The role of social status and testosterone in human conspicuous consumption
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In accordance with Wu et al. (2017), we analyzed the interactive effects of
competition outcome (win vs. loss), outcome closeness (clear vs. narrow), basal
cortisol (high vs. low), and product category (cars vs. souvenirs) on the dependent

measurces.

For the WTP, there was a significant main effect of product category, F (1, 148) =
11.23, p=.001,, n® = 0.071. The main effect of competition outcome was marginally
significant, F (1, 148) =2.98, p = .087, pn2 = 0.02. There were no other significant

main effects or interaction terms in this model, all ps > .1.

For the IAT, there was a significant main effect of product category, F (1, 148) = 6.28,
p=.013,, n® = 0.041. The main effect of competition outcome was significant, F (1,
148) = 6.32, p = .013, ,n° = 0.041. There were no other significant main effects or

interaction terms in this model, all ps > .1.

For the rejection rate in the UG, there was a significant main effect of fairness level, F’
(4,592) = 159.21, p <.001, ,n* = 0.518. The main effect of competition outcome was
significant, F (1, 148) = 5.83, p =017, ,n> = 0.038. The interaction between fairness
level and outcome was significant, F' (1, 148) =5.01, p =.027, pn2 =0.033. There

were no other significant main effects or interaction terms in this model, all ps > .1.



Table S1. Subjective ratings for the stimuli [mean (SD)]

Higher-status BWM Ferrari Maserati Mercedes-Benz  Porsche
Car
7.49 8.53 7.90 7.66 8.28
(1.14) (0.74) (1.67) (0.95) (0.87)
Lower-status  Fiat Hyundai Kia Suzuki Vauxhall
Car
3.48 3.56 2.85 3.24 3.37
(1.62) (1.32) (1.36) (1.60) (1.31)
Higher-status Harvard MIT Stanford Yale notebook
Souvenir T-shirt hoodie mug
7.02 6.99 6.75 6.67
(1.91) (1.89) (1.89) (1.97)
Lower-status Maryland  Miami Minnesota  Oregon
Souvenir T-shirt Hoodie mug notebook
2.55 2.57 2.69 2.28
(1.13) (1.20) (1.48) (1.37)




Table S2. A list of the categorization tasks in implicit association test

Block Task (number of trials)

1 Attribute words reaction (20)

2 Target stimuli reaction (20)

3 Initial association task (20)

4 Initial association task (40)

5 Reversed target stimuli reaction
(20)

6 Reversed association task (20)

7 Reversed association task (40)

Corresponding key

Left key (F)

Positive words

Higher-status
products
Higher-status
products/positive
words
Higher-status
products/positive
words
Lower-status
products
Lower-status
products/positive
words
Lower-status
products/positive

words

Right key (J)

Negative words

Lower-status
products
Lower-status
products/negative
words
Lower-status
products/negative
words
Higher-status
products
Higher-status
products/negative
words
Higher-status
products/negative

words




