’ attachment to their social group (“The place where I live and the people who live 

there really represent what I am”, “Feeling that I am part of the group of inhabitants of the place 

where I live is an important part of who I am”), such that high loadings mean high attachment to 

one’s social group. The items of public CSE were reverse coded and combined with those of 

attachment to generate a single variable that assessed participants’ level of identity-vulnerability 

(α = 0.62).   

The remaining two items tapped into participants’ private CSE, which assesses whether 

individuals enjoy belonging to their social group (“I am happy to be part of the group of 

inhabitants of the place where I live”, “I am sad to be part of the group of inhabitants of the place 

where I live”) (α = . 0.65). Because particularly for some social groups, public and private CSE 

may be uncorrelated, and for other social groups they are correlated  (e.g., Butler & Constantine, 

2005; Crocker, Luhtanen, Blaine, & Broadnax, 1994), and  previous research (e.g., Amiot & 

Bourhis, 2005; N R Branscombe & Wann, 1994; Nyla R. Branscombe, Ellemers, Spears, & 

Doosje, 1999; Kite, Stockdale, Whitley, & Johnson, 2005) has also linked private CSE with 

various forms of intergroup discrimination (Kafka 2014), these items served as controls. 

Manipulation and attention checks. Respondents were presented with four statements and 

indicated whether each of them was true or false. The two manipulation check questions 

regarding the group contact of each bank branch were “both bank branches were located within 

my neighborhood” and “one bank branch was located within my neighborhood and the other 

outside of my neighborhood.” The two-other attention-check questions about the fees each of 

these banks charged were “both bank branches charged the same fee” and “the bank branch 

located near me charges approximately U$12.10 fee and the bank located farther away charges a 

U$10,90 fee”.  
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Previous bank exposure. Buying a pair of flip-flops or products in a grocery store are part 

of most consumers’ daily grind, regardless of social standing. Holding a bank account, however, 

is highly correlated with one’s socio-economic status (Allen et al. 2016). One may well argue 

then that additional threat could potentially arise among identity-vulnerable consumers as a 

consequence of the lack of previous exposure to this setting. Along these lines, in the typical 

Brazilian favela, residents have easy access to groceries and to clothing stores, but not to 

traditional bank branches. The lack of formal bank branches may create an enhanced anticipation 

of threat in the minds of unbanked individuals. Thus, before responding to the demographic 

questionnaire, participants also reported whether they had had any previous experience with 

banks (“have you ever been to a bank branch? How many times?” [1=never; 4=more than five 

times]).  

 Results 

Manipulation and Attention Checks. 96.61% of participants correctly answered at least 

one of the two items of the attention check, and 78.81% correctly answered at least one of the 

two items of the manipulation check. The following analyses are based on the full sample (118 

participants). 

Group contact. As expected, group contact influenced identity-vulnerable consumers’ 

price sensitivity. Participants in the intergroup contact condition were significantly less price 

sensitive (i.e., less willing to choose the cheaper bank branch) when compared to those in the 

intragroup contact condition (26.98% vs. 47.27%, respectively; χ²(1)= 5.22, p = .022).  

The Moderating Role of the Level of identity-vulnerability. We can reasonably suppose 

that the more low-income individuals perceive a negative reputation of their own group (i.e., low 
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public CSE) and the higher their identification with that group (i.e., higher attachment) the more 

likely they will be willing to pay a higher price to avoid interacting with outgroup members, 

which means a reduction in price sensitivity. We tested this hypothesis by analyzing the 

interaction between group contact condition and participants’ level of identity-vulnerability. We 

used a logit model to regress participants’ choice on the level of identity-vulnerability, group 

contact condition, and the interaction term, controlling by previous exposure to banks. There was 

a main effect of group contact (b = -.95, z= -2.23, p = .026), level of identity vulnerability (b = -

.34, z= -1.62, p =. 0.105), previous exposure to banks (b = .84, z= 2.01, p =.044) and private 

CSE (b=-.15, z=-.98, p=0.329).    As expected, the interaction between group contact and level of 

identity vulnerability was also significant (b = -.95, z= -2.22, p =.026), controlling for previous 

exposure to banks (b = 1.26, z= 2.34, p =.019) and private CSE (b=-.16, z=-1.01, p=.312),  such 

that group contact had no effect on price sensitivity for participants with low identity-

vulnerability (b = -.06, z=-0.10, p = .920). Moreover, results are largely unchanged if we do not 

combine items of identity vulnerability and, instead, interact group contact and public CSE, 

controlling for group identification, private CSE, and previous bank exposure (b = .80, z=2.11, p 

= .035). 

 

FIGURE 5: THE EFFECT OF GROUP CONTACT AND CONSUMER IDENTITY 

VULNERABILITY ON PRICE SENSITIVITY 
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 Discussion 

 

Results from study 3 replicated findings from previous studies that identity-vulnerable 

consumers become less price sensitive in the presence of intergroup contact in commercial 

settings. Furthermore, participants’ level of identity vulnerability moderated the effect of group 

contact such that those with high identity vulnerability preferred to pay a higher fee for a 

financial service to avoid incurring group contact, but no such differences emerged among 

participants with low identity vulnerability. These findings are consistent with the proposition 

that SITs present in the marketplace not only reduce identity-vulnerable consumers’ price 

sensitivity, but also make them more willing to pay higher prices to alleviate the sentiment of 

threat in these environments.  
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STUDY 4 

 

So far, we have shown that Brazilian identity-vulnerable consumers deliberately opt to 

shop in more expensive stores pay more for products and services to avoid potential threats to 

their social identity. Study 4 builds upon these findings in three important ways. First, we rely on 

a sample of low-income consumers from the New York, a much wealthier and culturally distinct 

city when compared to Rio de Janeiro, where studies 1-3 have been conducted. Second, we 

slightly increase the price gap between the cheaper and the more expensive offers (33% higher 

than in study 2) such that now vulnerable consumers would have a stronger incentive to attend to 

scarcity and shop in a lower priced but more threatening environment. Third, we directly 

manipulate consumers’ perception of prejudice against their lower-income status and 

demonstrate when these heightened threats to their social identity influence purchase decisions, 

and when they do not. While the two former contributions speak to the external validity of our 

findings, the latter sheds light on the underlying mechanisms of the advanced relationship.  

Following similar to studies 1-3, residents from low-income areas of New York City 

(e.g., Harlem, Bronx, Baychester, and Washington Heights) are asked to make a choice between 

two purchase options in which a trade-off between price and convenience is at stake. Differently 

from previous studies, participants were assigned to make the purchase decision either at a brick-

and-mortar store or through an online store. Further, while about half of the participants were 

reminded of the prejudice suffered by low-income consumers in consumption environments, the 
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remaining participants were exposed to a neutral message.  This study is predicated on the 

rationale that (1) being reminded of prejudices suffered on a daily basis induce identity-

vulnerable consumers to feel more threatened by the possibility of incurring intergroup contact, 

and (2) consumers perceive the consequences of intergroup contact as more pronounced in 

physical than in online environments. Accordingly, we expect that prejudice reminders will push 

identity-vulnerable consumers to pay more to avoid intergroup contact when the purchase is to 

be made in a brick-and-mortar store, but not when the purchase occurs online. Further, while we 

expect that participants in the neutral condition will not differ in price sensitivity across shopping 

channels, participants in the threat condition will become less price sensitive when the purchase 

is to be made in a brick-and-mortar (vs. online) environment. 

 

 Method 

 

Participants and Design. This study employed a 2 (shopping channel: brick-and-mortar 

vs. online) x 2 (prejudice salience: salient vs. neutral) between-subjects design.  One-hundred 

fifty residents of low-income neighborhoods of New York City took part in this study in 

exchange for a candy bar (Mage = 33.1; 61% females; Mmonthly_income  = U$4,173.823). One 

                                                 
3 According to estimates released last month by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 

the Affordability and Area Median family Income (AMI) in the New York metro area when this study took place 

(2018) is $93,900 for a three-person family (100% AMI). Residents that earn less than $58,450 
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participant failed to fill the main dependent variable adequately and was therefore excluded. We 

ended up with a total of 149 participants.  

Procedure.  

An in-group research assistant approached participants of group meetings promoted by 

the New York City Health departament destined to low-income and ethnic minorities. Meetings 

took place in Harlem, Whashington Heights, and Jersey City and participants were mostly 

residents from these same neighborhoods. After the meetings were over, the research assistant 

asked people whether they would like to take part in two short independent surveys. He informed 

them that on the first study they would serve as judges for two research projects that were 

competing for a grant, and on the second study they would play the role of consumers in a study 

about consumers decisions. Those who agreed to participate read the consent form and then the 

first paragraph of two articles.  

Critically, while the same first article (i.e., Sea turtles and magnetic fields) was presented 

for all participants, half of them read as a second article a research related to prejudice toward 

low-income individuals (i.e., low-income people treated unfairly) and the other half read an 

article unrelated to prejudice (i.e., the importance of drinking water). After reading the first 

paragraph of the two research projects, participants provided their opinion by answering which 

of the two fragments made them more interested in reading the full article and why. These two 

items served to have participants deliberate about the articles’ topic and to make the procedure 

                                                 
annually (~4,875/month) in that year, are considered low-income and could be qualified for low-income housing. 

(https://www1.nyc.gov/site/hpd/renters/what-is-affordable-housing.page) 
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consistent with the cover story.  After responding to these items, participants were thanked and 

informed that the second study would begin (See Appendix for a complete description of the 

instrument and manipulation).  

Main Dependent Variable. Participants were then randomly assigned to one of the two 

shopping channel conditions. Those in the brick-and-mortar store condition were asked to 

indicate whether they would prefer to purchase flip-flops at a more expensive store (U$14) 

conveniently located on their own neighborhood near their home (i.e., intragroup contact) or the 

same flip-flops for a lower price (U$10) at a fancy store located in a wealthier neighborhood 20 

minutes farther away from where they lived (i.e., intergroup contact). Those assigned to the 

online store condition were presented with a similar trade-off between price and convenience. On 

the one hand participants could opt for an online store in which they already had an active 

registration and could buy the flip-flops with just a “one click”, but whose price was higher 

(U$14). On the other hand, they could choose an upscale online store in which the purchase 

process would take additional 20 minutes to be completed, as the participants’ registration had 

recently expired and their internet was running slow that day, but whose price was lower (U$10). 

Participants were informed that in both online stores they would have their purchase approved 

and delivered at the same time. Importantly, irrespective of the shopping channel condition, 

participants who wanted to exert price sensitivity (i.e., purchase the cheaper pair of flip-flops) 

should necessarily give up convenience and incur intergroup contact. The fundamental difference 

between the shopping channel conditions refers to the degree to which this intergroup contact is 

to be experienced. 

Manipulation checks. After indicating their purchase preference, participants were 

presented with four statements and indicated whether each of them was true or false. The two 
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manipulation check questions regarding the group contact manipulation of the brick-and-mortar 

store were “we informed you about the location of both physical stores” and “we informed you 

about the status of your registration in both online stores.” The two other questions regarding the 

prejudice manipulation were “the topic of one of the fragments you read was ‘Low-income 

People Treated Unfairly’” or “the topic of one of the fragments you read was ‘Importance of 

drinking more water.’”  Upon completion of the manipulation checks, participants filled a 

demographic questionnaire and were then paid and dismissed.  

 

 Results 

 

Manipulation Check. Ninety percent of the participants correctly answered the prejudice 

manipulation check and 91% correctly answered the shopping channel manipulation check. In 

the following analyses we consider the full sample (149 participants).  

Interaction Between Prejudice Salience and Purchase Channel. As expected, the 

interaction between prejudice salience (salient =1, not salient=0 ) and shopping channel (physical 

=1, online= 0) was significant in a logistic regression (b = 1.41, z= 2.00, p =.046) with the choice 

for the more expensive option (1=yes 0=no) as the dependent variable.  Prejudice salience 

influenced identity-vulnerable consumers’ price sensitivity only when the purchase required 

intergroup contact. Participants in the prejudice article condition were significantly less price 

sensitive (i.e., less willing to choose the cheaper store) when compared to those in the neutral 

article condition (40.54% vs. 66.67%, respectively; χ²(1)= 5.00, p = .025), but this effect was not 
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observed for participants assigned to purchases through an online channel (74.36% vs. 67.57%, 

respectively; χ²(1)= .43, p = . 514). Further, among participants in the prejudice prime condition, 

those in the brick-and-mortar shopping channel condition were less price sensitive than those in 

the online channel condition (40.54 % vs. 74.36% respectively; χ²(1)= 8.91, p = .003). No such 

differences were found among participants in the neutral condition (66.67 vs. 67.57% 

respectively; χ²(1)= .00, p = .935). 

 

FIGURE 6: THE EFFECT OF PREJUDICE MANIPULATION AND PURCHASE 

CHANNEL ON PRICE SENSITIVITY 
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The final study offers a number of important contributions. First, it conceptually replicates 

previous findings that identity-vulnerable consumers are willing to 

 pay more to avoid incurring intergroup contact in consumption settings. Furthermore, by relying 

on a sample from a different country (i.e., U.S. instead of Brazil) and increasing the price gap (by 

33%) between the cheaper and more expensive offers, it enhances the external validity of the 

observed phenomenon. Finally, study 4 provides additional evidence for the advanced 

mechanism. The salience of potential prejudice toward low-income people reduced participants’ 

price sensitivity when their purchase would occur in a brick-and-mortar store, but no such 

differences emerged among participants assigned to shop online. These findings are consistent 

with the proposition that SITs arise from the anticipation of physical interactions with outgroup 

members in the marketplace and make them more willing to pay higher prices to alleviate the 

sentiment of a threat as a result.    

 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 

Are the poor more price sensitive than the rich? Although traditional economic theory provides 

the rationale for a positive answer to this question, we demonstrate that the opposite is often the 

case. Four experiments conducted across different countries and consumption decisions showed 

that to avoid intergroup contact in commercial settings, identity-vulnerable (i.e., poor) 

individuals may become less price sensitive than their identity-guarded (i.e., wealthy) 

counterparts. Specifically, relative to identity-guarded consumers, identity-vulnerable consumers 
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were willing to pay a higher price for a pair of flip-flops (study 1) and opted for a lower value 

grocery store coupon in a consequential decision (study 2) when the cheaper offer required 

intergroup contact, but not when best deals were offered at identity-congruent settings. Providing 

evidence for the underlying mechanism, anticipation of prejudice in the marketplace was found 

to mediate the effect (study 1). Further, holding more negative views of their social group (study 

3) and being exposed to prejudice cues (study 4) enhanced the negative effect of intergroup 

contact on identity-vulnerable consumers’ price sensitivity. 

Although we interpreted the results of our studies in terms of the social identity threats 

evoked by intergroup contact, one could also resort to a few other economic or psychological 

accounts. We now provide a set of reasons that argue against the three main alternative 

explanations for the observed pattern of results. First, prior research has demonstrated that the 

lack of mobility, ubiquitous among the poor, partly explains why identity-vulnerable consumers 

are not as price sensitive as they would be expected to (Clifton, 2004; Goodman, 1968; 

MacDonald & Nelson, 1991; Zenk et al., 2005). Since in studies 1, 2, and 4 the cheaper but more 

distant option was located within a walkable distance from participants’ residence, and in study 3 

the cheaper offer was actually closer to where participants were at the time of decision making, it 

is unlikely that explanations based on lack of mobility could account for our findings. Second, 

along the same lines, poverty limits identity-vulnerable consumers ability to compare prices at 

different stores, thereby hindering them from capitalizing on advantageous shopping 

opportunities. Since participants were always aware of the prices charged at the different stores 

used in our studies, lack of information or consumer ignorance is also an unlikely alternative 

explanation for the observed phenomenon. Finally, one could argue that our findings are not 

explained by SIT, but rather by preference for familiarity (i.e., people’s tendency to opt for more 
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familiar alternatives when making decisions; Davis, Taylor, & Norris, 1997; Oishi, S. et al., 

2011; Sheldon, 1969). Although this explanation is consistent with identity-vulnerable 

consumers preferring to shop at stores that are congruent with their social standing, it cannot 

explain why their identity-guarded counterparts did not exhibit the same choice pattern. Further, 

none of the stores used in study 1 to feature the cheapest purchase opportunity were particularly 

familiar to identity-vulnerable consumers, and even so results emerged. Thus, we can also ward 

off explanations that emphasize consumers’ preference for familiarity.  

 

Implications and Future Research 

 

This research contributes to the literature in multiple ways. To begin with, our results 

extend previous findings that scarcity shapes the content of cognition. Recent research has 

demonstrated that concerns about money emerge naturally and shape the associative patterns in 

the minds of the poor, even when monetary considerations are not explicitly involved (Shah et 

al., 2018). We show that economically disadvantaged individuals are not only concerned about 

money, the fear of being negative evaluated due to their social standing is also an integral part of 

their consumption experiences. Most importantly, we demonstrate that these economic and 

prejudice-related concerns may sometimes be conflicting, such that identity-vulnerable 

individuals see themselves forced to choose between attending to scarcity or avoiding threats to 

their social identity. 
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Building on these findings, we contradict two different strands of literature in price 

sensitivity. First and foremost, previous research has documented that people experiencing 

scarcity are less susceptible to contextual effects and thereby more price sensitive than those who 

enjoy abundant resources. We instead show that precisely due to the contextual cues present in 

the marketplace, identity-vulnerable consumers may become less price sensitive than their 

identity-guarded counterparts. Second, while the literature on the so-called ghetto tax 

demonstrates that identity-vulnerable consumers do not exert price sensitivity due to the hurdles 

imposed by poverty (e.g., lack of mobility; Bell & Burlin, 1993; Crowell & Bowers, 1977), we 

show that there are circumstances in which they deliberately opt for more expensive alternatives, 

even when cheaper options are readily available. We therefore contribute to both bodies of 

knowledge by showing that although economic trade-offs matter to decision making, 

psychological aspects may reveal themselves as hidden—and yet unexplored—components of 

the poor’s trade-off thinking.  

We also contribute to the literature on SITs by documenting a new detrimental consequence of 

threats to one’s social identity. While past work has demonstrated that consumers avoid buying 

products associated with a negatively stereotyped aspect of their social identities (White, Argo, 

and Sengupta 2012), the current research shows that they are also liable to pay more to avoid 

threatening purchase experiences, even when they have few economic resources. To enhance the 

understanding of this novel effect, future research might investigate the extent to which identity-

vulnerable consumers are willing to further constrain their already limited financial resources to 

shy away from discrimination in the marketplace. Indeed, although robust and of economic 

relevance, this phenomenon is obviously bounded, such that after a given threshold the 
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psychological relief of not incurring intergroup contact will not compensate for the economic 

costs of shopping at more expensive settings. 

Finally, although there are structural barriers that create and sustain economic inequality, 

the poor also often make decisions that reinforce poverty (Bradshaw 2007; Piff, Kraus, and 

Keltner 2017). The behaviors of lower-income individuals include, but not limited to, saving too 

little (Newman, Tarp, and Van Den Broeck 2014; Soman and Cheema 2011), engaging in 

excessive borrowing (Shah, Mullainathan, & Shafir, 2012), and disproportionally playing 

lotteries (Kearney 2005). In this work, we proposed and documented an additional psychological 

burden that pushes the poor to financially suboptimal decisions, which may contribute to the 

maintenance of economic inequality. Further, our research signals that despite the widespread 

use by policymakers, strategies based on the provision of financial benefits (Chandon, Wansink, 

and Laurent 2000; Nijs et al. 2001; Powell et al. 2016) and more convenient payment 

mechanisms (Gourville 1998; Soman 2001) to attract low-income consumers may not be as 

effective as expected under some circumstances. Just like SITs associated with poverty hinders 

identity-vulnerable consumers from enrolling in assistance programs (Hall, Zhao, and Shafir 

2014) the economic benefits of social programs may sometimes be insufficient to compensate for 

the psychological burdens suffered by the poor. Although limited by the fact that not all have 

access to the Internet, one strategy to help overcome this problem may be moving online; indeed, 

as shown in study 4, identity-vulnerable consumers are less influenced by intergroup contact in 

online than in brick-and-mortar environments. Further, considering that intragroup settings can 

have a significant psychological role for identity-vulnerable individuals, private and public 

activities developed in ingroup settings (e.g., low-income neighborhoods, ethnic conclaves) have 

the potential to provide benefits for local consumers other than only the intuitive convenience 
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gain. Finally, future research might investigate ways to help identity-vulnerable consumers 

actively cope with SITs evoked by intergroup contact, as they are the norm in multiple relevant 

consumption experiences. 
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For low-income participants: Intergroup contact and no intergroup contact conditions, 

respectively (assigned between subjects). 

 

 

 

 

  (Store located in a high-income neighborhood)                  (Store located in a low-

income neighborhood) 

 

 

For high-income participants: Intergroup contact and no intergroup contact conditions, 

respectively (assigned between subjects). 
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  (Store located in a low-income neighborhood)                  (Store located in a high-

income neighborhood) 

 

 

Experiment 1 - Complementary information 

 

Info about the survey. The questionnaire was administered in Portuguese. Data was 

collected in a high-income neighborhood (for the high-income sample) and in a low-income 

neighborhood (for the low-income sample) of Rio de Janeiro, Brazil. Participants were informed 

that the completion of these questionnaires was entirely voluntary; the responses were 

anonymous; and there were no inherently right or wrong answers.  

 

Info about the manipulation. Participants were asked to indicate where they preferred to 

buy a pair of flip-flops between two options: one cheaper and one more expensive. Respondents 

were randomly assigned to one of two similar purchase situations that varied the level of 
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intergroup contact in the cheaper alternative. However, the content of this manipulation differed 

depending on where the survey was conducted: in the intergroup-contact condition, whereas the 

low-income sample learned that the cheaper store was located in a high-income neighborhood, 

the high-income sample learned that the cheaper store was located in a low-income 

neighborhood. Likewise, in the no intergroup-contact condition, whereas the low-income sample 

was exposed to a cheaper store in a low-income neighborhood, the high-income sample was 

exposed to a cheaper store in a high-income neighborhood. We also presented a store photograph 

in addition to the description of the store location and the social composition of its customers 

(see pictures above).  Irrespective of experimental condition, participants were informed that the 

more expensive alternative was a store located within their own neighborhoods.   

 

 

Experiment 2 

            Experiment 2 – Stimuli 

For low and high-income participants: Intergroup contact and no intergroup contact 

conditions, respectively (assigned between subjects). 

Intergroup contact condition: 

VOUCHER (A) IS $ 60 FOR PURCHASES IN A MARKET OR STORE OF THAT 

COMPANY NEXT TO THIS BUILDING. 
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VOUCHER (B) IS $ 70 FOR SHOPPING IN A MARKET OR STORE OF THAT 

COMPANY AT 20 MINUTES OF DISTANIC, IN ANOTHER NEIGHBORHOOD. 

or 

 

No intergroup contact condition: 

VOUCHER (A) IS $ 60 FOR SHOPPING IN A MARKET OR STORE OF THAT COMPANY 

NEAR THIS PLACE. 

VOUCHER (B) IS $ 70 FOR SHOPPING IN A MARKET OR STORE OF THAT 

COMPANY AT 20 MINUTES OF DISTANIC, IN THIS NEIGHBORHOOD. 

Both conditions: 

"THE TWO STORES HAVE THE SAME PRODUCTS FOR SALE WITH THE SAME 

PRICE. PLEASE COMPLETE A RESEARCH AND ANSWER YOUR VOUCHER CHOICE. " 

Then, participants received one piece of paper similar to the one presented below and 

were asked to fill it, fold it, and deposit it in a transparent urn: 

 

 CODE: ________________ 

AGE: _______________ 

GENERO: woman () man () other () 

SKIN COLOR: white () black / brown () yellow () indigenous () other () 

Neighborhood where you live: ________________________________ 

FAMILY INCOME (including the income of everyone in your household): __________ 
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How many people depend on this income ?: ________ 

WHICH OF THE TWO VOUCHERS DO YOU PREFER, IF YOU WIN THE LOTTERY? 

Voucher A | R$60  (     )                             Voucher B | R$70 (      )                      
 

E-MAIL, if you win the lottery:______________________________       

 

 

 

Experiment 2 - Complementary information 

Info about the survey and stimuli. The questionnaire was administered in Portuguese. 

Data was collected in a high-income neighborhood (for the high-income sample) and in a low-

income neighborhood (for the low-income sample). Participants were informed that the 

completion of these questionnaires was entirely voluntary; the responses were anonymous; and 

there were no inherently right or wrong answers. Those in the intergroup contact condition were 

exposed to two types of voucher: voucher A offered $60.00 (U$18) to be spent in a grocery store 

close to their homes whereas voucher B offered $70.00 (U$21) to be spent in a grocery store 20 

minutes farther away from their homes and outside their neighborhood. In the no intergroup 

contact condition, participants were presented with the same tradeoff except that option B was 

not outside, but rather inside their neighborhood. In both conditions, research assistants informed 

participants that the two markets were owned by the same company, had the same product 

portfolio, and charged the exact same prices for each product.  
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Experiment 3 

 

Experiment 3 - Stimuli 

For low and high-income participants: Intergroup contact and no intergroup contact 

conditions, respectively (assigned between subjects). 

Intergroup contact condition: 

Imagine that there are two branch options today: one IN and ONE OUTSIDE of your 

neighborhood / community. You can choose one of them to apply for the loan. The inside branch 

is more frequented by residents of its neighborhood / community and the outside one is more 

frequented by residents of other neighborhoods. In both you know that the credit would be 

approved, and the interest rate is the same. Which of the two agencies do you prefer? 

 

 

 

 

 

� Bank A 

 Location: INSIDE your 
neighborhood / community. 

Staff and most frequent 
clients: residents of your 
neighborhood 

Single rate for opening the 
loan: R$ 40 

� Bank B 
  
Location: OUTSIDE 

your neighborhood / 
community 

 
Staff and most frequent 

clients: residents of OUTSIDE 
your neighborhood 

 
Distance: 20 minutes 

farther than the other bank 
 
Single rate for opening 

the loan: R$ 36 
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No intergroup contact condition: 

Imagine that there are two branch options today within your neighborhood / community. 

You can choose one of them to apply for the loan. Both are frequented by residents of their 

neighborhood / community. In both you know that the credit would be approved, and the interest 

rate is the same. Which of the two agencies do you prefer? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Experiment 3 - Complementary information 

Info about the survey. The questionnaire was administered in Portuguese. Data was 

collected in a low-income neighborhood. Participants were also informed that the completion of 

these questionnaires was entirely voluntary; the responses were anonymous; and there were no 

inherently right or wrong answers.  

 

� Bank A 
  
Location: INSIDE your 

neighborhood / community. 
 
Staff and most frequent 

clients: residents of your 
neighborhood 

 
Single rate for opening 

the loan: R $ 40    
 

� Bank B 
  
Location: INSIDE your 

neighborhood / community 
 
Staff and most frequent 

clients: residents of your 
neighborhood 

 
Distance: 20 minutes 

farther than the other bank 
 
Single rate for opening 

the loan: R$ 36 
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Info about the stimuli. Participants were asked to indicate where they preferred to borrow 

money between two bank options: one cheaper and one more expensive. Respondents were 

randomly assigned to one of two similar purchase situations that varied the level of intergroup 

contact in the cheaper alternative. Those in the no intergroup contact condition were asked to 

choose between bank A, that was located in their own neighborhood, was mainly frequented by 

local inhabitants, and charged an initial fee of R$40.00 (U$12.10), or bank B, that was also 

located in their neighborhood, with local customers, but situated 20 minutes farther away and 

with an R$36.00 (U$10.90) fee. Those in the intergroup contact condition, in turn, were asked to 

choose between bank A, that was located in their own neighborhood, was mainly frequented by 

local inhabitants, and charged an initial fee of R$40.00 or bank B, that was located outside their 

neighborhood, seldom frequented by local customers, situated 20 minutes farther away and with 

an R$36.00 fee. 

Portuguese version of the survey 

We invite you to take part in a study to understand people's choices about lending. You 

only participate if you want! You can leave the search at any time. Lasts less than 8 minutes. 

Your answers will be kept anonymous and confidential and together will be part of academic 

publications. If you agree to participate, go to the next screen! Inquiries, please contact the 

researcher: jorge.jacob@fgv.br / (21) 3799-5650 

 

What is your color or race? 

Black / Black 
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White 

Yellow 

Brown 

Indigenous 

 

In what region of Rio do you live? 

in a community of Maré 

in another community 

in another neighborhood of the north zone 

in the south 

in the west 

another place 

 

How long have you lived in this area? 

less than 5 years ago 

from 6 to 10 years 

from 11 to 15 years 
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for over 16 years 

since I was born 

 

 

Considering all the members of your family, what is the monthly income of all together? 

Include social programs if you receive. 

we do not have income 

less than R $ 900 

from R $ 901 to R $ 1500 

from R $ 1501 to 2000 

from R $ 2501 to 3000 

from R $ 3001 to R $ 5000 

from R $ 5001 to R $ 8000 

from R $ 8001 to R $ 10000 

over R $ 10001 

 

How many people depend on this income? 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 or more 

 

 

NOW IMAGINE THE FOLLOWING SITUATION: You are out of money and need to 

buy things that are important to you or your family. Already he sought relatives and friends and 

no one could lend him. Now you need to make a loan. 

 

Intergroup contact condition: 

 

Imagine that there are two branch options today: one WITHIN and ONE OUTSIDE of 

your neighborhood / community. You can choose one of them to apply for the loan. The inside is 

more frequented by residents of its neighborhood / community and the outside is more 
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frequented by residents of other neighborhoods. In both you know that the credit would be 

approved and the interest rate is the same. Which of the two agencies do you prefer? 

 

No intergroup contact condition: 

Imagine that there are two branch options today within your neighborhood / community. 

You can choose one of them to apply for the loan. Both are frequented by residents of their 

neighborhood / community. In both you know that the credit would be approved, and the interest 

rate is the same. Which of the two agencies do you prefer? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Bank A 
  

Location: WITHIN your 
neighborhood / community. 

Staff and most frequent 
clients: residents of your 
neighborhood 

Single rate for opening the 
loan: R $ 40 

 Bank B 
  
Location: OUTSIDE 

your neighborhood / 
community 

 
Staff and most frequent 

clients: residents of OUTSIDE 
your neighborhood 

 
Distance: 20 minutes 

farther than the other bank 
 
Single rate for opening 

the loan: R $ 36 

 Bank A 
  

Location: WITHIN your 
neighborhood / community. 

Staff and most frequent 
clients: residents of your 
neighborhood 

Single rate for opening the 
loan: R $ 40 

 Bank B 
  
Location: WITHIN 

your neighborhood / 
community 

 
Staff and most frequent 

clients: residents of your 
neighborhood 

 
Distance: 20 minutes 

farther than the other bank 
 
Single rate for opening 

the loan: R $ 36



78 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Both conditions: 

 

Regarding the previous question, which described the agencies where you could borrow, 

consider the two items below: 

 

 correct (1) false (2) 
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The two agencies 

were within your 

neighborhood / community. 

(3) 

  

One branch was 

outside your neighborhood 

and another within your 

neighborhood. (4) 

  

The bank's nearest 

bank loan rate was $ 40 and 

the most distant bank was $ 

36. (5) 

  

The rate for opening 

the loan of the two banks was 

$ 40. (6) 

  

 

Judge the items below according to where you live today. Show what you feel. ( There 

are no right or wrong answers.) 



80 
 

 strongly 

disagree (1) 

disagree 

(2) 

Somewhat 

disagree(3) 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree (4) 

Somewhat 

agree (5) (6)

The 

place where I 

live and the 

people who 

live there 

represent a lot 

of who I am. 

 

    

Feeling 

that I am part 

of the group of 

residents of 

the 

neighborhood 

I live is an 

important part 

of who I am. 
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I am 

happy to be 

part of the 

group of 

residents of 

the 

neighborhood 

where I live. 

 

    

I am 

sad to be part 

of the group of 

residents of 

the 

neighborhood 

where I live. 

 

    

In 

general, the 

people who 

live in the 
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neighborhoog 

where I live 

are viewed 

with prejudice 

by others. 

 

In 

general, the 

people who 

live where I 

live are 

respected by 

others. 

 

    

 

 

 

About you: 



83 
 

 never (1) once (2) 2 - 5 

times (4) 

more 

than 5 times (5) 

Have you 

ever been to a 

bank branch? 

How many 

times? 

    

How 

often do you go 

to bank branches 

in a month? 

    

 

 

What is your level of education? 

None (I can not read or write) 

Literacy (I can read and write) 

Elementary School (up to 7th or 8th grade) 

High School (I finished college) 

Superior course (I finished an undergraduate course at the university) 
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Post Graduation (I finished a postgraduate course) 

 

How old are you? (in numbers) 

 

What is your gender? 

men 

Woman 

 

This is the end of the survey. Could you leave us your email here, so we can invite you 

for paid surveys? Thank you. Email: 

_____________________________   

 

Experiment 4 - Stimuli 

Experiment 4 – For both conditions 

You will participate in two short unrelated surveys. Our institution supports research in a wide 

range of topics in the US. Based on residents’ opinion we decide which topic should be 

prioritized on the next season. Please, read carefully the following two research fragments. We 

will then ask a few questions about them.   
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Experiment 4 - Threat salient, Physical store condition.  

research 1 

SEA TURTLES AND MAGNETIC FIELDS 

According to a new study that used loggerhead genetics to investigate for years the sea 
turtles’ travels, these animals use the earth’s magnetic fields to navigate back to the area where 
they were born decades earlier. 

 

research 2 

 LOW-INCOME PEOPLE TREATED UNFAIRLY 

 “Can you think of any occasion in the last months when you felt you were treated 
unfairly because you are poor?”  Many people can. In fact, research shows that 86% of low-
income respondents report being treated unfairly in at least once within the past 30 days.  

 

Which of the two fragments makes you more interested in reading full article? 

 

A)  Article 1 - Sea Turtles and Magnetic Fields  
 

B) Article 2 - Low-income People Treated Unfairly    
 

Why?  

 

A) Because it triggers my curiosity 
 

B) Because it is more relevant to me  
 

C) Other:____________________________ 
 

Thank you!  
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Now, let´s move to SURVEY 2 

 

Imagine the following situation:   
 

You need to purchase a pair of flip-flops. 

You found in your neighborhood, close to your home, a store in which the pair of flip-
flops is offered for U$14.   

 

This store is mostly attended by customers from your neighborhood. 

 

However, you know that this same product is offered in a store 20 minutes-walking 
further away for U$10.   

This store is located on the second floor of a mall in an upscale neighborhood. It is 
mostly attended by wealthy customers from that neighborhood.  

____________________________________________ 

 
  Where would you like to purchase the pair of flip-flops? 

 

A) Store close to your home: US14  
 

B) Store in the mall at the upscale neighborhood (20 minutes further away): US10   

 
 

Experiment 4 – No Threat salient, Physical store condition.  

research 1 

SEA TURTLES AND MAGNETIC FIELDS 
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According to a new study that used loggerhead genetics to investigate for years the sea 

turtles’ travels, these animals use the earth’s magnetic fields to navigate back to the area where 

they were born decades earlier. 

research 2 

IMPORTANCE OF DRINKING MORE WATER  

Harvard researchers looked at years of data from women and men about their habits of 

water intake. The study is the first comprehensive analysis of the benefits for humans’ body of 

adopting higher levels of water intake in the U.S.  

Which of the two fragments makes you more interested in reading full article? 

A)  Article 1 - Sea Turtles and Magnetic Fields  
 

B) Article 2 - Low-income People Treated Unfairly    
 

 
Why?  

A) Because it triggers my curiosity 
 

B) Because it is more relevant to me  
 

C) Other:____________________________ 
 

 



88 
 

Thank you!  

Now, let´s move to STUDY 2. 

Imagine the following situation:   

You need to purchase a pair of flip-flops. You found in your neighborhood, close to 

your home, a store in which the pair of flip-flops is offered for U$14.  This store is mostly 

attended by customers from your neighborhood. However, you know that this same product 

is offered in a store 20 minutes-walking further away for U$10.  This store is located on the 

second floor of a mall in an upscale neighborhood. It is mostly attended by wealthy 

customers from that neighborhood. 

______________________________________________________ 

 

  

 

  Where would you like to purchase the pair of flip-flops? 

A) Store close to your home: US14  
 

B) Store in the mall at the upscale neighborhood (20 minutes further away): US10   
 

 

Experiment 4 - Threat Salient, Online Store condition.  

research 1 
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SEA TURTLES AND MAGNETIC FIELDS 

 

According to a new study that used loggerhead genetics to investigate for years the sea 
turtles’ travels, these animals use the earth’s magnetic fields to navigate back to the area where 
they were born decades earlier. 

research 2 

 LOW-INCOME PEOPLE TREATED UNFAIRLY 

 “Can you think of any occasion in the last months when you felt you were treated 
unfairly because you are poor?”  Many people can. In fact, research shows that 86% of low-
income respondents report being treated unfairly in at least once within the past 30 days.    
Which of the two fragments makes you more interested in reading full article? 

 

A)  Article 1 - Sea Turtles and Magnetic Fields  
 

B) Article 2 - Low-income People Treated Unfairly    
 

 
Why?  

 

A) Because it triggers my curiosity 
 

B) Because it is more relevant to me  
 

C) Other:____________________________ 
 

Thank you. Now, let´s move to STUDY 2. 

Imagine the following situation:   

You need to purchase a pair of flip-flops and start browsing on the internet for possibilities. You 
found an ordinary online store in which the pair of flip-flops you want is offered for U$14. 
Further, you already have an active registration in this store. You are logged in and you can 
buy the product with just a “one-click”.  
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However, you found that this same product is offered in an upscale online store for U$10. 
The problem is that your internet is very slow at this day and your registration in this store has 
recently expired.  

You need to confirm all your personal data, create a new password, include your payment 
information, and wait for the email confirmation, before you make your purchase. You know that 
your registration will be approved, but this process takes additional 20 minutes to be 
completed.  Both stores would deliver the product for you in 1-2 days if you complete the 
purchase at any time today.   

___________________________________ 

  Where would you like to purchase the pair of flip-flops? 

 

A) At the online store that you can buy with “one click”: US14  
 

B) At the online store that requires additional 20 min to complete the purchase process: 
US10   
 

 

 

research 1 

 

SEA TURTLES AND MAGNETIC FIELDS 

According to a new study that used loggerhead genetics to investigate for years the sea 
turtles’ travels, these animals use the earth’s magnetic fields to navigate back to the area where 
they were born decades earlier. 

research 2 

LOW-INCOME PEOPLE TREATED UNFAIRLY 

 “Can you think of any occasion in the last months when you felt you were treated 
unfairly because you are poor?”  Many people can. In fact, research shows that 86% of low-
income respondents report being treated unfairly in at least once within the past 30 days.    

 

Which of the two fragments makes you more interested in reading full article? 
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A)  Article 1 - Sea Turtles and Magnetic Fields  
 

B) Article 2 - Low-income People Treated Unfairly    
 

 
Why?  

 

A) Because it triggers my curiosity 
 

B) Because it is more relevant to me  
 

C) Other:____________________________ 
 

 

Thank you. Now, let´s move to STUDY 2. 

 

Imagine the following situation:   

 

You need to purchase a pair of flip-flops and start browsing on the internet for 
possibilities. You found an ordinary online store in which the pair of flip-flops you want is 
offered for U$14. Further, you already have an active registration in this store. You are logged 
in and you can buy the product with just a “one-click”. However, you found that this same 
product is offered in an upscale online store for U$10. The problem is that your internet is very 
slow at this day and your registration in this store has recently expired.  

You need to confirm all your personal data, create a new password, include your payment 
information, and wait for the email confirmation, before you make your purchase. You know that 
your registration will be approved, but this process takes additional 20 minutes to be 
completed.  Both stores would deliver the product for you in 1-2 days if you complete the 
purchase at any time today.   
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  Where would you like to purchase the pair of flip-flops? 

 

A) At the online store that you can buy with “one click”: US14  
 

B) At the online store that requires additional 20 min to complete the purchase process: 
US10   

 

Experiment 4 – No Threat Salient, Online Store condition. 
 

research 1 

SEA TURTLES AND MAGNETIC FIELDS 

According to a new study that used loggerhead genetics to investigate for years the sea 
turtles’ travels, these animals use the earth’s magnetic fields to navigate back to the area where 
they were born decades earlier. 

 

research 2 

 IMPORTANCE OF DRINKING MORE WATER  

Harvard researchers looked at years of data from women and men about their habits of 
water intake. The study is the first comprehensive analysis of the benefits for humans’ body of 
adopting higher levels of water intake in the U.S.  

 

Which of the two fragments makes you more interested in reading full article? 

 

A)  Article 1 - Sea Turtles and Magnetic Fields  
 

B) Article 2 - Low-income People Treated Unfairly    
 

 
 

 

Why?  
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A) Because it triggers my curiosity 
 

B) Because it is more relevant to me  
 

C) Other:____________________________ 
 

 

Thank you. Now, let´s move to STUDY 2. 

Imagine the following situation:   

You need to purchase a pair of flip-flops and start browsing on the internet for 
possibilities. You found an ordinary online store in which the pair of flip-flops you want is 
offered for U$14. Further, you already have an active registration in this store. You are logged 
in and you can buy the product with just a “one-click”. However, you found that this same 
product is offered in an upscale online store for U$10. The problem is that your internet is very 
slow at this day and your registration in this store has recently expired.  

You need to confirm all your personal data, create a new password, include your payment 
information, and wait for the email confirmation, before you make your purchase. You know that 
your registration will be approved, but this process takes additional 20 minutes to be 
completed.   

Both stores would deliver the product for you in 1-2 days if you complete the purchase at 
any time today.   

 

 

  Where would you like to purchase the pair of flip-flops? 

 

A) At the online store that you can buy with “one click”: US14  
 

B) At the online store that requires additional 20 min to complete the purchase process: 
US10   
 

 


