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Abstract: Self-service kiosks are increasingly being used in situations where a person is out to buy
food and/or drinks. Several cause-related marketing initiatives have capitalized on using self-service
technology to include small donation requests at the point of purchase. In this context, it is highly
likely that during such purchase situations, a person is under the influence of a visceral state like
hunger or thirst. This study investigated how a simulated visceral state of thirst could influence
donation behavior. More specifically, how donation social proof indicators presented on self-service
kiosk screens can impact likelihood to buy. Results of a conjoint study (n = 83) demonstrate that, in a
visceral state situation, only a high level of social proof related to donation has a positive impact on
likelihood to buy. Any other level of social proof (medium, low and not mentioned), decrease the
likelihood to buy in such situations. A scenario simulation analysis shows that cases which included
a high level of social proof have relatively higher preference. Consequently, antecedent situational
variables like visceral states must be taken into consideration when cause-related marketing activities
such as social proof (related to donation) are used in self-service kiosks.

Keywords: visceral states; cause-related marketing; donation behavior; self-service kiosks;
conjoint study

1. Introduction

Kiosks are one type of self-service technology that have been around for decades in the
service sector (e.g., ATMs, vending machines, travel and ticketing machines). When used within
the retail landscape, kiosks mainly deliver information to the customer or promote and sell
products/services [1]. These standalone terminals are slowly making their way into diverse retail
sectors, including food service, supermarkets, department stores, specialty stores, drug stores,
bookstores, and entertainment [2]. It is logical to expect that kiosks provide functionalities tailored
to the retail context. The practical applications of kiosks are quite extensive as they make way
into many different sectors. For example, many restaurant companies like Olive Garden and
Buffalo Wild Wings are equipping their facilities with self-service kiosks [3]. McDonald’s plans
to systematically introduce self-service kiosks to 1000 facilities each quarter for the next eight to
nine quarters [4]. However, most research on self-service kiosks originates from the wider field of
self-service technology research, which leads to a high degree of generalization [5]. Research has
shown that situational states influence actual usage of self-service technology in retail [6–8]. On a
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global scale, retailing sectors like supermarkets and convenience stores are increasingly under pressure
to implement cause-related marketing activities to support sustainable social and/or environmental
causes [9–11]. Self-service technologies have shown promise in supermarket contexts to motivate
consumers to adopt more sustainable behaviors through interactive displays e.g., [12]. Thus, there is
a need to study situational variables as they occur naturally (e.g., in the convenience context) when
consumers interact with self-service kiosks. According to Belk [13], situational states are imperative in
understanding of consumer behavior. Ward and Robertson [14] argue that “situational variables may
account for considerably more variance than actor-related variables”. Belk [13] suggests the following
situational characteristics that may influence consumer purchases: (1) Physical Surroundings, (2) Social
Surroundings, (3) Temporal Perspective, (4) Task Definition, and (5) Antecedent States. Antecedent
states such as visceral states (e.g., thirst, hunger, pain, warmth, sexual desire) are obvious situational
conditions that might impact consumers’ choice when purchasing products in a convenience context,
since they most probably will be in a state of thirst or hunger.

In recent times we have seen an increasing frequency of cause-related marketing initiatives that
have capitalized on using self-service technology to include small donation requests at the point of
purchase. Cause-related marketing involves a collaboration between a non-profit organization and a
profit business for a common benefit [15]. For example, UNICEF can collaborate with a convenience
store that has self-service kiosks to include a donation to a charitable cause when consumers are
purchasing products. In this context, it is highly likely that during such purchasing situations a person
is under the influence of a visceral state like hunger or thirst. In general, people are more charitable if
they are told that others have previously behaved in a similar fashion [16–18]. Consequently, in the
context where donation to a charitable cause is present on the self-service kiosk, the inclusion of social
proof might also influence the donation behavior.

The aim of this exploratory study is to contribute to understanding of how visceral states influence
the relationship between social proof and donation behavior when consumers are using self-service
kiosks to purchase products. Therefore, research objective of this study is to examine how donation
social proof indicators presented on self-service kiosk screens can impact likelihood to buy. Knowledge
about the influence of such situational characteristics could give researchers a better foundation
for understanding donation behavior in a setting where consumers usually are in a visceral state
(e.g., when using self-service kiosks). A deeper insight to the relationship between social proof and
donation behavior would also help non-profit organizations such as UNICEF, Save the Children,
and Red Cross to manage their cause-related marketing activities with the profit business.

This paper has four parts. Firstly, the concept of visceral states and social proof is reviewed in
relation to donation behavior. This is followed by a description of the conjoint design used in the study.
Next, the findings based on conjoint analysis are discussed and summarized. The paper concluded
with a discussion of academic and managerial implications, and directions for future research are given.

2. Literature Review

2.1. Visceral States and Donation Behavior

Antecedent states often have a strong influence on preferences, behavior and final purchase.
Visceral states are one example of situational variables that can be modelled as an instance of
state-dependent preferences [19]. Visceral states is a collective term used to categorize intense states
(e.g., thirst, hunger, pain, warmth, sexual desire) that have a disproportionate effect on attention [20].
The two main characteristics of visceral states are that: (1) they have a disproportionate effect on
immediate behavior (which takes precedence over all goals other than that of mitigating the visceral
state); and (2) people under weigh or ignore, the impact visceral states on past/future behavior, or that
are experienced by other people [19,20]. In other words, people are unable to recall the impact of
visceral states on themselves or others and are likely to underestimate the influence of visceral states.
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These characteristics of visceral states have three distinct forms of attention-arrowing effects
caused by the experience of visceral states on the behavior of individuals. The first is that with
increasing intensity visceral states focus attention and motivation on activities (like consumption) that
are associated with the visceral state (e.g., thirst draws attention and motivation toward water).

The second form is increased temporal focus on the present. This present orientation, only applies
to goods that are associated with the visceral state, and only to trade-offs between the present and
some other point in time [20]. Empirical evidence has provided support for the present orientation
for the visceral state. Research has demonstrated that hungry individuals show an increase in their
desire to acquire hedonic food (vs. non-food) items, and this effect is driven by a shift in their time
orientation, with a more prominent focus on present pleasures [21].

Visceral states focus attention inwardly, thus, the third form of attention-narrowing increases focus
on oneself over others, effectively undermining altruism [20]. Empirical evidence suggests that people
are less generous when experiencing a visceral state. Hunger promotes the intention to acquire food
and even nonfood objects (e.g., binder clips), when these items are freely available and when they must
be paid for [22]. Research has found the same effect in children between 4–9 years of age. Children that
reported higher levels of hunger were less likely to share both food and nonfood resources, and this
effect was particularly pronounced when it came to sharing food [23]. Similarly, evidence suggests
that hunger affects donation behavior. Hungry participants were found less to donate to charity than
satiated participants [24]. Harel and Kogut [25] found that for donation decisions, people tend to be less
generous when actively experiencing a visceral state (hunger) when compared to being satiated and
are less responsive to others’ needs even when those needs match their own visceral state. Based on
this, when consumers are experiencing a visceral state like thirst (which is often the case when using a
self-service kiosk to buy something to drink) the likelihood to donate is low.

2.2. Social Proof and Donation Behavior

It is accurate to assume that visceral states are more essential to the daily functioning of
an individual than many higher-level cognitive deliberations, that are often assumed to underlie
decision-making [19]. On a daily basis, individuals are confronted with immeasurable amounts
of information that can potentially influence a vast array of decisions. It is practically impossible
to process each individual unit of information for a majority of daily decisions. In conditions of
uncertainty, or in situations where a well-deliberated decision cannot be made, individuals use fast,
general, mental shortcuts called heuristics to guide their decisions [26]. In the marketing of food
products, a frequently used heuristic is the social proof heuristic, which refers to the tendency to
adopt the option preferred by others [27]. It is based on the general heuristic rule that if many
others are doing it, it must be good [28]. Social proof has been shown to be an effective nudge
in situations where individual deviate from “ideal” behaviors. Studies have applied social proof
to nudge pro-environmental towel reuse [29], promote household energy conservation [30], and to
promote healthy food purchase [27,31,32]. Research has shown that under the visceral state of hunger,
social proof can be an effective heuristic to help people make healthy decisions. Cheung, Kroese [33]
found that when social proof heuristics are used to promote healthy food options, hungry participants
made more healthy purchases in the presence of a social proof heuristic (vs. no social proof heuristic),
and made just as many healthy food purchases as satiated participants. Thus, the simple inclusion of a
social proof heuristic can “nudge” people to make optimal decisions.

In the donation context, the presence of social proof influences the decisions of potential donors.
In general, people are more charitable if they are told that others have previously behaved in a
similar fashion [16–18]. People do as other people do, presumably because they think that this is an
effective and appropriate course of action in that situation [34]. Increasing attention to social proof
heuristics increases donation behavior because when people learn that most other people give to charity,
they are more likely to do so themselves [35]. Studies have shown that social proof which describes
common behavior (e.g., 73% of students have contributed previously) triggered higher donations
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than standardized altruistic appeals [34,36]. Overall, evidence suggests that the relationship between
social proof and donation is quite robust [37]. Consequently, when social proof is presented on the
self-service kiosk that describes common behavior it would trigger higher likelihood of donations.

3. Method

3.1. Participants and Procedure

An initial convenience sample of 101 undergraduate students willingly participated in the study
(no compensation was offered). Ten cases had incomplete data and were removed. An additional eight
responders were screened out from the analysis due to invalid cases. The final sample comprised of
83 participants with 50 females, 31 males, and 2 participants preferred not to disclose their gender.
In this sample, one participant was in the <18 age category, 57 participants were in the 18–22 age
category, 23 in the 23–30 age category, and 2 in the 31–45 age category. Eighty-eight percent of the
participants had previously interacted with a self-service kiosk (either for shopping or in general).

Previous donation behavior was measured by asking, “How many times do you donated to
charitable causes in a year?” Twenty-two participants were in the “never” category, 42 were in
“1–2 times” category, 10 were in the “3–5 times” category, 4 were in the “6–10 times category, and 5
were in the “more than 10 times” category. All participants had heard of UNICEF, and 47% had
previously supported UNICEF (with cash or time), while 53% were aware of UNICEF, but had not
supported. In general, sample had a positive perception of UNICEF (69%), while 24% were neutral.
Similarly, the perception towards the selected UNICEF cause aimed at supporting vulnerable children
was overall positive (77%), and 17% were neutral.

Participants were informed that the purpose of the study was to examine interaction with
self-service technologies (kiosks). The participants were then presented with a link to the study,
which was conducted in Qualtrics. The participants were told to imagine a typical shopping trip where
the person will make a few stops during their journey.

To make the scenario more realistic, the following information was presented: Imagine you are
in a shopping mall. You enter an electronics store to buy a VR headset for your phone. You wear a
demo unit, scan the QR code, and attach your phone to the headset. The headset transports you into a
virtual 360 desert environment. You actually feel like you are in a desert. Imagine yourself in this place.
Look around, notice all aspects of this environment. Pay attention to the colors. Imagine yourself
breathing in the air and imagine any sounds you may hear in this environment. This was followed
by the scenario to manipulate the visceral state of thirst. It has been shown that mentally simulating
visceral states can substitute for actual visceral experiences [38,39]. Additionally, such simulations can
be made more effective when used in conjunction with images [38,40]. Therefore, for the manipulation
of thirst consisted of a scenario similar to Keesman, Aarts [39], along with a picture of an arid desert.
The manipulation scenario was presented as follows: for the next 60 s, imagine that you are in this
environment and are very thirsty. Please think about what it would be like to feel very thirsty in
as much detail as possible. Think about what your experience would be like: What would you be
thinking about? How would your body feel? How would you act? Please try to give us a general
description of your thoughts and feelings (4–5 lines).

This was followed by the general scenario to ensure a common frame of reference when interacting
with the self-service kiosk. The scenario was as follows: you have managed to buy all the items on
your shopping list for today. You pass through a place where you can get something to eat and drink.
As you enter, you notice a digital kiosk, with the words “order here” written at the top. This digital
kiosk allows you to place your order without going to the cash counter. You have ordered your food.
Now you are in a situation to order your favorite drink. You see the following information on the
digital screen when you are placing your order. Based on the scenario, the participants were presented
with 20 different stimulus cards (randomized) (see Figure A1 in the Appendix A for an example of
the stimulus cards used in the study). They were asked to evaluate the purchase situation based on
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the information provided by the self-service kiosk. After the participants evaluated the 20 stimulus
cards, they filled out demographic and questions related to donation behavior, perception of UNICEF,
the selected cause and interaction with self-service kiosks.

3.2. Design

Conjoint analysis is a research technique allows for the composition of consumer preferences
while maintaining a high degree of realism [41]. Basically, conjoint analysis measures the relative
importance of the predetermined independent variables and their levels. The relative utility of the
different states and levels is “decomposed” from consumer purchases as they are presented with
systematic combinations of the factors and levels. As a result, it is quite suited to measure the relative
impact of the different variables encountered during the purchase situation.

A main effect model was used to design the combinations. This method assumes that participants
add the values for each stimulus to get the total value of combinations of stimuli [41]. The conjoint data
collection procedure was a full-profile approach that utilizes the complete set of factors (defining each
levels of the factors) because it gives a more realistic description of the stimuli [42]. Thus, a full-profile
method is also preferred when using actual images for the construction of experimental stimuli [43].
This method is also recommended when the number of factors is below six along [42]. In addition,
the full-profile method is recommended to be used with a fractional factorial design as long as
the number of attributes is small (up to six) [41,44]. The fractional factorial design is a method of
designing stimuli that uses a subset of the possible stimuli needed (called an orthogonal array),
to estimate the results based on the assumed composition rule [41]. We used IBM SPSS version 26,
the fractional factorial design resulted in 20 stimulus cards, including four hold out cards (see Table A1
in Appendix B).

Table 1 summarizes the stimuli and levels used in the study. Based on the literature reviewed,
social proof was operationalized at four levels: high level (3104 7-eleven customers have supported
this cause); medium level at 25% of the high value (776 7-eleven customers have supported this
cause), low level at 12.5% of the medium value (97 7-eleven customers have supported this cause),
and not mentioned.

Table 1. Stimuli and levels used in the study.

Stimuli Levels

Social proof heuristic

1. High level
2. Medium level
3. Low level
4. Not mentioned

Price format 1. Donation mentioned separately
2. Donation included as a percentage

Cause proximity
1. Local
2. Region: Close
3. Region: Far

Literature on donation has shown that for cause-related marketing, the presentation format of
the donation amount can cause confusion [45,46]. It is not surprising that consumers prefer to know
exactly how much of their purchase is being contributed to the cause [47]. We presented donation
formats as actual amounts (price plus absolute value donated) or as the full amount (with the donation
being included in price and the percentage mentioned in parenthesis). Thus, we included two price
formats where donation was mentioned separately in absolute NOK amount (price plus donation) and
donation included in the price where the percentage being donated was mentioned in parenthesis.
The final cost of the water bottle was the same at NOK 30. The “donation mentioned separately”
level was operationalized as NOK25 + NOK5 donation. The “donation included as a percentage”
condition was operationalized as NOK 30 (15% of proceeds will go to . . . .), donating an amount of
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NOK 4.5 from the NOK 30 cost of the water bottle. The difference between amounts donated in the
two operationalizations was negligible (0.50NOK).

We also included cause proximity as an additional independent variable. Cause proximity deals
with the geographic distance between the donation cause and the consumer [48]. Studies have shown
that cause proximity has an effect on donation behavior e.g., [49,50]. However, sometimes mixed
effects occur with regards to cause proximity e.g., [51,52], we suspect that cause proximity effects are
context-dependent. Visceral states themselves are transient and depend on external circumstances [20].
Therefore, we decided to include cause proximity as an additional independent variable. We operationalized
cause proximity at three levels: “Local” (local region), “Close” (Scandinavia), and “Far” (East Africa).
The dependent variable was purchase and was operationalized as “based on the information provided
by the digital screen, what would be the likelihood that you would buy the product?” The response
scale ranged from “Not at all” (coded 0) to “Extremely” (coded 7). See Figure A1 in Appendix A for an
example of the stimulus cards used in the study.

4. Findings

Since the nature of this study was exploratory, we had no prior assumptions about the
relationship between the variable levels and purchase. Thus, a discrete effect was used to analyze
the data. The correlation between the observed and estimated preferences for likelihood to buy
(Pearson’s r = 0.900, p = 0.000) shows a positive linear association. Table 2 demonstrates the impact
estimate, standard error, and importance values for each stimulus and their levels. Cause proximity
stimulus, with an importance value of 42.12%, was marginally more important than social proof
heuristic value of 41.33%. Price format was the least important stimuli with a value of 16.55%.

Table 2. The impact of stimuli and levels on likelihood to buy.

Likelihood to Buy

Stimuli and Levels Impact Estimate Standard Error Importance Values

Social proof
heuristic 41.33%

1. High level 0.121 0.060
2. Medium level −0.047 0.060
3. Low level −0.044 0.060
4. Not mentioned −0.029 0.060

Price format 16.55%

1. Donation
mentioned
separately

−0.067 0.035

2. Donation
included as a
percentage

0.067 0.035

Cause proximity 42.12%

1. Local −0.174 0.046
2. Region: Close −0.112 0.054
3. Region: Far 0.286 0.054

(Constant) 3.573 0.037

Table 2 shows that a high social proof level value increases the likelihood to buy, with an impact
estimated score 0.121. However, medium social proof level, low social proof level and not mentioned,
decrease the likelihood to buy, with an impact estimate score of −0.047, −0.044, and −0.029, respectively.
It is interesting to note that that the not mentioned level had a lower negative impact than medium
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social proof level and low social proof level. In addition, another interesting finding is that the
difference between medium social proof level and low social proof level is not very large.

Table 3 shows the scenario simulation analysis for the study. Maximum utility is the most suitable
for the scenario simulation analysis because it is suited for non-routine purchases [41]. Thus, it was
used in this context because purchasing food/drinks from a smart kiosk is not routine for the majority of
the population. Case H is the most preferred (19.4%), which comprises of a situation with no mention
of social proof, donation included in the final price and donation towards a proximally far cause.
The least preferred combination, case C, was a situation where only 4.5% of the participants preferred
a medium level of social proof, donation mentioned separately and donation towards a local cause.
Overall, both cases that included a high level of social proof have relatively higher values and less
of a difference between them (14.1% and 16.3%), when compared to the other social proof levels and
combinations of factors.

Table 3. Scenario simulation analysis.

Scenarios Cases Social Proof Heuristic Price
Format

Cause
Proximity

Preference
Scores

Maximum
Utility 1

High level A High level Separately Local 3.453 14.1%
B High level Included Far 4.047 16.3%

Medium level C Medium level Separately Local 3.285 4.5%
D Medium level Included Far 3.878 14.8%

Low level E Low level Separately Local 3.288 7.6%
F Low level Included Far 3.881 15.3%

Not mentioned G Not mentioned Separately Local 3.303 8.1%
H Not mentioned Included Far 3.898 19.4%

1 Including tied simulations.

5. Discussion

Intense visceral states tend to narrow one’s focus inwardly to undermine altruism [20]. The aim
of this exploratory research was to examine how visceral states influence the relationship between
social proof and donation behavior when consumers are using self-service kiosks to purchase products.
Using a conjoint study, we examined relevant situational stimuli when interacting with a smart kiosk
to order a drink. A conjoint study was employed to create an ecologically valid situation that included
relevant cause-related marketing stimuli, i.e., social proof heuristic, price format and cause proximity.
Results demonstrate that the most important stimulus in a visceral state situation is cause proximity,
closely followed by social proof heuristic. Price format was the least influential stimuli in this context.

The results demonstrate that, in a visceral state situation, a high social proof level has a positive
impact on likelihood to buy. This is in accordance with literature that demonstrates that social proof has
a positive relationship with prosocial behaviors [34–36], and partly supports literature that suggests
that social proof heuristics can be used to lessen the impact of visceral states [33]. The results of the
scenario simulation show that, overall, the scenarios with high social proof were more preferred when
compared to factor combinations that included other social proof levels. Additionally, the utility scores
for high social proof scenarios are relatively more preferred in a visceral state situation, and have
a less polarizing difference between the scores (as seen in the combinations for the other factors).
Social proof under lower levels, i.e., medium and low had the strongest negative impact on likelihood
to buy. No mention of social proof had less of a negative impact than these two levels. These results
demonstrate partial support for the notion that visceral states have a negative impact on sharing of
resources as evident by the negative impact on likelihood to buy [22–25]. Taken together, these results
suggest that only high levels of social proof might be an effective nudge strategy towards prosocial
donation requests when individuals are actively experiencing a visceral state.

For cause proximity, the results indicate that the further the donation cause, the more positive
impact on likelihood to buy. This finding is in contrast to other literature that has found that the
proximally close cause is the most impactful e.g., [49,50]. Cultural effects could explain our findings,
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as the local Norwegian government, and the regional Scandinavian governments provide a lot of
support to the local charities. Therefore, our finding might be explained by advantageous inequity
aversion, which states that people tend to respond negatively to unfairness in situations where they
receive more than others [53]. To reduce this inequality, people end up giving more to others in
situations where they have more resources e.g., [54]. In the context of our study, the inequality between
East Africa and Norway is greater than Norway and Scandinavia. Therefore, in our study, we view
that donation towards proximally close cause had a negative impact.

For price format, results show that donation included (as a percentage in the price) had a positive
impact on likelihood to buy and donation is mentioned separately has a negative impact on likelihood
to buy. The literature on copy formats suggests that consumers prefer to know exact donation
amounts [47]. However, during the experience of a visceral state, consumers’ attention is more focused
on satisfying the visceral state [20]. Therefore, our results can be explained by the assumption that
consumers would not prefer to make even simple calculations in when under the influence of a visceral
state. From a general perspective, there is some indication for the attention-narrowing effects [20] of
visceral states in our results. All of the factors studied in the conjoint study (social proof heuristic,
cause proximity and price format) have a positive impact on purchase behavior, but only at “greater”
levels. Since the focus is on oneself, cues at lower levels have a negative impact.

One limitation of this research is that visceral states were simulated. Even though previous research
states that mentally simulating visceral states can substitute for actual visceral experiences [38,39].
Actual manipulation of visceral states like hunger or thirst (through deprivation) might influence
the results differently. As the intensity of a specific visceral state increases, its influence on behavior
tends to increase and to change in a characteristic fashion [20]. Using deprivation as manipulation,
future research can examine different intensities of visceral states and their relationship with social
proof. The current study only measured self-reported intentions to buy and not actual purchasing
behavior. The interplay of visceral states with other demographic factors (e.g., gender, previous
donation behavior etc.) could examined further. We kept the product constant (an inexpensive water
bottle from a well-known local brand). Replicating this study with a relatively more expensive product
could change the relationship between visceral states and the influence of different social proof levels.
In addition, ethnocentrism is another product attribute that can be studied in relation to the perception
of the product used e.g., [55,56]. Cause-related marketing can include a wide range of cause types
(e.g., current local issues or broader environmental issues), future research can examine how different
types of causes influence consumer donation intentions. For cause proximity, the use of specific
countries as a distant location might also be a factor. While we tried to circumvent this by using
regions instead of countries (Scandinavia as the “close” region and East Africa as the “Far” region).
Future research could replicate this study and using other regions and with populations from different
countries to see how purchase behavior is affected.

This research contributes to the understanding of circumstances that give rise to biases in consumer
evaluations and decisions making. More specifically, how the influence of cause-related marketing is
modulated by visceral states. We contribute to the literature that examines the influence of cause-related
marketing efforts in different retail contexts, especially in cases where it works and where it does not.
In our case, we focused on the convenience context. Future research could replicate this study in
contexts where consumers are under the influence of visceral factors and has to interact with self-service
technologies like in the case of restaurants e.g., [3,4]. This study provides a clearer understanding of
the possible consequences of including donation requests in self-service kiosks.

The main takeaway of this exploratory research is that situational states must be taken into
consideration when cause-related marketing is used in relation to self-service technology. In the specific
context examined in this research, only high levels of social proof is effective for donation requests
when interacting with self-service kiosks while under the influence of visceral states. In this case,
social proof is one attribute that can significantly influence consumer choice when under the influence
of visceral states. Only the most important, relevant states should be considered for cause-related
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marketing initiatives that are encountered when a person is actively experiencing a visceral state.
Practitioners can better understand the effects of visceral states on buying behavior and use nudge
strategies that are effective. In the context of this study, only high levels of social proof might be an
effective nudge towards prosocial donation requests when individuals are under the influence of
a visceral state. The practical implications that arise from this work demonstrate the usefulness of
conjoint analysis as a tool to evaluate the impact of situational states present in self-service kiosks.
More specifically, this method is useful to examine how various situational states come together to
influence the consumer. In addition, it is useful to examine the use and eventual adoption of novel
technologies like self-service kiosks.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, S.P., A.F., and V.S.; methodology, S.P., A.F., and V.S.; validation, S.P. and
A.F.; formal analysis, S.P. and A.F.; investigation, S.P.; resources, S.P.; data curation, S.P. and A.F.; writing—original
draft preparation, S.P., and A.F.; writing—review, editing and supervision, S.P., A.F., and V.S. All authors have
read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.
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Appendix B

Table A1. Factorial design used to synthesize the stimulus cards.

Stimuli and Levels

Stimulus Card Social Proof Heuristic Price Format Cause Proximity

1 Low level Included Close
2 Low level Included Local
3 Not mentioned Included Local
4 Medium level Included Local
5 High level Included Local
6 Low level Separately Far
7 Low level Separately Local
8 Not mentioned Separately Far
9 High level Separately Local

10 High level Included Far
11 Medium level Separately Close
12 Not mentioned Separately Local
13 Medium level Included Far
14 High level Separately Close
15 Medium level Separately Local
16 Not mentioned Included Close
17 Not mentioned Included Far
18 Not mentioned Separately Close
19 High level Separately Far
20 Low level Included Far

Antecedent stimuli and their levels correspond to Table 1.
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