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SUMMARY 

Objectives: 
With regard to the consumption of brands that possess a high social and image dimension, 
e.g., fashion clothing and luxury items in general, many consumers appear to utilize material 
possessions to portray images that display success and status. An important personality con-
struct that affects materialistic orientation and usage of products to portray image is gaining 
prominence in the psychology and consumer behavior literature: consumer vanity. Under-
standing the relationship between materialistic and vanity-related consumer attitudes and be-
havior could provide information for targeting consumer characteristics via specifically de-
signed marketing campaigns. The objective of this paper is to establish a multidimensional 
framework of vanity-related consumer attitudes and explore the relationships between the 
vanity scales and the materialism construct as a general basis for market segmentation pur-
poses.  
Methods: 
To measure the underlying dimensions of vanity-related consumer attitudes, we did both, us-
ing already existing and tested measures and generating further items resulting from explora-
tory interviews. As a result, the questionnaire included the items of appearance concern, ap-
pearance perception, achievement concern and achievement perception of a vanity scale de-
veloped by Netemeyer et al. (1995), which have been validated by Wang and Waller (2006) 
for US and Chinese customers. A German version of the 21-item consumer vanity scale was 
created using back translation in order to achieve an equivalence of meaning (Malhotra et al. 
1996). With regard to materialism, we relied on a German version of Richins and Dawson’s 
(1992) materialism scale, which consists of 18 items that were rated on a five-point Likert 
scale, too. The questionnaire was face validated twice using exploratory interviews (Malhotra 
et al. 1996) and pre-tested with 50 respondents. A total of 768 usable questionnaires were 
obtained in summer 2007.  
Results: 
As stated above, research shows that individuals who are more materialistic and have vanity-
related tendencies use possessions and luxury brands as a sign of success, derive happiness 
from them and are placing possessions and status in a central place in life. High materialist 
and vain consumers are strongly concerned for their achievements and appearance and put a 
strong emphasis on the messages their possessions send to others about them as the owner. 
Our results support the predicted relationships suggesting that the model provides a reasona-
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ble framework to understand individual’s brand purchase and consumption behavior that is 
linked to consumer vanity and materialism.  
Conclusions: 
From a managerial perspective, our results synthesize cognitive and emotional components 
and already might lead to the opportunity of a better understanding of the conditions and driv-
ers of luxury brand consumption. This is both useful from a market segmentation point of 
view and from a market positioning point of view and will of course enlarge the efficiency of 
marketing communication efforts for products and brands, which should consider and address 
simultaneously or separately the individual needs of vanity-based purchase behavior. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Although there is lot of research dedicated to luxury brands and the management of 

luxury brands, little is yet known about how best to market and monitor them (Vigneron & 

Johnson, 1999, 2004; Wiedmann et al. 2009). Against a background of dynamic growth in the 

global luxury market, it is critical for luxury researchers and marketers to understand the rea-

sons why consumers buy luxury, what they believe luxury is, and how their perception of 

luxury value affects their buying behavior. Regarded as a common denominator that can be 

used to define consumption across cultures (Bourdieu, 1984; Dubois & Paternault, 1997), 

luxury is a key factor in differentiating a brand in a product category, (Allérès, 1991; Kapfer-

er, 1997) as well as a central driver of consumer preference and usage (Dubois & Duquesne, 

1993).  

Past research efforts in the luxury product market have analyzed the consumption be-

haviors of affluent consumers (e.g., Veblen 1899; Stanley, 1988; Hirschman, 1988), studies 

on luxury brand types (e.g., Dubois & Duquesne, 1993; Andrus et al., 1986), the determinants 

of the acquisition of luxury products (e.g., Mason, 1992; Dubois & Laurent, 1993; Dubois & 

Duquesne, 1993, the cross-cultural comparison of attitudes toward the luxury concept (Dubois 

& Laurent, 1996; Dubois & Paternault, 1997), and the comparison of motivations between 

Asian and Western societies (Wong & Ahuvia, 1998; Wang & Waller, 2006). However, there 

is currently little agreement about the dimensions of luxury product value as perceived by 

customers. With regard to consumer buying motives, the notion of “to impress others” still 

more or less serves as a strategic principle for the marketing management of luxury brands 

(Berry, 1994; Dittmar, 1994; Corneo & Jeanne, 1997; Vigneron & Johnson, 1999, 2004; 

O’Cass & Frost, 2002). According to the theory of impression management, consumers are 

highly affected by the internal drive to create a favorable social image from their purchase 

behavior outcomes (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Mandrik, 1996; Sallot, 2002). However, from a 
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broader perspective in exploring customer perceptions of and motives for purchasing luxury, 

it is not sufficient to explain the whole picture of luxury market consumption with socially 

oriented motives (e.g., Hansen, 1998; Wong & Ahuvia, 1998; Vigneron & Johnson, 1999, 

2004; Wong et al., 1999; Gentry et al., 2001; Puntoni, 2001; Roth, 2001; Miquel et al., 2002; 

Coulter, Price, & Feick, 2003). A personally oriented type of consumption should also be 

considered in the marketing management of luxury brands. 

In the line of studies dedicated to analyze links between consumers’ personality traits 

and their marketplace behaviors, much of the work has focused on consumer characteristics 

like involvement and materialism and related effects on individual’s purchase and consump-

tion of specific types of products (Belk 1985; Richins & Dawson 1992, Mittal 1988, 1989; 

Laurent & Kapferer 1985; Zaichkowsky 1985, 1986; O Cass 2000a). With regard to the con-

sumption of products that possess a high social and image dimension, e.g., fashion clothing 

and luxury items in general, many consumers appear to utilize material possessions to portray 

images that display success and status. Given that materialistic values represent an important 

influence on consumer behavior, it is important for both marketing researchers and practition-

ers to explore individual difference variables that characterize consumption and direct posses-

sion related behavior (Belk 1984, 1985; Richins 1987; Richins & Dawson 1992). An impor-

tant personality construct that affects materialistic orientation and usage of products to portray 

image is gaining prominence in the psychology and consumer behavior literature: consumer 

vanity. It describes a person’s definition of one’s self-identity in terms of the perception of 

social achievements and physical appearances (Durvasula et al. 2001).  

In this paper, we establish a multidimensional framework of vanity-related consumer 

attitudes and explore the relationships between the vanity scales and the materialism construct 

as a general basis for market segmentation purposes in luxury brand management. 

 

REVIEW OF KEY CONSTRUCTS 

The Consumer Vanity Literature  

The phrase "vanity" has been used in many different contexts in the literature (Nete-

meyer et al. 1995). To develop a broad definition of consumer vanity in the context of luxury 

brands, it is necessary to examine the relevant literature ranging from marketing aspects (e.g., 

consumer behavior) to sociology, psychology and even philosophy (e.g., Cash & Brown 

1987; Solomon 1985, 1992; Lasch 1978; Lyman 1978). Even though a specific formal defini-

tion cannot be found, two aspects of vanity emerge: (a) physical appearance aspects, and (b) 

achievement aspects, both referring to a concern for and a positive perception of the physical 
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appearance and the personal achievements (Netemeyer et al. 1995). The concern-related com-

ponents of consumer vanity (the concern for physical appearance and for social achievements) 

are considered as personal values in present research supportive of Richins and Dawson’s 

(1992) approach towards the construct of materialism (Wang & Waller 2006). In contrast to 

this, the perception-related components of consumer vanity (the positive view and perception 

of physical appearance and social achievements) are contemplated as self-concept (Wang & 

Waller 2006).  

The Materialism Literature  

In the area of consumer behavior, the topic of materialism has been widely researched 

since the late 1950s. But as researchers have interpreted materialism from different perspec-

tives, theorists have not yet agreed on a single definition (Richins & Dawson 1992). Never-

theless, possessions as a "symbol of success" and their acquisition play a central role in the 

definitions of materialism (Daun 1983; Bredemeier & Campbell 1960; Wackman et al. 1972; 

Heilbroner 1956; Rassuli & Hollander 1986; Du Bois 1955). More specifically, materialism 

can be described as the degree to which individuals principally find possessions to play a cen-

tral role in one’s life. A growing body of research suggests that people engage in consumption 

behaviors that indicate to others that they are successful (e.g., Belk 1985; Mason 1981; Ri-

chins & Dawson 1992). Therefore, materialistic oriented consumers rely heavily on external 

cues, favoring those possessions that are worn or consumed in public places (Richins & Daw-

son 1992; O’Cass & Muller 1999). This can be associated with the understanding of (materia-

listic) individuals that possessions serve as a signal or source of communication to others for 

portraying and managing impressions of who they are and what their status or position is 

(Douglas & Isherwood 1979; Belk 1985). Recently, the body itself has been viewed as an 

object of materialism where it takes on the quality of possession or ownership (Belk 1988; 

Richins 1991). 

 

CONCEPTUAL MODEL: DETERMINANTS OF VANITY-RELATED CONSUMER ATTITUDES 

The primary goal of this paper is to establish a multidimensional framework of vanity-

related consumer attitudes and the relationships between the vanity scales and the materialism 

concept. Figure A1 shows the proposed conceptual model to investigate the strongly corre-

lated but not identical factors and origins of vanity-related consumer attitudes. Although these 

factors operate independently, they interact with each other and have different influences on 

the vanity-rooted consumer attitude and behavior. It may serve as the basis for further identi-
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fication and segmentation of different types of vanity consumers across different cultures and 

national boundaries.  

FIGURE 1: The Conceptual Model 

Consumer Vanity: 
Appearance Perception

Consumer Vanity: 
Appearance Perception

Consumer Vanity: 
Achievement Perception

Consumer Vanity: 
Achievement Perception

Materialism: SuccessMaterialism: Success

Consumer Vanity: 
Appearance Concern

Consumer Vanity: 
Appearance Concern

Consumer Vanity: 
Achievement Concern

Consumer Vanity: 
Achievement Concern

Materialism: CentralityMaterialism: Centrality

Vanity-related 
Consumer 
Attitude

Vanity-related 
Consumer 
Attitude

DimensionFactor

Purchase 
Intention

Purchase 
Intention

Situational Variables

Individual characteristics

Materialism: HappinessMaterialism: Happiness

 

 

Appearance concern as vanity-related consumer attitude – Vanity basically contains 

an appearance aspect, which incorporates a positive and maybe inflated view of one's physical 

appearance (Netemeyer et al. 1995). This leads to the fact, that a person’s concern for their 

appearance is one of the major influence dimensions which affects the construct of consumer 

vanity. 

Achievement concern as vanity-related consumer attitude – Furthermore, vanity also 

encompasses a specific achievement aspect, which regards a specific concern for one's per-

sonal achievements (Netemeyer et al. 1995). In line with the above mentioned component of 

appearance concern, this dimension of achievement concern regards these two components as 

personal values (Wang & Waller 2006). 

Appearance perception as  vanity-related consumer attitude – Consumer vanity addi-

tionally consists of a third component known as appearance concern, which comprehends 

again the described physical appearances of a person in conjunction with a perception aspect 

as a multidimensional construct in line with a person’s self-concept (Bracken 1996). 
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Achievement perception as vanity-related consumer attitude – Further, vanity encom-

passes another dimension, the achievement perception, regarding a specific perception of the 

personal achievements (Wang & Waller 2006). In context with the above mentioned compo-

nent of appearance perception, this last dimension of achievement perception regards these 

two components as a person’s self concept (Wang & Waller 2006). 

Materialism as vanity-related consumer attitude – Referring to an individual’s belief 

that possessions symbolize one’s identity and to the importance attached to possessions as 

objects (Richins & Dawson 1992), materialistic consumers use possessions that are worn or 

consumed in public places for portraying and managing impressions. Related to vanity-

oriented behavior, materialism is used here to refer to individuals giving possessions a central 

place in life and believing them to be a sign of success and satisfaction (Fournier & Richins 

1991; Richins & Dawson 1992) and as a source of happiness. Materialists use possessions to 

convey status, success and prestige (Douglas & Isherwood 1979) what seems to be associated 

with the understanding of vanity-related consumer attitudes and behavior.  

This reasoning leads us to our research hypothesis: 

H:   Higher levels of consumer vanity will be positively related to a personal value 

system that is more materialistic.   

 

METHODOLOGY 

The Questionnaire, Sample and Data Collection 

To measure the underlying dimensions of vanity-related consumer attitudes, we did 

both, using already existing and tested measures and generating further items resulting from 

exploratory interviews. As a result, the questionnaire included the items of appearance con-

cern, appearance perception, achievement concern and achievement perception of a vanity 

scale developed by Netemeyer et al. (1995), which have been validated by Wang and Waller 

(2006) for US and Chinese customers. A German version of the 21-item consumer vanity 

scale was created using back translation in order to achieve an equivalence of meaning (Mal-

hotra et al. 1996). Items were rated on five-point Likert scales (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = 

strongly agree) because they are more commonly used in Germany than the seven-point scales 

used by Wang and Waller (2006). With regard to materialism, we relied on a German version 

of Richins and Dawson’s (1992) materialism scale, which consists of 18 items that were rated 

on a five-point Likert scale, too. The questionnaire was face validated twice using exploratory 

interviews (Malhotra et al. 1996) and pre-tested with 50 respondents. A total of 768 usable 
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questionnaires were obtained in summer 2007. Table A1 provides a description of the sample 

characteristics. 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Data were analyzed in three stages: First, the various dimensions underlying vanity-

related consumer attitudes were uncovered by a factor analysis using the principal component 

method with varimax rotation. The factor analysis produced a seven factor structure with a 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of .887 that summarized 34 items with medium (>0.5) up to 

high factor loadings (>0.8); the factors’ Cronbach’s alpha were .701 up to .929. Table A2 

shows our proposed factor structure that is identical to those that appear in the literature: ap-

pearance concern, achievement concern, appearance perception, and achievement perception 

related to consumer vanity (see Netemeyer et al. 1995), and acquisition centrality, possession 

defining success, and the acquisition as the pursuit of happiness related to materialism (see 

Richins & Dawson 1992). A brief factor description is given below: 

 
 

TABLE 1: Factor Description 
Factor 1:  
Consumer Vanity - 
Achievement Perception 

This factor measures the individual’s perception of the personal achievements. Individuals scoring 
highly on this factor consider themselves as a successful person in a professional sense. The item 
that best describes this factor is “I am a good example of professional success.” (.822).  

Factor 2:  
Consumer Vanity - Appear-
ance Perception 

This characteristic represents the individual’s perception of his/her physical appearance; high scor-
ers on this factor feel and state that they are very attractive. It is best described by the items, “My 
body is sexually appealing.” (.853), “I have the type of body that people want to look at.” (.844), and 
“I am a very good-looking individual.” (.840).  

Factor 3:  
Consumer Vanity - 
Achievement Concern 

High scorers on this factor show a specific concern for their personal achievements. For male and 
female consumers, the highest loading item was, “Achieving greater success than my peers is im-
portant to me.” (.815).  

Factor 4:  
Consumer Vanity - Appear-
ance Concern 

This factor represents an individual’s concern for his/her appearance. High scorers on this trait 
perceive that “I am very concerned about my appearance.” (.776), “It is important that I always 
look good.” (.772), and “Looking my best is worth the effort.” (.771).  

Factor 5:  
Materialism - Success 

High scorers on this factor tend to perceive material possessions as a sign of success. The highest 
loading item was – with a negative loading: “I don’t place much emphasis on the amount of material 
objects people own as a sign of success.” (-.776).  

Factor 6:  
Materialism - Centrality 

This factor measures the extent to which an individual perceives material things to play a central 
role in his/her life. This factor is best described by the items, “I usually buy only the things I need.” 
(-.856) and “I enjoy spending money on things that aren’t practical.” (.779).  

Factor 7:  
Materialism - Happiness 

Measuring the extent to which material possessions add to individual’s happiness, this factor is best 
described by one item, “My life would be better if I owned certain things I don’t have.” (.830).  

 
To examine the hypothesized relationship between consumer vanity and materialism, 

after EFA and reliability analysis, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using the LISREL 8 

software was conducted.  
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FIGURE 2: Confirmatory Factor Loadings and Structural Relations 
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As shown in Figure 2, the hypothesized seven-factor measurement model representing 

the four correlated components of the vanity construct and the three materialism components 

appears to fit the data reasonably well. The results suggest that the hypothesized measurement 

model had a reasonable fit with the German data and supports significant relations between 

consumer vanity traits and materialism. 

In the next step, the seven factor structure scores for each respondent were saved and 

consequently used in stage two for clustering them into market segments. We used both hie-

rarchical and non-hierarchical clustering techniques: An initial hierarchical clustering proce-

dure was employed to obtain a candidate number of clusters and seed points for a k-means 

cluster analysis. To identify the right number of clusters, the respondents were partitioned by 

the hierarchical procedure first. Because it produces tight minimum variance clusters and is 

regarded as one of the best of the hierarchical clustering techniques (Wishart 1987), Ward’s 

method of minimum variance was chosen to check the cluster differences in each stage of 

combinations and to maximize homogeneity within and heterogeneity between clusters. The 

results strongly suggested the presence of five clusters. This five-cluster solution was vali-

dated using non-hierarchical k-means clustering. Overall, following the typical criteria for 

effective segments that consist of consumers with homogeneous needs, attitudes, and res-
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ponses to marketing variables (McCarthy 1982), are distinctive from one another (Weinstein 

1987), are large enough to be managerial useful (McCarthy 1982), and provide operational 

data that are practical, usable, and readily translatable into strategy (Weinstein 1987) the five-

cluster solution as shown in Table A3 most favorably met the above criteria and produced the 

most interpretable and stable result.  

With regard to classification accuracy once the clusters are identified, we also used 

discriminant analysis to check the cluster groupings (Churchill 1999; Hair et al. 1998). Using 

the categorical dependent variable a priori–defined five-cluster solution, the result of discri-

minant analysis (Table A4) revealed significant differences between the group characteristics. 

The classification results were used to determine how successfully the discriminant function 

could work. Overall, 97.7% of the cases were assigned to their correct groups, validating the 

results of cluster analysis for useful classification of segments based on their consumer-

related attitudes. 

Comparisons among the five clusters were conducted on a variety of descriptive va-

riables including demographic and socio-economic characteristics. Table A1 provides a 

thumbnail sketch of the characteristics that differentiate each cluster, based on tests of statis-

tical significance. Based on the variables from which they derived, the five clusters were la-

beled as follows:  

TABLE 2: Cluster Profiles 
Cluster Characteristic 

Cluster 1: The extroverted 
Hedonists 
(22.7% of the sample, 
n=174) 
 

48.3% male, 51.7% female, mean age: 34.5 
Comparing the five clusters, typical consumers in this cluster show highest mean scores for 
Materialism – Centrality, ConsVan – Achievement Perception, and ConsVan – Appearance 
Concern; ratings for Materialism – Happiness are lowest for this group. More precisely, typical 
consumers in this cluster had the most positive attitude towards “Buying things gives me a lot of 
pleasure”, “I am an accomplished person”, and “I enjoy spending money on things that aren’t 
practical”; whereas “I have all the things I really need to enjoy life” and “My life would be 
better if I owned certain things I don’t have” show lowest mean scores.  

Cluster 2: The unpreten-
tious Satisfied 
 (17.5% of the sample, 
n=134) 
 
 

44.8% male, 55.2% female, mean age: 42.0 
Taken as a whole, means for all factors were lower than mean scores recorded by other groups. 
Comparing the mean scores within this cluster, this segment shows highest mean ratings for 
ConsVan – Achievement Perception followed by Materialism – Centrality, and ConsVan – 
Appearance Concern; ratings for ConsVan – Achievement Concern are lowest for this group. 
Members of this group agree to “I wouldn’t be any happier if I owned nicer things” and are less 
likely than others to perceive “Professional achievements are an obsession with me” and “I’d be 
happier if I could afford to buy more things”. 

Cluster 3: The Admiration 
Seekers 
(17.5% of the sample, 
n=134) 
 

74.6% male, 25.4% female, mean age: 30.8 
Members of this segment are more likely than other groups to agree to ConsVan – Achievement 
Concern and Materialism – Happiness. In particular, they had the most positive perception of “I 
want my achievements to be recognized by others” of all groups. Lowest mean scores in this 
group are reported for ConsVan – Appearance Concern and Materialism – Centrality. 

Cluster 4: The self-
confident Successful 

40.3% male, 59.7% female, mean age: 37.6 
This cluster shows highest mean scores of all groups for ConsVan – Achievement Perception as 
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(16.2% of the sample, 
n=124) 
 

members in this segment strongly perceive “I am an accomplished person” and “In a profes-
sional sense, I am a very successful person”. Besides, they state to be concerned about their 
appearance and perceive the Happiness aspect of Materialism to be most important (“Buying 
things gives me a lot of pleasure”). Due to their perception of being more successful than others, 
members in this group are not concerned about this aspect: ConsVan – Achievement Concern 
shows the lowest mean scores.   

Cluster 5: The glamorous 
Materialists  
(16.9% of the sample, 
n=130) 
 

35.4% male, 64.6% female, mean age: 32.4 
Typical consumers in this cluster perceive the factor Materialism – Centrality to be most impor-
tant, followed by ConsVan – Appearance Concern and Materialism – Happiness, while Con-
sVan – Achievement Concern shows the lowest mean scores for this group. Comparing all 
groups, members in this cluster are more likely than others to state “Buying things gives me a lot 
of pleasure”, “It sometimes bothers me quite a bit that I can’t afford to buy all the things I’d 
like”, and “I enjoy spending money on things that aren’t practical”. 

 
Even though we have just made a very first step in view of identifying market seg-

ments along the dimensions of the consumer vanity construct, our integrative framework and 

the empirical results seem to be worth focusing in further research as well as in managerial 

practice.  

 

CONCLUSION 

As stated above, research shows that individuals who are more materialistic and have 

vanity-related tendencies use possessions and luxury brands as a sign of success, derive hap-

piness from them and are placing possessions and status in a central place in life. High mate-

rialist and vain consumers are strongly concerned for their achievements and appearance and 

put a strong emphasis on the messages their possessions send to others about them as the 

owner. Our results support the predicted relationships suggesting that the model provides a 

reasonable framework to understand individual’s brand purchase and consumption behavior 

that is linked to consumer vanity and materialism.  

Of course, our results should be further developed in different ways. For instance, fu-

ture research should employ nationally representative samples in more countries to enhance 

the generalizability of the research findings with regard to cross-cultural group segments in 

different product categories. Especially an extension of the research might examine how con-

sumer vanity develops in less-developed countries (LDCs) and its influence on consumer be-

havior. To the extent that consumers in LDCs are truly embracing Western consumer culture, 

they may try to emulate Western consumption values, resulting in a similar or even a more 

pronounced level of vanity. In the case of China, which is arguably the largest consumer mar-

ket in the world, there is some evidence to suggest that as the country grows more prosperous, 

Chinese consumers become more vanity oriented (e.g., Sin & Yau 2004). Clearly, more re-

search in other LDCs is needed to generate more knowledge on this issue. As more and more 
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firms expand their business worldwide, particularly entering LDCs that are developing con-

sumer cultures, such research should be interesting and useful to both consumer researchers 

and marketing managers.  

Despite the limitations and necessary steps in future research, the primary contribution 

of our research lies in exploring the relationship between consumer vanity and materialistic 

tendencies as a general basis for the identification of different segments of consumers.  Refer-

ring to appearance concern, appearance perception, achievement concern, achievement per-

ception, and the materialistic dimensions, marketers might be able to base marketing strate-

gies and advertising campaigns on our conceptualization and empirically verified model to 

improve purchase value for different consumer segments. From a managerial perspective, our 

results synthesize cognitive and emotional components and already might lead to the opportu-

nity of a better understanding of the conditions and drivers of luxury brand consumption. This 

is both useful from a market segmentation point of view and from a market positioning point 

of view and will of course enlarge the efficiency of marketing communication efforts for 

products and brands, which should consider and address simultaneously or separately the in-

dividual needs of vanity-based purchase behavior. 
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APPENDIX 
 

TABLE A1: Sample and Cluster Characteristics  
Variable n % Cluster 

1 
Cluster 

2 
Cluster 

3 
Cluster 

4 
Cluster 

5 F Significance 

Gender        13.252 .000 
Male 384 50.0% 48.3% 44.8% 74.6% 40.3% 35.4%   
Female 384 50.0% 51.7% 55.2% 25.4% 59.7% 64.6%   

Age  35.2 34.5 42.0 30.8 37.6 32.4 14.404 .000 
� 19 16 2.1% 0% 3% 3% 3.2% 3.1%   
20-29 378 49.2% 58.1% 30% 61.4% 37% 53.8%   
30-39 118 15.3% 10% 12% 16.5% 14.4% 18.3%   
40-49 94 12.2% 11.1% 13.5% 10.5% 17.6% 12.1%   
� 50 162 21.3% 18.9% 42% 9% 27.2% 12%   

Marital status        6.342 .000 
Single 456 59.5% 60.5% 44.8% 74.6% 48.4% 69.2%   
Married 240 31.3% 32.6% 40.3% 19.4% 40.3% 23.1%   
Widowed 10 1.3% 0% 3% 0% 3.2% 1.5%   
Divorced 60 7.8% 7% 11.9% 6% 8.1% 6.2%   

Education        13.219 .000 
Not graduated from high 
school 64 8.4% 3.4% 26.9% 6.2% 3.2% 4.7%   

Lower secondary school 166 21.8% 16.1% 23.9% 21.5% 19.4% 29.7%   
Intermediate secondary 
school 72 9.4% 10.3% 7.5% 10.8% 8.1% 9.4%   

A-levels 288 37.8% 44.8% 25.4% 41.5% 38.7% 39.1%   
University degree 170 22.3% 25.3% 16.4% 20% 29% 17.2%   
No answer 2 0.3% 0% 0% 0% 1.6% 0%   

Occupation        3.756 .005 
full time employed 306 40.8% 42.4% 44.6% 35.4% 49.2% 31.3%   
part time employed 62 8.3% 5.9% 7.7% 4.6% 4.9% 17.2%   
retired 28 3.7% 4.7% 10.8% 0% 3.3% 1.6%   
housewife/househusband 16 2.1% 0% 7.7% 0% 3.3% 0%   
apprenticeship 38 5.1% 1.2% 7.7% 6.2% 1.6% 10.9%   
student 282 37.6% 45.9% 16.9% 52.3% 36.1% 34.4%   
unemployed at the mo-
ment 18 2.4% 0% 4.6% 1.5% 1.6% 4.7%   

Household income        2.415 .048 
< 500 € 52 6.9% 3.6% 9% 13.6% 4.9% 4.7%   
500 < 1000 € 152 20.2% 21.4% 11.9% 24.2% 21.3% 20.3%   
1000 < 2000 € 176 23.3% 25% 23.9% 19.7% 21.3% 34.4%   
2000 < 3000 € 104 13.8% 8.3% 14.9% 10.6% 19.7% 12.5%   
3000 < 4000 € 92 12.2% 9.5% 13.4% 12.1% 16.4% 9.4%   
4000 < 5000 € 52 6.9% 10.7% 7.5% 9.1% 4.9% 3.1%   
> 5000 € 38 5% 14.3% 4.5% 1.5% 0% 3.1%   
No answer 88 11.7% 7.1% 14.9% 9.1% 11.5% 12.5%   

 
TABLE A2: Factor Loadings and Cluster Means 
KMO-Test: .887 

 

Factor 
Loadings 

Cluster 
1 

Means 

Cluster 
2 

Means 

Cluster 
3 

Means 

Cluster 
4 

Means 

Cluster 
5 

Means 
F-value Sig 

ConsVan – Achievement Perception �=.861 3.70 2.81 3.36 3.67 2.57 56.703 .000 
In a professional sense. I am a very successful 
person. .813 3.94 2.85 3.58 3.97 2.72 73.543 .000 
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My achievements are highly regarded by 
others. .773 3.68 3.00 3.46 3.74 2.88 35.115 .000 

I am an accomplished person. .760 4.03 3.21 3.54 4.08 2.94 58.094 .000 
I am a good example of professional success. .822 3.51 2.52 3.07 3.37 2.15 68.747 .000 
Others wish they were as successful as me. .724 3.32 2.48 3.12 3.21 2.15 48.019 .000 
ConsVan – Appearance Perception �=.929 3.21 2.38 3.08 2.60 3.12 23.950 .000 
People notice how attractive I am. .777 3.37 2.46 3.12 2.85 3.29 23.749 .000 
My looks are very appealing to others. .827 3.40 2.63 3.19 2.87 3.37 20.965 .000 
People are envious of my good looks. .793 2.84 2.18 2.82 2.31 2.58 14.912 .000 
I am a very good-looking individual. .840 3.24 2.42 3.06 2.69 3.11 19.620 .000 
My body is sexually appealing. .853 3.22 2.31 3.16 2.53 3.23 32.599 .000 
I have the type of body that people want to 
look at. .844 3.18 2.30 3.15 2.37 3.12 31.856 .000 

ConsVan – Achievement Concern �=.842 3.10 2.24 3.50 2.27 2.29 52.675 .000 
Professional achievements are an obsession 
with me. .706 2.69 1.84 3.19 1.79 1.75 63.236 .000 

I want others to look up to me because of my 
accomplishments. .728 3.06 2.18 3.52 2.08 2.52 40.906 .000 

I am more concerned with professional suc-
cess than most people I know. .720 3.09 2.06 3.34 2.06 2.00 68.486 .000 

Achieving greater success than my peers is 
important to me. .815 2.89 2.12 3.45 1.94 1.85 66.429 .000 

I want my achievements to be recognized by 
others. .582 3.79 2.99 4.01 3.50 3.32 24.317 .000 

ConsVan – Appearance Concern �=.896 3.45 2.65 3.02 3.27 3.46 17.968 .000 
The way I look is extremely important to me. .738 3.91 3.00 3.55 3.73 3.83 23.470 .000 
I am very concerned about my appearance. .776 3.95 3.10 3.46 3.82 3.91 23.548 .000 
I would feel embarrassed if I was around 
people and did not look my best. .725 2.80 2.07 2.45 2.63 2.71 10.020 .000 

Looking my best is worth the effort. .771 3.31 2.46 2.84 3.05 3.38 18.223 .000 
It is important that I always look good. .772 3.25 2.60 2.82 3.11 3.45 14.580 .000 
Materialism – Success �=.701 2.96 2.56 3.15 2.68 2.94 26.926 .000 
Some of the most important achievements in 
life include acquiring material possessions. .579 3.08 2.06 3.03 2.58 2.91 22.839 .000 

I don’t place much emphasis on the amount 
of material objects people own as a sign of 
success  

-.776 3.23 2.48 3.48 2.45 3.29 27.089 .000 

I don’t pay much attention to the material 
objects other people own.  -.657 2.92 2.24 3.07 2.31 3.02 25.024 .000 

I put less emphasis on material things than 
most people I know. -.522 2.60 3.46 3.00 3.39 2.54 32.752 .000 

Materialism – Centrality �=.759 3.93 2.67 2.94 2.95 3.88 70.064 .000 
I usually buy only the things I need -.856 3.77 2.27 2.28 2.47 3.52 82.555 .000 
I try to keep my life simple, as far as posses-
sions are concerned. -.589 3.87 2.51 3.27 2.50 3.65 86.587 .000 

I enjoy spending money on things that aren’t 
practical. .779 4.02 2.96 2.82 3.05 4.08 55.866 .000 

Buying things gives me a lot of pleasure. .539 4.07 2.96 3.39 3.79 4.26 55.248 .000 
Materialism – Happiness �=.768 2.46 2.40 3.41 3.14 3.42 73.438 .000 
I have all the things I really need to enjoy life. -.696 1.84 1.75 2.88 2.42 2.91 54.003 .000 
My life would be better if I owned certain 
things I don’t have. .830 2.36 2.04 3.79 3.40 3.85 109.054 .000 

I wouldn’t be any happier if I owned nicer 
things. -.548 2.90 3.67 2.72 3.00 2.25 29.683 .000 

I’d be happier if I could afford to buy more 
things. .825 2.40 2.01 3.82 3.27 3.88 103.904 .000 

It sometimes bothers me quite a bit that I 
can’t afford to buy all the things I’d like. .764 2.80 2.51 3.85 3.61 4.22 70.548 .000 
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TABLE A3: Vanity-related Attitude Segments: Mean Attitude Scores 

Dimension Cluster 1 
(n=174) 

Cluster 2 
(n=134) 

Cluster 3 
(n=134) 

Cluster 4 
(n=124) 

Cluster 5 
(n=130) F Sig of F 

ConsVan – Appearance Per-
ception .1930 -.3928 .2313 -.4658 .3525 21.641 .000 
ConsVan – Appearance Con-
cern .0580 -.3049 -.4924 .5512 .2185 25.505 .000 
ConsVan – Achievement 
Perception .4796 -.6752 .0368 .8161 -.7622 102.871 .000 
ConsVan – Achievement 
Concern .3023 -.1011 .9781 -.6951 -.6455 102.972 .000 

Materialism - Happiness -.6396 -.9214 .6292 .4551 .7231 157.673 .000 
Materialism - Centrality .7985 -.5183 -.6085 -.4811 .5516 106.342 .000 
Materialism - Success .3681 -.4559 .2411 -.5296 .2338 29.408 .000 

 
TABLE A4: Discriminant Analysis of Vanity-related Attitude Dimensions 
Discriminant Function Eigenvalue Canonical Correlation Wilk’s Lambda �

2 Significance 
1 1.340 .757 .062 1916.836 .000 
2 1.091 .722 .145 1331.013 .000 
3 .962 .700 .303 822.774 .000 
4 .682 .637 .594 358.358 .000 

 Function 1 Function 2 Function 3 Function 4 
Centroids (group means)     

Cluster 1 1.382 .650 -.707 .664 
Cluster 2 .111 -1.584 -.889 -.840 
Cluster 3 .539 -.616 1.849 .181 
Cluster 4 -2.024 -.106 -.262 .992 
Cluster 5 -.590 1.499 .207 -1.156 

Significant variable  
(structure matrix)     

ConsVan – Achievement Concern .498 -.237 .421 .218 
Materialism - Success .249 .245 .150 -.001 
ConsVan – Appearance Concern -.209 .209 -.168 .145 
Materialism - Centrality .299 .612 -.299 -.017 
ConsVan – Appearance Perception .168 .226 .167 -.086 
Materialism - Happiness -.434 .377 .724 -.022 
ConsVan – Achievement Percepti-
on -.052 .059 -.031 .928 

Classification matrix revealed that 97.7 % of the cases were classified correctly.  

 
                          
 


