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1. Introduction 
 

An iPhone case with cat ears, a tea infuser in the shape of a sea lion or an ice scraper that looks 

like an ice cream cone: all incredibly cute and popular. Playful consumption is taking nearly every 

product segment by storm and has extended its reach to adult consumers as well. As a case in 

point, Pinnacle vodka now offers flavours such as cotton candy, marshmallows, cake and gummy 

fish. Cute, but for adults only. On this topic, Benjamin Barber suggests that marketers are now 

deliberately infantilizing adults in order to get them to buy impulsively and not make considered 

decisions (Morris, 2008). 

Nenkov and Scott (2014) came forward with a name for this new dimension of cuteness in 

products. ‘Whimsical cuteness’ refers to the playful nature of the concept. It is the kind of cuteness 

that evokes associations of playfulness, rather than of vulnerability, as is the case with 

‘Kindchenschema cuteness’ (Glocker, Langleben, Ruparel, Loughead, Gur and Sachser, 2009). 

Whimsical cuteness primes the consumer with a mental representation of fun, which is said to 

enhance the self-reward focus, resulting in indulgent behaviour (Nenkov and Scott, 2014). 

However, research related to the effects of cute products on consumer behaviour remains rather 

limited. Nenkov and Scott (2014) concluded that whimsical cute products heighten one’s attention 

to possible rewards and as this is likely to happen unconsciously or implicitly, such cute products 

can impact consumer behaviour in ways that are not particularly desired (Johar, Maheswaran, 

and Peracchio 2015; Nenkov and Scott 2014). Therefore, this study aims to assess the effect of 

whimsical cuteness in products that could potentially harm or endanger the consumer. 

Understanding the consumption of such harmful products, containing a possible threat to one’s 

self (physical or financial) or one’s environment and possible factors influencing it, can mitigate 

or reduce adverse outcomes, thus making it a worthwhile avenue for research.  

This study proposes that exposure to whimsically cute products will decrease risk appraisal and 

increase intended risk taking behaviour. Hamstra, Bolderdijk and Hamstra (2010) concluded that 

risk taking can be enhanced through one’s regulatory focus, making it arguable that the increased 

self-reward focus, induced by whimsical cuteness as suggested by Nenkov and Scott (2014), can 

lead to more risky behaviour. Further, Yuen and Lee (2003) described how a positive mood, 

related to the fun priming induced by whimsical cuteness (Nenkov and Scott, 2014), results in a 

favourable evaluation of outcomes, which reflects in an optimistic bias (Weinstein, 1980). Hence, 

we assess the effect of whimsical cuteness on the risk perception of harming products and on the 

willingness to behave more risky. Further, we explore some mediators to understand the 

underlying effect. First, we attempt to replicate findings from Nenkov and Scott (2014) by looking 

at self-reward as a potential mediator.  
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Second, we assess whether a change in risk attitude, affecting one’s level of sensation seeking, 

mediates the cuteness effect on risk appraisal and  risk taking intention. We explore the possibility 

that the fun and playful priming (Nenkov and Scott, 2014) can result in voluntary risk taking, due 

to the inability to correctly (and objectively) identify risks or the change in attitude towards them. 

Third, we examine whether self-control failure can serve as a mediator, due to a prioritization of 

short-term rewards. In such instances, cuteness leaves people unable to resist temptation, with 

no other possible outcome than to give in to it (Baumeister, 2002).  Both paths (self-control failure 

and sensation seeking behaviour) are in a way complementary as they both encompass the 

aspect of irrationality (Donohew, Zimmerman, Cupp, Novak, Colon and Abell, 2000). Desrichard 

and Denarié (2005) said that risk taking cannot solely be explained by sensation seeking and 

suggested that other factors, such as self-control, are likely as involved. Combining both, self-

control failure and sensation seeking behaviour are expected to leave one at substantial greater 

risk of alcohol and drug abuse, health issues, and so on (Robbins and Bryan, 2014).  

First, we will review literature about the general phenomenon of cuteness in products. We explore 

two identified dimensions of the concept, more specifically kindchenschema cuteness and 

whimsical cuteness. Our focus will be on the impact of the latter on consumer risk taking and risk 

appraisal. Literature on self-reward focus and sensation seeking is explored as to help explain 

the cuteness effect on consumer behaviour. We also go into some recent research on self-control 

and its failure in particular to further understand this effect. The hypotheses are tested through an 

online experiment, of which the results are discussed. We conclude with a discussion and 

conclusion to highlight theoretical implications and methodological limitations of this study and to 

make suggestions for future research.  
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2. Literature study  

 

2.1. Whimsical cuteness 

2.1.1. Cuteness 

 

Cuteness in products can take on many shapes and sizes, but according to Oxford Dictionaries, 

it is generally described as being attractive, adorable, endearing and fun. However, previous 

research has made a clear distinction between two kinds of cuteness, which is important to 

acknowledge for a full understanding of its effect on consumer behaviour. Kindchenschema 

cuteness induces associations of vulnerability and results in adults portraying caregiving 

behaviour towards “the entity, with infant-like features, such as large eyes, round cheeks, etc.” 

(Glocker et al., 2009). Practically, the phenomenon of anthropomorphism makes use of 

kindchenschema cuteness, by adding human-like characteristics to products, services or brands 

(Sherman and Haidt, 2011). Although this dimension of cuteness is said to induce motivations for 

caretaking (Glocker et al. 2009), it is also able to make people yield to temptations more easily 

by preventing the realisation of a need for self-control (Hur, Koo and Hofmann 2015), which 

makes it a relevant topic for consumer research.  

Whimsical cuteness is the other dimension, identified by Nenkov and Scott (2014). It is said to 

induce a fun priming, resulting in an increased self-reward focus. In contrast to kindchenschema 

cuteness, which elicits more self-restraint in consumer behaviour, whimsical cuteness tends to 

cause indulgent consumption. This effect has been consistent over multiple product categories, 

such as cookies, movies and staplers (Nenkov and Scott 2014). In that way, whimsical cuteness 

might be equally capable to make people yield to temptations, though rather by creating a self-

control dilemma.  

 

2.1.2. Temptation and indulgence  

 

According to Kavanagh, Andrade and May (2005) a product associated with “pleasure or relief of 

discomfort” can be the subject of desire. Following that reasoning, hedonic products, which imply 

a sense of pleasure, can be defined as desirable. They are tempting in a way that consuming 

them can leave the consumer with a multitude of emotions, positive (such as pleasure) and 

negative (such as guilt) ones. Nonetheless, they are often related to indulgent consumption. 

According to Ramanathan and Williams (2007), it is that complex emotional aspect that is of 

substantial importance to understand the prevalence of indulgent behaviour.  
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They mention that, in general, indulging is seen as suboptimal compared to abstaining. Thus, 

indulgences are believed to cause feelings of regret or shame and ultimately to lead to a 

preference reversal. Negative emotions related to previous indulgence should nudge the 

consumer towards behaviours consistent with long-term goals. However, the simultaneous 

occurrence of positive emotions, such as pleasure, makes this process more complex and more 

likely to keep seducing consumers.  

Of course, this is of little concern if the indulgence concerns low-risk, harmless products, but 

indulgence can have an adverse impact on one’s life or society at large, when potentially harmful 

products are involved. To illustrate, we think of indulgent alcohol consumption with potential of 

evolving into extreme behaviour (i.e. binge drinking), overeating contributing to obesity and drug 

abuse. But also neglect of precautionary measures when using harmful equipment (i.e. glue gun 

or electric hedge trimmer), misuse by ignoring manuals, and so on. However, cuteness in 

products for which indulgence is not desired or even entails some kind of risk, has not been 

explored in depth yet. Our study attempts to fill this gap by exploring the possibility of reduced 

risk appraisal and increased intended risk taking due to whimsical cuteness. 

 

2.1.3. Whimsical cuteness, risk perception and risk taking  

 

People are generally described as being risk-averse, though overall risk attitude can differ 

between individuals, suggesting that we tend to hold specific and personal risk preferences, which 

impact our day-to-day decisions (Barbosa, Gerhardt and Kickul, 2007). Nonetheless, there seem 

to be situational factors able to impact this mainly personality-related characteristic. In fact, Weber 

and Milliman (1997) noted that although risk preference seems to be a relatively stable trait, 

situation and context may be able to influence risky choice through changes in risk perception. 

Previous research has mentioned, among others, framing of problems (Kühberger, 1998), mental 

availability of previous experience (Folkes, 1988) and mood (Kliger and Levy, 2003) thought to 

be able to influence this risk taking tendency. Lupton and Tulloch (2002) similarly made 

associations between risk preference and feelings, particularly illustrating how risk taking can go 

together with positive feelings, despite it usually being regarded as irrational and something to be 

avoided.  

When people are primed with ‘fun’, as is the case with whimsical cute products (Nenkov and 

Scott, 2014), it enhances positive feelings and emotions, which can then drive them to downplay 

potential negative consequences of certain behaviour. Slovic and Peters (2006) named it ‘The 

Affect Heuristic’. Risk judgements are formed through reliance on feelings, rather than on analysis 

of facts, because it is a more efficient and easier way of evaluating risk (Slovic, Finucane, Peters 

and MacGregor, 2004).  
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However, in such instances, there is limited cognitive processing involved. Positive feelings result 

very quickly in a favourable evaluation of outcomes, which makes one more willing to take risks. 

Yuen and Lee (2003) similarly suggested that an emotional state partly determines the choice of 

decision making strategy, where a positive mood is then expected to lead to peripheral 

processing, based on heuristics mostly, again favouring positive evaluations and increasing one’s 

risk taking tendency. 

Further, they described how an intense mood is able to impact the quality and direction of one’s 

decision making. A positive mood can result in biased memory retrieval, in such a way that 

primarily positive information is activated, because of the comparable affective meaning. Negative 

consequences are of less concern, while the desire for the fun experience takes over (Muris, 

Meesters, de Kanter and Timmerman, 2005). In that way, whimsical cuteness can result in an 

optimistic bias (Weinstein, 1980), even when applied to harmful products, increasing the tendency 

to engage in risky activities.  

We note that literature on this particular topic sometimes contradicts itself. Namely, a positive 

mood is also said to result in increased risk aversion, whereas a negative mood is then believed 

to do the opposite. Kliger and Levy (2003) suggest two possible explanations, saying that a 

positive mood either increases one’s reference point thus increasing perceptions of risk or that it 

makes one act more cautiously, both resulting in reduced risk preference. However, the 

occurrence of this happening seems to be limited to high-risk situations only, in which there is 

danger of losing the good mood by engaging in (perceived) extremely risky behaviour. When the 

stakes are down or when there are rather familiar risks involved (Song and Schwarz, 2009) people 

tend to be more easily won over and are less concerned about the possibility of losing their 

positive mood (Isen and Patrick, 1983). Although our study revolves around harmful products, 

they are relatively low-risk as they do not involve threats to one’s life, loved ones, career or 

fortune. Thus, we anticipate a negative correlation between risk appraisal and the positive feelings 

induced by whimsical cuteness.  

H1: Whimsically cute (vs. neutral) harmful products are perceived less risky.  

Reduced risk appraisal is likely to lead to an increased tendency to take risks, as perceptions of 

risk are generally “protective” of risk taking behaviour (Reyna and Farley, 2006). Usually, people 

react to high perceived risk with avoidance behaviour or increased precautionary behaviour, in 

line with the “motivational hypothesis” (Weinstein, Rothman and Nicolich, 1998). Oppositely, 

reduced risk perceptions should result in reduced avoidance and fewer precautions taken. Thus, 

not only do we propose whimsical cuteness and the fun priming induced by it (Nenkov and Scott, 

2014), to lead to lower perceived risk, we also hypothesize that it will increase risk taking 

intentions.  
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On the matter, Taubman-Ben-Ari (2012) noted increased risk taking triggered by positive emotion 

priming, in a study where people were primed with positive arousal affect. They reported to be 

more willing to drive recklessly, thus take more risks. Carver and White (1994) similarly made 

associations between risk taking and fun. The characteristic of fun seeking, as part of the 

Behavioural Activation System (BAS; Carver and White, 1994), is said to increase the likelihood 

of risk taking due to the preference for approach strategies. This relation between fun and risk 

taking suggests the possibility of the behaviour being voluntary, in addition to it resulting from 

lowered risk appraisal. People may want to take risks because it seems fun. We note that this is 

not necessarily contradictory to our hypothesis of reduced risk perception, because those people 

who enjoy taking risks, are likely less concerned about the ultimate outcome. They are rather 

focused on the experience and consequently perceive fewer risks involved in the activity. Harbeck 

and Glendon (2013) agree by suggesting that fun seeking and approach motivation impact an 

individual’s risk perception, creating an emphasis on the eagerness and the desire for the possibly 

‘fun’ experience, which overshadows its risky nature.  We expect this to be true for desirable risks, 

as getting tipsy or doing next-level crafts, as opposed to undesirable ones, like throwing up from 

drinking too much alcohol or burning yourself on a glue gun.  

H2: Exposure to whimsically cute stimuli (vs. neutral) increases intended consumer risk taking 

behaviour, for harmful products.  

 

2.2. Self-Reward  

 

Nenkov and Scott (2014) also established that whimsical cuteness in products like ice-cream 

scoops, staplers and gift cards enhances the perception that consuming or using those products 

could be rewarding. It is the fun priming and the hedonic value of those whimsical cute products 

that are said to enhance people’s self-reward focus (Nenkov and Scott, 2014). We propose that 

this effect might occur for harmful products as well. As whimsical cuteness is likely to distort 

perceptions of risk (see previous hypotheses), we expect that the consumer’s focus will remain 

on the potential impending reward and that the fun experience related to consumption or use will 

be preferred, despite the risks involved (McManus and Furnham, 2010). Or because of the risks 

involved, as risks can be seen as rewarding and capable of providing benefits too. Lupton and 

Tulloch (2002) suggest three possible discourses employed by their participants explaining how 

they find pleasure and reward in voluntary risk taking. According to them, people want to take 

risks because it is challenging, because it contributes to self-improvement, because it provides 

intense emotions (i.e. adrenaline rush, excitement) or because it allows you to lose control and 

escape the drag of daily life.  
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In such instances, risk may also serve as a cue for reward, similar to whimsical cuteness, thus 

enhancing one’s self-reward focus, being “a focus on approaching desirable outcomes and 

rewarding experiences” (Higgins, 1998). Consequently, this increased self-reward focus may 

relate positively to risk taking behaviour.  

Further, overall risk taking behaviour in day-to-day situations has been linked to regulatory focus 

(Hamstra, Bolderdijk and Veldstra 2011, Crowe and Higgins 1997) in the past. Prevention focus 

is believed to increase the likelihood of careful decision making, whereas promotion focus is said 

to elicit an eagerness for goal attainment, a drive to act in favour of aspirations and a desire for 

positive outcomes (Hamstra, Bolderdijk and Veldstra 2011). In such mental state, people tend to 

decide on more risky choices and can be less concerned about the potential negative effects of 

their decision. They perceive their environment as benign, which results in them applying 

approach and exploratory strategies (Förster, 2003). Carver and White (1994) agree by stating 

that such strategies characterize an individual’s reward responsiveness, as part of the 

Behavioural Activation System. Activity there, instead of in the Behavioural Inhibition System, 

associates with an enhanced sensitivity for or attention to rewards. The subsequent vigorous 

pursuit of rewards downplays most negative consequences (Muris, Meesters, de Kanter and 

Timmerman, 2005), making one more likely to engage in risky activities.  

Scott-Parker and Weston (2017) reviewed literature related to driving behaviour (Harbeck and 

Glendon, 2013; Scott-Parker, Watson, King and Hyde, 2013), health-related behaviour (i.e. 

dysfunctional eating)(Faye, White, Finlayson and King, 2014), decision-making (Penolazzi, 

Gremigni and Russo, 2012) and substance abuse (Simons and Arens, 2007; Smerdon and 

Francis, 2011) and concluded that reward sensitivity is of significant influence in risky adolescent 

behaviour. Van Hemel-Ruiter, de Jong, Ostafin and Wiers (2015) even explicitly stated that a 

higher reward sensitivity is related to heavier alcohol use. Based on these findings, we 

hypothesize the following. 

H3: Exposure to whimsical cute (vs. neutral), harmful products, leads to higher self-reward 

focus, which mediates the effect on risk appraisal and intended risk taking.  
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2.3. Sensation Seeking 

 

As to further explain the cuteness effect on risk taking, this study explores the potential influence 

of sensation seeking. We propose a difference in risk attitude towards harmful products, 

dependent on their cuteness. Their whimsical nature may serve as an extra push towards 

indulgence even when some degree of harm or danger is apparent. In fact, it might be that danger 

which is appealing, since it allows them to attain a level of arousal they might be looking for. 

According to OSL theory (Optimal Stimulation Theory), everyone attempts to achieve a certain 

level of stimulation, perceived as optimal (Helm and Landschulze, 2009). It is the discrepancy 

between one’s current level and the optimal level that drives the pursuit of more or less 

stimulation. Those who want to enhance their sensory stimulation are thus motivated by a need 

for arousal and novelty, often found in high-risk and potentially harmful products (Steenkamp and 

Baumgartner, 1992). Activities involving sex, drug or alcohol are most preferred because of their 

high level of intensity and arousal (MacPherson, Magidson, Reynolds, Kahler and Lejuez, 2010), 

making substance abuse, sexual risk taking and reckless driving dangerously appealing (Wagner, 

2001). 

We suggest that adding whimsical cuteness to those products can result in even greater 

stimulation. Chase et al. (2017) concluded that sensation seeking is related to fun seeking and 

reward sensitivity, two elements said to be enhanced by whimsical cuteness (Nenkov and Scott, 

2014). Other research goes even further by stating that reward sensitivity is linked to increased 

sensation seeking behaviour (Hawes, Chahal, Hallquist, Paulsen, Geier and Luna, 2016; Scott-

Parker, Watson, King and Hyde, 2013), making people more willing to take risks and engage in 

risky behaviour, because they are drawn towards the sensory stimulating experiences associated 

with it (Hoyle, Stephenson, Palmgreen, Lorch and Donohew, 2002). Further, they tend to 

underestimate the risks involved and perceive less danger or fewer consequences related to their 

engagement in the risky activity (Horvath and Zuckerman, 1993).  

Since whimsical cute products are assigned more hedonic value than their neutral counterparts, 

it is more likely that they will be bought or consumed for the experience rather than for their utility, 

thus appealing to the sensation seeking drive in people. Ultimately, hedonic consumption 

provides an individual sensory pleasure, be it because of the product itself, its aesthetic or design, 

the expectations or beliefs about the consumption, or any other aspect of it (Alba and Williams, 

2013). These products implicitly promise a sensation or an experience, which raises hedonic 

purchase motivations. Furthermore, these hedonic shopping motives are said to support 

exploratory interests (Helm and Landschulze, 2009), which is characteristic of stimulation or 

sensation seeking behaviour as research uses the term exploratory for the behaviours indicative 

of sensation seeking tendencies.  



 

9 
 

These behaviours include variety seeking and curiosity-motivated, innovative and risk taking 

behaviour (Steenkamp and Baumgartner, 1992), all capable of providing stimulation and arousal 

to a desired level.  

H4: Exposure to whimsical cute (vs. neutral), harmful products, leads to higher sensation seeking 

behaviour, which mediates the effect on risk appraisal and intended risk taking.  

 

2.4. Self-Control 

 

Furthermore, this study proposes the possibility that whimsical cuteness leads to self-control 

failure. We expect whimsical cute products to test the limits of one’s self control to the ultimate 

extent. People may want to, but are simply unable to resist the temptation. We suggest that the 

fun priming caused by whimsical cuteness (Nenkov and Scott, 2014) serves as an affective 

stimulus, increasing the likelihood of self-control failure and impulsive buying behaviour (Sharma, 

Sivakumaran and Marshall, 2010).  Whimsical cuteness implies hedonic value and thus adds to 

the promise of happiness, convincing consumers of the product’s ability to make you feel good. 

Cyders, Smith, Spillane, Fischer, Annus and Peterson (2007) confirmed this idea by concluding 

that rash action due to a lapse in self-control is a common response to a positive affective state. 

It manifests itself as an emotional response, stemming from a compelling urge to buy impulsively, 

caused by the emotional appeal of the object and the desire for immediate reward (Amos, Holmes 

and Keneson, 2014).  

It is that desire for immediate reward (or the enhanced self-reward focus induced by whimsical 

cuteness; Nenkov and Scott, 2014), that then drives people to choose to reward themselves 

through indulgence. In such instances, hedonic products are a means to an end, since (short-

term) pleasure and reward are part of the appeal that drives hedonic consumption (Alba and 

Williams, 2013). An already tempting product, thus becomes even more tempting due to its 

cuteness. People either give in to the temptation and thus act impulsively or they show great will 

power to overcome it.  

Despite the fact that people usually understand the risks related to consuming or using potentially 

harmful products, they often yield to the temptation anyway. Research explains this by describing 

self-control as a struggle between two forces, one that tempts and drives impulses and one that 

restrains those desires in the service of more reasonable behaviour (Hofmann, Friese, and Strack 

2009). The strong desire not to endanger the pursuit of long-term goals is why people generally 

succeed in controlling their immediate impulses.  

 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S096969891300115X#bib25
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S096969891300115X#bib25
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Baumeister (2002) described those desirable standards as “living a healthy life, avoiding 

procrastination, delaying gratification when delay produces better rewards and restraining 

aggressive impulses”. In that respect, abstaining from drinking alcohol or eating high calorie foods 

as to live a healthier life is perfectly arguable.  

However, most people tend to have an urge to make themselves feel good as well, often through 

purchase or consumption of certain goods that are able to satisfy that hunger for happiness, but 

that are not necessarily complementary to their long-term goals, such as living a healthy life. This 

struggle of “refraining from acting on undesired behavioural tendencies” (Tangney et al. 2004), 

caused by tempting products and the resulting experience of conflicting goals, often evokes a 

sense of internal conflict and emotional distress (Baumeister, 2002). The prospect of feeling good 

or better, is then why people put their self-control aside in favour of purchasing or consuming the 

appealing product. They prioritize short-term rewards and immediate pleasure over long-term 

interests as a way to resolve the internal conflict (Ramanathan and Williams, 2007). They let the 

force of impulse take precedence over the force of restraint. Whimsical cute products then serve 

as a way to satisfy this desire for excitement.  

Since there’s little cognitive evaluation involved, self-control failure and resulting impulsive buying 

behaviour can be dangerous. The speed of the purchase generally makes little room for 

deliberation (Sharma, Sivakumaran and Marshall, 2010). When the consumption concerns 

harmful products, it is evident that factors influencing self-control need to be monitored closely. 

Freeman and Muraven (2010) even stated that reduced self-control is predictive of risk taking 

behaviour and that avoiding risk requires intact self-control.  

H5: Exposure to whimsical cute (vs. neutral), harmful products, leads to lower self-control, which 

mediates the effect on risk appraisal and intended risk taking.  
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3. Methodology  

 

3.1. Objective 

 

The goal of the experiment is to assess the effect of whimsical cuteness on risk appraisal and risk 

taking behaviour. We want to know if whimsical cuteness is able to change the harmful perception 

and consequently increase an individual’s risk taking intentions. We expect self-reward focus, 

self-control and sensation seeking to impact this effect.  

3.2. Participants and design  

 

All three hypotheses were tested through an experiment with a between-subjects design, by 

means of a survey. The independent variable was whimsical cuteness (cute vs. neutral) and the 

dependent variables were risk perception (H1) and intended risk taking (H2). Self-reward (H3), 

Sensation seeking (H4) and Self-control (H5) were explored as mediators. Participants were 

randomly assigned to either the cute or the neutral condition (Table 1).  

 

Table 1: Random assignment to cute vs. neutral condition 

Cute glass of white martini, red martini, cute glue gun N = 140 

Neutral glass of white martini, red martini, cute glue gun N = 145 

 

 

An online respondents pool was used (N = 285; 63.5% female, Mage = 21.59, SDage = 4.32; 

Appendix 8.4.1.), by distributing the survey, primarily via Facebook, over the course of thirteen 

days (from 27th of April till the 9th of May). Participation was completely voluntary, but as an 

incentive participants could win three coupons of 20 euros each.  

 

 

3.3. Stimuli  

 

The used stimuli are shown below. For the cute condition, we manipulated two alcoholic drinks, 

one of which was white martini, the other red martini, and a glue gun (Figure 1). 
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Figure 1: Manipulated cute stimuli 

For the neutral condition, we included  two neutral glasses of that same white and red martini 

and a neutral glue gun (Figure 2). 

 

 
Figure 2: Control neutral stimuli 

   

3.4. Cuteness manipulation  

 

We conducted a pretest (Nenkov and Scott, 2014) of the cuteness manipulation (online pool; N = 

63; 58.7% female; Mage = 20.97; SDage = 2.56). Participants were confronted with either the 

cute or the neutral glass of white martini, red martini and the glue gun (Appendix 8.1.). They rated 

the extent to which they perceived the items to be cute (cute, adorable, endearing; α = .94, M = 

28, SD = 13.38), whimsical (whimsical, playful, fun; α = .93, M = 36.63, SD = 14.01) and likeable 

(likeable, attractive; α = .82, M = 23.67, SD = 8.07). All items were measured on a 7-point likert 

scale (0 = not at all, 7 = extremely).  
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Independent samples t-tests show that participants viewed the cute glass of white martini as 

significantly cuter, more whimsical and more likeable than the neutral glass of white martini. They 

held the same attitude towards the cute glass of red martini, in comparison with its neutral variant. 

The cute one was seen as cuter, more whimsical and more likeable. Participants rated the cute 

glue gun as cuter and more whimsical, but not more likeable (Appendix 8.2.). We conclude that 

the selected stimuli (cute vs. neutral) are actually perceived that way by participants (Table 2).   

 

Table 2: Cuteness manipulation pretest 

(IV)  STIMULI M SD t(df) p 

CUTE RATING 

(cute vs. neutral) 

 White martini Mcute = 4.18 

Mneutral = 1.82 

1.39 

.90 

t(50.95) = -7.97  p<.001 

 Red martini Mcute = 4.16 

Mneutral = 2.06 

1.28 

1.20 

t(61) = -6.72 p<.001 

 Glue gun Mcute = 3.73 

Mneutral = 2.79 

1.69 

1.68 

t(61) = -2.21 p=.031 

WHIMSICAL RATING 

(cute vs. neutral) 

 White martini Mcute = 5.30 

Mneutral = 2.75 

1.23 

1.50 

t(61) = -7.38 p<.001 

 Red martini Mcute = 5.17 

Mneutral = 2.92 

.94 

1.56 

t(51.26) = -6.97 p<.001 

 Glue gun Mcute = 4.82 

Mneutral = 3.56 

1.55 

1.77 

t(61) = -2.99 p=.004 

LIKEABLE RATING 

(cute vs. neutral) 

 White martini Mcute = 4.56 

Mneutral = 3.16 

1.65 

1.81 

t(61) = -3.23 p=.002 

 

 Red martini Mcute = 4.97 

Mneutral = 3.70 

1.45 

1.50 

t(61) = -3.40 p=.001 

 Glue gun Mcute = 4.08 

Mneutral = 3.25 

1.69 

1.73 

t(61) = -1.93 p=.058 
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3.5. Measures and procedure  

 

The survey (see Appendix 8.3.) started with an introduction. Next, exposure to whimsical cuteness 

was established by using the pretested stimuli. Participants were randomly assigned to either the 

cute condition (cute glass of white and red martini and a cute glue gun) or the neutral condition 

(neutral glass of white martini and red martini and a neutral glue gun).  

 

To measure the dependent variable intended to risk taking, participants were asked to indicate 

how many glasses of white and red martini they would buy or consume. To measure the 

dependent variable risk appraisal, they were asked to estimate what alcohol percentage they 

thought corresponds with the glasses. Additionally, they estimated how many glasses a man and 

a women were allowed to drink over the course of a night without surpassing the limit to drive, 

which we used as a measure for risk perception for others. Concerning the glue gun, they were 

asked to define how many minutes they would take to go through the manual as a measure for 

intended risk taking. They were also asked to indicate what minimum age they would advise for 

the use of the glue gun, to serve as the dependent variable for risk perception for others. To 

measure risk appraisal, we asked them to estimate how warm they think the glue gun gets.   

 

Immediately after our dependent variable, we measured self-reward (vs. self-restraint) by means 

of two questions (Gino and Margolis, 2011). “To what extent are you going to focus on avoiding 

negative outcomes going forward?” (self-restraint) and “To what extent are you going to focus on 

achieving positive outcomes going forward?” (self-reward). Participants answered on a 7-point 

likert scale. Our purpose was to replicate findings from Nenkov and Scott (2014), who concluded 

that the effect of whimsical cuteness on indulgence is mediated by an increased self-reward focus.  

 

Next, we measured sensation seeking using the BSSS (Brief Sensation Seeking Scale) of Hoyle, 

Stephenson, Palmgreen, Lorch and Donohew (2002). We expected our stimuli to have a very 

notable effect on sensation seeking behaviour, due to their combination of harmful and whimsical 

cuteness, both impacting that kind of behaviour. Hence why we decided to measure it as our 

second potential mediator. The BSSS includes 8 items such as: “I would like to explore strange 

places”, “I would like to try bungee jumping” and “I prefer friends who are excitingly unpredictable”, 

measured on a 5-point likert scale. We measured self-control as a third possible mediator, using 

a 13-item short version of the Trait self-control scale of Tangney et al. (2004). Participants 

indicated to what extent the statements apply to them. Examples of statements are: “I am good 

at resisting temptation” and “I wish I had more self-discipline”.  
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We also assessed a number of other variables, that could possibly have an influence on our 

mediators or dependent variables. Risk attitude was measured using an adapted version of 

Weber, Blais and Betz’ (2002) domain-specific risk-attitude scale. We only used the domain of 

health and safety, including 8 items measured on a 5-point likert scale. Participants indicated the 

likelihood of them engaging in the described activity right now. Examples are: “Buying an illegal 

drug for your own use” and “walking home alone at night in a somewhat unsafe are of town”. 

Individual differences in impulsiveness were evaluated using the subscale non-planning 

impulsiveness of the Barratt Impulsiveness scale (2013), which consists of 11 items, measured 

on a 4-point likert scale. This scale includes items, such as: “I am a careful thinker” and “I am 

more interested in the present than in the future”. Further, an individual’s risk propensity was 

assessed using the 6-item risk propensity scale (Meertens and Lion, 2008), measured on a 7-

point likert scale.  

 

Next, a manipulation check was done on the used stimuli, using the same measure as in the 

pretest. 

 

In order to be able to control for the familiarity of the participants with the pictured products, we 

asked them about their usage rate (related to both the alcoholic drinks and the glue gun) on a 7-

point scale. As to control for product liking and mood influences, we asked the participant to what 

extent they were interested in the item (again both related to the alcoholic drinks and the glue 

gun), measured on a 5-point likert scale and we presented them with a version of the positive and 

negative affect scale PANAS. We used 7-point bipolar scales anchored by sad/happy, bad 

mood/good mood, irritable/pleased and depressed/cheerful. For nostalgia, the bipolar anchors 

were not nostalgic/nostalgic.  

Participants also had to indicate their gender (male, female or other), age and occupation 

(student, employed or other).  

 

We included an incentive by means of three coupons of 20 euros, which the participants were 

able to win by entering their e-mailadress at the end of the survey.  

 

Finally, they were informed of finishing the survey and thanked for their participation.   
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4. Results  
 

Manipulation check 

We conducted a manipulation check on the pretested stimuli and the results were confirmative of 

those from the pretest (Appendix 8.4.2.). Participants similarly rated the extent to which they 

perceived the items to be cute (cute, adorable, endearing; α = .94, M = 29.52, SD = 13.02), 

whimsical (whimsical, playful, fun, α = .92, M = 34.91, SD = 12.72) and likeable (likeable, 

attractive; α = .88, M = 22.89, SD = 8.46). All items were measured on a 7-point likert scale (0 = 

not at all, 7 = extremely).  

 

Independent samples t-tests show that participants viewed the cute glass of white martini, the 

cute glass of red martini and the cute glue gun as significantly cuter, more whimsical and more 

likeable than their neutral version. Thus, the manipulation of the cute stimuli can be confirmed for 

the experiment as well (Table 3). 

 

Table 3: Manipulation check 

(IV) STIMULI M SD t(df) p 

CUTE RATING 

(cute vs. neutral) 

White martini Mcute = 4.45 

Mneutral = 2.05 

1.30 

1.08 

t(283) = -16.87 p<.001 

Red martini Mcute = 4.07 

Mneutral = 2.42 

1.26 

1.39 

t(278.25) = -10.50 p<.001 

Glue gun Mcute = 4.01 

Mneutral = 2.57 

1.54 

1.52 

t(283) = -7.92 p<.001 

WHIMSICAL RATING 

(cute vs. neutral) 

White martini Mcute = 4.92 

Mneutral = 2.76 

1.18 

1.50 

t(263.95) = -13.52 p<.001 

Red martini Mcute = 4.44 

Mneutral = 3.23 

1.20 

1.70 

t(249.06) = -6.94 p<.001 

Glue gun Mcute = 4.53 

Mneutral = 3.32 

1.43 

1.62 

t(275.83) = -6.69 p<.001 

LIKEABLE RATING 

(cute vs. neutral) 

White martini Mcute = 4.26 

Mneutral = 3.03 

1.50 

1.69 

t(276.58) = -6.50 p<.001 
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Red martini Mcute = 4.68 

Mneutral = 3.52 

1.42 

1.89 

t(257.31) = -5.82 p<.001 

Glue gun Mcute = 4.23 

Mneutral = 3.12 

1.51 

1.64 

t(279.27) = -5.93 p<.001 

 

 

Risk appraisal  

An independent samples t-test revealed that the dependent variable for risk appraisal, asking for 

an estimation of the alcohol-percentage delivers immediate significant results for both the glass 

of white martini and the glass of red martini (α = .84, M = 31.74, SD = 20.68). Results show that 

the respondents in the cute condition (Mcute = 12.06, SDcute = 7.69), confronted with the cute 

alcoholic drinks, estimated the alcohol percentage of those drinks to be significantly lower in 

comparison to the respondents in the neutral condition (Mneutral = 19.81, SDneutral = 11.24) 

confronted with neutral alcoholic drinks (t(244.86) = 6.78, p<.001)(Figure 3). We conclude that 

the cuteness manipulation negatively affects an individual’s risk appraisal of alcoholic drinks, 

confirming H1 (Appendix 8.4.4.1.).  

 

Figure 3: Risk appraisal of alcoholic drinks 

 

 

An independent samples t-test on the dependent variable for risk appraisal, asking for an 

estimation of the warmth of the glue gun, didn’t reveal a significant influence of the cuteness 

manipulation (Mcute = 83.43, SDcute = 44.52, Mneutral = 81.33, SDneutral = 42.52, t(283)= -.41, 

p = .683).  
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Since we expected interest in the glue gun, frequency of use, mood (α = .76, M = 17.48, SD = 

3.31), gender, age, Risk Propensity (α = .73, M = 19.81, SD = 5.25) and Impulsiveness (α = .70, 

M = 24.32, SD = 4.68) to be of importance here, we decided to run an additional ANCOVA 

analysis, controlling for those variables, of which only the covariates age and interest proved to 

be significant in predicting the dependent variable. However, the model including those two 

covariates was not significant (Mcute = 83.43, SDcute = 44,52, Mneutral = 81.33, SDneutral = 

42.52, F(1,281) = .15, p = .698). We conclude that H1 is not confirmed when applied to risk 

appraisal for the glue gun as the stimulus (Appendix 8.4.4.2.).  

 

An independent samples t-test on the dependent variable for risk perception for others, asking for 

an estimation of the number of glasses one is allowed to drink before passing the limit to drive, 

for both the glass of white martini and the glass of red martini (for a man and a woman: α = .92, 

M = 9.14, SD = 3.96), did not reveal a significant influence of the cuteness manipulation (Mcute 

= 2.38, SDcute = 1.09, Mneutral = 2.19, SDneutral = .86, t(272.07) = -1.68, p = .094) either. 

Additionally, we decided to run an ANCOVA analysis, since we expected a number of control 

variables to be of importance. We controlled for interest in the drinks (α = .67, M = 4.82, SD = 

1.98), frequency of alcohol consumption, mood, gender, age, Impulsiveness  and Risk Propensity, 

but this analysis was not able to identify significant covariates impacting the initial result (Mcute 

= 2.38, SDcute = 1.09, Mneutral = 2.19, SDneutral = .86, F(1,276) = 3.47, p = .064)(Appendix 

8.4.5.1.).  

 

However, separating the alcoholic drinks and focussing on the white drinks alone (for a man and 

a woman: α = .92, M = 4.42, SD = 1.98), did reveal a significant effect of the cuteness 

manipulation. Our respondents in the cute condition indicated significant higher levels to be 

allowed, compared to the ones in the neutral condition (Mcute = 2.36, SDcute = 1.08, Mneutral = 

2.06, SDneutral = .86, t(273.42) = -2.61, p = .010)(Figure 4). We conclude that H1 is confirmed 

when applied to risk perception for others, only for the white alcoholic drink as the stimulus 

(Appendix 8.4.5.2.). 
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Figure 4: Risk perception for others of alcoholic drinks 

 

 

An independent samples t-test on the dependent variable for risk perception for others, asking for 

the recommended minimum age did not reveal a significant influence of the cuteness 

manipulation (Mcute = 12.92, SDcute = 2.59, Mneutral = 13.24, SDneutral = 2.45, t(283) = 1.06, 

p = .288). Since we expected a number of variables to possibly impact this result, we ran an 

additional ANCOVA analysis, controlling for interest in the glue gun, frequency of use, Risk 

Propensity, Impulsiveness, mood, gender and age, of which only the covariate frequency of use 

was significant. However, the model including that covariate was not significant (Mcute = 12.92, 

SDcute = 2.59, Mneutral = 13.24, SDneutral = 2.45, F(1,282) = .67, p = .413). Further, the 

assumptions for equality of error variances and homoscedasticity were not fulfilled. We conclude 

that H1 is not confirmed when applied to risk perception for others for the glue gun as the stimulus 

(Appendix 8.4.5.3.).  

 

Intended risk taking 

The variable asking about the number of glasses one was willing to consume, of both the white 

martini and the red martini (α = .78, M = 3.23, SD = 2.74), delivered an unanticipated outcome. 

Although an independent samples t-test wasn’t able to reveal a significant effect of the cuteness 

manipulation (Mcute = 1.55, SDcute = 1.29, Mneutral = 1.69, SDneutral = 1.45, t(283) = .88, p = 

.381), further analysis was. We expected a number of control variables to be of importance, which 

is why we ran an ANCOVA analysis on the dependent variable, controlling for interest in the 

alcoholic drinks, frequency of alcohol consumption, mood, age and gender, Impulsiveness and 

Risk Propensity, of which only the covariates gender and interest proved significant.  
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The model including those two covariates revealed that our respondents in the cute condition 

(Mcute = 1.55 , SDcute = 1.29) were willing to consume significantly less drinks compared to the 

ones in the neutral condition (Mneutral = 1.69, SDneutral = 1.45, F(1,281) = 5.05, p = .025), 

contrary to what we expected to find (Figure 5). We conclude that the cuteness manipulation had 

an adverse effect on the respondent’s willingness to consume the alcoholic drinks. Therefore, H2 

is not confirmed (Appendix 8.4.6.1.).  

 

Figure 5: Intended risk taking for alcoholic drinks 

 

 

 

An independent samples t-test on the dependent variable for intended risk taking, asking about 

the number of minutes to go through the manual didn’t reveal a significant influence of the 

cuteness manipulation (Mcute = 2.99, SDcute = 4.05, Mneutral = 3.26, SDneutral = 4.01, t(283) 

= .57, p = .571). Additionally, we ran an ANCOVA analysis, controlling for gender, age, interest in 

the glue gun, frequency of use, Risk Propensity, Impulsiveness and mood. Only the covariates 

Risk Propensity and frequency of use proved significant in predicting the dependent variable. 

However, the model including those two covariates was not significant (Mcute = 2.99, SDcute = 

4.05, Mneutral = 3.26, SDneutral = 4.01, F(1,281) = .26, p = .609). We conclude that H2 is not 

confirmed (Appendix 8.4.6.2.).  
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Self-Reward  

To explore the possibility of Self-Reward mediating the cuteness effect on risk appraisal, risk 

perception for others and intended risk taking, we first conducted an independent samples t-test. 

This analysis revealed that Self-Reward is not significantly impacted by the cuteness manipulation 

(Mcute = 5.71, SDcute = .91, Mneutral = 5.64, SDneutral = 1.06, t(283) = -.64, p = .523). We note 

that there is no direct main effect on our potential mediator (Appendix 8.4.7.). 

 

Further, we examined whether Self-Reward mediates the cuteness effect on risk appraisal, risk 

perception for others and intended risk taking. We performed multiple mediation analysis of which 

none revealed a mediation by Self-Reward. They all had the cuteness manipulation as 

independent variable (X) and Self-Reward as the mediator (M), however, the dependent variable 

varied according to our various hypotheses.  

 

The first one related to our hypothesis of risk appraisal, including the dependent variable asking 

about an estimation for the alcohol percentage of the pictured drinks (Y; white and red martini: α 

= .84, M = 31.74, SD = 20.68). Previous analysis revealed a main effect of the cuteness 

manipulation on this variable, where our respondents in the cute condition estimated a 

significantly lower alcohol percentage (path C). This is compatible with the slightly increased self-

reward focus that was reported. We controlled for mood, age, gender, interest in the drinks, 

frequency of alcohol consumption, Impulsiveness and Risk propensity, but were not able to 

establish a significant path A between the manipulation and Self-Reward, nor a significant path B 

between Self-Reward and the dependent variable. We note that the covariates mood and Risk 

propensity were significantly able to predict Self-Reward, however there remains a lot of variance 

unexplained. With the dependent variable asking for an estimation for the warmth of the glue gun 

(Y), we did not expect a mediation by Self-Reward since our data show that respondents in the 

cute condition estimated the warmth of the cute glue gun to be slightly higher. This is not 

compatible with the reported slight increase in Self-Reward.  

  

The second set of mediation analyses involved the variables for risk perception for others. Related 

to the dependent variable asking about the number of glasses allowed without passing the limit 

to drive (Y; white and red martini and for both a man and a woman: α = .92, M = 9.14, SD = 3.96), 

previous analysis showed no main effect, despite controlling for multiple covariates. However, 

separating the drinks resulted in a significant main effect for the white alcoholic stimulus, where 

our respondents in the cute condition reported higher levels to be allowed, relative to the 

estimation of the respondents in the neutral condition. Since path C is significant when only taking 

the white alcoholic drink into account, we performed a mediation analysis with that dependent 

variable (Y) alone, controlling for the same variables as in the previous mediation analysis.  
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However, we were not able to establish a mediation by Self-Reward in this case either. With the 

dependent variable asking about the recommended minimum age for the glue gun (Y), we 

controlled for gender, age, interest in the glue gun, frequency of use, mood, Impulsiveness and 

Risk Propensity, but again, we could not identify a mediation by Self-Reward, though the 

covariates Risk Propensity and mood and frequency of use were significantly able to predict Self-

Reward and the dependent variable respectively.  

 

The last set of mediation analyses involving the variables for intended risk taking, first included 

the dependent variable asking about the number of drinks one was willing to consume (Y; white 

and red martini: α = .78, M = 3.23, SD = 2.74). Here, we did not expect a mediation by Self-

Reward, since our respondents in the cute condition indicated to be willing to drink significantly 

less glasses, compared to the ones in the neutral condition. For the dependent variable asking 

about the number of minutes one would take to go through the manual of the glue gun (Y), we 

controlled for the same variables as in the previous mediation analysis. Nonetheless, we were 

not able to establish a mediation by Self-Reward.  

 

We conclude that H3 is not confirmed, because we could not establish that whimsical cuteness 

increases Self-Reward focus, neither that this mediates the cuteness effect and risk appraisal and 

intended risk taking.  

 

Sensation Seeking 

To explore the possibility of Sensation Seeking mediating the cuteness effect on risk appraisal, 

risk perception for others and intended risk taking, we first conducted an independent samples t-

test on the construct Sensation Seeking (α = .77, M = 26.14, SD = 5.28). This analysis revealed 

that Sensation Seeking is not significantly impacted by the cuteness manipulation (Mcute = 3.25, 

SDcute = .64, Mneutral = 3.29, SDneutral = .68, t(283) = .48, p = .633). We note that there is no 

main effect on our potential mediator (Appendix 8.4.8.2.). 

 

Further we examined whether Sensation Seeking mediates the cuteness effect on risk appraisal, 

risk perceptions for others and intended risk taking. Unsurprisingly, none of the multiple mediation 

analyses revealed a mediation by Sensation Seeking. All of them had the cuteness manipulation 

as the independent variable (X) and Sensation Seeking as the mediator (M), but the dependent 

variable differed according to our hypotheses. We note that only the variables of intended risk 

taking with the alcoholic drinks and risk appraisal for the glue gun, were expected to possibly be 

mediated by Sensation Seeking, since levels of sensation seeking were slightly lower in the cute 

condition, contrary to what we expected.  
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First, we performed a mediation analysis on the dependent variable asking for the number of 

drinks one was willing to consume (Y; white and red martini: α = .78, M = 3.23, SD = 2.74), while 

controlling for gender, age, interest in the drinks, Risk Propensity, Impulsiveness, mood and 

frequency of alcohol consumption. Previous analysis showed that respondents in the cute 

condition reported to be willing to drink significantly less glasses, compared to the ones in the 

neutral condition, revealing a significant path C. However, we could not establish a significant 

path A or B needed for mediation, despite four covariates that were significantly able to predict 

Sensation Seeking (mood, age, Risk Propensity and frequency of alcohol consumption).  

 

Next, we performed a mediation analysis on the dependent variable asking for an estimation of 

the warmth of the glue gun (Y), controlling for gender, age, interest in the glue gun, frequency of 

use, Risk propensity, Impulsiveness and mood. Again, we were not able to identify a mediation 

by Sensation Seeking.  

 

We conclude that H4 is not confirmed, since were could not establish that whimsical cuteness 

increases Sensation Seeking, neither that this mediates the cuteness effect on risk appraisal and 

intended risk taking.  

 

Self-Control  

To explore the possibility of Self-Control mediating the cuteness effect on risk appraisal, risk 

perception for others and intended risk taking, we first performed an independent samples t-test 

on the construct Self-Control (α = .83, M = 38.87, SD = 7.41). This analysis revealed that Self-

Control is in fact significantly impacted by the cuteness manipulation, however not as anticipated. 

We noticed that the respondents in the cute condition (Mcute = 3.07, SDcute = .55) scored 

significantly higher relative to the ones in the neutral condition (Mneutral = 2.91, SDneutral = .58, 

t(283) = -2.41, p = .017)(Figure 6). Nonetheless, results confirmed path A of the potential 

mediation to be significant. We conclude that the cuteness manipulation impacts Self-Control 

positively. In contrast to what we hypothesized, cuteness seems to result in a higher level of self-

control. Hence, we can already establish that the part of H5 stating that whimsical cuteness 

decreases self-control, cannot be confirmed (Appendix 8.4.9.2.).  

 

Further, we conducted multiple mediation analyses to explore the significance of paths B and C’.  

All of them had the cuteness manipulation as independent variable (X) and Self-Control as the 

mediator (M), however the dependent variable differed according to our various hypotheses.  
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Figure 6: Self-Control 

 

 

First and regarding our hypothesis about risk appraisal, we included the alcohol percentage 

estimation (white and red martini: α = .84, M = 31.74, SD = 20.68) as the dependent variable (Y). 

The results show that the main effect between the independent and the dependent variable is not 

mediated by Self-Control. This doesn’t surprise, since our previous analysis showed that the 

alcohol percentage estimation was significantly lower in the cute condition, which is not 

compatible with what we now know about Self-Control being higher in the cute condition. We 

conclude that the main effect of the cuteness manipulation on risk perception still stands, however 

we couldn’t establish a mediation by Self-Control. Concerning the other dependent variable on 

risk appraisal asking about the estimated warmth of the glue gun (Y), we did expect a mediation 

since respondents reported to estimate the warmth of the glue gun to be slightly higher in the cute 

condition, compatible to the higher self-control levels. However, previous analysis revealed that 

despite age and interest to be significant in predicting the dependent variable, we could not 

establish a main effect or a significant path C in terms of mediation.  

 

Second, we evaluated whether Self-Control could serve as mediator with the dependent variables 

for risk perception for others. Related to the variable asking about the number of glasses one is 

allowed to drink before passing the limit to drive (white and red martini and for both a man and a 

woman: α = .92, M = 9.14, SD = 3.96), we did not expect a mediation by Self-Control, since 

respondents estimated slightly lower amounts in the cute condition, which is again incompatible 

with higher levels of Self-Control. Following the same reasoning, we were not able to establish a 

mediation by Self-Control with the dependent variable asking for a recommended minimum age 

for the glue gun either.  

 

3
,0

7

2
,9

1

SELF-CONTROL

Cute condition Neutral condition



 

25 
 

Third, we evaluated whether Self-Control could serve as mediator with the dependent variables 

of intended risk taking. Related to the alcoholic drinks, we did expect a mediation, since 

respondents in the cute condition reported to be willing to drink significantly less glasses, relative 

to the ones in the neutral condition, which confirms the significance of path C for the variable 

asking about the number of drinks one was willing to consume (white and red martini: α = .78, M 

= 3.23, SD = 2.74). We performed a mediation analysis including this dependent variable (Y), 

while controlling for interest in the alcoholic drinks. Previous ANCOVA analysis revealed that this 

covariate was the most significantly predictive of the dependent variable. Analysis did not reveal 

a mediation by Self-Control for both of the drinks (white and red martini), but it did for the white 

martini separately (Figure 7). People confronted with the cute white alcoholic drink experienced 

higher self-control and those with higher self-control were not willing to consume as much glasses. 

The impact of the cuteness manipulation is thus mediated by one’s self-control level (ab = -.05, 

95% CI = -.1029 to -.0064) (Appendix 8.4.9.3.). 

 

 

Last, related to the dependent variable asking about the number of minutes one would take to go 

through the manual, we did not expect a mediation, because respondents indicated to take slightly 

less minutes in the cute condition, compared to the neutral one, which is once again not 

compatible with the higher Self-Control levels. 

 

We conclude that H6 is not confirmed, since we were not able to establish that whimsical cuteness 

decreases self-control, neither that this mediates the cuteness effect on risk appraisal and 

intended risk taking.  

Figure 7: Mediation by Self-Control 
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5. Discussion 

 

This research shows a main effect of cuteness manipulation on the perception of alcoholic drinks, 

namely on the perception of their alcohol percentage. We noticed that people confronted with 

cute drinks estimated this percentage to be significantly lower, in comparison to the ones in the 

neutral condition, suggesting that the manipulation was successful in reducing perceived risk. 

Further, we could establish reduced risk appraisal related to risk for others. In this present study, 

people confronted with the cute white drinks thought more glasses to be allowed before passing 

the limit to drive, compared to the ones in the neutral condition. These results contribute to the 

body of literature stating that fun priming leads to in a favourable evaluation of outcomes (Yuen 

and Lee, 2003) able to downplay negative consequences (Muris, Meesters, de Kanter and 

Timmerman, 2005), thus affecting one’s risk perception. Further, it illustrates how the affect 

heuristic and/or the availability heuristic could be used to form risk judgements. We expect the 

positive feelings and the mental availability of past experience with desirable effects of alcohol 

(i.e. getting tipsy, having fun when going out…), to have reduced risk evaluations of the alcoholic 

drinks (Slovic and Peters, 2006; Folkes, 1988). Not only that, the positive bias also had a different 

sized effect depending on the risk target, a phenomenon that previous research identified as well 

(Sjöberg, 2000). Personal risk judgement are usually lower, compared to general judgements or 

risk perceptions for others (Hermand et al., 2003), which our study confirms. We note that the 

cute condition was able to drop personal risk judgements by 42%, whereas it only reduced 

perceived risk for others by 14,6% (Figure 8).  

 

Figure 8: Comparison risk appraisal depending on risk target for white alcoholic drinks 
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Although risk perception is said to be protective of risk taking behaviour, meaning that it negatively 

correlates with it (Reyna and Farley, 2006), our respondents indicated the opposite. Our measure 

for behavioural intention, namely the variable gauging willingness to consume a number of drinks, 

was found to be impacted by the cuteness manipulation after controlling for a number of variables 

(gender and interest). Surprisingly however, our respondents reported to be willing to drink 

significantly more in de neutral condition, compared to the cute condition, in contrast to what we 

hypothesized. These results illustrate that lower perceived risks can correlate with lower intended 

risk taking, thus supporting the existing paradox in risk literature. Johnson, McCaul and Klein 

(2002) similarly concluded increased risk taking with higher levels of risk appraisal, due to feelings 

of personal invulnerability.  

 

Research from Mills, Reyna and Estrada (2008) on the topic tries to reconcile these opposing 

results by suggesting a difference in framing and subsequent memory retrieval. When questions 

are framed so as to retrieve personal memories, people tend to think relatively and make trade-

offs between risks and reward, which results in different risk appraisals. People who are involved 

with the product or activity tend to assign greater personal risk to their behaviour. However, when 

they have experienced no harmful consequences or negative effects related to it, they report 

intent to take the risks again. The other possibility is framing questions in absolute terms so that 

people don’t make judgements in a compensatory way, which makes them more likely to evaluate 

risks objectively and to avoid them if acute and probable. We propose the former to be the case 

in our study. 

  

Further, we hypothesized that the cuteness effect on risk appraisal and intended risk taking could 

be mediated by an enhanced self-reward focus, similar to research by Nenkov and Scott (2014) 

and by increased sensation seeking behaviour, resulting from an heightened desire to engage in 

stimulating activities (Zuckerman, 1994). However, the cuteness manipulation was not able to 

raise self-reward, nor the sensation seeking drive in our respondents. We suggest that the 

physical unavailability of the used stimuli may have served as a barrier to provide notions of 

impending reward needed to increase one’s self-reward focus. Following the same reasoning, the 

stimuli might have failed to provide a level of stimulation or arousal needed to increase sensation 

seeking behaviour.  

 

Last, we hypothesized that the cuteness effect on risk appraisal and intended risk taking could be 

mediated by self-control failure, resulting from a struggle between the force that drives impulses 

and the one that restrains from those desires (Hofmann, Friese and Strack, 2009). We can report 

a mediation of self-control, though not as expected. Our cuteness manipulation seemed to 

influence self-control positively, where the cute stimuli enhanced one’s self-control level. 
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Controlling for interest in the alcoholic drinks, mediation analysis revealed that self-control 

mediates the effect of the cuteness manipulation on the willingness to consume the white 

alcoholic drinks. Respondents who were confronted with the cute drinks experienced higher self-

control and those with higher self-control were not willing to consume as many drinks as the ones 

confronted with the neutral drinks.   

 

We note that these results are inconsistent with previous research (Nenkov and Scott, 2014), 

which reported that whimsical cuteness in products leads to indulgent consumption. In our 

experiment, the opposite was found, where whimsical cuteness lead to a smaller willingness to 

consume. We propose an explanation for this contrast by stating that the used stimuli may have 

been insufficient to create a temptation, since interest levels for all the stimuli were very low. 

Without temptation, self-control failure is highly unlikely since no conflict between the force of 

impulse and the force of restraint arises (Hofmann, Friese, and Strack 2009). One’s long-term 

goals remain valued above the product insufficient to form a temptation, resulting in counteractive 

self-control (Myrseth, Fishbach and Trope, 2009).  

 

Another explanation may be that the cuteness manipulation resulted in confusion with our 

respondents. Although they reported to be very familiar with alcohol in general, since their 

frequency of consumption was relatively regular, they might have been unfamiliar with the 

combination of cuteness and alcohol, leading to uncertainty about the stimuli. Regarding, the glue 

gun, our respondents indicated to be very unfamiliar with comparable tools, leading to even more 

uncertainty. We suggest that this may have resulted in avoidance motivations and the use of self-

control strategies to deal with their perceptions of uncertainty and by extension of risk. However, 

if this reasoning holds true, than our results related to risk appraisal cannot be interpreted in the 

same way. On this matter, we refer the reader to the limitations and directions for further research.  
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6. Limitations and directions for future research  

 

The core of this study was to assess whether whimsical cuteness in potentially harmful products 

results in reduced risk appraisal and increased risk taking tendency. Due to the method of 

distribution (i.e. online survey), actual risk taking behaviour could not be evaluated. Although we 

were able to establish the anticipated impact of the cuteness manipulation, this effect was limited 

to perceptions of the stimuli. Thus, we suggest future research to replicate this experiment with a 

focus on actual behaviour, especially because the results for behavioural intention did not support 

our hypothesis of increased willingness.  

 

Also, since we were not able to explain the underlying process of this reduced risk appraisal, we 

want to address the possibility that our stimuli might have been ambiguous. We think it is plausible 

that respondents could have perceived the cute alcoholic drinks as mixtures or cocktails, rather 

than pure alcohol, resulting in a lower estimation of the alcohol percentage. We propose 

replicating this study with a different set of stimuli, potentially using bottles of alcohol rather than 

glasses.  

 

Further, we suggest expanding the experiment with a second condition, allowing for analysis 

between hedonic and utilitarian products. In our study, we included both hedonic (alcoholic drinks) 

and utilitarian (glue gun) products, however not as a between-subjects condition. Nonetheless, 

our analysis suggests that there might be significant differences to conclude between both product 

categories. We agree with Nenkov and Scott (2014) that cuteness is likely to impact an individual’s 

response to a bigger extent when applied to hedonic products, because of the fit between the 

hedonic value of the product itself and the added hedonic value from the whimsical cuteness.  

 

Last, we acknowledge that our sample of respondents consisted mostly of students between the 

ages of 18 and 24. We would suggest expanding the sample to obtain a wider range of 

respondents, from different age groups and with different occupations. Especially since our study 

considers alcoholic drinks and a glue gun as stimuli, we would expect more variety in answers 

and thus a more differential cuteness effect if the experiment would be widened.   
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8. Appendices  
8.1. Pretest  

 

 
Same measures for the other stimuli:  
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8.2. SPSS analysis pretest  

8.2.1. Sample 

 

Gender 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Male 26 41,3 41,3 41,3 

Female 37 58,7 58,7 100,0 

Total 63 100,0 100,0  

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Wat is uw leeftijd? Gelieve te 

antwoorden met een getal, 

bijvoorbeeld '27'. 

63 17 37 20,97 2,559 

Valid N (listwise) 63     

 

8.2.2. Reliability analyses  

8.2.2.1. Cute rating  

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

,942 9 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale Mean if Item 

Deleted 

Scale Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

Cute – White 

martini 

24,86 138,995 ,782 ,936 

Adorable – White 

martini 

24,89 138,326 ,844 ,932 

Endearing – White 

martini 

25,30 146,956 ,772 ,936 

Cute – Red martini 24,94 139,544 ,867 ,931 

Adorable – Red 

martini 

24,78 141,305 ,859 ,931 

Endearing – Red 

martini 

25,00 144,258 ,791 ,935 

Cute – Glue gun 24,54 143,833 ,676 ,942 

Adorable – Glue 

gun 

24,68 142,640 ,720 ,939 

Endearing – Glue 

gun 

25,02 146,887 ,717 ,939 
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Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

28,00 179,097 13,383 9 

 

8.2.2.2. Whimsical rating  

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

,925 9 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale Mean if Item 

Deleted 

Scale Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

Whimsical – White 

martini 

32,60 162,082 ,668 ,920 

Fun – White martini 32,68 149,607 ,760 ,914 

Playful – White 

martini 

32,60 149,340 ,770 ,913 

Whimsical – Red 

martini 

32,97 158,709 ,790 ,913 

Fun – Red martini 32,32 153,123 ,822 ,910 

Playful – Red 

martini 

32,54 154,091 ,800 ,911 

Whimsical - 

Gluegun 

32,98 161,403 ,683 ,919 

Fun - Gluegun 32,25 164,128 ,604 ,923 

Playful - Gluegun 32,13 157,274 ,674 ,920 

 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

36,63 196,397 14,014 9 

 

8.2.2.3. Likeable rating  

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

,822 6 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale Mean if Item 

Deleted 

Scale Variance if Item 

Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 

Item Deleted 
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Likeable – White 

martini 

19,54 44,769 ,658 ,778 

Attractive – White 

martini 

20,10 43,862 ,646 ,780 

Likeable – Red 

martini 

19,30 44,988 ,737 ,763 

Attractive – Red 

martini 

19,38 48,207 ,561 ,799 

Likeable – Glue 

gun 

19,92 49,784 ,472 ,817 

Attractive – Glue 

gun 

20,10 49,571 ,468 ,818 

 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

23,67 65,161 8,072 6 

 

8.2.3. Independent samples t-test  

 

Group Statistics 

 
Toegewezen conditie 

(cute vs. neutral) N Mean Std. Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

Cute_Rating_White_Martini Neutral 32 1,8229 ,89597 ,15839 

Cute 31 4,1828 1,39268 ,25013 

Whimsical_Rating_White_Martini Neutral 32 2,7500 1,49551 ,26437 

Cute 31 5,3011 1,23034 ,22098 

Likeable_Rating_White_Martini Neutral 32 3,1563 1,80696 ,31943 

Cute 31 4,5645 1,64693 ,29580 

 Cute_Rating_Red_Martini 
Neutral 32 2,0625 1,19568 ,21137 

Cute 31 4,1613 1,28199 ,23025 

Whimsical_Rating_Red_Martini 
Neutral 32 2,9167 1,55888 ,27557 

Cute 31 5,1720 ,94230 ,16924 

Likeable_Rating_Red_Martini 
Neutral 32 3,7031 1,50193 ,26551 

Cute 31 4,9677 1,44877 ,26021 

Cute_Rating_Gluegun 
Neutral 32 2,7917 1,68219 ,29737 

Cute 31 3,7312 1,68527 ,30268 

Whimsical_Rating_Gluegun 
Neutral 32 3,5625 1,77081 ,31304 

Cute 31 4,8172 1,55120 ,27860 

Likeable_Rating_Gluegun 
Neutral 32 3,2500 1,72739 ,30536 

Cute 31 4,0806 1,68867 ,30329 
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Independent Samples Test 

 

Levene's 

Test for 

Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Cute_Rating 

White_Martini 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

7,319 ,009 -

8,024 

61 ,000 -2,35988 ,29409 -

2,94794 

-

1,77182 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  

-

7,971 

50,953 ,000 -2,35988 ,29606 -

2,95426 

-

1,76550 

Whimsical_Rating 

White_Martini 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

2,265 ,137 -

7,381 

61 ,000 -2,55108 ,34563 -

3,24221 

-

1,85994 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  

-

7,404 

59,458 ,000 -2,55108 ,34456 -

3,24043 

-

1,86172 

Likeable_Rating 

White_Martini 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

,914 ,343 -

3,230 

61 ,002 -1,40827 ,43600 -

2,28010 

-,53643 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  

-

3,235 

60,779 ,002 -1,40827 ,43535 -

2,27887 

-,53766 

Cute_Rating 
Red_Martini 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

,023 ,880 

-

6,722 

61 ,000 -2,09879 ,31221 -

2,72309 

-

1,47449 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  

-

6,715 

60,375 ,000 -2,09879 ,31256 -

2,72392 

-

1,47366 

Whimsical_Rating 
Red_Martini 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

10,529 ,002 

-

6,922 

61 ,000 -2,25538 ,32583 -

2,90691 

-

1,60384 
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Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  

-

6,974 

51,260 ,000 -2,25538 ,32339 -

2,90454 

-

1,60622 

Likeable_Rating 
Red_Martini 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

,264 ,609 

-

3,400 

61 ,001 -1,26462 ,37197 -

2,00842 

-,52082 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  

-

3,402 

60,999 ,001 -1,26462 ,37175 -

2,00798 

-,52125 

Cute_Rating 
Gluegun 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

,010 ,922 

-

2,214 

61 ,031 -,93952 ,42431 -

1,78797 

-,09106 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  

-

2,214 

60,929 ,031 -,93952 ,42432 -

1,78802 

-,09102 

Whimsical_Rating 
Gluegun 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

1,869 ,177 

-

2,988 

61 ,004 -1,25470 ,41995 -

2,09445 

-,41496 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  

-

2,994 

60,400 ,004 -1,25470 ,41906 -

2,09284 

-,41657 

Likeable_Rating 
Gluegun 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

,080 ,779 

-

1,929 

61 ,058 -,83065 ,43054 -

1,69157 

,03028 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  

-

1,930 

60,994 ,058 -,83065 ,43039 -

1,69126 

,02997 
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8.3. Survey 

8.3.1. Risk appraisal, risk perceptions for others and intended risk taking (DV)  

 

 

 
 

Same measures for the red alcoholic drink: 
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8.3.2. Self-Reward (mediator) 

 

 

8.3.3. Sensation Seeking (mediator) 
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8.3.4. Self-Control (mediator) 
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8.3.5. Control variable  

8.3.5.1. Risk attitude  
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8.3.5.2. Risk Propensity 

  

 

 

8.3.5.3. Impulsiveness  

 

 

 

8.3.6. Manipulation check (same measures as in pretest) 
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8.3.7. Control variables  

8.3.7.1. Interest  

 

 

 

8.3.7.2. Frequency of alcohol consumption  

 

 

8.3.7.3. Frequency of use  
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8.3.7.4. Mood  

 

 

8.3.8. Socio-demo’s  

 

 

8.3.9. Incentive 
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8.4. SPSS analysis  

8.4.1. Sample  

 

Gender 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Male 104 36,5 36,5 36,5 

Female 181 63,5 63,5 100,0 

Total 285 100,0 100,0  

 

Condition 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Neutral 140 49,1 49,1 49,1 

Cute 145 50,9 50,9 100,0 

Total 285 100,0 100,0  

 

Age 

Wat is uw leeftijd? Antwoord met een cijfer, zoals '27'.   

N Valid 285 

Missing 0 

Mean 21,5947 

Std. Deviation 4,32095 

 

8.4.2. Manipulation check  

8.4.2.1. Cute rating 

  

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

,935 9 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale Mean if Item 

Deleted 

Scale Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

Cute – White 

martini 

26,03 135,887 ,684 ,932 

Adorable – White 

martini 

26,24 134,385 ,749 ,928 

Endearing – White 

martini 

26,39 136,979 ,756 ,928 

Cute – Red martini 26,07 128,432 ,805 ,925 

Adorable – Red 

martini 

26,15 129,084 ,833 ,923 

Endearing – Red 

martini 

26,53 140,898 ,679 ,932 
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Cute – Glue gun 26,26 136,173 ,772 ,927 

Adorable – Glue 

gun 

26,25 134,730 ,797 ,925 

Endearing – Glue 

gun 

26,27 138,520 ,744 ,928 

 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

29,52 169,497 13,019 9 

 

8.4.2.2. Whimsical rating  

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

,918 9 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale Mean if Item 

Deleted 

Scale Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

Whimsical – White 

martini 

31,29 128,735 ,721 ,908 

Fun – White martini 30,96 127,203 ,731 ,907 

Playful – White 

martini 

30,89 122,579 ,786 ,903 

Whimsical – Red 

martini 

31,47 133,511 ,679 ,911 

Fun – Red martini 30,82 127,481 ,768 ,905 

Playful – Red 

martini 

30,91 127,140 ,792 ,904 

Whimsical – Glue 

gun 

31,51 132,392 ,638 ,914 

Fun – Glue gun 30,71 132,589 ,627 ,914 

Playful – Glue gun  30,71 129,721 ,659 ,912 

 

 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

34,91 161,661 12,715 9 
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8.4.2.3. Likeable rating 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

,878 6 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale Mean if Item 

Deleted 

Scale Variance if Item 

Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

Likeable – White 

martini 

19,05 49,459 ,722 ,851 

Attractive – White 

martini 

19,43 51,492 ,681 ,858 

Likeable – Red 

martini 

18,76 49,415 ,751 ,846 

Attractive – Red 

martini 

18,80 49,595 ,716 ,852 

Likeable – Glue 

guen 

19,11 51,499 ,666 ,860 

Attractive – Glue 

gun  

19,31 54,193 ,570 ,875 

 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

22,89 71,611 8,462 6 

 

8.4.2.4. Independent samples t-test  

 

Group Statistics 

 
Toegewezen conditie N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Cute_Rating_White Neutral 140 2,0524 1,08420 ,09163 

Cute 145 4,4529 1,30329 ,10823 

Whimsical_rating_white Neutral 140 2,7595 1,49877 ,12667 

Cute 145 4,9241 1,18031 ,09802 

Likeable_rating_white Neutral 140 3,0286 1,68657 ,14254 

Cute 145 4,2586 1,49896 ,12448 

Cute_rating_red Neutral 140 2,4238 1,38730 ,11725 

Cute 145 4,0736 1,26043 ,10467 

Whimsical_rating_red Neutral 140 3,2262 1,69792 ,14350 

Cute 145 4,4368 1,19704 ,09941 

Likeable_rating_red Neutral 140 3,5214 1,89269 ,15996 

Cute 145 4,6759 1,41609 ,11760 

Cute_rating_gluegun Neutral 140 2,5738 1,51627 ,12815 
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Cute 145 4,0092 1,54358 ,12819 

Whimsical_rating_gluegun Neutral 140 3,3167 1,62087 ,13699 

Cute 145 4,5287 1,42756 ,11855 

Likeable_rating_gluegun Neutral 140 3,1179 1,64099 ,13869 

Cute 145 4,2276 1,51380 ,12571 

 

Independent Samples Test 

 

Levene's 

Test for 

Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed

) 

Mean 

Differenc

e 

Std. Error 

Differenc

e 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Cute_Rating_White Equal 

variance

s 

assume

d 

3,569 ,06

0 

-

16,87

3 

283 ,000 -2,40049 ,14227 -

2,6805

3 

-

2,1204

6 

Equal 

variance

s not 

assume

d 

  

-

16,92

7 

276,98

7 

,000 -2,40049 ,14181 -

2,6796

6 

-

2,1213

3 

Whimsical_rating_white Equal 

variance

s 

assume

d 

26,40

4 

,00

0 

-

13,57

1 

283 ,000 -2,16461 ,15951 -

2,4785

8 

-

1,8506

5 

Equal 

variance

s not 

assume

d 

  

-

13,51

5 

263,95

0 

,000 -2,16461 ,16017 -

2,4799

8 

-

1,8492

5 

Likeable_rating_white Equal 

variance

s 

assume

d 

7,192 ,00

8 

-6,513 283 ,000 -1,23005 ,18885 -

1,6017

9 

-,85831 
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Equal 

variance

s not 

assume

d 

  

-6,500 276,58

2 

,000 -1,23005 ,18924 -

1,6025

9 

-,85751 

Cute_rating_red Equal 

variance

s 

assume

d 

5,048 ,02

5 

-

10,51

4 

283 ,000 -1,64975 ,15691 -

1,9586

1 

-

1,3409

0 

Equal 

variance

s not 

assume

d 

  

-

10,49

6 

278,25

0 

,000 -1,64975 ,15717 -

1,9591

5 

-

1,3403

5 

Whimsical_rating_red Equal 

variance

s 

assume

d 

48,70

2 

,00

0 

-6,976 283 ,000 -1,21059 ,17354 -

1,5521

8 

-,86900 

Equal 

variance

s not 

assume

d 

  

-6,935 249,05

6 

,000 -1,21059 ,17457 -

1,5544

1 

-,86677 

Likeable_rating_red Equal 

variance

s 

assume

d 

35,46

9 

,00

0 

-5,844 283 ,000 -1,15443 ,19755 -

1,5433

0 

-,76557 

Equal 

variance

s not 

assume

d 

  

-5,815 257,30

5 

,000 -1,15443 ,19854 -

1,5454

0 

-,76347 

Cute_rating_gluegun Equal 

variance

s 

assume

d 

,053 ,81

8 

-7,917 283 ,000 -1,43539 ,18131 -

1,7922

8 

-

1,0784

9 
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Equal 

variance

s not 

assume

d 

  

-7,919 282,91

5 

,000 -1,43539 ,18126 -

1,7921

7 

-

1,0786

0 

Whimsical_rating_glueg

un 

Equal 

variance

s 

assume

d 

9,586 ,00

2 

-6,705 283 ,000 -1,21207 ,18076 -

1,5678

8 

-,85626 

Equal 

variance

s not 

assume

d 

  

-6,690 275,83

0 

,000 -1,21207 ,18116 -

1,5687

1 

-,85543 

Likeable_rating_gluegun Equal 

variance

s 

assume

d 

4,897 ,02

8 

-5,937 283 ,000 -1,10973 ,18692 -

1,4776

6 

-,74180 

Equal 

variance

s not 

assume

d 

  

-5,928 279,26

9 

,000 -1,10973 ,18719 -

1,4782

0 

-,74125 

 

8.4.3. Reliability analysis control variables  

8.4.3.1. Risk Propensity  

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

,726 6 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

Safety first 17,04 22,295 ,388 ,708 

Ik neem geen risico's met 

mijn gezondheid. 

16,32 21,690 ,296 ,737 

Ik verkies om risico's te 

vermijden. 

16,34 18,534 ,650 ,631 

Ik haat niet weten wat er staat 

te gebeuren. 

16,55 19,861 ,413 ,705 
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Ik beschouw risico's 

gewoonlijk als een uitdaging. 

16,09 19,531 ,488 ,680 

Ik beschouw mezelf als een 

"risk seeker". 

16,73 19,101 ,560 ,658 

 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

19,81 27,534 5,247 6 

 

8.4.3.2. Impulsiveness  

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

,703 11 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-

Total Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

Ik ben een zorgvuldige denker. 22,18 17,974 ,532 ,658 

Ik plan taken zorgvuldig. 21,94 17,363 ,530 ,653 

Ik ben een gecontroleerd persoon. 22,12 17,791 ,525 ,657 

Ik plan reisjes goed op voorhand. 22,12 17,890 ,408 ,673 

Ik plan voor job zekerheid. 22,16 18,007 ,426 ,671 

Ik zeg dingen zonder na te denken. 22,15 19,612 ,242 ,698 

Ik denk graag na over complexe 

problemen. 

22,00 19,595 ,212 ,704 

Ik vind puzzels leuk. 21,81 18,579 ,252 ,703 

Ik zet regelmatig geld opzij om te 

sparen. 

22,27 17,872 ,391 ,676 

Ik ben meer geïnteresseerd in het 

heden, dan in de toekomst. 

22,03 19,960 ,179 ,707 

Ik geraak snel verveeld wanneer ik 

denkproblemen aan het oplossen 

ben. 

22,41 19,969 ,195 ,704 

 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

24,32 21,859 4,675 11 
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8.4.3.3. Mood 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

,763 5 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

Ik voel mij verdrietig:Blij 13,74 7,427 ,655 ,684 

Ik ben in een slechte 

bui:Goede bui 

13,81 6,626 ,738 ,644 

Ik voel mij 

geïrriteerd:Tevreden 

13,90 6,927 ,629 ,684 

Ik voel mij 

depressief:Opgewekt 

13,93 6,915 ,634 ,683 

Ik voel mij niet 

nostalgisch:Nostalgisch 

14,55 9,213 ,122 ,860 

 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

17,48 10,948 3,309 5 

 

8.4.3.4. Interest in alcoholic drinks  

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

,671 2 

 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

4,82 3,936 1,984 2 
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8.4.4. Risk appraisal (DV) 

8.4.4.1. Alcoholic drinks  

8.4.4.1.1. Reliability analysis  

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

,838 2 

 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

31,7382 427,628 20,67917 2 

 

8.4.4.1.2. Independent samples t-test  

 

Group Statistics 

 Toegewezen conditie N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Alc_perc Neutral 140 19,8148 11,23806 ,94979 

Cute 145 12,0594 7,69316 ,63888 

 

Independent Samples Test 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Alc_perc Equal 

variances 

assumed 

32,677 ,000 6,819 283 ,000 7,75545 1,13740 5,51661 9,99429 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  

6,775 244,855 ,000 7,75545 1,14467 5,50080 10,01011 
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8.4.4.2. Glue gun  

8.4.4.2.1. Independent samples t-test  

 

Group Statistics 

 Toegewezen 

conditie N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

Hoe warm wordt dit lijmpistool, volgens u? 

Antwoord met een cijfer. 

Neutral 140 81,3286 42,51541 3,59321 

Cute 145 83,4345 44,51932 3,69713 

 

Independent Samples Test 

 

Levene's 

Test for 

Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Hoe warm 

wordt dit 

lijmpistool, 

volgens u? 

Antwoord met 

een cijfer. 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

,025 ,875 -

,408 

283 ,683 -2,10591 5,15975 -12,26227 8,05045 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  

-

,408 

282,967 ,683 -2,10591 5,15557 -12,25405 8,04222 

 

8.4.4.2.2. ANCOVA  

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:   Hoe warm wordt dit lijmpistool, volgens u? Antwoord met een cijfer.   

F df1 df2 Sig. 

,070 1 283 ,792 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups. 

a. Design: Intercept + Age + Interglu + Conditio 

 

F Test for Heteroskedasticitya,b,c 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

6,194 1 283 ,013 

a. Dependent variable: Hoe warm wordt dit lijmpistool, volgens u? Antwoord met een cijfer. 

b. Tests the null hypothesis that the variance of the errors does not depend on the values of the independent 

variables. 

c. Predicted values from design: Intercept + Age + Interglu + Conditio 
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Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:   Hoe warm wordt dit lijmpistool, volgens u? Antwoord met een cijfer.   

Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 17188,684a 3 5729,561 3,097 ,027 

Intercept 21342,015 1 21342,015 11,538 ,001 

Age 7727,264 1 7727,264 4,177 ,042 

Interglu 8222,633 1 8222,633 4,445 ,036 

Conditio 278,384 1 278,384 ,150 ,698 

Error 519781,716 281 1849,757   

Total 2472052,000 285    

Corrected Total 536970,400 284    

a. R Squared = ,032 (Adjusted R Squared = ,022) 
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8.4.5. Risk perception for others (DV) 

8.4.5.1. Alcoholic drinks  

8.4.5.1.1. Reliability analysis  

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

,921 4 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale 

Mean if 

Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Hoeveel van bovenstaande glaasjes van 50ml kan 

een vrouw van 65kg drinken zonder het maximum 

promille (0,5) te overschrijden om nog te mogen 

rijden, denkt u? Antwoord met een cijfer. – White 

martini 

7,3153 9,814 ,839 ,896 

En een man van 80kg? Antwoord opnieuw met een 

cijfer. – White martini 

6,2498 7,491 ,856 ,897 

En een man van 80kg? Antwoord opnieuw met een 

cijfer. – Red martini 

6,4116 8,392 ,851 ,887 

Hoeveel van bovenstaande glaasjes van 50ml kan 

een vrouw van 65kg drinken zonder het maximum 

promille (0,5) te overschrijden om nog te mogen 

rijden, denkt u? Antwoord met een cijfer. – Red 

martini 

7,4502 10,479 ,826 ,908 

 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

9,1423 15,667 3,95815 4 

 

 

8.4.5.1.2. Independent samples t-test  

 

Group Statistics 

 
Toegewezen conditie N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Numlim Neutral 140 2,1861 ,86115 ,07278 

Cute 145 2,3816 1,09381 ,09084 
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Independent Samples Test 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Numlim Equal 

variances 

assumed 

4,723 ,031 -

1,673 

283 ,095 -,19557 ,11688 -,42563 ,03450 

Equal 

variances 

not assumed 

  

-

1,680 

272,071 ,094 -,19557 ,11640 -,42472 ,03359 

 

8.4.5.1.3. ANCOVA  

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:   Numlim   

F df1 df2 Sig. 

3,393 1 283 ,067 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups. 

a. Design: Intercept + Gender + Age + Riskprop + Impulsiv + Interalc + Mood + Freq_alco + Conditio 

 

F Test for Heteroskedasticitya,b,c 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

4,929 1 283 ,027 

a. Dependent variable: Numlim 

b. Tests the null hypothesis that the variance of the errors does not depend on the values of the independent 

variables. 

c. Predicted values from design: Intercept + Gender + Age + Riskprop + Impulsiv + Interalc + Mood + Freq_alco + 

Conditio 

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:   Numlim   

Source 

Type III Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 7,446a 8 ,931 ,949 ,476 

Intercept 25,764 1 25,764 26,274 ,000 

Gender ,203 1 ,203 ,207 ,649 

Age ,039 1 ,039 ,039 ,843 

Riskprop ,203 1 ,203 ,207 ,649 

Impulsiv ,188 1 ,188 ,191 ,662 
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Interalc ,007 1 ,007 ,007 ,931 

Mood 3,400 1 3,400 3,467 ,064 

Freq_alco ,978 1 ,978 ,998 ,319 

Conditio 3,398 1 3,398 3,465 ,064 

Error 270,642 276 ,981   

Total 1766,880 285    

Corrected Total 278,089 284    

a. R Squared = ,027 (Adjusted R Squared = -,001) 

 

8.4.5.2. White alcoholic drink  

8.4.5.2.1. Reliability analysis  

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

,916 2 

 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

4,4228 3,906 1,97647 2 

 

8.4.5.2.2. Independent samples t-test  

 

Group Statistics 

 Toegewezen conditie N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Numlimwh Neutral 140 2,0580 ,86152 ,07281 

Cute 145 2,3595 1,07921 ,08962 

 

Independent Samples Test 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Numlimwh Equal 

variances 

assumed 

4,115 ,043 -

2,600 

283 ,010 -,30145 ,11592 -,52963 -,07326 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  

-

2,611 

273,423 ,010 -,30145 ,11547 -,52878 -,07412 
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8.4.5.3. Glue gun  

8.4.5.3.1. Independent samples t-test  

 

Group Statistics 

 Toegewezen conditie N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Welke minimumleeftijd zou 

u aanraden voor het gebruik 

van dit lijmpistool? Antwoord 

met een cijfer. 

Neutral 140 13,2357 2,45422 ,20742 

Cute 145 12,9172 2,59139 ,21520 

 

Independent Samples Test 

 

Levene's 

Test for 

Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Welke 

minimumleeftijd zou 

u aanraden voor het 

gebruik van dit 

lijmpistool? 

Antwoord met een 

cijfer. 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

,008 ,931 1,064 283 ,288 ,31847 ,29918 -,27042 ,90737 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  

1,066 282,896 ,288 ,31847 ,29889 -,26986 ,90680 

 

8.4.5.3.2. ANCOVA  

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:   Welke minimumleeftijd zou u aanraden voor het gebruik van dit lijmpistool? Antwoord met een 

cijfer.   

F df1 df2 Sig. 

,005 1 283 ,946 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups. 

a. Design: Intercept + Freqglue + Conditio 

 

F Test for Heteroskedasticitya,b,c 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

,281 1 283 ,596 

a. Dependent variable: Welke minimumleeftijd zou u aanraden voor het gebruik van dit lijmpistool? Antwoord met 

een cijfer. 
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b. Tests the null hypothesis that the variance of the errors does not depend on the values of the independent 

variables. 

c. Predicted values from design: Intercept + Freqglue + Conditio 

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:   Welke minimumleeftijd zou u aanraden voor het gebruik van dit lijmpistool? Antwoord met een 

cijfer.   

Source 

Type III Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 94,673a 2 47,337 7,776 ,001 

Intercept 15698,611 1 15698,611 2578,670 ,000 

Freqglue 87,449 1 87,449 14,364 ,000 

Conditio 4,099 1 4,099 ,673 ,413 

Error 1716,780 282 6,088   

Total 50524,000 285    

Corrected Total 1811,453 284    

a. R Squared = ,052 (Adjusted R Squared = ,046) 
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8.4.6. Intended risk taking (DV) 

8.4.6.1. Alcoholic drinks  

8.4.6.1.1. Reliability analysis  

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

,776 2 

 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

3,2333 7,534 2,74486 2 

 

8.4.6.1.2. Independent samples t-test  

 

Group Statistics 

 
Toegewezen conditie N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Number Neutral 140 1,6893 1,45492 ,12296 

Cute 145 1,5466 1,28897 ,10704 

 

Independent Samples Test 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Number Equal 

variances 

assumed 

2,165 ,142 ,877 283 ,381 ,14273 ,16268 -,17749 ,46296 

Equal 

variances not 

assumed 

  

,876 276,322 ,382 ,14273 ,16303 -,17820 ,46367 

 

8.4.6.1.3. ANCOVA  

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:   Number   

F df1 df2 Sig. 

1,065 1 283 ,303 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups. 

a. Design: Intercept + Interalc + Gender + Conditio 
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F Test for Heteroskedasticitya,b,c 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

9,486 1 283 ,002 

a. Dependent variable: Number 

b. Tests the null hypothesis that the variance of the errors does not depend on the values of the independent 

variables. 

c. Predicted values from design: Intercept + Interalc + Gender + Conditio 

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:   Number   

Source 

Type III Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 211,010a 3 70,337 61,016 ,000 

Intercept ,574 1 ,574 ,498 ,481 

Interalc 199,634 1 199,634 173,180 ,000 

Gender 9,499 1 9,499 8,241 ,004 

Conditio 5,819 1 5,819 5,048 ,025 

Error 323,923 281 1,153   

Total 1279,813 285    

Corrected Total 534,933 284    

a. R Squared = ,394 (Adjusted R Squared = ,388) 

 

8.4.6.2. Glue gun 

8.4.6.2.1. Independent samples t-test  

 

Group Statistics 

 Toegewezen conditie N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Hoeveel minuten zou u 

nemen om de handleiding 

van dit lijmpistool door te 

nemen? Antwoord met een 

cijfer. 

Neutral 140 3,2571 4,00965 ,33888 

Cute 145 2,9862 4,05344 ,33662 

 

Independent Samples Test 

 

Levene's 

Test for 

Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 



 

71 
 

Lower Upper 

Hoeveel minuten 

zou u nemen om 

de handleiding van 

dit lijmpistool door 

te nemen? 

Antwoord met een 

cijfer. 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

,006 ,940 ,567 283 ,571 ,27094 ,47774 -,66944 1,21132 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  

,567 282,832 ,571 ,27094 ,47765 -,66927 1,21114 

 

 

8.4.6.2.2. ANCOVA 

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

Dependent Variable:   Hoeveel minuten zou u nemen om de handleiding van dit lijmpistool door te nemen?  

F df1 df2 Sig. 

,002 1 283 ,966 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups. 

a. Design: Intercept + Riskprop + Freqglue + Conditio 

 

F Test for Heteroskedasticitya,b,c 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

7,206 1 283 ,008 

a. Dependent variable: Hoeveel minuten zou u nemen om de handleiding van dit lijmpistool door te nemen? 

Antwoord met een cijfer. 

b. Tests the null hypothesis that the variance of the errors does not depend on the values of the independent 

variables. 

c. Predicted values from design: Intercept + Riskprop + Freqglue + Conditio 

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:   Hoeveel minuten zou u nemen om de handleiding van dit lijmpistool door te nemen?  

Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 451,950a 3 150,650 10,191 ,000 

Intercept 1079,444 1 1079,444 73,020 ,000 

Riskprop 289,737 1 289,737 19,599 ,000 

Freqglue 115,076 1 115,076 7,784 ,006 

Conditio 3,879 1 3,879 ,262 ,609 

Error 4153,994 281 14,783   

Total 7379,000 285    

Corrected Total 4605,944 284    

a. R Squared = ,098 (Adjusted R Squared = ,088) 
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8.4.7. Self-reward mediation  

8.4.7.1. Independent samples t-test  

 

Group Statistics 

 Toegewezen conditie N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

In welke mate gaat u op dit 

moment akkoord met 

volgende stellingen? - Ik plan 

in de toekomst meer te 

focussen op het behalen van 

positieve uitkomsten. 

Neutral 140 5,64 1,061 ,090 

Cute 145 5,71 ,905 ,075 

 

Independent Samples Test 

 

Levene's 

Test for 

Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

In welke mate gaat u 

op dit moment 

akkoord met 

volgende stellingen? 

- Ik plan in de 

toekomst meer te 

focussen op het 

behalen van positieve 

uitkomsten. 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

,974 ,325 -

,640 

283 ,523 -,075 ,117 -,304 ,155 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 
  

-

,638 

272,865 ,524 -,075 ,117 -,305 ,156 
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8.4.8. Sensation seeking mediation  

8.4.8.1. Reliability analysis 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

,771 8 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale Variance 

if Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-

Total Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha 

if Item Deleted 

Ik zou graag nieuwe plekken ontdekken. 21,72 25,160 ,402 ,762 

Ik zou graag zomaar op reis vertrekken 

zonder tijdschema of routes gepland te 

hebben. 

22,74 20,533 ,500 ,742 

Ik zou rusteloos worden als ik teveel tijd 

zou spenderen thuis. 

22,95 22,797 ,363 ,765 

Ik verkies vrienden die opwindend 

onvoorspelbaar zijn. 

23,25 22,709 ,523 ,740 

Ik zou graag beangstigende dingen 

doen. 

23,29 21,094 ,608 ,723 

Ik zou graag bungee jumping 

uitproberen. 

23,02 20,781 ,423 ,761 

Ik vind wilde feestjes leuk. 22,71 22,116 ,468 ,747 

Ik zou graag nieuwe en opwindende 

ervaringen beleven, zelfs als ze illegaal 

zijn. 

23,31 21,087 ,583 ,727 

 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

26,14 27,868 5,279 8 

 

 

8.4.8.2. Independent samples t-test  

 

Group Statistics 

 
Toegewezen conditie N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Sensation_seeking Neutral 140 3,2866 ,67979 ,05745 

Cute 145 3,2491 ,64187 ,05330 
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Independent Samples Test 

 

Levene's 

Test for 

Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Sensation_seeking Equal 

variances 

assumed 

,346 ,557 ,479 283 ,633 ,03747 ,07829 -,11664 ,19158 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  

,478 280,600 ,633 ,03747 ,07837 -,11680 ,19174 
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8.4.9. Self-control mediation  

8.4.9.1. Reliability analysis 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

,833 13 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale Variance 

if Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-

Total Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha 

if Item Deleted 

Ik ben goed in het weerstaan van 

verleiding. 

35,81 47,952 ,479 ,822 

Ik heb moeite om slechte gewoonten te 

doorbreken. 

36,15 47,230 ,526 ,818 

Ik ben lui. 35,58 46,358 ,487 ,821 

Ik zeg ongepaste dingen. 35,63 48,677 ,372 ,829 

Ik doe bepaalde dingen die slecht zijn 

voor mij, als ze leuk zijn. 

36,21 47,871 ,476 ,822 

Ik weiger dingen te doen die slecht zijn 

voor mij. 

35,96 49,241 ,376 ,828 

Ik wou dat ik meer zelf-discipline had. 36,26 43,575 ,688 ,804 

Anderen zouden zeggen dat ik ijzeren 

zelf-discipline heb. 

35,87 47,329 ,502 ,820 

Plezier en pret weerhouden mij soms 

om dingen gedaan te krijgen. 

36,28 48,307 ,439 ,824 

Ik heb moeite om mij te concentreren. 35,89 45,968 ,527 ,818 

Ik kan me goed inzetten voor mijn 

lange-termijn doelen. 

35,33 48,336 ,471 ,822 

Soms kan ik mezelf niet tegenhouden 

iets te doen, zelfs als ik weet dat het 

slecht is. 

36,01 46,429 ,515 ,819 

Ik handel vaak zonder rekening te 

houden met alle alternatieven. 

35,49 49,547 ,343 ,831 

 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

38,87 54,921 7,411 13 
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8.4.9.2. Independent samples t-test  

 

Group Statistics 

 
Toegewezen conditie N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Self_control Neutral 140 2,9082 ,57873 ,04891 

Cute 145 3,0695 ,55205 ,04585 

 

Independent Samples Test 

 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Self_control Equal 

variances 

assumed 

,007 ,934 -

2,407 

283 ,017 -,16125 ,06698 -,29310 -,02941 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  

-

2,405 

281,095 ,017 -,16125 ,06704 -,29322 -,02929 

 

8.4.9.3. Mediation   

 
Run MATRIX procedure: 

 

**************** PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 3.00 ***************** 

 

          Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D.       www.afhayes.com 

    Documentation available in Hayes (2018). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3 

 

************************************************************************** 

Model  : 4 

    Y  : Number_w 

    X  : Conditio 

    M  : Selfcont 

 

Covariates: 

 Interalc 

 

Sample 

Size:  285 

 

************************************************************************** 

OUTCOME VARIABLE: 

 Selfcont 

 

Model Summary 

          R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p 

      ,1832      ,0336      ,3163     4,8952     2,0000   282,0000      ,0081 
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Model 

              coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI 

constant     3,0636      ,0916    33,4431      ,0000     2,8833     3,2439 

Conditio      ,1735      ,0669     2,5920      ,0100      ,0417      ,3052 

Interalc     -,0670      ,0338    -1,9836      ,0483     -,1335     -,0005 

 

************************************************************************** 

OUTCOME VARIABLE: 

 Number_w 

 

Model Summary 

          R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p 

      ,5654      ,3197     1,4368    44,0215     3,0000   281,0000      ,0000 

 

Model 

              coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI 

constant      ,4547      ,4351     1,0450      ,2969     -,4018     1,3111 

Conditio     -,2556      ,1443    -1,7708      ,0777     -,5396      ,0285 

Selfcont     -,2711      ,1269    -2,1357      ,0336     -,5209     -,0212 

Interalc      ,7911      ,0725    10,9106      ,0000      ,6484      ,9338 

 

************************** TOTAL EFFECT MODEL **************************** 

OUTCOME VARIABLE: 

 Number_w 

 

Model Summary 

          R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p 

      ,5556      ,3087     1,4549    62,9566     2,0000   282,0000      ,0000 

 

Model 

              coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI 

constant     -,3757      ,1965    -1,9125      ,0568     -,7625      ,0110 

Conditio     -,3026      ,1435    -2,1081      ,0359     -,5851     -,0201 

Interalc      ,8093      ,0725    11,1685      ,0000      ,6666      ,9519 

 

************** TOTAL, DIRECT, AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF X ON Y ************** 

 

Total effect of X on Y 

     Effect         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI 

     -,3026      ,1435    -2,1081      ,0359     -,5851     -,0201 

 

Direct effect of X on Y 

     Effect         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI 

     -,2556      ,1443    -1,7708      ,0777     -,5396      ,0285 

 

Indirect effect(s) of X on Y: 

             Effect     BootSE   BootLLCI   BootULCI 

Selfcont     -,0470      ,0252     -,1029     -,0064 

 

*********************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS ************************ 

 

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output: 

  95,0000 

 

Number of bootstrap samples for percentile bootstrap confidence intervals: 

  5000 

 

------ END MATRIX ----- 

 


