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1 | INTRODUCTION

Dongjin He?

| Yuwei Jiang®

Abstract

This research examines consumer reactions to handcrafted products under control
deprivation. Four studies reveal that while a positive handmade effect exists among
consumers whose sense of personal control is not threatened, a negative handmade
effect appears for those consumers under control deprivation. That is, consumers
show less favorable attitudes toward handcrafted products when their sense of
personal control is threatened. This effect appears because the lower psychological
ownership of handcrafted (vs. regular) products cannot instrumentally help restore
consumers' sense of personal control. The negative handmade effect under control
deprivation is mitigated when consumers can customize the product based on their
own preferences. The current research is among the first to show how the
handcrafted nature of products can backfire and lead to negative reactions among
consumers (i.e.,, a negative handmade effect). Our findings also shed light on the
antecedents and consequences of psychological product ownership and add to the

current knowledge of personal control in the consumption domain.

KEYWORDS
consumer judgments, control deprivation, customization, handmade, psychological ownership

an 88% boost in its stock price on its first trading day (Furman, 2015),

and Amazon launched “Amazon Handmade” line to offer shoppers

Along with the industrial revolution, standardized and mass-
manufactured products have gradually captured consumers' hearts
and minds by their superior quality, whereas handcrafted products
used to be perceived as containing inconsistencies and flaws, and
were thus generally less preferred by consumers. This perception,
however, has dramatically changed in recent decades due to the rise
of a craft-centric economy (Mele, 2015). Following this trend,
products from many categories now highlight their “handcrafted”
nature, such as Lush (handmade cosmetics), John Lobb (handmade
shoes), and Grandala (handmade handbags and accessories). Etsy, the

online marketplace for handcrafted goods, surprised the market with

factory-free products crafted by independent artisans from all over
the world (Bensinger, 2015).

Given the booming craft economy, marketing research has
started investigating the reasons behind handcrafted products'
increased popularity. For example, recent research suggests that
handcrafted products are attractive because their production repre-
sents authenticity (Boisvert & Ashill, 2018; Luckman, 2015) and
humanity (Campbell, 2005), and transfers the love of the maker to the
buyer (Fuchs et al., 2015; Rauschendorfer et al., 2022). However,
handcrafted products are not always be positively valued. Drawing

on past research on craft consumption, psychological ownership, and
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personal control, we argue that consumers' sense of personal control
can moderate their reactions to handcrafted products. We propose
that control-deprived consumers will have a strong motivation to
secure psychological ownership over the products they purchase,
because psychological product ownership can potentially serve as a
means to restore their personal control (e.g., Fuchs et al., 2010;
Furby, 1978; Morewedge et al., 2021; Pierce et al., 2003). In contrast,
the process of handcrafting is likely to decrease consumers'
psychological ownership of that product because handcrafted
products may contain more essence of their makers (e.g., Kramer &
Block, 2014; White et al., 2016). In this way, consumers cannot use
handmade products to express themselves truly and exclusively (e.g.,
Belk, 1988; Kaiser et al., 2017; Pierce et al., 2003), leading to a lower
sense of product ownership. Considering these factors together, we
propose that consumers will have less favorable attitudes toward
handcrafted products when their sense of personal control is
threatened. We further predict that this negative handmade effect
under control deprivation arises because handcrafted (vs. regular)
products cannot boost psychological ownership to instrumentally
restore consumers' sense of personal control. This effect can be
mitigated when consumers' psychological product ownership is
heightened in another way (e.g., through product customization).

These hypotheses are supported by the four studies in the
current research. Bridging the research on craft consumption,
psychological ownership, and personal control, this research makes
several contributions. First, it supplements the limited research on
craft consumption (e.g., Campbell, 2005; Fuchs et al., 2015; Luckman,
2015) by demonstrating the impact of an important psychological
factor, namely personal control, on consumers' attitudes toward
handcrafted products. To the best of our knowledge, the current
research is among the first to show how handcrafted products can
backfire and lead to negative reactions among consumers (i.e., a
negative handmade effect). Second, the current research sheds light
on the antecedents and consequences of psychological product
ownership, a construct that has received increasing attention in the
past decade (e.g., Kirk et al, 2018; Shu & Peck, 2011) and is
important in consumers' decision-making processes. Last but not
least, the current research demonstrates a novel consumption-
related consequence of control deprivation—the avoidance of
handcrafted products—thereby adding to the growing literature on
the role of personal control in the consumption domain (e.g., Chae &
Zhu, 2014; Chen et al., 2017; Cutright & Samper, 2014; Su
et al., 2017).

2 | THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

2.1 | Handcrafted products and psychological
ownership

In recent decades, the rising importance of artisanship in a world of
seemingly perfect machines has appeared in multiple ways, from an

increasing number of brands emphasizing the “handcrafted” element

in their brand images (e.g., Lush and John Lobb) to the constant
growth of craft consumption in the last 15 years (Meyers, 2018).
Handmade or handcrafted products are those items that are
promoted to consumers as being made by hand or a handmade
process, rather than being made by a machine or machinal process
(Fuchs et al., 2015).

Given this renaissance of craft consumption, consumer research-
ers have started to investigate the mechanisms explaining consumers'
enthusiasm for handcrafted products (e.g., Campbell, 2005; Fuchs
et al., 2015; Luckman, 2015). For example, handcrafted products are
an ennobling and humanizing means through which product makers
can express their humanity (Campbell, 2005). Handcrafted products
provide a sense of authenticity in an increasingly inauthentic world
and offer a connection between the consumer and the product maker
(Luckman, 2015). The seminal work by Fuchs and his colleagues
(2015) tested these possibilities empirically, and showed that the
makers' love embedded in the handcrafting process is the fundamen-
tal driver of consumers' favorability toward handcrafted products.
This is consistent with the consumer contagion literature suggesting
that the product makers' essence (their love and thoughts) has been
transferred into their products during the handcrafting process and
thus increases the perceived product value in consumers' minds (e.g.,
Argo et al, 2006, 2008; Kramer & Block, 2014; Morales &
Fitzsimons, 2007).

However, the makers' essence transferred through handcrafted
products may have a negative underpinning. Specifically, we argue
that the essence-transforming element embedded in the handcrafting
process can result in lower psychological ownership of a handmade
(vs. regular) product. Psychological product ownership is the sense of
possession an individual feels for a tangible or intangible product (i.e.,
a feeling that the product is “MINE"; Fuchs et al., 2010; Morewedge
et al., 2021; Pierce et al., 2003; Shrum et al., 2022). Psychological
product ownership can be detached from legal ownership and
strengthened when consumers feel that they are associated with a
product (Pierce et al., 2003). For example, physically touching or
merely imagining touching a product enhances consumers' psycho-
logical ownership of the product (Kirk et al., 2015; Peck & Shu, 2009;
Pierce et al., 2003). Investment of self (e.g., in terms of time or
energy) in the product also facilitates feelings of ownership (e.g.,
Heider, 1958; Rudmin & Berry, 1987).

Past research on consumer contagion suggested that consumers
believe in a process of “essence transforming” in which essential
properties of others (e.g., the designer, the producer) are transferred
to the contagioned products (e.g., Argo et al., 2006; Kramer & Block,
2014; White et al., 2016), and this process can serve as a signal of
psychological ownership of the product. The transferred essence
cannot be easily erased as time elapses; it tends to remain as part of
the product (Argo et al., 2006; Rozin & Nemeroff, 1990). In other
words, consumers have the lay belief that the time and energy the
crafter spent in producing the product and the physical contact
between the crafter and the product during the handcrafting process
can bring “contagion” to the product and establish a certain level of
psychological ownership by the crafter over the handcrafted product.
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The total psychological ownership of a product may be finite and
limited, and the psychological ownership distribution can be asym-
metric (e.g., Kovacheva & Lamberton, 2018). Thus, when holding
other factors constant, if another person (e.g., the crafter) establishes
a higher level of psychological ownership over a product, consumers
may expect less psychological product ownership remains for them
when purchasing that product. Consistent with this argument,
previous research found that signals of others' psychological
ownership could erode consumers' perceived psychological owner-
ship of a product (e.g., Kirk et al, 2018; Kovacheva &
Lamberton, 2018).

To validate the assumption that, compared to regular products,
handcrafted products bring a lower sense of psychological ownership to
the consumers, we conducted Pilot Study 1 (see Appendix A, Supporting
Information for more details). As this effect is due to the nature and
manufacturing process of handcrafted (vs. regular) products, it will not be

influenced by consumers' sense of personal control.

2.2 | Control deprivation and securing
psychological ownership

Personal control is defined as one's capacity to demonstrate
competence, superiority, personal causation, and mastery over the
environment (White, 1959). Pursuing and maintaining personal
control is one of the most fundamental human needs and a primary
motivator of human behavior (e.g., Kelley, 1971; Miller, 1979).
Feeling in control leads to many beneficial outcomes, including lower
stress, healthier food choices, and higher physical and psychological
well-being (e.g., Lunardo et al., 2022; McCarty & Shrum, 2001; Shrum
et al., 2014). Although people generally believe that they have
personal control over their lives (Cutright, 2011), consumers are
frequently exposed to situations that remind them of their lack of
control over the consumption environment, such as a “sold out” sign
on the shelf where their desired product should be, the high spatial
density (van Rompay et al., 2008) in their favorite restaurant, or
perceived uncertainty in the environment. In these situations, a
feeling of control deprivation can arise (e.g.,, Chen et al, 2017,
Cutright & Samper, 2014; Ng et al., 2021; Zhu & Ratner, 2015), and
this experience is threatening and undesirable (Heckhausen &
Schulz, 1995).

Given the benefits of high personal control and the discomfort
caused by low personal control, consumers naturally exhibit a strong
desire to restore control when it is lacking (e.g., Fiske et al., 1996). In
fact, control deprivation activates a defensive mechanism in which
consumers actively strive to regain control over their environment
(e.g., Chae & Zhu, 2014; Chen et al., 2017; Cutright et al., 2013; Su
et al., 2017). Past literature shows that control-deprived consumers
take various actions to restore personal control. For example, they
may acquire products that are more functional than splurge-worthy
(Chen et al., 2017), prefer products requiring their own effort
(Cutright & Samper, 2014), and more frequently switch the products
and brands they are using (Su et al., 2017).

B W LEY—L &

In the current research, we predict that under control depriva-
tion, consumers will have a strong motivation to secure psychological
ownership of the products they purchase, as the perception of
ownership can potentially restore a consumer's feelings of personal
control via a two-step process. First, psychological ownership can
heighten consumers' sense of product control. Porteous (1976)
argued that one of the satisfactions that people derive from
ownership is perceived control over the product they have bought.
Consumers believe that ownership indicates the ability to control the
use of objects (Lee, 2015; Rudmin & Berry, 1987). Indeed, a salient
feature of psychological ownership over possession is the legitimacy
and ability to control that product in whatever way one wants and
use it to represent the self (e.g., Belk, 1988, 1989; Isaacs, 1933).

Second, the feeling of controlling a product can help restore an
individual's sense of personal control. Following the compensatory
control theory (Kay et al., 2009), consumers tend to restore their
threatened personal control by strengthening their capacity to control
their environment, such as heightening their self-efficacy (Bandura,
1977; Landau et al., 2015). Product control is one source of such
efficacy-related satisfaction (Duncan, 1981; Furby, 1978; Jussila et al.,
2015). Controlling a product can heighten a consumer's mastery over
the environment, which is a major source of personal control (Furby,
1978; White, 1959). Thus, any lack of personal control will motivate
individuals to secure psychological ownership of the products they
intend to purchase (Duncan, 1981; Pierce et al., 2003). As reasoned and
tested in Pilot Study 1 above, handcrafted (vs. regular) products bring a
lower sense of psychological ownership. Therefore, control-deprived
consumers who try to secure psychological ownership will have more
favorable attitudes toward regular (vs. handcrafted) products.

To evince this process, we conducted Pilot Studies 2, 3, and 4
(see Appendix A, supporting information for more details). Pilot Study
2 verified that when consumers' personal control is not threatened,
only perceived love, but not psychological ownership, can predict
consumers' evaluation of handcrafted products. In other words, by
default, psychological ownership is not the primary concern when
consumers evaluate handmade products. Pilot Study 3 supported
that control deprivation can motivate consumers to secure psycho-
logical ownership. Last, Pilot Study 4 validated that psychological
ownership of regular products can help control-deprived consumers

restore their sense of personal control.

3 | THE CURRENT RESEARCH

Although consumers whose sense of personal control is not
threatened often favor handcrafted products because they believe
that handcrafted products contain the makers' love (Fuchs et al.,
2015), the essence transformation in the handcrafting process can
threaten consumers' psychological ownership of the product. We
predict that under control deprivation, consumers will try to restore
their sense of control by securing psychological ownership over their
products. As they cannot easily do so when the craftsperson has
contaminated the product's ownership, control-deprived consumers
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will have a more negative attitude toward handmade (vs. regular)
products.

Bringing these together, we hypothesize that consumers will
have different attitudes toward handcrafted products, depending on
their sense of personal control. Specifically, although consumers
whose sense of personal control is not threatened will show more
favorable attitudes toward handcrafted products than regular
products (i.e., a positive handmade effect; Fuchs et al., 2015),
consumers who perceive a lack of personal control will show more
negative attitudes toward handcrafted products than regular prod-
ucts. We further hypothesize that this effect under control
deprivation is driven by a preference for products that can help
secure higher psychological ownership; that is, regular instead of

handcrafted products. Stating these hypotheses formally:

H1: The effect of handcrafted (vs. regular) products on consumer
attitudes will be moderated by consumers' sense of personal
control. Specifically, consumers will show more positive attitudes
toward handcrafted (vs. regular) products (i.e., a positive hand-
made effect) when their sense of personal control is not
threatened. In contrast, when consumers' sense of personal control
is threatened, consumers will show more negative attitudes toward
handcrafted (vs. regular) products (i.e., a negative handmade
effect).

H2: Sense of control will moderate the effect of psychological
ownership on product evaluation and thereby moderate the
mediating role of psychological ownership in the negative effect
of handcrafting on product evaluation. Specifically, when
consumers' sense of personal control is not threatened, as
psychological ownership cannot predict product evaluation,
psychological ownership of handcrafted (vs. regular) products
will not mediate consumers' product evaluation. In contrast,
when consumers' sense of personal control is threatened,
psychological ownership can predict product evaluation, and
the lower psychological ownership of handcrafted (vs. regular)
products will mediate consumers' more negative attitudes toward

handcrafted (vs. regular) products.

Further, we argue that the negative handmade effect under
control deprivation arises because these consumers try to secure

psychological ownership over the product. Therefore, if

H1 (Studies 1-4)

Control
deprivation

Psychological
ownership

Handcraft

H2 (Study 3)

H1 (Studies 1-4)

consumers can strengthen their sense of ownership by other
means, the negative handmade effect under control deprivation
can be dismissed. We posit that customization exemplifies such
an instance. Customization occurs when brands offer products
with additional aesthetic and functional adaptions to better fulfill
individual customers' needs and wants (Franke & Schreier, 2008).
For instance, Porsche allows customers to build and order their
own cars, Nike By You provides customized shoes and shirts, and
M&M offers self-designed chocolates. Prior literature suggests
that compared to regular purchases, customization can heighten a
customer's degree of psychological ownership (Franke et al,,
2010). The research explains that this is because customization
involves self-design as an essential part of product co-creation.
During that design process, consumers are likely to invest
themselves in the product, regard the product as part of their
extended selves, and thereby develop a higher sense of product
ownership (Pierce et al., 2003). Therefore, we propose that
product customization, via enhancing consumers' psychological
ownership, can eliminate the negative handmade effect under

control deprivation. Stating this hypothesis formally:

H3: Consumers' more negative product evaluation of handcrafted
(vs. regular) products under control deprivation will be dismissed
when the product is customized to the consumer's own

preferences.

3.1 | Summary of studies

As depicted in Figure 1, four studies were conducted to test these
hypotheses. Through hypothetical scenarios and real bidding behav-
jor, Studies 1 and 2 reveal that consumers' reactions to handcrafted
products are contingent on their sense of personal control (H1).
Study 3 explains consumers' different reactions to handcrafted
products based on their sense of control by showing the coexistence
of two underlying mechanisms, namely, the makers' love and
psychological product ownership (H2). Finally, Study 4 validates the
proposed psychological ownership account by showing the dismissal
of the negative handmade effect under control deprivation in a
product customization context (H3). Taken together, the findings
from these studies provide corroborative evidence that handcrafted

Product
evaluation

FIGURE 1 Conceptual framework.
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products may not always be evaluated positively by consumers, and
consumers' sense of personal control is one of the crucial factors that

can pivot the valence of the handmade effect.

4 | STUDY 1

Previous literature demonstrated a positive handmade effect on
product evaluation (Fuchs et al., 2015). However, in the current
research, we argue that consumers' sense of personal control can
moderate their reactions to handcrafted products. Among consumers
whose sense of personal control is not threatened, we expect to
observe a positive handmade effect on product evaluation. Mean-
while, a negative handmade effect is expected among control-

deprived consumers (H1). Study 1 tests this possibility.

4.1 | Method

Two hundred and nine US consumers (55.5% female; M,g. = 36.15,
SD = 9.14) participated in this study on Amazon's Mechanical Turk for
a nominal payment. Participants were randomly assigned to the
conditions of a 2 (product type: handcrafted vs. regular) x 2 (personal
control: control deprivation vs. baseline) between-subjects factorial
design.

To manipulate their perceived personal control, we first asked
participants to complete an autobiographical recall task (e.g., Chen
et al., 2017; Su et al., 2017). Specifically, participants described either
a recent incident in which they had no control over the situation (the
control-deprivation condition) or a typical day in their lives (the
baseline condition). After the recall task, participants completed
questions validating the successful manipulation of their personal
control (see Appendix B, supporting information).

Next, in a purportedly unrelated product evaluation task,
participants evaluated a coffee mug. In addition to the picture and
description of the mug presented in both regular and handcrafted

Product Evaluation
[6)]

FIGURE 2 Product evaluation as a
function of product type and personal
control (Study 1).

R - WILEY——

product conditions, in the handcrafted condition, we highlighted the
fact that the coffee mug was handcrafted by a particular craftsperson
(see Appendix). After reading the information, participants indicated
their evaluation of the mug on four items using 9-point scales
(dislike/like, bad/good, not appealing/appealing, and unlikely to buy/
likely to buy; a =0.95; Fuchs et al., 2015).

4.2 | Results

A 2x2 analysis of variance (ANOVA) was applied to test the
moderating role of consumers' sense of personal control in the effect
of handcrafted (vs. regular) products on product attitudes (H1). The
statistical test yielded a significant main effect of personal control (F4,
205) = 10.20, p =0.002), qualified by a significant interaction between
product type and personal control (F(1, 205 =10.71, p=0.001, np2=
0.05; see Figure 2). Supporting our predictions in H1, participants in
the baseline control condition reported a more favorable attitude
toward the handcrafted coffee mug (M = 6.15, SD = 2.12) compared to
the regular one (M=521, SD=2.08; F4 205=642, p=0012,
np2:0.03), replicating the positive handmade effect from the prior
literature. More importantly, as we expected, participants in the
control-deprivation condition indicated a less favorable attitude
toward the handcrafted mug (M =4.31, SD=1.93) than the regular
one (M =5.23, SD = 1.96; F1, 20s) = 4.55, p =0.034, n,% = 0.02).

4.3 | Discussion

Study 1 provided initial evidence supporting our H1 that consumers react
differently to handcrafted products, depending on their sense of personal
control. For those consumers who do not experience a control threat,
there is a positive handmade effect on product evaluation, consistent
with the prior literature (Fuchs et al., 2015). However, for the control-
deprived consumers, highlighting the handcrafted nature of the product
backfires on their product evaluation. Next, we test whether the positive

®m Handcrafted Product ORegular Product

6.15

5.21 5.23
T T
+ 4.31 =
Baseline Control deprivation

858017 SUOWILLOD 3ATea1D el jdde aup Aq peuenob afe sejone VO ‘8sn Jo sejn. 10} Ariq1T8UIIUO /3|1 UO (SUORIPUOD-PUR-SWBHW0D A8 | 1M Afelq 1 [pul|UO//SdNL) SUORIPUOD pue SWLe 1 8} 885 *[20z/70/60] Uo AriqiTauluo fe|im ‘Aiseaiun Ajod Buo BuoH Aq ZT8Tz ew/z00T 0T/10p/Lioo" A3 | 1M AReid 1 puluoy//:Sdny Wwolj pepeojumod ‘. ‘€202 ‘€6.9025T



SONG ET AL.

w6 | WiLEY-FE e

and negative handmade effects (H1) can influence real consequential

decisions by consumers.

5 | STUDY 2

Study 2 replicates the positive and negative handmade effects (H1)
using consumers' real purchasing behavior. We predict that consum-
ers whose sense of personal control is not threatened will bid higher
prices for handcrafted products than regular ones. However, a
negative handmade effect was expected among control-deprived
consumers; that is, they intend to pay lower prices for handcrafted

products than regular products.

5.1 | Method

Two hundred and eighteen Hong Kong undergraduates (74.3% female;
Mage =21.44, SD=2.80) participated in this study for a nominal
payment. Participants were randomly assigned to the conditions of a
2 (product type: handcrafted vs. regular) x 2 (personal control: control
deprivation vs. baseline) between-subjects factorial design.

Participants' sense of personal control was first manipulated by a
reading-comprehension task frequently used in the past control
literature (e.g., adapted from Cutright & Samper, 2014). Specifically,
participants in the control-deprivation condition read and summa-
rized a fictitious scientific article arguing that individuals have very
little personal control in their lives. By contrast, in the baseline
control condition, participants read and summarized an article similar
in length, style, and source, but describing the habits of birds. After
the reading task, participants completed the same manipulation
check questions as in Study 1 (see Appendix B, Supporting
Information for the questions and results).

Next, participants were told that as a token of appreciation for
their participation, they had a chance to bid for a woolen coaster. In
both regular and handcrafted product conditions, they were presented

with the same woolen coaster (see Appendix). However, in the
handcrafted condition, they were told that this woolen coaster was
hand-knitted by Chinese artisans, whereas this information was not
provided in the regular condition. Participants were informed that a
secret reserve price had been set for the coaster, and they could put
down a bid from HK$0 to HK$20 (approx. US$2.56). Participants can
take the coaster if their bid equals or surpasses the secret reserve
price; if so, they need to pay the amount of the bidding price. After
participants indicated their bids for the product, they went to another
room individually to finish the transaction and debriefing. Participants
paid their bidding price and received the coaster if their bid equaled or
surpassed the reserve price, which was set as HK$4 (approx. US$0.51).

5.2 | Results

A 2x2 ANOVA tested H1 and yielded a significant interaction
between product type and personal control (F1, 214)=13.14,
p <0.001, npz =0.06; see Figure 3). Consistent with our expectations,
participants in the baseline control condition bid higher prices for the
handcrafted woolen coaster (M =$7.98, SD = 6.71) compared to the
regular one (M=$5.04, SD=4.22; F 214=8.28, p=0.004, np2 =
0.04). More importantly, supporting H1, participants in the control-
deprivation condition bid lower prices for the handcrafted woolen
coaster (M=$4.44, SD=5.01) than the regular one (M=$6.73,
SD = 4.25; Fyy, 214y = 5.06, p =0.026, n,? =0.03).

5.3 | Discussion

Using consequential bidding price data, Study 2 replicated the
observed positive and negative handmade effects, thereby support-
ing our H1. By recruiting undergraduate participants from Hong
Kong, we verified that the moderating role of control deprivation in
consumers' evaluation of handmade (vs. regular) products is likely to
happen across consumers from different backgrounds, thereby

m Handcrafted Product

ORegular Product

20
. 16 -
vy
¥
=S
Y 12
O
S $7.98
o0 8
= $5.04
o
e t
oo 4
0 T
Baseline

$4.44

$6.73

FIGURE 3 Bidding price (in HK$) as a

Control deprivation

! function of product type and personal
control (Study 2).
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enhancing the external validity of the findings. Meanwhile, there was
no main effect of the sense of control on product evaluation (F4,
214)= 1.66, p=0.199), thus ruling out the alternative explanation of
negative emotions under control deprivation transferring to the
product evaluation.

6 | STUDY 3

Study 3 seeks to provide direct evidence for the proposed underlying
mechanisms. Fuchs and colleagues (2015) argued that the positive
handmade effect is driven by the perception that handcrafted
products contain the love of makers, consequently increasing product
attractiveness. However, we argue that in addition to enhancing love
perception, handcrafted products reduce consumers' psychological
product ownership and lead to a negative handmade effect under
control deprivation (H2).

In Study 3, we examine how these two mechanisms, namely
maker's love and psychological product ownership, influence the
evaluation of handcrafted products when consumers have different
levels of personal control. Specifically, we predict that for both
consumers whose sense of personal control is not threatened and
control-deprived consumers, the perceived love from the maker will
impact the consumers' evaluation of the handcrafted product. Under
control deprivation, however, given the importance of securing
psychological ownership, the negative effect of handcrafting on
evaluation driven by psychological ownership can override the
positive effect of handcrafting on evaluation mediated by perceived
love, leading to an overall negative handmade effect. Study 3

validates these underlying proposed mechanisms.

6.1 | Method

Two hundred and twenty US consumers (51.4% female; M,g. = 37.56,
SD =24.61) participated in this study on MTurk for a nominal

Product Evaluation
N w H ()] (o] ~ o] [(e)

FIGURE 4 Product evaluation as a
function of product type and personal
control (Study 3).

-
!
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payment. Participants were randomly assigned to the conditions of a
2 (product type: handcrafted vs. regular) x 2 (personal control: control
deprivation vs. baseline) between-subjects factorial design.

Participants first completed the same control manipulation and
manipulation check questions as in Studies 1 and 2 (see Appendix B,
supporting information for the questions and results). Next, partici-
pants were invited to evaluate a scarf based on a print advertisement.
The same product picture and description were presented in regular
and handcrafted product conditions. However, we manipulated the
product type by highlighting that a craftsperson hand-knitted the
scarf in the handcrafted condition (see Appendix). Participants
indicated their evaluation of the scarf using the same four attitudinal
items as in Study 1 (a=0.93).

After product evaluation, participants responded to three items
designed to capture the perceived maker's love in the scarf (i.e., “The
production process imbued the scarf with a lot of love”; “This scarf
can figuratively be described as warm-hearted”; “I think this scarf is
full of passion”; 1 =strongly disagree, 9 =strongly agree; a=0.93;
Fuchs et al., 2015) and four items measuring participants' psycholog-
ical product ownership if they could buy this scarf (i.e., “I| will feel like
| completely own this scarf”; “I will feel a high degree of personal
ownership of the scarf”; “I will feel this is my scarf”; and “| will feel a
strong personal connection to this scarf”; 1 = not at all, 9 = very much;
a=0.93; adapted from Peck & Shu, 2009), in a counterbalanced

order.

6.2 | Results

First, to test H1, a 2 x 2 ANOVA yielded a significant main effect of
personal control (F(1, 216)= 11.69, p = 0.001), qualified by a significant
interaction between product type and personal control (F4,
216)= 18.72, p<0.001, np2 =0.08; see Figure 4). Replicating the
positive handmade effect in Studies 1 and 2, participants in the
baseline control condition reported more favorable attitudes toward
the handcrafted scarf (M =7.08, SD = 1.49) compared to the regular

mHandcrafted Product 0ORegular Product

7.08

5.83 607
T T
1 5.03
Baseline Control deprivation
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one (M=5.83,5D =2.11; F(1, 216)= 12.18, p = 0.001, np2 =0.05). More
importantly, however, participants in the control-deprivation condi-
tion indicated less favorable attitudes toward the handcrafted scarf
(M=5.03, SD =2.64) than the regular one (M=6.07, SD=1.54; F,
216 = 7.14, p = 0.008, n,% = 0.03).

Next, we studied the effect of product type on the two parallel
mediators. A 2x2 ANOVA on the perceived maker's love only
showed a significant effect of product type, such that participants in
the handcrafted condition reported significantly higher degrees of
the maker's love (M=5.92, SD=2.00) compared to those in the
regular condition (M =3.47, SD =2.27; F(1, 216)= 67.62, p <0.001). To
test the effect of handcrafted (vs. regular) products on psychological
ownership, a 2x2 ANOVA on product ownership only showed a
significant effect of product type (F1, 216 =16.34, p<0.001).
Compared to those in the regular condition (M =6.34, SD=1.97),
participants in the handcrafted condition reported lower psychologi-
cal product ownership (M =5.17, SD = 2.50). As there was no product
type x personal control interaction, control deprivation did not
moderate the effect of product type on psychological ownership.

To test the moderating role of personal control in the underlying
mechanisms driving consumers' evaluation of handcrafted (vs. regular)
products (H2), we conducted two sets of mediation analyses. We first
performed mediation analyses for the baseline control and control-
deprivation conditions separately. In each mediation analysis, we
included makers' love and psychological product ownership simulta-
neously as two potential mediators. Makers' love mediated the effect

of handcrafting on product evaluation in both the baseline control

Baseline condition:

Perceived love
ar: 2.63** (.39)

condition (b = 1.02, SE = 0.26; 95% confidence interval [Cl] = 0.5875 to
1.6028) and the control-deprivation condition (b = 0.33, SE = 0.18; 95%
Cl=0.0497 to 0.7441). Importantly, supporting H2, psychological
product ownership, however, only mediated the negative handmade
effect in the control-deprivation condition (b =-1.01, SE=0.34; 95%
Cl=-1.7593 to -0.4318). It did not mediate the effect in the baseline
control condition (b =-0.03, SE =0.07; 95% Cl=-0.2250 to 0.0533),
suggesting that consumers' product evaluation of handcrafted (vs.
regular) products was not influenced by psychological product
ownership in the absence of a threat to their sense of personal
control (see Figure 5 for more details). As the sense of control did not
moderate the effect of product type on psychological ownership (as
indicated earlier), this moderating effect was likely to arise in the effect
of psychological ownership on product evaluation.

To verify this speculation and provide additional support for H2, we
conducted a moderated mediation analysis using the bootstrapping
procedure (with 5000 resamples, PROCESS Model 15; Hayes, 2013), with
product evaluation as the dependent variable, product type as the
independent variable, psychological product ownership as the mediator,
and control deprivation as the moderator (see Figure 6). The results
revealed a significant moderated mediation pattern (b =0.62, SE =0.22;
95% Cl=0.2622 to 1.1794). Conditional indirect effects showed that
psychological product ownership only mediated the main effect in the
control-deprivation condition (b =-0.67, SE=0.22; 95% Cl=-1.1741 to
-0.3044) and not in the baseline control condition (b =0.15, SE=0.09;
95% Cl=-0.2498 to 0.1049). Additional statistical analyses of Study 3

can be found in Appendix C, supporting information.

bi: .39%* (.07)

1.1.24%% (.
Handeraft c (:33) Produf:t
¢’: .25 (.36) evaluation
ax: -.71 (.41)."".,4 Psychological " by: .04 (.07)
ownership
Control-deprivation condition:
Perceived love
ap: 2.17** (43) bi: .15% (.08)

c: -1.04* (42)

¢’:-.37(39)

m

az: -1.75%* (.45) Psychological

ownership

ba: .58%* (.07)

Product
FIGURE 5 Mediation analysis (Study

3). NOTE: Significance levels are denoted
by * at p < 0.05 and ** at p < 0.01. Standard
errors are reported in parentheses. The a,
link in the baseline condition was
marginally significant.

evaluation
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FIGURE 6 Moderated mediation (PROCESS
Model 15, Study 3).

Handcraft

6.3 | Discussion

Study 3 replicates the findings of the previous studies in a different
context. More importantly, this study provides direct evidence of our
proposed mediator (i.e., psychological ownership) for the negative
handmade effect under control deprivation (H2) and demonstrates
the role played by makers' love (the mediator of positive handmade in
previous research; Fuchs et al., 2015) under control deprivation.
Specifically, we show the coexistence of two underlying mechanisms
in judging handcrafted products, namely makers' love and psycholog-
ical product ownership. The results of Study 3 confirmed our
prediction that the positive handmade effect occurs among consum-
ers whose sense of personal control is not threatened because
handcrafted products are perceived to contain and transfer the love
of their makers. When consumers experience a low sense of personal
control, however, a negative handmade effect appears because in
this situation the negative impact of limited psychological ownership
overrides the positive impact of makers' love.

7 | STUDY 4

We theorize that the negative handmade effect under control
deprivation appears because of the lower psychological ownership
of handcrafted products. In this way, if consumers can strengthen
their ownership of the product via other means, then the observed
negative handmade effect should be diminished. In this study, we
tested a situation when a product is customized to the consumers'
preferences so that their psychological ownership is heightened by
customization, and the negative handmade effect can be dismissed
(H3). This study also intends to rule out empowerment and agency
(e.g., Beck et al.,, 2020) as alternative explanations driving the

negative handmade effect under control deprivation.

7.1 | Method

Four hundred and one adult consumers (58.1% female; Mg = 38.70,
SD =13.37) participated in this study on Prolific for a nominal
payment. Participants were randomly assigned to the conditions of a
2 (product type: handcrafted vs. regular)x2 (product design:
customized vs. not customized) between-subjects factorial design.

e -WILEY—¥

Control
deprivation

Psychological
ownership

Product
evaluation

Participants were asked to evaluate a product given its
advertisement (see Appendix). To induce control deprivation among
all the participants in a marketing context, the advertisement first
includes information about how people are losing control of their
lives (Brailovskaia & Margraf, 2021; Precht et al., 2021), followed by a
promotional message that it is still important to enjoy life with a cup
of coffee, and thus encourage the consumers to buy a new mug. A
pretest validated the successful manipulation of control deprivation
(see Appendix B, supporting document). Participants were then given
the same picture of a mug and different product information based
on their randomly assigned conditions. In the handcrafted product
condition, participants were told how the mug was handmade by
Japanese craftsmen in a traditional and manual way, whereas in the
regular product condition, participants were introduced to the
manufacturing process for the mug in Japan in a modern and
automatic way. A pretest ruled them out perceived empowerment
and agency as the alternative explanations driving our observed
effect (see Appendix D, supporting information).

Next, to manipulate product design, participants in the custom-
ized product condition were given extra information about a co-
creation offer to create their own mug, including having their
customized content carved at the bottom of the mug and choosing
their preferred typeface of the content, colors of the pattern, and
packaging from various customization options. Meanwhile, partici-
pants in the noncustomized product condition were not given this
extra customization information. Participants then indicated their
evaluation of the mug using the same four attitudinal items as in
Studies 1 and 3 (a=0.95).

7.2 | Results

A 2x2 ANOVA was employed to test H3. It disclosed significant
main effects of product type (F(1, 397)=8.22, p =0.004) and product
design (F(1, 397)=72.85, p <0.001). Importantly, supporting H3, the
main effects were qualified by a significant interaction between
product type and design (F(1, 397)=8.22, p =0.004, np2=0.02; see
Figure 7). When customization was not available, replicating results
from our previous studies, control-deprived participants reported less
favorable attitudes toward the handcrafted mug (M = 4.94, SD = 2.68)
than a regular one (M=6.16, SD=1.96; F(1, 397)=18.01, p<0.001,
np2 =0.04). However, supporting H3, the negative handmade effect
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FIGURE 7 Product evaluation as a
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was eliminated when the company offered customization. Specifi-
cally, the control-deprived participants exhibited no significant
difference in evaluation between the handmade mug (M =7.20,
SD=1.59) and the regular one (M =7.28, SD = 1.57; F(4, 397)= 0.089,
p =0.766) when they could customize the mug.

7.3 | Discussion

Study 4 ruled out alternative explanations of empowerment and
agency (e.g., Beck et al., 2020) and validated the moderation effect of
product customization on the negative handmade effect among
control-deprived consumers. We found that the negative handmade
effect was dismissed when consumers could involve in product
customization. The results further support that motivation to secure
psychological ownership over products is pivotal in explaining why
control deprivation influences consumers' reactions to handcrafted
products. Additional discussion of Study 4 can be found in Appendix
E, supporting information.

8 | GENERAL DISCUSSION

Despite the prosperity of the craft economy in recent years,
psychological and contextual factors influencing consumers'
reactions to handcrafted products have not been studied systemati-
cally. For example, are handcrafted products always positively over-
valued in today's world? Is makers' love the only aspect under
consideration when consumers evaluate a handmade product? The
current research speaks to these questions by examining why and
how consumers' sense of personal control can moderate their
reactions to handcrafted products. Across four experiments, we
showed that control deprivation activated strong motivation among
consumers to secure psychological product ownership, which led to
less favorable attitudes toward and lower bidding prices for
handcrafted products, because their psychological ownership over
those products was decreased by the remaining essences from the
makers. This negative handmade effect under control deprivation can

therefore be dismissed when consumers' sense of product ownership
can be heightened by other means, such as when they become
involved in customizing the product design.

This research contributes to the literature on craft consumption
(e.g., Campbell, 2005; Fuchs et al., 2015; Luckman, 2015) by
demonstrating that consumers react differently to handcrafted
products, depending on their sense of personal control. Although
handcrafted products are attractive to consumers whose sense of
personal control is not threatened, consumers show less favorable
attitudes toward them when deprived of personal control. To our
knowledge, the current research is the first to reveal that highlighting
the handcrafted nature of products is not always a winning strategy.
For those control-deprived consumers, the salience of the handcraft-
ing process can backfire on the product evaluation, a phenomenon
we call the “negative handmade effect.”

The pursuit and maintenance of personal control are among the
basic human needs, and how the sense of personal control influences
consumer behavior has received considerable attention in recent
years (e.g., Chae & Zhu, 2014; Chen et al., 2017; Cutright & Samper,
2014; Cutright et al., 2013; Su et al., 2017). Our research findings
further extend the understanding of control-restoration mechanism
in the marketing context. Adding to earlier work suggesting that
threatened personal control can prompt effort exertion (Cutright &
Samper, 2014), consumer switching behavior (Su et al., 2017), and
preference for utilitarian products (Chen et al., 2017), we showed
that control deprivation could also lead to a strong motivation among
consumers to secure psychological ownership over the products they
purchase. Given the importance of personal control in humans' lives,
future research might further explore other consequences of the lack
of (or abundance of) personal control in consumption. For example,
researchers in the future could study when not facing control
deprivation, how general control maintenance intentions will influ-
ence consumers' product preferences and purchase decisions.

The theoretical implications of our findings for the research on
psychological product ownership are also worth noting. A growing
stream of literature on psychological ownership has produced
evidence of this important construct in both organizational (e.g.,
Pierce et al., 2001, 2003; van Dyne & Pierce, 2004) and individual
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contexts (e.g., Kirk et al., 2018; Peck & Shu, 2009; Shu & Peck, 2011).
However, the antecedents and consequences of this construct in the
consumption context have not yet been fully explored. Our work
contributes to this stream of research by linking psychological
product ownership to both personal control and craft economy to
explain the effect of personal control on consumers' reactions to
handcrafted products.

We hope our effort can inspire future research to explore the
impact of psychological product ownership in more consumption
occasions. For instance, we focused on the psychological ownership
of the product in the prepurchasing stage, and future research can
test if these effects also exist in the post-purchasing stage, after
consumers actually buy and own the product. Meanwhile, although
we posited and found that consumers' perception of higher
psychological ownership of handcrafted (vs. regular) products was
not moderated by control deprivation, this effect was marginally
significant in the baseline condition in Study 3 and Pilot Study 1
(Appendix A, Supporting Information). Future research could further
investigate other factors that influence consumers' psychological
product ownership. Last, as regular (vs. handcrafted) products are
more instrumental in restoring a sense of control, future research can
explore whether the negative handmade effect under control
deprivation is a purely instrumental process or also involves
emotional reactions and transfers.

Craft consumption is increasingly prevalent in the marketing
world. A consumer survey by Ask Your Target Market indicated that
nearly 47% of respondents had purchased handcrafted products
(Pilon, 2016). The current research provides useful insights into when
and why the handcrafted nature of products could backfire and lead
to negative reactions among consumers. Recently, given the
remaining influence of the COVID-19 pandemic, tension and frictions
in international relations, along with rising energy prices and soaring
inflation, consumers are prevalently experiencing a heightened
external locus of control and a lower sense of personal control
(e.g., Brailovskaia & Margraf, 2021). As a result, psychological
ownership may become more important for consumers, resulting in
a negative handmade effect.

Nevertheless, handcraft sellers could still employ tactics to
address this challenge. Given that the negative effect of control
deprivation on handcrafted products is driven by a heightened
motivation among consumers to secure psychological ownership over
the products they purchase, marketers could diminish this effect by
increasing their consumers' sense of product ownership. For instance,
as indicated in our Study 4, marketers of handmade products can add
customization options to their current offerings. Involving customers
in such a codesign process can boost consumers' sense of product
ownership, so they will not dislike handmade products under control
deprivation. Meanwhile, a more direct way to boost psychological
ownership is to induce more haptic imagery or physical touch of the
products (e.g., Peck & Shu, 2009; Peck et al., 2013).

To recap, although craftsmanship and artisan spirits are
honorable and respectful in today's industrialized modern world,

marketers of handmade products need to find an effective
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balance between perceived love and psychological ownership in

consumers' minds.
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APPENDIX

PRODUCT ADVERTISEMENTS IN STUDY 1

Handcrafted Condition Regular Condition
PRODUCT USED IN STUDY 2

PRODUCT ADVERTISEMENTS IN STUDY 3

/ N /N
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H tted by | t t
Handcrafted Condition Regular Condition

PRODUCT ADVERTISEMENTS IN STUDY 4
First Part to Manipulate Control Deprivation

The past years have been tough for us. Since 2020, the Coronavirus pandemic
has created unprecedented uncertainty over the future and a sense of 10ss of
control over various aspects of our lives.

Today, we can't travel freely, can't use energy as we wish, and even can't find our
favourite food in the supermarket. We have lost control of our lives.

a cup of coffee.

Second Part to Manipulate Handcrafting and Customization

Handcrafted x Baseline Regular x Baseline
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