Conspicuous Parental Consumption
Antecedents of Luxury Brand Preference for Parasts
Consumers

Lena Vatne Bjgrlo
Academic advisor: Cathrine von Ibenfeldt

A Thesis Submitted in
Partial Fulfillment for the Degree of
Master of Science in Marketing

Department of Economy and Social Sciences at
Buskerud University College

April 2013



. sud positive found .
sonal nnpomm par nml o m hl(m

time l
:{.‘z'? lxh av 10r - 1 effe(,t Income
questions hlghh i empath\’ Ot 1 1 1! a SO

s hildren
ol coe. people tatusce 1 r luxury

One ety andg wul B UXUI'Ygrou . pre fer ence ,
pa1ents ikely e consumptlon
thess social faritl 7 design CONSpicUOUS

ded
self control Ritho oug h\;mm



Summary

In 1899, Thorstein Veblen published a book calléde Theory of the Leisure Class”, in
which he described how the upper class consumesparously to display wealth and signal
status. He noted how the affluent man consumediwvicsly through his wife and servants,
who functioned as reflections of his persona. Todagr 100 years later, tables have turned,
and women are no longer merely viewed as “trophyewii. Rather, women today engage in
vicarious consumption themselves, in this casénerbehalves of their children.

The market of luxury apparel for children has grata rapid pace over the last decade. Only
ten years ago, the market was dominated by a fgarraetors, whereas today a continuously
increasing number of fashion designers have diseavdis prosperous market. Despite the
evident development in this market, very littleeash has been devoted to explaining the
motivation behind parents’ consumption of luxuenits for children. Parents are the central
benefactors behind children’s consumption, andrgarealues and consumer behavior
influences children’s attitudes and behavior inrrerketplace. Examining what motivates
parents to spend outrageous sums of money to hairechildren dressed in the latest couture
is the central focus of this thesis.

The sample of N = 246 consists of Norwegian parehthildren in the age between 0 and 13
years. The chosen research design is a 2 x 2 hghpeériment, where self-consciousness is
manipulated and socioeconomic status is measuetfdc@sciousness (SC) is manipulated
by randomly assigning participant to a conditioiaa¥ or high self-consciousness. The high
SC group was instructed to write five sentenceandigg how they were different from their
friends and family, while the Low SC group was ast@write the name of the film they had
last seen in a movie theater. The question sequgmes also different for the High SC and
Low SC group. Manipulation check revealed signifitc@esults of this manipulation.

Parents’ social and psychological characteristiesravestigated as drivers of Luxury Brand
Preference, believed to represent Conspicuous ogotgan. Six main hypotheses are
developed in the thesis, altogether eighteen pérg@otheses. Due to validation concerns,
two dimensions of vanity are excluded from furthealysis. The final constructs investigated
through analysis afeuxury Brand Preferenc&ocioeconomic Status (SES), Public Self-
Consciousness, Vanion dimension®hysical View and Achievement Concern, Parental
EmpathyandMarital Status.

A few of the most interesting findings include

* Unfavorable view of own physical appearance denmates a positive influence on
Luxury Brand Preference.

» Both low status and/or low marital status are semdmomic factors increasing the
propensity for Luxury Brand Preference.

* Manipulating consumers’ level of public self-cormgness can lead to increased
Luxury Brand Preference.
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1. Introduction

This chapter provides a short introduction to thesen focus of this thesis. An outline of
how conspicuous consumption is relevant in a cardegarents’ consumption for children is
explicated, before presenting the purpose and reseaestions of the thesis. Finally,

implications of the research are suggested.

1.1. Theoretical background

In the most general sense, consumption can beedefas “The act of buying and using
goods”. It is a basic activity, which is necessarypeople of all groups of society to take part
in from time to time. However, sometimes consumpignot only sought out because of the
utility it brings, but rather the social and symbdbenefits it yields. Consumption can often
be a self-defining and self-expressive behaviohéscet al. 2003), and it “serves to produce a
desired self through the images and styles convyedigh one’s possessions” (Thompson
and Hirschman 1995).

Conspicuous consumption is a phenomenon that lcas/esl a great deal of attention
within the field of consumer behavior. Thorsteinblén was the first to introduce the concept
in his 1899 book “The Theory of the Leisure Class”which he portrayed the upper class’
efforts to signal their wealth and fortune througgtentatious and wasteful consumption. He
described how the affluent man engaged in vicarmrssumption by lavishing their wives,
children, and even servants with expensive, unsacggproducts, serving as costly displays
of status. Oxford Dictionary (2005) defines conspigs consumption as “The buying of
expensive goods in order to impress people and shem how rich you are”. The idea that
people turn to visible possessions to improve thescial standing has been widely
investigated in newer research as well, and althoomgprovements to his theories have been
suggested to fit today’s modern society, Vebleh&oties have made important contributions
to insight into why people consume in this manighile the concept originated within the
leisure class, conspicuous consumption is no lomgsiricted to those who have endless
resources, and who can afford to consume wastefRlligker and Galinsky (2008) studied
how a state of powerlessness could drive peoplendeavor to attenuate this state by
obtaining and displaying status products, hopingoimpensate for this low feeling of power.

In spite of a solid accumulation of literature hetfield of conspicuous consumption,
only a modest amount of contributions has been mad&e conspicuous consumption which

takes place vicariously by parents, on the behabfetheir children (i.e. Brusdal (2008;
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Prendergast and Wong 2003; Boulton 2007). In halyars of fashion advertisements for
designer children’s clothing, Boulton (2007) statsiich has been written on the negative
impact of marketingto children, but there is a curious gap in the litematconcerning
marketing to adultghroughchildren”. Up until children reach the age wheretican provide
for themselves, parents are the benefactors béh@ndchildren’s consumption. Also, up until
the age where children begin forming own opinionswt what kinds of clothing they want to
wear, parents are the key decision makers. Althalgldren eventually begin forming own
opinions, these opinions will to a large degredased on values and consumer socialization
skills that parents have instilled in their childr@loschis et al. 1977).

During the last decade there has been an upsutfe market for exclusive children’s
clothing, and parents’ spending on these produots acomprises a large market. Hence,
motivation behind parents’ consumption of luxunardmls for children should be investigated
carefully. Parents’ increased focus on luxury itdarschildren has also been evident over the
last decades. Designer clothing for toddlers, @newmfants, is no longer just something you
see on the arms of celebrities on TV, or in glassygazines. Like most trends have a way of
doing, high fashion for young children is tricklidgwn into to the lives of ordinary families.
Aspirational consumption, whether amounting frontepés wanting the lives of famous
people or simply admiring the style of the boy ndabr, is only one potential explanation as
to why parents might choose to splurge on thesesiter their youngsters.

A widespread and socially accepted motivationbioying luxury brands for children
is the superior quality of the clothing items’,.ivehen it comes to toughness and durability.
Although this is probably a very important factar parents’ decision-making process, this
argument does not always hold up. The relationbkigveen price and quality can be quite
weak (Gerstner 1985), and hence additional motwuatbehind this kind of spending should
be found. Simply liking the appearance of the pobdsi also an important factor influencing
parents’ choice of brand clothing. Prendergast Wwhg (2003) found that parents are
motivated by the good quality and design associaftéia luxury brands, yet they found no
support for a desire to impress others with thédrlitg to pay (Social consumption
motivation). However, this study fails to account the elicitation problems related with
conspicuous consumption, which are crucial wherstigating motivations behind this type
of consumption. Asking a status-conscious individahout his incentives for buying

purchasing branded goods is not likely to yielchanest answer (Mason 1992).
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Belk (1988) was one of the first to claim that #edf can be extended to include not
only personal possessions and objects, but alser gérsons (e.g. childrerble states that
“knowingly, or unknowingly, we regard possessiors a part of ourselves”, and that
“possessions are a major contributor to and reflest of our identities”. In other words,
possessions are important for both hee/perceive ourselves, and hamtherssee us. Belk’s
(1988) notion that “we are what we have” sugges#s the items, people etc. we choose to
surround ourselves with affects others’ image ofTuss suggests that parents might choose
possessions for their children that align with thewn possessions, while depicting the

parents as resourceful and caring parents withitaioesocial status.

1.2. Practical background

Insight into why parents engage in conspicuous waipsion for their children is interesting,
both from a managerial view and a consumer-welfga®. On one side, knowledge about the
conspicuous parental consumer helps managersfigdatiget, and reach these parents, who
are more susceptible to these products than othessgner clothing for children is becoming
a substantial industry, and it is growing at a tedous pace (Alexander 2013). By knowing
what motivates this type of consumer behavior, rgareacan more easily trigger the desired
needs in parents who are consuming for their adldn their communication efforts, and
facilitate the choice of their brand over others.

On the other side are the deteriorating effestsirghealthy focus on appearances or a
heightened self-consciousness can have on yourdrei and their self-image. “Brand
bullying” is a term used to describe the act ofrtenting children by their own peers, as a
consequence of not wearing the “right” brands othlehg. This is becoming a widespread
problem in schools, and even kindergartens, actbses world. Also, the pressure
conspicuously consuming parents create for othenpsto “keep up” is an important factor.
When parents are “forced” to work longer hours ¢efx up the kind of lifestyle they wish to
demonstrate, and to “keep up with the Joneses”. cimsequences are, among others less
time for parents to spend with their children. TiBiglso thought to have a negative impact on
family life, which can later on result in negatiedfects for society as a whole. More
knowledge regarding what creates the desire tournasconspicuously can establish more
awareness of how to prevent some of the negatwtpfiots the luxury branded shoe leaves
behind.
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1.3. Purpose and research questions

An interesting aspect about conspicuous consumitimat people engaging in it will rarely
admit to it. Likely because this is a personal sratintertwined with one’s self-image and
admitting to rely on symbols to provide status niafer insecurity or lack of confidence.
Many conspicuous consumers hide behind sociallg@ted reasons for consuming brand
items, such as quality and design, and refuseadtitettat they are paying extra for the brand
itself and the associations the brand conveys.ofilgh this can be problematic in research for
several reasons, the very notion that the motimabehind this type of consumption is
something that people prefer to hide and cover agpesit all the more intriguing, and makes
me want to probe for answers. Where do these neesignal success and wealth come from?
What describes the conspicuous consumer? And hew itlaffect consumer behavior?

This study seeks to investigate whether the matmatbehind parents’
conspicuous/vicarious consumption merely conceltisgf physical needs of the children, or
whether parents’ emotional and psychological ndedstatus and approval of others could
play a part. | am interested in what drives parémtspend outrageous amounts of money to
have their young children dressed up in desigrahitig, when the child itself is not able to
distinguish between brand and non-brand items.e&igbemphasis is placed on consumption
on younger children’s behalves, because theseeaselikely to have a reference group that
they seek to accommodate their self to. Older ofriicare also more likely to ask their parents
for specific brands, thus serving as a sourceftience. In addition to this, younger children
are more likely to limit their requirements for ttiong to terms of color and shape, rather than
specific brands, compared to older children, wkelli are more brand-conscious.

Parents’ social and psychological traits are ofapeaiunt interest for this thesis,
serving as vital drivers of conspicuous consumptiéaidently, social and psychological
characteristics are known to influence consumerschase attitudes, motivations and
behaviors all together. Based on the theoreticakdraund of conspicuous consumption and

the apparent gap in theory the following researgbstjons are generated.

Research question 1: How does parents’ level absgonomic status and marital

status influence conspicuous consumption of brdwithiag on children’s behalves?

Research question 2: How does parents’ level adtecharacteristics such as vanity,
self-consciousness and parental empathy influgmgie ¢onspicuous consumption of

brand clothing on children’s behalves?
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1.4. Structure of the thesis
The thesis follows a classic structure of acadewriting in economics and management.

Chapter 1 provides a general introduction to theseh topic, and presents the research
guestions, which confine the borders for followicigapters. Chapter 2 gives a theoretical
overview of the theoretical background for the the# brief literature review of chosen
constructs follows in Chapter 3, developing hype#se and the conceptual framework
consecutively. In chapter 4, methodology and tHecsed research design is presented and
discussed. Chapter 5 describes the validity andhibty of the thesis, and the results from
the experiment are presented, before findings m®uslsed in chapter 6. Finally, theoretical
and practical implications of the findings are auuced, followed by propositions for further

research.
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2.0. Theoretical review

This chapter will present a review of existingréeire on relevant theoretical background for
this thesis. Theory on conspicuous consumptionlisvied by an exploration of the extended
self, before a review of prestige-seeking consubsdravior. Research on both parents and
children as consumers is presented. Finally, anveaxe of the market for luxury apparel for

children is given, before reviewing of the signgleffect of clothing.

2.1. Conspicuous Consumption
Conspicuous consumption is a renowned concept nwitihe field of consumer behavior.
Several definitions of the concept exist, such‘@@sumers’ deliberate, conscious activity to
achieve the objective of status enhancement” (\felhB99), “the acquisition and display of
possessions with the intention of gaining sociatus’ (Veblen 1899), and “wasteful and
lavish consumption expenses to enhance socialigeggChaudhuri and Majumdar 2010).
The first element these definitions have in comnsthe element of status or prestige, and
the desire to enhance this through the act of soption. Conspicuous consumption refers to
consumption that seeks to satisfy other needs tharely functional needs, especially
symbolic and psychological needs for acceptancstatus. The conspicuous consumer is
aware of the associations attached to the brarels@isumes, and how these associations are
perceived by others, especially people in thegnmaice group. Hoping that the associations of
the brand will rub off on them, conspicuous constsmare willing to spend tremendous
amounts of money to have their selves affiliatedhwihe brand, and what the brand
communicates.

Chaudhuri (2006) identifies three antecedentsnotivations for conspicuousness;
ostentation and signaling, uniqueness, and socrdgbamity. Ostentation and signalingefers
to the ability of products to display wealth andmvgo, often using price as a medium or
surrogate indicator of power and status. The prynabjective here is to impress others.
Although ostentation explains a part of the equmtibdoes not recognize the products that
are consumed in privatélniquenes was first described by Liebenstein (1950) as‘sheb
effect”, which will also be discussed later. Theethefor uniqueness is an expression of
consumers’ desire to “do their own thing”, and tigb consumption the consumer can invent
new ways of self-expression and communication (Desigand Isherwood 19Y.9Social
conformityis both the opposite of the snob effect, and dacadent to it (Berry 1994; Miller
et al. 1993; Rogers 1983). Liebenstein called tthés“bandwagon effect”, driven primarily

by a motivation to conform and “blend in” by havingpat others have. Burt (1982) argued
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that in ambiguous situations people turn to othespte who serve as a reference group in
order to come up with a solution that makes semsleat particular context (Chaudhuri 2006).

Veblen (1899) identifies two disparate motives foonsuming conspicuously;
invidious comparison and pecuniary emulatitmvidious comparisomefers to situations in
which a member of a higher class consumes congmtyido distinguish himself from
members of a lower clas®ecuniary emulatioroccurs when a member of a lower class
consumes conspicuously so that he will be thoughs@ member of a higher class (Bagwell
and Bernheim 1996). These two separate motives fghén to signaling, the first through
stimulus specialization, and the latter througmatus generalization. In other words, if we
did not have pecuniary emulation, we would not hawedious comparison either. “Even
though snobs and followers buy luxury productsdpparently opposite reasons, their basic
motivation is essentially the same: whether throdiferentiation or group affiliation, they
want to enhance their self-concept” (Dubois and uzsgpe 1993).

Sundie et al. (2011) define Conspicuous conswnpis a form of economic
behavior in which self-presentational concerns wgerdesires to obtain goods at bargain
prices. Trigg (2001) calls this willingness to payigher price for a functionally equivalent
good “Veblen effect”. Veblen proposed that indivatki crave status, and that status can be
enhanced by material displays of wealth. He alsphamsizes that consumers have private
information about the value of their assets, anely thttempt to signal their wealth by
consuming a conspicuous good. Hence, luxury brarel®ften purchased by consumers who
seek to signal high levels of wealth through tleeinsumption (Bagwell and Bernheim 1996).
Veblen’s theory of conspicuous consumption is basethe premise that those who “prove”
their wealth are rewarded with preferential treattri®/ social contacts, i.e. in terms of higher
status, or admiration.

Veblen's work has been under scrutiny ever sincewdts first published, and
Chaudhuri and Majumdar (2010) argue that his couations were more relevant in Veblen’s
own days, and that his research requires updatnggjust to modern society. Furthermore,
they propose an alternative conceptualization efdbnspicuous consumption construct: “a
deliberate motivation to involve a symbolic andiblis purchase, possession, and usage of
products, which are characterized by the presehseawce economic and cultural capital, to
communicate a distinctive self-image to the sigaifit others”.

Although | agree that the world has changed sinebléh’s days, | believe that the
desire of people have to appear successful anteatflespecially those who are in faot, is

a universal desire, transcending time and placeenNdnessing their children, many have their

20



own social position and status in mind, and by sihap certain brands over others, parents
can communicate thenlesiredclass- or group belonging. The definition | havesen to
define conspicuous consumption is: “the acquisiteord display of possessions with the

intention of gaining social status” (Veblen 1899).

2.2. The Extended Self

Belk (1988) uses the terms “self”, “sense of safid “identity” as synonyms for how a
person subjectively perceives who he or she is (&h2005). Belk (1988) argues that our
possessions are a major contributor to and refledf our identities. He claims that the sense
of self can be extended, and summarizes the majmygories of extended self as body,
internal processes, ideas and experiences, and gavsons, places and things to which one
feels attached. Of these categories, the last tappear to be the most cleadytended.
Extending ourselves can ultimately be a strategltefing the way others see us.

Csikszentmihalyi and Rochberg-Halton (1981) cl#wat “We invest ‘psychic energy’
in an object in which we have directed our effotisie and attention. This energy and its
products are regarded as a part of the self bechagdave grown or emerged from the self.”
Anyone who has brought up a child is likely to gl that this is a process that requires great
amounts of effort, time, and attention. These amguis point to the possibility that some
parents might view their children as a part oftiegiended self. Belk also draws on the work
of McClelland (1951), who states “External objelbexome viewed as part of self when we
are able to exercise power or control over thene Jieater the control we exercise, the more
closely allied with the self the object should b®eeo’ This supports the previous notion that
parents of younger children are more suitable Ha $tudy, drawing on the fact that younger
children generally are easier to control, and heareemore easily viewed as an extension of
parents’ self.

Veblen (1899) depicted wives and children asipag decorative and expressive role
in the turn of the century noveau riche. He alstedahat one can consume vicariously
through one’s dependents, so that consumptionehainces dependents’ extended selves
also enhances one’s own extended self, of whicterignts are a part (Belk 1988). On
vicarious consumption, Veblen also suggested thegrgal pride was manifested in dressing
one’s children as well as possible, even if it éetlsacrifice, so that they might prove as

evidence of the family’s fortune and well-being.
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2.3. Prestige-Seeking Consumer Behavior

In their review of prestige-seeking consumer bedravVigneron and Johnson (1999)
categorized prestigious brands into three typesjauget brands, premium brands, and luxury
brands, in an increasing order of prestige. Uselnsciousness to represent consumers’
responses to social influence (Brinberg and Plimit®86), and the importance of price as an
indicator of prestige, Vigneron and Johnson dewediop framework for explaining prestige-

seeking consumer behavior.

PRIVATE

HEDONIST &
PERFECTIONIST

SNOB

SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS

BANDWAGON VEBLENIAN

PUBLIC
LOWER HIGHER

IMPORTANCE OF THE PERCEPTION OF PRICE
AS AN INDICATOR OF PRESTIGE

Figure 1- Prestige-Seeking Consumer Profiles

Vigneron and Johnson (1999) propose that the pmeder for each alternative value may
describe a separate prestige-seeking profile\{eblenian, Snob, Bandwagon, Hedonic, and
Perfectionist). Based on previous research, thedveork identifies five types of prestige
seekers, influenced by five perceived prestigeesland self-consciousness. The first three
are interpersonal effects, while the two latter peesonal effects. The five profiles represent
five different motivations for prestige consumpticend while certain consumers might
belong to more than one category, most consumersikaly to fit better into one category

than the others. The five profiles are presentéoe

Table 1 - Profiles and Motivations for Prestige-Seeking Consumer Behavior

VALUES MOTIVATIONS

Conspicuous Veblenian

Unique Snob

Social Bandwagon

Emotional Hedonist

Quality Perfectionist
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I nterpersonal Effects
Vigneron and Johnson (1999) distinguish betweenwioetypes of effectsterpersonaland

personaleffects, arguing that consumers are usually mdheenced by one than the other.

2.3.1. Veblenian - Perceived Conspicuous Value
Bearden and Etzel (1982) found that publicly consdinuxury products were more likely to
be conspicuous products than privately consumedugats. As previously mentioned, Veblen
(1899) suggested that conspicuous consumption s&s Iy people to signal wealth and, by
inference, power and status. In other words, thityubf prestige products may be to
demonstrate wealth, leading us to believe thatigisible prestige brands would dominate
the conspicuously motivated consumers. Severalestuthve revealed that consumers often
use price cue as evidence for judging quality wicboosing between different brands
(Erickson and Johansson 1995; Lichtenstein et9881Tellis and Gaeth 1990).

Vigneron and Johnson (1999) propose that Vebles@mmsumers attach a greater
importance to price as an indicator of prestigeahnee their primary objective is to impress

others.

2.3.2. Snob - Perceived Unique Value
Originating in both personal and interpersonal affe the snob effect is driven by both
personal and emotional desires, but also influemcekis influenced by other individuals’
behavior (Mason 1992). It can take place whenaw@rob adopts a product available only to
a limited number of consumers, or when a statusithe® consumer rejects a product after
seeing it consumed by the general mass of peopdas@W1981). Solomon (1994) found that
“‘items that are in limited supply have high valwehile those readily available are less
desirable. Rare items command respect and presti§eieed for uniqueness is the outcome
of a social comparison process, where an individudgsire is to be perceived as different
from other individuals (Festinger 1954).

Vigneron and Johnson (1999) propose that Snob cosisuperceive price as an
indicator of exclusivity, and avoid using populaatds to experiment with inner-directed

consumption.
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2.3.3. Bandwagon - Perceived Social Value
Serving as an antecedent for the snob effect, dhewagon effect occurs when an individual
is influenced to conform to prestige reference geoand/or to be distinguished from non-
prestige reference groups (i.e. French and RavéA)1@s noted above, Belk (1988) claims
that people’s desire to possess prestige brandsseae as a symbolic marker of group
membership, and instate a feeling of belonging.ddagon consumers may use the perceived
extended-self value of prestige brands to enhdraie gelf-concept.

Vigneron and Johnson (1999) propose that relativenob consumers, bandwagon
consumers attach less importance to price as acabod of prestige, but will put a greater
emphasis on the effect they make on others whitsuwming prestige brands.

perceived
Conspicuous — Ostentation L) VEBLENIAN
value
perceived Non-
INTERPERSONAL snioe v - . N SNOB
a Confor
EFFECTS Qe Vale conformity
Perceived
Conformity BANDWAGON
Social value - —

Figure 2 - Interpersonal Effects on Prestige Consumption

Personal Effects
While the consumption of prestige brands seeme t&tiongly influenced by social purposes
and hereby interpersonal effects, Vigneron and sammecognize that personal matters such

as aesthetic taste and sensory emotion may alseateoprestige-seeking consumer behavior.

Perceived Self-
HEDONIST
A7 Emotiona —  Actuafzation )
value
PERSONAL
EFFECTS ——
~ _— 3|  Reassurance —s|  PERFECTIONIST
Valuve

Figure 3 - Personal Effects on Prestige Consumption
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2.3.4. Hedonist - Perceived Emotional Value
Dichter (1960) was one of the first to demonsttatg consumer choice may be driven by
non-cognitive and unconscious motives. Dubouis bagrent (1994) found that emotional
value was an essential characteristic of the wtivhich people perceived to get from
consuming luxury products: “...a vast majority sulizes to the hedonic motive and refutes
the snobbish argument”. The hedonic effect takasegpivhen consumers value the perceived
utility acquired from a prestige brand to arousdifgs and affective states. People who are
first and foremost concerned with their own persaadues, depend on the individual alone
for fulfillment, or are insusceptible to interpensd influence, (i.e. conformity to reference
groups) may represent hedonist consumers.

Vigneron and Johnson (1999) propose that hedoarsfwimers are more interested in
their own thoughts and feelings, and thus will plé&Ess emphasis on price as an indicator of

prestige.

2.3.5. Perfectionist - Perceived Quality Value
The function of quality is often emphasized in g#gdn luxury consumption. Prestige brands
are expected to show evidence of greater qualitg, laxury or premium brands should
display even greater levels of quality (Garfein @29BRoux 1995). Because people perceive
higher prices as evidence of greater quality, Ipigbes may make certain products or services
more desirable (Groth and McDaniel 1993). The dquadffect is likely to occur when
consumers value the perceived utility acquired franprestige brand to suggest superior
product characteristics and performance.

Vigneron and Johnson (1999) propose that perfastiaonsumers are driven by, and
rely on, their own perception of the product's dgiyaland may use the price as evidence

supporting the quality issue.

2.4. Parents as conspicuous consumers
When Prendergast and Wong (2003) studied parenflaence on the purchase of luxury

brands of infant apparel, they asked themselvesy"dthsome parents buy luxury brands of
clothing for their infants, when in fact their imfig are too young to appreciate Armani,
Versace and other such labels?” Although Prendergagd Wong were interested in
investigating whether parents were doing this tprss others, their findings indicated that
parents were simply motivated by the good qualitg a@esign associated with the luxury

brand. However, the authors make no comments omiffieulties of elicitation connected
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with conspicuous consumption, which will be disags®elow. Darian (1988) suggests that
buying luxury brands for children would reflect éambly on the financial status of the
parents.

Prendergast and Wong (2003) found that matei@fsrents are likely to spend more
on luxury brands for their children. Materialism ‘ithe idea that goods are a means to
happiness; that satisfaction in life is not achteM®y religious contemplation or social
interaction, or simple life, but by possessions artdraction with goods(Richins 1987).
Also, highly materialistic individuals find possesss to be generally involving and devote
more energy to activities involving products andrats (Browne & Kaldenberg 1997).

Boulton (2007) draws on the work of Veblen in aaalg fashion advertisements for
designer children’s clothing in an upscale magatangeted at affluent mothers. He notes that
Veblen claimed that conspicuous consumption wag anpart of the picture for the elite.
Vicarious consumption must also be included, wheaabaristocrat “demonstrated his wealth
and this legitimate claim to gentility, through tlagish treatment bestowed upon his servants
or his wife” (Veblen 1899). In other words, womerre considered the property of their
husband, and equipping her with the finest clothiumgild reflect positively back on him as a
husband, as it showed he was able to provide for ieday, women enjoy greater economic
freedom, and while “trophy wives” still exist, mogtomen can, and wish to provide for
themselves. Boulton (2007) poses a theory thatvibarious consumption that husbands
exercised on their wives behalves has evolved, thatl today modern women engage in
vicarious consumption on their children’s behalv&gomen are slowly migrating up within
the existing hierarchy from chattel to master—agsagnthe role of the generous benefactor
behind their children’s conspicuous consumptionlothing.”

Boulton suggests that the recent and rapid growthe designer children’s clothing
industry may be driven by a form of aspirationahgamption, whereby parents are invited to
demonstrate their own social distinction througle tasteful clothing of their “trophy
children”. He also points to three factors conttibg to the child fashion boom. The first
factor is the possible impact of affluent consumeh® dress their children as extensions of
themselves, which is ultimately a description gfietional consumption. The second factor
is the notion that some mothers wait long to hav&len, and thereby compile resources to
spend on luxuries such as designer children’s iclgthThirdly, the rise of children’s
collections from well-known designer brands hasnbeeth rapid and dramatic. He also
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points to the celebrity mother as a source of erfle, setting the bar for aspirational

consumption.
2.5. Children as consumers and “trophy children”

According to Brusdal (2008), children’s consumptiom a large degree is the parent’'s
consumption: “It reveals their social and economstiatus and ambitions, how caring and
responsible they are as parents, as well as hown tineéy invest in their children’s skills and
competence.” Brusdal also argues that childrenissemption is not always about the child,
but rather the parents and even the grandpardrast avhattheylike and dislike, and about

howtheywish to be perceived.

Parents are the most important agent in youngdm&rls consumer socialization
processes, which is defined as “the process intwjncing people acquire skills, knowledge,
and attitudes relevant to their functioning in tmarketplace” (Ward 1980). Parents also
contribute much to young children’s consumer deais;j such as evaluative criteria. Moschis
et al. (1977) suggested that children and adol¢sdearned shopping attitudes and behavior
through parent-child interactions within the retskting, especially for consumer items such
as clothing. Children are also influenced by thmers. Studying 5-, 7-, and 10-year old
children’s internalization of in-groups within tiself-concept, Bennett and Sani (2008) found
that children process information for in-groups aelf similarly. They also found that at least
by the age of 5, in-groups are treated as parhefself-concept. This implies that most
children are able to make judgments concerning thin belonging to a certain group at

least by the time they start school.

An emerging term for today’s children is “trophkildren” (Tufte 1999). The term
fills both the conspicuous and vicarious aspectshef consumption. According to Veblen
(1976), a trophy is a “tangible testimony of skilind the trophy children can be viewed as
visible signs of their parents’ social and econopusition. First used by Lee Hausner (1990),
a trophy child is defined as “a child who is usedirhpress other people and enhance the
status of the parent or parents.” Hausner says sammegsters are often "trophy children”

whose parents see them as nothing more than amsexteof themselves:

"There is so much pressure to perform: They haugetm the best schools; they always have
to look good. These parents are so narcissisgy, tan't see their child as an individual, only
a reflection of themselves."
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Although older children likely have a say in deogl or influencing the purchases
made on their behalves, parents’ consumption fanger children and infants is a peculiar
condition, since the user of the products in tlasecis neither the buyer nor the influencer
(Prendergast and Wong 2003).

2.6. The market of luxury brand clothing for children

Earlier this spring it was announced that the fager fashion week for children would be
held in London (Alexander 2013). While luxury fasifor children is not a new concept, this
market has grown progressively, especially in tlastpyears. French Christian Dior, for
instance, released his first line of luxury atfwe children in the late 1960'&aby Dior.The
market for exclusive children’s clothing is largedpminated by brand extensions, such as
Burberry Children, Tommy Hilfiger Kids and Lanvirafs Only five years ago, upmarket
clothing for children was set-aside for a few majesigners such as Ralph Lauren, Burberry
and Christian Dior. However, over the last few ge#itere has been an influx of new

additions to the children’s luxury market (Peru2ei.3).

Versace, Oscar de la Renta, Fendi, Marc Jacobseriolavalli, Gucci and Stella
McCartney are only a few of the examples of renalvdesigners who have discovered the
booming children’s market as an important placbdaepresented, over the last years (Horyn
2012). According to designer Oscar de la Renta,ilftdn’s wear is a way to introduce
mothers to the brand”. While some designers clainbg concerned with taking children’s
comfort and body proportions into account, otheexaly make miniature versions of their
adult clothing. Either way the clothes are designprbfits of children’s clothing are

somewhat higher due to the notion that less méaisrised.

Luxury fashion accounts for just a fraction (jubbae 3 per cent) of the $34 billion
market for luxury fashion. However, it is growingafaster pace than children’s clothing in
general and the market for clothing in total (NPBo@ Inc. in Wang Alexander 2013). In
2011, Burberry sold for $91 million in luxury apparfor children, comprising everything

from diaper bags for infants to teenage fashion.

Although the scope of this research is Norway, dwitle trends should be accounted
for, since Norwegians are very susceptible to magonal trends. China is the world’s

second-largest luxury-consumption country, aftggada A report by a Hong Kong-based
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consulting firm specializing in the luxury industrfound that a booming 60 per cent of
survey respondents indicated having spent more $4@d per month on luxury items for
their children over the last year (Wang 2012).

2.7. Clothing as a signaling mechanism
Consumers are more likely to use products thasacally visible to others to communicate

their identity (Hyatt 1992), probably guided by thetion that clothing is visible to others,
and can easily be observed. According to Cass §26@thing is potentially used for its
symbolic value and thereby could be used by hidfansenitors to modify self-presentation.
Cass found a very strong relationship between dastiothing involvement, materialism and
image-oriented aspects, in addition to the abibtyse fashion clothing to portray and express
image. Solomon (1986) and Jager (1983) state ib#timg and automobiles, respectively,
can be acquired as a “second skin” in which otlmay see us. Belk (1988) also views
aspects such as clothing, accent, and groomingads ¢consumers can employ to distinguish
oneself from others and express an individual sehgeing, although they can also be used
to indicate group identity and express belonging goup. Davis & Lennon (1985) point out
high self-monitoring females in particular as opmileaders in clothing, focusing on how
clothing is used to attain social approval. Theultssindicate that generally, female
respondents were more involved in fashion clothivan males. This suggest that mothers are
generally more involved in shopping for clothing thbeir children than fathers, because of a
higher level of interest in fashion in general, bBl#o because of a higher need to use clothing
as tools in a self-presentation strategy among wome

Cass (2001) found a significant relationship betwkshion clothing involvement and
materialism. He saw this as an indication of thedémcy of materialists to see product as a
sign of success, as creating happiness and beitgact their lives, believing that this does
in fact influence their levels of involvement inpeoduct such as fashion clothing that offers
such benefits. This applied particularly to thecass aspect that fashion clothing may fulfill
and display the happiness that it provides to tageralist (Tidwell and Muller 2001).
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2.8. Summary
The purpose of this chapter has been to provideckdvop for conspicuous consumption, and

to view this concept in the context of parents’suamption for children. Relevant literature on
theories regarding the extended self, and prestg&ing consumer behavior has been
reviewed to provide insight into possible motivasdfor parents’ conspicuous consumption.
Given the promising outlook of the market for ugeazhildren’s clothing, this is an important
and relevant field of research that is yet to bkyfdiscovered. Existing literature has
traditionally not devoted much attention on thestonption of parents and children together;
however a few contributions within this field halbeen discussed in this review. Based on
this overview of the theoretical background, vaeabfor further study have been selected.

These variables and the conceptual framework wilbtesented in Chapter 3.
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3.0. Conceptual framework
In this chapter the conceptual framework will beganted. Existing literature on central

constructs is reviewed, and hypotheses on theioesdtips between constructs are generated

continuously. Finally, the conceptual model illasing these relationships is presented.

3.1. Luxury brand preference
Luxury products are usually regarded as being gh lguality, and these products can provide

a desired image of exclusivity (Bearden and Et882). However, research shows that apart
from the quality of luxury brands, consumers consuhese types of brands to serve several
important purposes (Grubb and Grathwohl 1967). Astioned in chaper 2.3., parents might
be motivated by either personal (intrinsic) or ipersonal (extrinsic) effects. According to
Jackson and Haid (2002), luxury brands have a higta#us, which gives the managers of
these brands the possibility to charge higher priddese brands can give the user a higher
experience of status through its ownership, andcéndhe motivation for owning luxury

brands encompasses more than the purely functional.

The luxury brands’ constructed scarcity in termsafime and access, as well as their
association with certain consumer segments, areaféw of the reasons why luxury brands
appear as attractive and desirable (Moore og Bitlev005). In addition, several researchers
have proposed that a desire for status is an impbimpetus in the market for luxury goods
(Dreze og Nunez 2009; Griskevicius et al. 2007 aliséen og Meijers 2010). Consumption
of luxury goods can in many cases appear to beefiseal strategy, because visible exposure
of luxury can signal status, which can consequelebd to special treatment in social
interactions (Nelissen og Meijers 2010). Luxury riata preference is used as the
operationalization of conspicuous consumption, esinonspicuous involves the element of

luxury, and the desire of people to show it off $agnaling purposes.

3.2. Socioeconomic status
“Individuals and families vary in their current &ss to jobs, earnings, assets, and power, and

they also vary according to the status of theirifi@shof origin” (Mueller and Parcel 1981).
Socioeconomic status, often referred to as SESheatefined as “a person’s overall social
position...to which attainments in both the social @sonomic domain contribute” (Ainley et
al. 1995). Dréze and Nunes (2009) define statusrass relative position (or rank) in a
social group, where position can be broadly coestiand unobservable (e.g. in terms of
income), or more narrowly construed and observ@bbe in terms of one’s endowment with

specific status-granting possessions)”. A persamgli status thereby has a higher social rank
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within a certain group of people, while a persooafer status has a lower rank. Status often
determines the resources or control one is giveabla to allocate within a group (Rucker and
Galinsky 2008). A person lacking the desired statight be motivated to compensate for this

through consumption, seeking to improve their statu

Ordabayeva and Chandon (2011) found that consuatef®e bottom of the income
distribution spend a larger share of their budgestatus-conferring consumption, in order to
reduce the dissatisfaction they feel with theirent level of possessions, due to the widening
gap between what they have and what others have dféws on the work of Dupor and Liu
(2003), Elster (1991), and Solnick and Hemenwa®8)9 Ordabayeva and Chandon (2011)
reach the conclusion that increasing equality endlstribution of wealth among people does
reduce both inconspicuous and conspicuous consompbr people at the bottom of the
distribution when they aneot concerned with status. However, when the peopieeabottom
of the distributiondo care about their social position, increasing agualctually motivates
conspicuous consumption. This is due to the faat ¢neater equality increases the share of
people in the middle of the distribution, givingopée at the bottom more to gain in terms of
social position, and hence status, by spendingpeoususly.

In terms of parents having high or low status, efspsuch as income, occupation,
wealth and marital status can be seen as drivesgatfs. In many societies, single parents are
looked down on and are thought to have a lowerogacnomic status. A report developed by
the Danish Social Research Institute (Bonke et2805) on the Scandinavian countries
revealed that parents in “exposed” groups were rnoneerned about whether their children
had the same things which other kids had, and hgpest more on “keeping up”, while the
“well-established”, who easily could afford to prde their children with the things they need
did not exhibit this need to compensate. These dsa@” groups consist of parents who
deviate from the ideal “nuclear family” — i.e. slagparents, young parents, unemployed
parents or poor parents. These are considered groupower social status, whereas the
“well-established”, typically consist of resourckfmarried couples, with secure incomes and

esteemed occupations - generally thought to havigteer social status (Bonke et al. 2005).

P1. Parents of low socioeconomic status have aetdapgobability to consume
conspicuously, hereby showing a higher Luxury brarederence.

H1 There is a negative main effect of socioeconostatus on luxury brand
preference.
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3.3. Self-consciousness
Self-consciousness is defined as the consistedet®my of persons to direct attention inward

or outward (Fenigstein et al. 1975). The constrsiatften seen divided in twqublic self-
consciousnessand private self-consciousnessPublic self-conscious individuals are
particularly concerned about how they appear tersthwhereas privately self-conscious
persons are more focused on their inner thoughddeelings (Vigneron and Johnson 1999).
Also, publicly self-conscious persons are especiatincerned about the impression they
make on others. Thornton and Maurice (1999) foulnalt tpeople high in public self-
consciousness hold a high regard to outward appessaThis indicates a higher probability

to engage in conspicuous consumption, to enhargeithage.

People who are high rather than low in public selfisciousness are more concerned
about physical appearances and fashions (e.g.e&lCox, 1982; Ryckman et al., 1991,
Solomon & Schopler, 1982), and are more likely $& self-presentation strategies to gain
approval from others (e.g., Doherty & SchlenkeQ1L,9Shepperd & Arkin, 1989). Also, they
are more compliant with normative standards in aocontexts (e.g., Froming & Carver;
1981); are more likely to distance themselves froegative reference groups (Carver &
Humphries, 1981), and are more sensitive to integmal rejection (Fenigstein, 1975).

P2: Parents high in public self-consciousness am@emlikely to consume

conspicuously than parents low in public self-comsseness.

H2a: Public Self-consciousness has a positive meffect on Luxury Brand

Preference.

A highly self-conscious parent of low status iselikto be aware of her status, and has a
higher motivation to increase her status throughustconsumption, as opposed to a parent of
higher SES. This can be viewed in context the presty mentioned bandwagon effect
(Liebenstein 1950).

H2b: High Public self-consciousness and low soaoemic status leads to an
increased propensity for Luxury brand preferencanpared to high socioeconomic

status.
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3.4. Vanity
Vanity is a universal construct, which has concerpeople for thousands of years. Aristotle

stated that “the vain have a blown up self-image they are not worthy of it". This “fixation
on physical appearance and achievement of persgpras” as Netemeyer et al. (1995)
describe it, implies a conceited view of one sell ane’s accomplishments, a view that is not
necessarily grounded in reality. Rarely has theceph been cast in a favorable light,
frequently being related to conceit, arrogance,stiolness, haughtiness, and priggishness
(Chakrabarti 1992).

Within research on vanity, formal definitions comspr two primary dimensions;
physical vanity and achievement vanity. Physicalityahas been defined an excessive
concern for, and/or a positive (and perhaps infigteriew of one’s physical appearance
(Netemeyer et al. 1995; Raskin and Terry 1988)tH@nother hand, achievement vanityars
excessive concern for, and/or a positive (and peshanflated) view of one’s personal
achievement¢Netemeyer et al. 1995). Netemeyer suggests tipgrson’s concern for self-
advancement, physical appearance and status caabserved, for example, from an
individual's use and choice of cosmetic productithing products, and conspicuous

consumption in general.

Watson et al. 1999 found that consumers with h@gtels of vanity not only rated
advertisements using achievement, sex, and apmearalated appeals more favorably than
consumers with low levels of vanity, but also theughts elicited from these advertisements
were significantly more positive for consumers witigh levels of vanity. Although it is
common sense that advertisements with sexuallynidecontent should not be included in
advertising portraying or targeted towards childtssth achievement appeal and appearance-

related appeals are widespread in advertisementhiidren’s fashion (Bolton 2007).

An excessive concern for one’s appearance imgtasthe way one presents oneself
is of particular interest for those prone to varaty a trait. Schau et al. (2003) argue that
“Consumption can often be a self-defining and s&[firessive behavior” in that people
express themselves by acquiring and using certaidugts. This is in line with Belk’s theory
that “We are what we have”, and that among othiagt) items and other people can be seen
as an extension of an individual's self. When situgythe motivations for consumption of

luxury clothing items in China and Taiwan, Hungaét(2011) found that the trait of vanity
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had a direct positive effect on luxury purchaseentibn (intention to purchase a specific

luxury brand). This establishes the role of vaaya motivation in luxury brand preference.

Durvasula et al (2001) also argue that vanity masrgortant link to the consumption
of luxury fashion brands. This suggests that irdilgls prone to vanity have a higher
likelihood for buying products to enhance their @g@ance than individuals who are less vain,
and care less about their physical appearance rfidégtr et al. 1995). According to Belk’s
theory that children can be viewed as an exteneiotheir parents’ selves, | suggest that
parents who exhibit vanity as a trait are more eomed about not only their own appearance,
but also their children’s appearance. This is duéhe fact that they view the children as a

reflection of themselves, and hence if the childtemot look good, neither do the parents.

This leads me to suggest that parents who podsedsgait of vanity are more likely to
have a desire to enhance not only their own phlysippearance, but also their children’s
appearance. One effective and highly visible sgmafer pursuing this goal is buying branded
clothing for the children, assuming this will makéavorable impression on the surroundings.
By demonstrating this purchase pattern, the pargmsv off their unique sense of fashion,
while at the same time proving that they have #sources for this kind of consumption,

which again amplifies their own perceived achievetwé success.

According to Netemeyer et al. (1995) the Vanity agpt consists of both an
appearance dimension and an achievement dimenSiothermore, these dimensions are
divided into the concern for one’s appearance artdesements, and the view of one’s

appearance and achievements.

P3: Parents who are prone to Physical vanity ekhabihigher Luxury brand

preference, and are more likely to consume conspgly on their children’s behalves.
H3a: Physical concern has a positive main effecLoxury brand preference.
H3b: Physical view has a positive main effect orury brand preference.

An individual who exhibits a High level of concerigw for/of physical appearance and is
highly self-conscious is more likely to consume sqmouously than an individual who has a

lower level of concern for/lower view of physicadmearance.
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H3c: High concern for personal physical appearanaad High public self-
consciousness leads to an increased propensity Lisxury brand preference,

compared to low physical concern.

H3d: High view of personal physical appearance &hgh public self-consciousness
leads to an increased propensity for Luxury branméfgrence, compared to low

physical view.

P4. Parents who are prone to Achievement vanityibéxa higher Luxury brand

preference are more likely to consume conspicuousiheir children’s behalves.
H4a: Achievement concern has a positive main effiedtuxury brand preference
H4b: Achievement view has a positive main effedtwory brand preference.

The status-oriented connotation of achievement@wnand achievement view suggests that
with these combined, a person who is caught up adttomplishments has low status is more
likely to consume conspicuously than an individuaho is less caught up with

accomplishments, and/or has a lower level of satisciousness. The person of low status is

likely to exhibit more motivation for alleviatingpeir state of low power.

H4c: High concern for personal achievements and st&tus leads to an increased

propensity for Luxury brand preference, comparetith status.

H4d: High view of personal achievements and lowtustdeads to an increased

propensity for Luxury brand preference, comparetith status.

Self-consciousness is likely to influence the pmex importance of personal achievements.
An individual who exhibits a High level of concelor/view of personal achievements and is
highly self-conscious is more likely to consume sfmouously than an individual who is less

self-conscious.

H4e: High concern for personal achievements anchhigiblic self-consciousness
leads to an increased propensity for Luxury branefgrence, compared to low public

self-consciousness.

H4f: High view of personal achievements and highliguself-consciousness leads to
an increased propensity for Luxury brand prefererm@mpared to low public self-

consciousness.
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3.5. Parental Empathy
Empathy in the broadest sense is described astiteamf one individual to the observed

experiences of another” (Davis 1983). More spealific parental empathyan be described
as “the ability of the parent to understand theld&hi experiences without actually
experiencing the feelings of the child” (Bavolek849. This is related to perspective-taking,

and the parent’s awareness of the child’s needs.

A cognitive and an emotional aspect comprise th@athy construct. Cognitive
empathy describes an intellectual reaction, infthen of an individual’'s ability to simply
understand the other person’s perspective, whiletiemal empathy depicts a visceral,
affective type of understanding based on compasgi@this very distinction that makes the
psychological construct empathy so difficult toidef A common definition of empathy is
“the ability and tendency of a person (“observett) understand what another person
(“target”) is thinking and feeling in a given sitian”. Cognitive empathy is concerned with
the issue of role-taking, and Mead (1934) and Riég#18) pointed out how this was related
to the ability to recognize and understand anoghperspective. In other words, the skill to
discriminate between the experiences of one selfthose of others. They also claimed that
cognitive empathy required a higher level of depaient than that of mere affective

reactivity.

Although research traditionally has tended to take side over the other, either the
cognitive or the emotional, in recent years theas been a movement toward increased
integration of these previously separate reseaetttist As more and more empathy theorists
have recognized that there are both affective asghitve components to the empathic
response, the overall understanding of empathygnasn (Davis 1983). Feshbach (1995)
defined parental empathy as “a shared emotiongbre® between parent and child that is
contingent upon the cognitive factors of the apiid discriminate affective cues in others and
to assume the perspective of others”. Kilpatrigk12) argues that when it comes to a
definition of parental empathy, this must includeumderstanding by the parent of the child’'s
developmental and individual needs. Parental emypladéls previously been associated with
child maltreatment risk (Kilpatrick 2012), and laok it is fundamentally and theoretically
recognized as an important, possibly the most itaparfactor underlying child maltreatment
potential. However, this thesis will be investigati parental empathy in the context of

consumer behavior.
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Because parental empathy describes parents’ atalitylate to children’s feelings and
needs, | propose that a parent who exhibits a leiggl of parental empathy not only is more
concerned with detecting these needs, but also owreerned witliilling these needs for the
child. This can also apply to needs that the cliéd yet to realize, like the need for
recognition and acceptance by their peers. A heytell of parental empathy could indicate
that the parent remembers what it was like to lohild, and wishes to give the child the
things she/he had, or wanted to have, while growipgParents high in parental empathy
might be motivated to give their children produtiissatisfy not only the child’s physical
needs in terms of functionality, for example clathithat is comfortable and keeps them
warm, but also their social needs, their need &orging. Perhaps their wish is to give the
child a good starting point, from a social views@J highly empathetic parents might be more
concerned with avoiding that their children becamargets of brand bullying, or any kind of

bullying for that matter, and attempt to prevenms through consumption.

P5: Parents who are prone to a high level of paf@mpathy exhibit a higher luxury brand
preference, and are more likely to consume conspgly on their children’s behalves.

H5a Parental empathy has a positive main effedugary brand preference.

An individual who possesses good empathic qualiseso more likely to be successful in
the workplace, due to higher qualifications of ecgmmunication and teamwork. Parents
exhibiting high levels of parental empathy that emacerned with, or have a high regard for
own achievements are more likely to be motivatedatossume conspicuously, compared with

parents with less concern or regard for own achmergs.

H5b High parental empathy and high concern for paed achievements leads to an
increased propensity for Luxury brand preferencempared to low concern for

personal achievements.

H5c High parental empathy and high view of persoaahievements leads to an
increased propensity for Luxury brand preferencanpared to low view of personal

achievements.
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3.6. Marital status
Marital status is often included as a control Valea or demographic variable in research

(Schiffman et al. 2008) Plentiful existing litereduon marital status had been directed
towards psychology and health (i.e. depressiontatiyr and substance abuse). This implies
that marital status has several important implacegifor the way consumers live their lives,
and the choices they make. Marital status alsatffine total amount resources available for
the household as a consuming unit. Weiss (1984dnbow a larger share of single-parent
household followed an increased number of mariglasations throughout the 1970°s. He
demonstrated the consequences of marital disspblwio income reduction in all social
classes. However, he discovered that the greadsttion in income occurred in the upper
income level, where separation or divorce reducembme to half of its original level.
Another observation was that once the income hathipleted after marriage dissolution, it
remained low, whereas the income of the marriedeased steadily. This implies that the
differences in income contribute to increasinggbeioeconomic differences between parents
of low and high marital status. “The divorced awenped, for example, into the broad
category of the nonmarried“(Durkheim 1966).

Literature has specifically focused on the effectsdivorce, e.g. “deep sense of
disorientation and hurt, the loss of companionstfip, loss of both emotional and financial
support of the spouse, increased sexual tensiors,aasense of guilt derived from the
perceived self-produced loss of the spouse” (Le$892; Stack 1980, 1992 in Stack and
Wasserman 1993). Rucker and Galinsky (2008) fouhdt tpowerlessness is often
accompanied by actual or perceived loss of comvel one’s own behavior or the behavior
of others. They found that when experiencing posssmtess, people are likely to try to

attenuate this state through status consumptiaause status signals power.

Marriage or cohabitant dissolution, and conseqyesithigle-parent households, are
becoming increasingly common among Norwegian parenaking this an important factor to
investigate. Although marital status is generalgwed as a control variable, it should also be
investigated as a variable in the context of luxwgnsumption. Single, divorced or
nonmarried parents are more likely to consume douspsly on their children’s behalves, to

compensate for a lack of power and/or resources.

P6: Parents of low marital status have a largebaity to consume conspicuously,
hereby showing a higher luxury Brand Preference.
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H6a: There is a negative main effect of maritatssaon luxury brand preference.

Parents of both low marital status and low socioeaac status should be more motivated to
consume conspicuously and hereby compensate forlélc& of status, compared to parents

of higher marital status.

H6b: Low marital status and low socioeconomic std&ads to an increased

propensity for Luxury brand preference, comparetigh marital status.

Parents of low marital status (single or divorcetp exhibit high concern for/view of own
physical appearance are more likely to me morevatsd to increase their status and/or self-
image by consuming conspicuously on their childsdréhalves, perhaps hoping to

compensate for feelings of loneliness or powerlessn

H6c: Low marital status and high physical concezads to an increased propensity

for Luxury brand preference, compared to high nadstatus.

H6d: Low marital status and high physical view lsedad an increased propensity for

Luxury brand preference, compared to high maritatiss.
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3.7. Conceptual model
Based on the hypotheses that have been formukatahceptual model has been developed.

The figure below illustrates the framework of ttigsis:

Socioeconomic Public
Status Self-consciousness

Physical
Vanity

Luxury Brand
Preference

Achievement
Vanity

Parental
Empathy

Marital
Status

Figure 4 Conceptual Framework
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3.8. Summary of hypotheses

Table 2 - Summary of hypotheses

Hyp | Rationale Dir

Hy Socioeconomic status has a negative main effekixamy brand preference. -

Ha2a Public Self-consciousness has a positive mainceften Luxury brand +
preference.

Hap High public self-consciousness and low Status de#ml an increased+
propensity for Luxury brand preference.

Hia Physical concern has a positive main effect onulcybrand preference +

Hasp Physical view has a positive main effect on Luxioirgnd preference. +

Hsc High Physical concern and low marital status ld¢adm increased +
propensity for Luxury brand preference.

Hsqg High Physical view and low marital status leadamancreased propensity | +
for Luxury brand preference.

Hasa Achievement concern has a positive main effedtwtury brand preference. +

Hap Achievement view has a positive main effect onumorand preference. +

Hac High Achievement concern and low status leadsitmereased propensity | +
for Luxury brand preference.

Hag High Achievement view and low status leads toremnaéased propensity for| +
Luxury brand preference.

Hae High Achievement concern and high public self-aimssness leads to an | +
increased propensity for Luxury brand preference.

Hsa Parental empathy has a positive main effect orubypkrand preference. +

Hsp High parental empathy and high achievement conleats to an increased
propensity for Luxury brand preference.

Hea Marital status has a negative main effect on Lyuand preference. -

Hep Low marital status and low socioeconomic statasl$eo an increased +
propensity for Luxury brand preference.

Hec Low marital status and high physical concern ldadm increased +
propensity for Luxury brand preference.

Hsqg Low marital status and high physical view leadandancreased propensity | +

for Luxury brand preference.
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4.0. Research methodology
This chapter will discuss research design and reBeaethodology, as well as a discussion of

the chosen research design. An exploration of mmeadevelopment and measure instrument
is carried out, following sampling frame, size aw®dting. Finally, an overview of the chosen
method of data collection is given.

4.1. Research design
The research design is an overarching plan of lmweatry out the study. There are mainly

three types of design to choose from; exploratesigh, descriptive design, and causal design
(Selnes 1999).

An explorativedesign is suitable when the problem statememdtear, or if research
is conducted on an area where the existing levalnoferstanding and knowledge is low
(Selnes 1999; Gripsrud et al. 2008). When thelpmlstatement is more well-defined and an
elementary understanding existglescriptivedesign might be more appropriate. The purpose
of a descriptive design is to describe the relatgm between one or several variables, which
requires a certain level of knowledge in advancep&ud et al. 2008). Aausaldesign is
used when the research goal is based on investigatissible causal effects by examining the
effect of one or more independent variable(s) de@endent variable (Selnes 1999).

The chosen topic and research questions have gtheedhoice of research design,
and consequently a causal design has been chastsfthesis. A cause can be described as
an explanation for some characteristic, attitudebahavior of groups, individuals, or other
entities (such as families, organizations, or s)tieor for events. Identifying causes, and
figuring out why things happen, is the goal of mestial science research (Catalano 2006 in
Bachmann and Schutt 2010). In a causal designintlependent variable is the presumed
cause and the dependent variable is the potertedteand hypotheses are created to test
these effects. Causal effects can be viewed fromdifferent perspectives. The nomothetic
perspective views variation in one phenomenon gaependent variable), as leading to or
resulting in, on average, variation in another mgmeenon, (the dependent variable). Example
of a nomothetic causal effect: variation in temp@® in water causes water to boil; low
temperature does not cause the water to boil, whgh temperature causes it to boil. The
other perspective, the idiographic perspectiveywsia series of concrete events, thoughts, or
actions as resulting in a particular event or irdlial outcome. Example of an idiographic

causal effect: an increase in temperature causes snthe mountains to melt. The melted
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snow then trickles down the mountainside, creatingmall creek, which runs down into a
lake, causing the level of the water to rise.

For this thesis, the research questions regard Vamations in different social and
psychological traits of individuals are assumech&we an effect on level of luxury brand
preference. Hence, a nomothetic perspective isnsssuAs mentioned previously, when
selecting a research design, the research questidnthe purpose of the research should
always influence the decision, as well as the mebea's knowledge of the topic in question,
and the motivations to analyze and explain relatigrs and/or contexts. Compared to
explorative designs, descriptive and causal des@gasless flexible, in that the process of
collecting data is more formal and structured. Whilypotheses argeneratedin an
explorative design, in descriptive and causal desigypotheses arested(Gripsrud et al.
2008).

Within causal design there are four main groupeeséarch techniques; experiments,
guasi-experiments, cross-sectional studies, angxperimental designs. In an experiment,
participants are selected randomly for a contrald an experimental group, while the
dependent variable is observed (Frankfort-Nachraia$ Nachmias 1996). An experiment

enables the researcher to compare, control, matguind often generalize.

The simple experiment, which is chosen for thissifeinvolves two groups of
participants, which at the start of the experim&muld not be different from each other in
any systematic way. However, throughout the expeminone group will be treated
differently from the other (Mitchell and Jolley 2)1 Participants are selected randomly for
the control or the experimental group, while th@eatelent variable is observed (Frankfort-
Nachmias and Nachmias 1996). Before randomly asgjgrarticipants to one of the groups,
an experimental hypothesis must be created. Thiethgsis must be based on the assumption
that the control group will show statistically sigcant differences from the treatment group,
due to the treatment’s effect. In other words,hipotheses must predict that sotreatment
that will be manipulated will cause affect(Mitchell and Jolley 2010). This experimental
hypothesis, also known as the alternative hyposhgsioposes that there is significant
difference between the groups, while the null higpsts predicts that there is no difference
between the groups. To reject the null hypothesggnificant difference between groups due

to the manipulation must be proven.

In any experiment, “participants are presented \ilign same general scenario (e.g.

rating photographs of items of clothing), but asieone aspect of this general scenario is
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manipulated” (Ickes 2003). In simple experiments,raependent variable can assume two
values, or levels. The two levels cantyygesof treatment (e.g. lighting versus psychotherapy)
oramountge.g. 1 hour of lighting versus 2 hours of ligiglifMitchell and Jolley 2010).

As mentioned above, participants who are randomly iadependently assigned to
receive the higher level treatment are called ékeerimental groupwhile the participants
randomly assigned to get the lower level treatmentpo treatment, are called tlkentrol
group. The purpose of the control group is to compaee rigsults of this group with the
experimental group, to determine whether theresageificant differences between the two
groups. In order for the differences to make angsee there must be no systematic
differences between the two groups before the ditimypresented, as this would lead to
systematic differences in the results as well, tecdy other factors than the stimuli itself
(Mitchell and Jolley 2010).

Each group should preferably consist of more tHap&ticipants, for each condition.
The more participants the better, as this incredseprobability for the groups being similar
at the beginning of the experiment (Mitchell andle}o2010). For the same reasons why
participants are assigned to a group independepiyticipants should also beested
independently. Firstly, it is desirable to minimiparticipants’ chance to influence each
other’s responses. Secondly, testing all partidgah one group in one session and the other
in another session will create systematic diffeesnbetween the two groups, which is
unfortunate. The experiments in this study are BvX 2 between-subject design hybrid
experiments.

In a hybrid experiment, one of the variables ianipulated, while the other is
measured. The main limitation with using a hybrabkidn is that they do not allow cause-
effect statements regarding the nonexperimentabfgMitchell and Jolley 2010). This is due
to the fact that the two groups of the nonexpertaeiactor may vary not only in terms of its
factor, but several other ways. For the experimerthis thesis, Self-consciousness is the

manipulated variable, while Socioeconomic statubésmeasured variable.

Table 3 - Experiment design

Self-consciousness Status

Low self-consciousness Low status
High status

High self-consciousness Low status
High status

45



4.1.1. Requirements of causality
In order to be able to draw conclusions regardiagsality, Bollen (1989) points out three

requirements that need to be fulfilled. Althouglugality can never be proven 100%, we can

say that is probable that X influences Y.

The first requirement issolation To be able to determine that an independent
variable X influences a dependent variable Y, thegeables must be isolated from all
external influence (Bollen 1989). A failure to dowill have a negative impact on the internal
validity, since it cannot be sure that X is theuattcause of Y without isolation, and hence
this might cause results to be incorrdanternal validity deals with the degree to which the
causality of the study is up to par (Gripsrud e2806). If for example we claim that X has an
effect on Y, we must be certain that it is actualyhat causes Y, and that this variation is not
due to other relations that we have omitted frommodel. To be able to isolate effects in
this way — and secure the internal validity — |atory experiments are often used. In a field
study this is not as simple, and field experimahtsefore generally have lower internal
validity.

Controlling for alternative explanations is tHere very important, and the critical
guestion to ask is whether any other explanatiothéocoherence between X and Y exists,
other than the one we have proposed (Selnes 199#ye might be a third variable
explaining the relationship between X and Y. Thi<alled a spurious variable, and may be
the variable which is the actual cause of both ¥ ¥nBy randomly drawing an experimental
group and a control group from the same populaspuriousity can be controlled for, by
comparing any changes in the experimental grougawatrol group. Also, arguing that
alternative explanations are not as good as oulaeapon is an option. But to be able to
eliminate other explanations, we must first recagrtihat these exist. According to Bollen
(1989), complete isolation is an impossible idéacause full isolation would only occur

when the two variables exist in a vacuum (Dornyei Schmidt 1999).

A laboratory experiment is the best way to mamtantrol as it allows the researcher
to manipulate one variable, while keeping all otfetors constant (Mitchell and Jolley
2010). However, a laboratory experiment has weaeawesvith regards to external validity.
External validity is present in the degree to which the results frame study can be
transferred to similar situations (Gripsrud et2fl06). In other words, external validity deals
with generalizability. Because a laboratory expeninis not a natural, but eonstrained

setting, a field experiment will generally have leg external validity. In this way, we can
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view the trade-off between internal and externdidits as a trade-off between isolation and

causality on one side, and generalizability onather side.

The second requirement of causalitycavariation, which implies that to be able to
claim that X causes Y, there must be a certairtioglship or covariation between the two
(Bollen 1989). In other words, different levelsXoMmust consequently lead to different levels
of Y (Selnes 2004). A statistically significant @mance must be determined between the two
variables, to ensure that this connection is naeigespurious. Covariation is a necessary, but
not adequate proof to claim that X causes Y, siomeariation only means that there is
coherence between the variables, yet this tellsotising about cause and effect. As Mitchell
(1985) underlines “correlation does not imply caiose (Bollen 1989). If there is no
covariation, there is no evidence that X causes Y.

Temporarityis the third and final requirement of causalitythdugh covariation and
isolation is proven, these aspects alone are rmiginto allow us to conclude that X causes
Y. We must also be sure that X precedes Y. If Xsdoa& precede Y, it cannot possibly be the
cause of Y. Because it is possible to control lbéhstimuli and their order in an experiment,
this requirement is usually regarded as unproblentatfulfill. To ensure temporarity in the
experiments, Group 1 was supposed to receive dlagntent of high self-consciousness, and
hence they were asked questions from the PubliecBekciousness Scale before selecting
the clothing items, while the Low self-conscioushagoup (Group 2) answered these

guestions at the very end of the survey, in anreftoensure low self-consciousness.

4.2. Setting
The setting for the studies is Norwegian parentithodigh there are socioeconomic

differences within this group, this is somethinge tlstudies account for, and since
socioeconomic status is one of the independenabias, a certain level of variance is both
expected and required. The reason for selectingnparand not students, for example, is
obvious. Only studying parents who are studentsldvawt yield results that would be
representable for the entire population, which @wégian parents. This is due to the fact
that students are likely to have a tighter budgentthe average parent, and hereby their
likelihood to purchase brand items for their cleldris different from the average parent.
Although it would be interesting to investigatefeiences between parents who are students

and working parents, this is not the research guresf this thesis.
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The samples mainly consist of female respondentpgiment 1: 148 female, 2 male;
Experiment 2: 140 female, 3 male). This is duehi fact that most of the members of the
groups and internet forums, from which | have riged) are female. As discussed in chapter
2.7., mothers are also known to be the key decisiakers for this type of consumption, and
hereby such a distribution was not unexpected. Medpondents also had a lower response
rate, likely related to a lack of interest for tlmly. Respondents are recruited from all parts of
Norway, and this is accounted for by asking respaisl to type in their postal code.

Including this gives a more representable pictifdarwegian parents as a group.

4.3. Demographic variables and control variables
The control variable is something that is constmd unchanged in an experiment. Control

variables are used to maintain the requiremensaiion, which consequently will increase
the internal validity of the study (Bollen 1989h this study several control variables are
used; gender of parent, age of parent, gender ilaf, @nd age of child, household income,

level of education, and marital status of parent.
Gender

Gender is an important influencer of consumer decimaking behavior. Tigert et al. (1976)
found that females have higher fashion involventeah males. According to Bakshi (2012),
women also seem to display satisfaction and firehgqre while they shop, whereas men
appear to express more disdain for shopping. Bak#go claims that women consider
shopping as a social need, whereas male consuragiisnportance to shopping as a way of
obtaining products. When it comes to decision mgkmomen are more prone to using other
people’s opinions to help make their own decisidnilevmen are more likely to use other

people’s decisions to help them form their own apinBakshi 2012)

Stokburger-Sauer and Teichmann (2011) found thanevo have a more positive
attitude towards luxury brands than men. Howeveenmare generally more inclined to
engaging in conspicuous consumption, to demonst@aomic achievement, and eventually
attract a potential mate. These findings indich# it is likely that differences will be found

between male and female parents as consumer.

Age
Age is found to have several effects on consumpt®reen et al. (1996) suggest that
“impulsivity in decision making declines rapidly young adulthood, reaching stable levels in
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the 30s.” Age and income appear to interact inrdeteng the impulsivity of decision
making by adults. Young adults are also less likelyake the long-term consequences of
their behavior into account (e.g. Ball et al. 19845reen et al 1996). These findings indicate
that young parents may be more inclined to buy egipe clothing for their children, without

considering the consequences of this consumption.

Card and Wise (1978) found that young people whmaive parents at an early age
acquired less education than their peers; thepfaea limited to less prestigious jobs and, the
women, more dead-end ones. This is also assocwitbdlower income and greater job
dissatisfaction (Card and Wise 1978). This suggesitmited possibility to spend large sums
on symbolic goods, such as items of luxury clothiNgt, since young parents can be
considered an “exposed” group (Bonke et al. 20@08)¢ch can be associated with low status,
some young parents might seek to compensate f@rabk of status by consuming luxury
brand- items for their children (Rucker and Galin2K08).

Income

Both individual and family income are well-known aseres of social class and
socioeconomic status (Schiffman et al. 2008). ReopUdifferent income strata have different
motivations for luxury consumption (Goldman 1998@jhile people with high income have
the spending power to consume more expensive itears those with lower income, and
hence should consume more luxury items than pesjtelower income, these people also
have less to prove through their consumption. Hemmme may also assume a negative
impact on luxury brand consumption, as people ebthttom of the income distribution might

be more motivated to consume conspicuously (RuskdrGalinsky 2008).

Education

A person’s level of formal education is often irda as a measure of social class or
socioeconomic status (Schiffman et al. 2008). Tdasoning behind this measure is that the
higher education a person has, the more likelypiieson is to be well-paid and have an
admired or well-respected position (Crispell 1994)this way, education is often seen in the

context of income and/or occupational status.

Both education and income is likely to have anatftan luxury brand preference, and
these effects may go in both directions. On onedhaespondents with a high level of

education and/or income are more likely to havargdr dispositional income than people
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with lower education and/or income. Hence, theyehavhigher probability to purchase this
type of products, because they can afford it. G dther hand, as Rucker and Galinsky
(2008) pointed out in what they called the CompergaHypothesis, people who experience
a state of low power or low status are more likelgeek compensation through consumption,

and hereby are more inclined to purchasing statdugts.

4.4. Measure development and measure instrument
The measurement process begins with the conceptorcept is an idea that unites

phenomena (e.g. attitudes, behaviors, traits) uadangle term (Bollen 1989). Bollen (1989)
describes a process in four steps which starts wiiging the meaning of the concept,
followed by identifying the dimensions and latemiriables to represent it, before measures
are formed, and the relation between the measurdstltee latent variables is specified.
Measure development should be seen in the contesdlidity, since by ensuring the validity
of the study we are confirming that we are meagunimat we want to measure (Bollen
1989). Construct validity, convergent validity, agidcriminant validity for this study will be

discussed in chapter 5.

The four independent variables for this study poblic self-consciousness, vanity,
parental empathyndsocioeconomic statuselfconsciousness, parental empathy and vanity
was measured by asking respondents to rate tivelr & agreement with different statements
on a Likert-scale ranging from 1 to 7, where 1 gaties “Strongly disagree”, and 7 indicates
“Strongly agree”. An option for respondents to “ter agree nor disagree” was included.
Although this ensures that respondents who realyngutral towards the question have an
appropriate alternative, it might also influencengorespondents who otherwise would have
chosen a different alternative to select the neutpdion. To assess socioeconomic status,
participants were to place themselves on a laddpicting socioeconomic status, ranging
from 1 to 7, where 1 represents the people whowvarest off in society, and where 7
represents the people who are best off in sociglyo, demographic questions such as
household income, level of education, type of hogisand housing ownership were asked.
The dependent variabléuxury brand preferencewas measured in absolute numbers by

number of luxury items selected, ranging from @.to

Demographic variables were measured using diffeseales, elaborated in chapter 4.4.6.
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4.4.1. Socioeconomic status
The MacArthur Scale of Subjective Social Status iself-reporting scale. There are two

versions — one linked to traditional SES indicat(®&S ladder), and the second linked to
standing in one’s community (community ladder). Téet below was adapted to Norwegian
parents by changing “Think of this ladder as regnéag where people stand in the United
States” to “Think of this ladder as representingerehpeople stand iNorway'. Also, instead

of placing an X like in a paper survey, particigantere asked to select between steps 1-7,
where 1 represents the lowest step on the laddky #me highest.

Table 4 - Measure of socioeconomic status

Think of this ladder as representing where people stand in Noray.
At thetop of the ladder are the people who are the best off — those who hay
most money, the most education and the most respected jobs battiba are
the people who are the worst off — who have the least money, least educati
and the least respected jobs. The higher up you are on the ladder, the clos
are to the people at the very top; the lower you are, the closer you are to th
people at the very bottom.

Where would you place yourself on this ladder?

Please indicate on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is the lowest and 7 is thé hi
where you think you stand at this time in your life, relative to other peoghe i
Norway.

Figure 5 - SES Ladder

The limitation with self-reporting measures of iseconomic
status is that they are subjective, and hence maya accurate (Schiffman et al. 2008).
Additional measures such as education, income,ihgugpe and housing ownership were

included. These are explained more thoroughly undapter 4.3.Control variables.

Schiffman et al. (2008) recommend using compositeexes to form one overall
measure of social class. These indexes can conabmenber of socio-economic variables,
and may give better reflection of the complexitysotial class. Proposed variables include
income, occupational status and education. Forthieisis, income, and education are included
as objective measures, while the MacArthur Scal8uldjective Social Status is included as a

self-reporting scale.
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4.4.2. Vanity

Netemeyer et al. (1995) argue that vanity consistisvo components; physical vanity — an
excessive concern for, and/or a positive (and perhaflated) view of, one’s physical

appearance, and achievement vanity — an excessiveein for, and/or a positive (and
perhaps inflated) view of, one’s personal achievésie These statements were to be
evaluated by respondents on a Likert scale ranfyorg 1 to 7, where 1 indicates “Strongly

disagree” and 7 indicates “Strongly agree”, and shene scoring was employed in the

guestionnaire.

Table 5 - Vanity scale

Physical-Concern Items

1.

The way | look is extremely important to me.

| am very concerned about my appearance.

| would feel embarrassed if | was around peopledidahot look my best.

Looking my best is worth the effort.

albh|lwn

It is important that | always look good.

Physical-View Items

1.

People notice how attractive | am

. My looks are very appealing to others.

. People are envious of my good looks.

| am a very good-looking individual.

My body is sexually appealing.

2
3
4,
5
6

| have the type of body that people want to lobk a

Achievement-Concern Iltems

1.

Professional achievements are an obsession with me.

| want others to look up to me because of my acdismpents.

| am more concerned with professional successriiast people | know.

Achieving greater success than my peers is impotbame.

alh|lwn

| want my achievements to be recognized by others.

Acheivement-View Items

1.

In a professional sense, | am a very successfabper

My achievements are highly regarded by others.

| am an accomplished person.

| am a good example of professional success.

alh|lwnN

Others wish they were as successful as me.
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In addition to the scales taken from Netemeyealef1995), some measures of vanity
were developed. The scale ranged from 1-7, wheworiesponds with “Never” and 7
corresponds with “Every day”.

Table 6 - Additional scale of Vanity

Additional Vanity items

1. How often do you use make-up?

How often do you wear high heels?

How often do you work out?

How often do you use a tanning bed?

gl win

How often do you use contact lenses instead ogs

4.4.3. Parental empathy
The parental empathy measures below were develbgeym Kilpatrick (2012). The

scoring was originally based on a dichotomous nreagmostly agree/mostly disagree),
where items 1, 7, 10 and 12 gave 1 one point iescaghere respondents selected mostly
agree, and items 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 11 and 18 gavwint where respondents selected mostly
disagree, while other answers yielded no pointp)ying the need to reverse score. Instead of
applying the dichotomous scoring to the questiaiepaiespondents were asked to rate
statements on a Likert scale ranging from 1 tohene 1 indicates “Strongly disagree”, and 7
indicates “Strongly agree”. Making this adjustmerats a necessity, to facilitate interpreting
data. Items 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 11 and 13 werersevscored before the data analysis.

Table 7 - Parental empathy scale

1. | can remember very well how it feels to be a child

2 If I know I'm in the right, | don’t bother listengmto my child’s point of view.

3 Being a parent is mostly hard work with little pdeae.

4, Some children are just born bad.

5 Children need to be taught right from the start tteananding attention is not going

to get them anywhere.

6. | believe there’s a fair bit of truth in the oldysag, ‘children should be seen and not
heard'.
7. Before punishing a child, | think it's best to #pd imagine what will be the most

helpful learning experience given the situation Hrelchild’s age.

8. Children these days have it too easy.
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9. Children should always be respectful and obey adnt matter what.

10 It's pretty tough sometimes being a child.

11 One of the best reasons to have a child is thahwba do, you will have someone
who will truly be yours.

12 | believe that it is more important to tell childrevhat they do right than it is to tell
them what they do wrong.

13 Some children are too sensitive and get unreaspngiskt by ‘just kidding’
comments.

4.4.4. Self-consciousness
To measure self-consciousness, the Public Self-@mumsness scale by Fenigstein et al.

(1975) was used. This is part of the Self-Conseiess Scale (SCS), a self-report
guestionnaire designed to measure different kinfisdigpositional self-consciousness
(Fenigstein et al. 1975) It consists of three disi@ms; private self-consciousnesshe
tendency to pay attention to private, internal atpef the selfpublic self-consciousnesthe
tendency to be aware of and concerned about aspkeitts self that others can perceive, and
social anxietythe tendency to be anxious and ill at ease iraksettings.

For the research questions of the thgaidylic self-consciousness the dimension of
main interest. Paired with the writing task, whislthe manipulation of self-consciousness for
this study, these questions are likely to give adgoverview of respondents’ level of self-

consciousness.

In Fenigstein et al. (1975) original studies, resjemts were asked to choose the
number from 0 to 4 that best indicate how well itieen characterizes them, where 0 equals
extremely uncharacteristic (not at all like me) aheaquals extremely characteristic (very
much like me). To facilitate interpreting and arzahg data, this was adapted to a Likert
scale, ranging from 1 to 7, where 1 indicates “S&gip disagree”, and 7 indicates “Strongly

agree”.
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Table 8 - Public self-consciousness scale

Public Self-Consciousness

I’'m usually aware of my appearance.

I’'m concerned about what other people think of me.

One of the last things | do before | leave my haadeok in the mirror.

| usually worry about making a good impression.

I’'m self-conscious about the way | look.

I’'m concerned about the way | present myself.

NI RIwW N

I’'m concerned about my style of doing things.

4.4.5. Luxury brand preference
The dependent variabléuxury brand preferencewas measured in absolute numbers by

number of luxury items selected, ranging from O6towhere O indicates no brand items
selected, and 6 indicates all items selected. Refgis were asked to select six items, one
from each category of clothing. In each categoey dmount of cheap/retail items was the
same as number of expensive/luxury items, ensuhagthe probability for selecting a retail
or luxury item would be the same, from a statistpaint of view. The experiment of the
thesis was originally created as two separate éwrpets, that were combined after data

collection.

In Study 1, clothing items were displayed with atpie of the item, with the correct
brand name written underneath. Luxury brand iteBawsl{erry, Tommy Hilfiger, Dior, Ralph
Lauren, GANT) was given the code 2, while retadria items were given the code 1 (H&M,
Lindex, Cubus, Kappah, Ellos). Details regardingvlawvands were chosen the studies will be
discussed in chapter 4.5.2.Pretest.

In Study 2, clothing items were displayed with etpie of the item, with the switched
brand name written underneath. Expensive luxursnstavere given a retail brand name
underneath, and any recognizable feature, suclogms lor tags were erased to make the
product look generic. For example, a GANT sweatetbbys had the logo removed by using
MS Paint, and in cases where the tag was visibf@aced with a retail brand tag, to make the
switch seem convincing. For retail clothing, mdsiris had no distinguishable features, so
logos and tags were added where necessary. Thesdheeonly alterations made, however.
In this study, the item itself is not the basis $ooring, but the text underneath. For example,
where an H&M dress is given a Ralph Lauren logo #mal text underneath says Ralph

Lauren, this is scored as 2, luxury brand itemsrifBury, Tommy Hilfiger, Dior, Ralph
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Lauren, GANT), and vice versa - retail brand iteweye given the code 1 (H&M, Lindex,

Cubus, Kappah, Ellos).
4.4.6. Demographic variables

Gender is a dichotomous variable measured on anabr@vel. Both gender of parent and
gender of child were included as items, since bwdre considered relevant variables.
Number of children was measured as a discreteblariavith possible answers ranging from
0 to 4 or more children. Birth year of children walso included to filter out parents whose
children were too old to be considered the targeug Age of parent was measured by
asking parents to choose an age box ranging fromdéd 18” to “Over 55”. For marital
status, options included “Single”, “Boyfriend/gnind, not living together”,
“Boyfriend/girlfriend, living together” (“Samboerih Norwegian), “Married” or “Divorced”.

Respondents were asked to enter their postal. dtodeme was measured as annual
household income, with options ranging from “Un@&0 000 NOK” to “Over 1 000 000".
An option for respondents who did not wish to ansthes question was included. Education
was measured as highest completed education, mandiom’Secondary school”
(“Ungdomsskole” — grades 8 through 10) to “Doctategiree”. Housing type was included as
a variable and seven possible answers ranged findio apartment” to “House”. Housing
ownership was also included as a dichotomous Maridbmail address could be entered
voluntarily, and was only used to contact the wimofea gift card of 500 NOK~85 USD /67
EUR) from Polarn O. Pyret (store of Children’s biot).

For a detailed overview of the questions asked, Attachment A. The experiment
originally existed of two separate experiments wilave later combined. Both studies include
the exact same questions, and the only differert®den the two is the clothing items, which
were displayed with the correct brand name in Studynd the switched brand name in Study
2. The clothing items can be viewed in AttachmentQtiginal brand names and logos/tags
are displayed to the left, and the manipulated #sagith switched brand names and

logos/tags are displayed to the right.

4.5. Data collection
This section discusses the selection frame andcts®lemethodology of the thesis, the

structure of the experiment and survey, as wethasprocess of data collection. There are a

myriad of approaches to collecting data, from fogusups or telephone interviews to using
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databases or online surveys, all of which haver thdvantages and disadvantages. As with
research design, the purpose of the research,h@ndesearch question, should influence the
decision of how to collect data (Saunder et al.300The method of data collection chosen
for this thesis is an online self-administered expent in the shape of a survey. The software
MI Pro was used to design the questionnaire anlegag data. This is a user-friendly, yet
advanced program that enables the researcher taduplictures, and create questions that
were to be answered electronically via a web-liftkis link was posted in several groups for
parents on the social media site Facebook, andteemembers of different online parent

forums. For a list of Facebook groups and pareminis, see Attachment B.

Some of the advantages of an online survey imclint it is an inexpensive and
effective way to distribute and gather data, inalihinany respondents can be reached in short
time, and across geographically dispersed areas@WR006). It is also anonymous, which
increases the likelihood of valid and true answBexause the survey is self-administered,
there is no interviewer present. This means thgiaedents will not be subjected to any bias
from the interviewer, but it also means that theneo interviewer present to clarify questions
or responses, if needed (Wilson 2006). This makes importance of a clear and
unambiguous survey even greater, with detailedungbns on how to complete the tasks.
This leads me to in my opinion the most criticaladivantage of self-administered surveys or
experiment: lack of control. Although the softwaléows us to make sure that all questions
are answered, it does not mean that participams @iaswered the questions correctly, or that
they have followed the instructions (Wilson 200B)is very disadvantage is what forced me

to complete the data collection process not onby/tome, but twice.

4.5.1. Why the manipulation in my first experiments failed
During the first round of data collection, partiaigs were randomly assigned to Group 1 or

Group 2 by the software. Participants in Group tewsstructed to “Write a short paragraph
describing how you are different from your frientnily, or people in general”, followed by
a written example of how to complete the task. Bakimg participants focus on themselves,
this was supposed to induce a high level of safiscmusness. Participants in Group 2 were
given instructions to “Write a short paragraph diéseg how a friend or family member of
yours is different from your other friends, familgr people in general”, and were given
equivalent examples. This was supposed to indutmwvalevel of self-consciousness, by
focusing respondents’ attention on a different gerd=or both Group 1 and Group 2 seven

items measuring public self-consciousness follontkd writing task, to serve as a
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manipulation check. Data was collected concurrefiatlyboth experiments, and once this was
completed | began the data analysis. | quickly alisced that the manipulation check
revealed no significant difference between the gsbumean scores, which was a major
problem. So, what had gone wrong, and how couldakanthe differences significant the

second time around?

The first problem was that most participants hatiten very short sentences, some
only one sentence, or even just a couple of wawtiaf length Study 1: 10.2 words; Mean
length Study 2: 12 words). This suggests that gelgrart of the participants did not apply
themselves to the task very thoroughly, and | didsucceed to manipulate them. This may
have been caused by the wording of the questiahjremtead of “Write a short paragraph...”,
participants were instructed to “Write five sentesic.” in the next round of data collection.
This increased the mean lengthre$ponses to 29.4 words, which is a much more &aalep
number. The second problem with the experiment thas the tasks given to Group 1 and
Group 2 were likely too similar. For round two ddtd collection Group 1 was still guided to
write about “How you differ from your friends, falyj or people in general”’, while Group 2
were prompted to write the name of the last mokeythad seen in the cinema. Giving the
control group participants a very low level of tmelependent variable, while giving the
experimental group a very high level of the indefmt variable, is likely to have make the
effect larger (Mitchell and Jolley 2010).

The third, and final problem was that by exposbaih groups to the Public self-
consciousness scale, a scale that induces seléioossess (which | unfortunately was not
aware of at the time) (Eichstaedt and Silvia 20@3)nsequently, both groups exhibited a
very high self-consciousness score. Because | waateest if high self-consciousness would
lead participants to select more luxury items otlihg, this was very unfortunate for results
from Group 2, who were supposed to show a low lef'sklf-consciousness. Still, in order to
check whether the manipulation had worked, the tipres were kept in the survey, but were
moved to the very end of the survey for Group 2nteke sure it did not influence responses
to other questions. For Group 1, the ordering efghestions remained unchanged, in order to

maximize self-consciousness.

Although it was unfortunate that the first rowfddata collection proved unsuccessful,

the benefit of this was the possibility to viewstlsis a pretest of the survey. After making the
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modification mentioned above, the link to the syrveas again distributed through various

parent forums, and through Facebook groups for Mgian parents throughout the country.

4.5.2. Data sample
The goal of the data collection is to estimate @ag® characteristic of a population (Selnes

2004). To reach this goal, it is common to use shenple as an indicator of what the
population looks like. The results from the sampé: be used to generalize towards the
population as a whole, depending on the samplingqature. It is important to decide which
population we want to generalize towards, and wih& population encompasses, and
excludes (Selnes 1999). The population for thisithes Norwegian parents, meaning people

living in Norway, or of Norwegian descent, who hawres child or more.

When choosing the sampling method, this will dependthe sampling frame. The
sampling frame is the list of the population, whible sample is drawn from (Selnes 1999).
For example, random sampling requires a list ottal members of the population (Selnes
1999). A distinction is made between probabilitynpées and non-probability samples. In a
probability sample, each and every element of tbpufation has a known probability
(different from 0) of being selected (Selnes 1999ha non-probability sample, the probability
of being selected is unknown. With a probabilitypnpée sampling error can be computed, and
the sample can be counted as representative pbihidation. This is not possible with a non-

probability sample.

Because of the limited time and resources avail&ethis thesis, a convenience
sample was employed. This is a common way of gaitpetata for this purpose, and is an
inexpensive and quick technique (Mitchell and Jo®10). A drawback of a convenience
sample is that you cannot be sure whether the gameplly represents the population. Also,
the samples are likely to be systematically skewetthat some groups are overrepresented,
while others are underrepresented (Selnes 1999)digaussed previously, this is one of
factors contributing to the very skewed distribotinetween female and male respondents in

this thesis.

The chosen experimental design suggests that st 3@aparticipants are needed for
each condition of the manipulation (Mitchell andlelp 2010). This equals to 30 x 4, in total
120 respondents for each experiment. These regenesmvere adequately met: N = 246.
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4.5.3. Pretest
Before selecting items for respondents to selechfra pretest of different brands was carried

out. 13 extensive discussions in different onliaeept forums with the topic of what defines
brands clothing for children, and which brands eomsidered “branded clothing” were
scrutinized. In these threads forum members exgressthey perceive different brands as
being “cheap retail clothing”, “expensive upscaletling”, or “something in between”, to
name a few examples. While answers and definitiarg, there is a clear consensus about
the distinction between retail chain clothing sashH&M, Lindex and Cubus on one side,

and expensive clothing such as Ralph Lauren, Buylzegrd Gant on the other.

The pretest was carried out to get an overviewa¥ INorwegian parents perceive
different brands of children’s clothing, as wellwakich brands have high brand recognition
and brand awareness. The most important criteriom tfie clothing selected for the
experiment was that people would recognize thedyrand that the brand had a clear position
— either exclusive/luxury or retail/cheap. In oth&ords, there should be a very clear
consensus in the mind of consumers about the bregidsted, in order to provide the most

valid responses as possible.

As mentioned previously, the scope of the thesiudes indoor clothing only,
because the quality argument has less functionaditance for inside than outside, especially
in Norway, where the climate is known to vary ghefitom season to season, or even day to
day. Winters are usually very cold, demanding drlmh children’s outdoor clothing. Hence,
brands of outdoor clothing have been excluded ftbiw list, as well as woolen underwear
(which is very common to use during winter or oifidagays). It is more socially acceptable to

buy “quality brands” for outdoors clothing and woAk one forum member puts it:

“I am very concerned with my son having properdmatr clothing, which is tough, and |
gladly buy Bergans trousers, Reima suits etc. fon, heven though cheaper and OK
outerwear can be bought at H&M. I'm willing to paylittle extra to get what I think is the
best. But when it comes to regular clothes, jeangaters etc. I'm not willing to pay a lot of
money, because | don’t have the same requirementisi$ kind of clothing!”

Only records where distinctions between brands#stare made, have been noted. For
example, this passage does not state any opinmng ¢he different brands, rather all brands
are treated alike, and are therefore not courftdally things on sale, like ida T, Lindeand
H&M”. However, when the forum member describes the bstm@/, or makes a clear

distinction between brands and retail stores, ihisecorded:“l buy what | think is nice,
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functional, and of good quality. A lot of differdmands, some Petit Bateau, Ralph Lauren,
Burberry, Mexx, GAPput alsoH&M, Lindex etc.” “In my opinion branded clothing is
something that is not sold in the retail storesdamhich is more expensive than retail
clothes”.

The five most recognized and unambiguous (clégmats for which category it
belongs to exist) “retail/chain” brands and theefimost recognized and unambiguous
“luxury/expensive brands” are chosen for the expent. For a comprehensive overview of

all records, and how they are distributed, seechttaent C.

4.5.4. Selecting clothing items for experiment
After deciding which brands to focus on, differentine shops were searched for pictures and

descriptions of clothing to be used in the expenimeOne of the purposes of the experiment
would be to test whether participants would selbet most expensive brand, both in a
condition where the correct brand names and puege included and in a condition where
brand names and belonging prices were switchedteldre, to increase the likeliness for
stimulus generalization on the participants’ acdpualothing which could be perceived to be
similar for both expensive and inexpensive brand@sewselected. Consequently, | avoided
selecting items from the retail brands with visilplents of i.e. cartoon characters, skulls,
princesses, because this is stated as one of tee gommon reasons among parent forum
members for avoiding shopping in these “chain sthrand this would reveal that the clothes

were retail clothing.

In total 40 items of expensive/luxury clothingreeselected, of these 20 were boys’
clothing, and 20 were girls’ clothing. The same bemwent for the cheap/retail items of
clothing; 40 items in total, 20 of these for boysl&0 for girls. The type of clothing was
indoor clothing; trousers, jeans, sweatshirts, igarts, t-shirts, shirts for boys and skirts and
dresses for girls. The numbers of each type othoigt such as jeans, were the same for
expensive and inexpensive clothing, to ensure ttie&sstatistical probability for selecting an
expensive or a cheap item was the same. No outdteans, nor shoes, were included, based
on the reasons mentioned above. For a detailedsieverof the distribution of brand/non-
brand items for each category, and the origin & thfferent items of clothing, see
Attachment D.

Because several of the luxury items had visibl®$ogr recognizable features, such as

logos or tags, | used “Microsoft Paint” to erasebtur these logos for the conditions where
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brands were to be switched between expensive axgpaémsive, in Study 2. This was done to
make the branded items less distinguishable anghléitipants base their decision on the way
the product looked, as well as the name of thedorantten under the picture. Whether to
include prices or not was debated. On one sideyigirg the price would make the
experiment more realistic, hence increasing theraat validity of the study, and participant
would perhaps make more rational decisions if thag this information. On the other side,
stating the price would possibly lead, or even eadl| respondents in an unfortunate way, and
remove focus from the exclusivity of the brand, ethis the topic of interest, not price.
Consequently, it might have a negative effect @nititernal validity. The brand itself should
signal the price level, and because all the chbsands are well-known, people are likely to
have a reference price of the products in theirdnfrom which they will make inferences

from.

Gijsbrechts (1993) used the term “reference prioetlenote the consumers’ internal
standard for price evaluation. This internal legah be influenced by externally provided
“standards for comparison”, such as the regulacegriin advertisements, also known as
external reference prices. The conclusion reachesithat that the utility of including prices
on clothing items was lower than the benefit it Vdogive, and therefore the items will only

be described by brand names, and not prices.

4.5.5. Crafting the survey
After it became clear which variables should beestigated, the next step involved

investigating which kinds of scales had previous#gn used to measure these variables. The
idea was to use existing scales where this waslppesand where these were congruent with
the research purpose. Because several differeldsseaisted for most of the variables, the
different scales were reviewed and compared. Téle ¢& selecting which scales to employ
and which to discard was challenging, but gave meb insight into how the different
constructs have previously been measured. The atiantage of using existing scales is that
these have previously been thoroughly tested atidated by others, facilitating the data
analysis (Weathington et al. 2010). However, aesoa¢asuring exactly the topic of interest

might not always exist, creating the need to adajdting scales, or create new scales.

Since the scales were originally in English and shevey was to be carried out in
Norway, the scales were translated to Norwegiare franslated scales were then back-

translated to English by someone who is regardednasxcellent English speaker, with a
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great vocabulary. The back-translation was perfdriee eliminate any misunderstandings,
and to improve the quality of the translations. Saquently, a few words and sentences were
adjusted and improved. The order of the questiaqueseces was reviewed. To maintain
validity, questions were asked in the same ordematheir original setting within each

sequence.

Questions were grouped according to the variablagbeneasured, i.e. questions
concerning vanity were placed in the same sectitonsiake answering the questions as easy
and quick and possible, and prevent people fromingxihe survey before completion. For the
guestions where items of clothing were presenteel,order in which these were presented
was randomized, to eliminate any ordering effektistotal, the survey had 108 items, and
after pretesting with four participants, the averdgne used to complete the survey was
thirteen minutes. Three attention filter questiarese included in the survey. The purpose of
this was to filter out any respondents who were paying attention to the questions, or
simply answering questions randomly. This can bertumate for the results, and therefore
eliminating any cases of this type from being ideld in the analysis, as this could have a

negative impact on validity.

4.5.6. Recruiting respondents
Participants were recruited via Norwegian paremurfts online, and through groups for

selling and buying children’s clothing and gearkatebook. To increase the response rates,
participants were informed about a gift card w&@@® NOK from Polarn O. Pyret. To be able
to win this gift card, participants would need ype in their e-mail address at the end of the
survey, but they were informed that this was 10@dtuntarily. To be able to obtain this
information, an application was sent to NSD, theniggian Data Protection Official for
Research, in which the plan for ensuring resporsdgrivacy must be accounted for. A
consent letter which participants must read andgeonto in order to participate in the study
was formulated and included in the beginning of thevey. This can be viewed in
Attachment A.

4.6. Removing cases and manipulation check
Public Self-consciousness (SC) was manipulatecabgtamly assigning participants to either

group 1 or group 2 by the software. For study 1p&iicipants were placed in group 1, while
53 participants were placed in group 2. This gag®rcentage distribution of 65/35, which is
slightly skewed in the favor of group 1. For stit]y73 participants were assigned to group 1,

while 70 participants were placed in group 2, whgchlose to 50/50. Manipulation check was
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carried out to ensure that differences existed éetwthe groups: group 1 (High Self-
consciousness), which was given the task to wiite §entences about how they were
different from their friends and family, and gro@p(Low Self-consciousness), which were

only asked to state which movie they had last sg@ammovie theater.

Removing cases

Although self-consciousness can be manipulategoretents’ innate characteristics and level
of self-consciousness were thought to play an inamorole. For example, some respondents
in group 1, the High SC group, stated that “I'm wety self-conscious”, or “I care little about
other people’s opinions”. Cases with this type tatesments which indicated that they were
not susceptible to being manipulated into a sthtaégh self-consciousness were excluded. In
total there were four cases of this type in Studwprid three from Study 2. Two cases also
simply indicated that they were “not very differdndm my friends and family” or “quite
normal’. These were also excluded, since they ldcompleted the task according to the

instructions, which was to describe how they weffer@nt from friends and family.

Vice versa, in group 2 it was also expected to ent@ incidents in which highly self-
conscious participants were placed in the low seifsciousness group, and were not
susceptible to manipulation leading to low selfs@ausness. A pattern was discovered in
group 2 where respondents who added extra infoomadr punctuation in their reply to the
movie question all exhibited high self-consciousndsr example, putting quotation marks
“Karsten og Petra blir bestevenner”, adding theryea which the movie came out,
Intouchables (2011), or adding the name of an anttte movie Angelina Jolie SALT. This
is likely related to the fact that self-consciounslividuals are concerned with how they are
perceived by others, and are hereby more eagavnplete this simple task as “correct” as

possible. Based on this assumption, 11 cases weTaved.

In addition to cases that were removed becauseadk lof susceptibility for
manipulation, a few cases were removed due tolardaio complete the task according to
instructions. Group 1's task was to write five s:tes, however only 32.5% wrote five
sentences. Since the remaining 67.5% cases coultememoved due to a failure to complete
the task based on the instructions, a minimum rement was set to 15 words, and cases
where respondents had written less than this weuded. This was to ensure that

respondents had taken the time to think this tastugh, hereby increasing the chances of
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actually being manipulated into becoming more setiscious. Based on my experiences
from my first and failed manipulation experimenthave there was no difference between
groups, much due to the length of answers, my ptiedi was that writing less than 15 words
would not set a respondent in the right state afdrior manipulation. Hence 28 cases were
removed due to length considerations. Naturallgreéhare considerations to make when
removing cases from a data set. With this in minhink my arguments for removing the

mentioned cases are logical and solid. A more léetaverview of removed cases can be

found in Attachment E.

Manipulation check

The manipulation check indicated significant diffleces in means for Self-concsiousness:
(Miow sc = 4.914 ) vs. (Migh sc = 5.226), f1243 = 1.724, p < 0.01. From the results we
conclude that there is in fact a significant difiece between High SC(Group 1) and Low SC
(Group 2). Participants in Group 1 exhibited a #igantly higher degree of self-
consciousness. Results from the Independent samglkest can be viewed in Attachment F.
The items included in the manipulation check ame Bublic Self-Consciousness Scale by
Fenigstein (1975), described previously. Items 3% concerned with my own way of
doing things.) and SC4 (I'm usually worried abowtkimg a good impression.) were excluded

due to low values (>0.5) in the Factor analysis..

4.7. Summary
This chapter has provided an overview of typeseskarch design, in general. Requirements

of causality have been explored due to the chdigecausal design. Different approaches for
data collection have been discussed, with an engbasexperimental design, as this is the
chosen approach for this thesis. The experimergstao 2 (High vs. Low level of Self-
consciousness) x 2 (Low vs. High level of Statuetiveen subjects experiment, where stimuli
for Self-consciousness is developed to create rdiffees between groups, and Status is
measured, making this a hybrid experimental desfideo, measure development for this

thesis has been discussed, as well as an outlisengbling method and instrument.
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5.0. Results and analysis of experiments

In this chapter, results from the two studies w#él presented. First, validity and reliability
will be discussed, before examining assumptionsABOVA and the impacts of these

assumptions on the studies. Finally, hypotheseteated using ANOVA.

5.1. Descriptive statistics

The data material consists of 293 cases. Of th@8ev2re women, and five were men. The
subjects are parents recruited via social mediapg@and forums for parents. Median age
group of parents was 26-35 years (SD = .625), asahnage of the youngest child of
participants was 2 years (SD = 1.790), ranging féota 13 years. The manipulation in the
experiment included a short writing task, in whipdrents were randomly assigned to a
condition of either high or low self-consciousn€eBse high self-consciousness group was
instructed to write five sentences on how they vwifferent from their friends and family,
while participants in the low self-consciousnessugrwere asked to write the name of the last
film they had seen in a movie theater. A failuredonplete this task within reasonable limits
lead to the removal of the case, and in total 4ésavere removed from the data material,

leaving 246 cases to be further analyzed.

Normal distribution for the variables of the studifl be presented in Chapter 5.5.2.
Assumptions of normality. A complete overview ofiahles and their descriptive statistics is
also presented in Attachment G. Means of releganstructs are also shown in Attachment
G.

5.2. Measure validation

Validity is concerned with whether a variable measuvhat it is supposed to measure, and
deals with whether there is consistency betweenctrestruct and the indicators used to
measure the construct (Bollen 1989). Bollen (1988p claims that although validity can
never be proven, we can develop strong suppoit,forcreasing the likelihood that what we
are measuring is what we actually want to meafioken (1989) distinguished between four
types of validity; content validity, criterion vdity, construct validity and convergent and
discriminant validity. All these different types oflidity share the same goal: to show

whether a measure corresponds to a concept, howeverays they do so differ.
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5.2.1. Content validity

Content validity is of a qualitative nature, andates to clarifying the domain, and

establishing whether the measures fully repredeatdomain (Bollen 1989). This domain is

based on the theoretical definition, which explaine meaning of a concept. In praxis it
might be difficult to map the entire domain of anstuct, since different people have
different perceptions of the same construct (Gugset al. 2006). Gripsrud et al. (2006)
recommend performing a thorough literature seavdhwvestigate previous operalizations of a
construct. Clarifying the dimensions of the domigialso of importance, and each dimension
of a domain should have one or more measures. B¢ll689) elaborates “to adequately
represent the domain, we need four latent variadohelsmeasures for each dimension”. If not,

we cannot trust the content validity of the measure

For the experiments in this thesis, well-known asthblished scales have been used
to measure the independent variables. This incsghgecontent validity of the study, as these
measures have previously been through validitystésir the variable Status there are one to
three items measuring the construct, For Empathgret are thirteen items, while Self-
consciousness is both manipulated and a manipalaheck is performed with seven items.

For vanity, there are four dimensions, all of whictk measured by five and six items.

5.2.2. Construct validity

Mitchel and Jolley (2010) define construct validity “the degree to which the measure is
measuring what it claims to measure”. Mitchell dotley (2010) view content validity,
internal consistency, convergent validity and dmmeanant validity as different measures of
construct validity, and claim that by strengtheningse forms of validity, the construct
validity is improved. According to Bollen (1989)mestruct validity can be used instead of
content or criterion validity. He claims that canst validity can be regarded as the degree to
which a measure relates to other observed variabl@svay that is consistent with
theoretically derived predictions. Gripsrud et(aD06) quote Carmines and Zeller (1979)
“Fundamentally, construct validity is concernedhitite extent to which a particular measure
relates to other measures consistent with theatBtiderived hypotheses concerning the
concepts and/or constructs) that are being measu@eigsrud et al. (2006) point out two
elements of particular importance for establishingstruct validity; convergent validity and

discriminant validity.
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Convergent validity

Convergent validity is a measure of “the extenwvtoch the results from a scale correlate

with those from other scales or measures of theedapic/construct” (Wilson 2006). In order
for the convergent validity to be satisfactory,igadors of a construct must show a high factor
loading in the first factor of the factor analyafghat qualifies as a high enough value for the
factor loading depends greatly on the number giardents in the study. Stevens (1992) in
Trelease (2008) recommends that the level of fdotmtings of a sample of 200 should be
greater than 0.364 in order to achieve signifi¢aators of 0.01 alpha-level (two-tailed). For
this thesis, N= 150 and M= 143, and the lower requirement of factor loadirgyset to 0.4,

to ensure that convergent validity is maintainedracceptable level. Maximum Likelihood

is used as extraction method, with Direct Oblinatation. Maximum Likelihood allows us to
estimate factor loadings for different combinatievitere the discrepancies between observed
and reproduced correlations are minimized (Field520The choice of using oblique rotation
is based on the assumption that the constructektévely tightly connected, and varimax
rotation is used in the case of independent cocist(frield 2005). Since several of the

constructs in this thesis have proven to be cdeé|ablique rotation is therefore used.

Bollen (1989) claims “convergent validity corrétes should be greater than the
correlations between one variable with any othetabée, with which it shares neither trait
nor method”. Also, the convergent validity corredas should be larger than the correlations

of different traits measured with the same mettRmli€én 1989).

Results of convergent validity analysis are goadatbconstructs, with only two items
below 0.54, and no items below 0.4. Public selfsoimusness is one-dimensional after
removing item SC7 and SC4, while Vanity is comatigy four dimensions, precisely as in
the work of Netemeyer et al. (1995), from which soale was taken. For Parental empathy,
seven indicators were removed in order to estaloiidi one dimension. For status, the self-
reporting SES Ladder, and objective measures incadecation and marital status were
combined with good convergent results. For redubis the convergent validity analysis, see

Attachment H.
Discriminant validity

Discriminant validity (also known as divergent tly) tests whether indicators, which are
assumed to measure different theoretical constraces weakly correlated with each other

(Gripsrud et al. 2006). In other words, it measuhesextent to which the results from a scale
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do not correlate with other scales from which one woulgezt it to differ (Wilson 2006).
According to Mitchell and Jolley (2010), discrimitavalidity is a test to show that you are
not measuring the wrong construct. Although coneetyalidity is necessary, alone it is not
sufficient to establish construct validity. By shog that the measure also has discriminant
validity we show that we are not measuring a déffierconstruct. Discriminant validity is
established by showing that the measure 1) doesarotlate with measures of unrelated
constructs and 2) does not correlate too highli wieasures of related constructs.

When using Direct Oblimin rotation the output catsiof both a Pattern Matrix and a
Structure Matrix. The pattern matrix shows reg@ssioefficients associated with the factors
on each variable, while the structure Matrix shdwsv strongly each variable is correlated
with each factor, if factors are substantially etated, and if the variable has high regression
weights on other factors (Robins et al. 2009)s Ithe Pattern matrix that most clearly states
the simple structure achieved by an oblique ratatand this should be reported whenever
oblique rotations are performed (Robins 2009). Heaewe the structure matrix is also

informative, especially when investigating the disenant validity.

After running the convergent analysis for all cousts, | proceeded to test whether
the items would pass the discriminant validity téstfortunately | discovered that one of the
dimensions of the Vanity construct (Concern for $bgl appearance - Physical concern)
showed high factor loadings (over 0.5) on the $elfsciousness construct as well. These
constructs/dimensions are related from a theotetieavpoint, so the results were not too
surprising, but serious, and compelled me to rentbbgdhysical concern dimension from the
Vanity construct, since there were four dimensiohghis construct. There was only one
dimension of Self-consciousness, and it was regards imperative to keep Self-

consciousness as a construct.

The vanity construct originally contained four dim@ns. After Physical concern was
removed, three dimensions remained. However, esulticated that Achievement concern
and Achievement view loaded on the same factoh feittor loadings between 0.2 and 0.5,
connoting the removal of one of these dimensiorah Balternatives were explored, and
removing Achievement concern yielded the most featisry results overall. Based on these
analyses, Physical view and Achievement concernewbe two dimensions chosen to
represent the Vanity construct. For results froetdminant validity analysis, see Attachment
l.
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5.2.3. Statistical conclusion validity

Statistical conclusion validity (or conclusion \hty) refers to the appropriate use of statistics
to conclude whether there is covariation betweengresumed independent and dependent
variables (Cook and Campbell 1979). This regards rslated statistical inferences; whether
the presumed cause and effect covary, and howgtyrahey covary. Common threats to
statistical conclusion validity include e.g. lovatsstical power, violated assumptions of the
test statistics, unreliability of measure, unraligbof treatment implementation, and random
heterogeneity of respondents (Cook and Campbel®)1dor example, the chosen level of
statistical significance will affect the probabylibf committing Type 1l errors (Grisprud et al.
2006). For this thesis, the level of significansesét to 95%, which implies a 5% probability

of making a Type Il error.
5.3. Reliability

Reliability is the consistency of measurement, tie“degree to which a measurement will
yield the same result if it is repeated severakesim(Bollen 1989; Gripsrud et al. 2006).
Random error is what causes results to vary franetto time, and if an experiment is
repeated, it is therefore very unlikely to get &xact same results. All measurement is subject
to random errors, and the smaller these randomseare, the more reliable the measurement
is (Gripsrud et al. 2006). Also Mitchell and Joll¢3010) view reliability as “producing
stable, consistent scores that are not stronglyanted by random error (chance)”. They list
the three most common sources to random erroglikerver, the participant, and the way the
measure is administered. Because we can have tanisisut invalid measures, reliability is a
necessary, yet not adequate, condition for valif@gines 1999). This means that reliable
measures may not be valid, even though valid measuust be reliable.

Two common ways of establishing reliability inclgdgtability over time, and internal
consistency. Internal consistency can be measwélrdnbach’s alpha. Test-retest reliability
is a test of the total extent to which random ersomfluencing the measure (Mitchell and
Jolley 2010). According to Hair et al. (2010), tloevest commonly accepted value of the
Cronbach’s alpha is between 0.6 and 0.7, althougiyrprefer to use 0.7. An important issue
with Cronbach’s alpha is its positive relationstph number of items in the scale, hence one
should be careful with including too many when mgdyon Cronbach’s alpha as a measure of

reliability (Hair et al. 2010). Results of reliabyi are presented in the table below.
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Table 9 - Reliability analysis

Construct Cronbach’s alpha Indicators
Self-consciousness 776 4
Vanity — Physical view .875 4

Vanity — Achievement concern .881 4
Empathy 621 5

Status .626 3

Results for Self-consciousness, Vanity - Physi@awand Vanity — Achievement concern are
good, as these are all above 0.7 and 0.8. How&wepathy is barely below the acceptable
limit of 0.7. Including more items to measure emgatould have raised the alpha,, however
this would cause problems for the discriminantdigli and hence this marginal increase in
reliability is sacrificed for the good of the disnmant validity. Regarding the results for

Status, these are also generally lower than whatvardd hope for, but given the fact that

Cronbach’s alpha is sensitive to numbers of iteims, might be a possible explanation as to
why this result is low. Although reliability for Epathy and Status is lower than reliability for

Self-consciousness and Vanity dimensions, no iesu below 0.6 and they are not critically
low. Hence, all constructs are kept for furtherlgsia. Results from reliability analysis are

also presented in Attachment J.

5.4. Indexing constructs
Based on the previous analyses of validity andabdlty, the next step is indexing the

constructs. This reduces number of variables, ala#tesn data more suitable for further
analysis. The statistical formuMeanis used to compute the new variables, where the ne
variables are created by summing up items andidiyidn number of variables. By using the
statistical mean, a theoretical construct is cegatemprised solely of variables which have
passed the validity and reliability tests. See Wwefor an overview of which items were

included when indexing the different constructs.

72



Table 10 - Indexing variables

Construct Variable name Items and procedure
Self-consciousness SELFCONSC Mean(SC1, SC2, SCR, SC
Vanity — Physical view| VAN_PHYSV Mean(VAN7, VAN8,AN9, VAN10)

Vanity — Achievement | VAN_ACHCONC Mean(VAN12, VAN13, VAN14, VAN15)
concern

Empathy EMPATHY Mean(EMP2,EMP3, EMP4, EMP5,
EMP13)
Status SES_STATUS Mean(INCOME_SCALE, EDUCATION,

SES_LADDER)

5.5. Assumptions of ANOVA
ANOVA is a common method for analysis of varianteneans between groupsts’ purpose

is to predict a single dependent variable on thei®af one or more predictor variables, and
to establish whether those predictors are good jgteds” (Cardinal and Aitken 2006). For
this thesis, the General Linear Model is seleciéus encompasses a variety of linear models
such as ANOVA, ANCOVA, MANOVA, MANCOVA, t-test andinear regression (SPSS
Library 2013. Like the t-test, ANOVA is also a parametric testldras certain assumptions,
which should be complied with in order to obtaintale results. Hair et al. (1998) point out
these three assumptions as the most critical; gn#gnt observations, homogenous variance-
covariance matrices for all treatment groups, andnal distribution for all independent
variables, as well as satisfactory results fordnitg and multicollinearity of the variance of

dependent variables.
5.5.1. Independent observations

The assumption of independent observations imptlest participants should not be
influenced by others than themselves, before olinduthe experiment. In this thesis,
respondents completed the surveys via the inteamet,had no opportunity to communicate
with each other, since they did not know who elagigipated. This increases the probability
of independent observations for these studies.,Afstdomizing the order of answer options
reduces the likelihood of respondents being infbeeinby the order in which alternatives are
presented. According to Hair et al.(1998) a vidatof this assumption is the most serious
breach, as this implies that a number of outsideofa and unmeasured effects can impact the
results by creating dependence between groups.
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5.5.2. Assumption of normality

The assumption of normality entails that the scaes normally distributed around their
mean. A more correct way to phrase this is thatofeis normally distributed within
conditions” (Howell 2012). This is also called thermal distribution of error, or normally
distributed residuals. Moderate violations of nality are usually not critical. Neither of the
indexed variables show signs of skewness or ktddiis indicates that the variables are
normally distributed, fulfilling the assumption @iormality. All variables except Marital
fulfill the requirements of normality, which is due an overrepresentation of respondents

categorized as “High marital status”. Results aes@nted in Attachment K.

In addition to meeting these three assumptions, XN@equires the dependent variable to be
continuous or on the interval scale, while any tgpexdependent variable, including nominal
and/or categorical variables can be included iMBI®OVA model. However, when using an

ordinal variable we will follow the common agreermef handling ordinal variables as

interval variables. It should also be consideredhtinaing the use of ordinal variables as a
limitation for the study (Schwab 2007).

5.5.3. Homogeneity of variances

This assumption is commonly tested using Leveress This tests the null hypothesis, which
states that the variances of the groups are etfjuat¢vene’s test is significant then we can
claim that the variances are significantly diffdreand this would require an action to rectify
this violation (Field 2012).

Results for homogeneity of variances indicate #ilavariables fulfill the assumption
of homogeneity of variances. A breach on this aggiom means that the variability in one of
the conditions for this variable vary more than sleeres in the other condition. Studies have
shown that the assumption of homogeneity can bated with little effect on the validitgs
long as the two groups have the same or very gimits(i.e. when N= Ny) (Gordon 2008).

If the N’s differ greatly, however, then heterogénean seriously affect the validity of the t

test. To be considered equal groups, Gordon (26@&ns that the larger group cannot be
larger than 1.5 times the size of the smaller greuple according to Schwab (2007) the size
of the larger group cannot be larger than threedithe size of the smaller group. For results

of the analysis of homogeneity of variances, s¢achiment K.
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5.6. Testing hypotheses
Due to the fact that two dimensions of Vanity (Rbgsconcern and Achievement view) were

excluded after the test of discriminant validitye thumber of hypotheses is slightly reduced.
Each construct is tested using ANOVA. Dividing wadlies into high- and low groups is

performed by using the median value of the indeoabstructs as the cut-off point. Although

there are limitations concerned with making thiggion using the median, in order to be able
to analyze the variables using ANOVA, continuougaldes must be divided into a high and
low group (Sweet and Martin 2011). The first anelys a study of Between-subjects effects
on the dependent variable. The significance leteisen for this thesis is based on a two-
tailed test, since hypotheses are formulated wiirection. This implies that stated levels of
significance can be divided in two to find the eatr one-tailed significance value (Selnes
1999). Results from main effects can be viewed ttagment L, while results from testing

interaction effects are displayed in Attachment M.

5.6.1. Socioeconomic status

Hypothesis 1 tests the effect ®bcioeconomic statum the dependent variable Luxury brand
preference. A negative relationship between Soocwemic status and luxury brand
preference is suggested. The results from ANOVAwsha weak main effect of

socioeconomic status on Luxury brand preferencee dhection of the relationship is

negative, as predicted.

H; Socioeconomic status (M status = 2.122) vS. (Migh staus= 1.832), R1244y= 2.461, Sig. =
.118/2=p <.10

5.6.2. Self-consciousness
Hypothesis gtests the effect dbelf-consciousnesm the dependent variable Luxury brand

preference. The hypothesized direction suggestsositiye relationship between self-
consciousness and luxury brand preference, andeh#trec high self-consciousness group
should exhibit a significantly higher mean for luxlbrand preference than the low self-
consciousness group. The results from ANOVA showwveak main effect of Self-
consciousness on Luxury brand preference. Thesknga indicate that self-consciousness
influences luxury brand preference, and the retatigp has a positive directionyts weakly
supported.
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Self-consciousness has a weak positive main effetiuxury brand preference:

Hza: Self-consciousness (M seit-consciousness 1.904) VS. (Migh self-consciousness 2.156), R1,244)
=1.739, Sig. = 0.189/2= p <0.10.

H,ptests the interaction between the variables Selsciousness and Status on the dependent
variable Luxury brand preference. Results from ANO3how an interaction effect between

these two variables,42)= 6.204, p < 0.01).

Table 11 Interaction effects SC x SES

Status
Low High
Low 2.000° 1.750 ¢
Self-consciousness (1.414) (1.310)
High 1.897°¢ 2.628°
(1.447) (1.641)

No significant difference in Status for Low selfrsziousness, [ 242 = 1.130, p >0.05
b Significant difference in Status for High self-sgiousness, [ 242)= 5.359, p < 0.05
°No significant difference in Self-consciousnesslfow status, f 24)= .189, p > 0.05
q Significant difference in Self-consciousness fagtHstatus, f242= 1.113, p < 0.01
SD in parenthesis

N=246

Hop predicted that if a parent is high in public sedfasciousness and has low socioeconomic
status, this leads to an increased propensity touty brand preference, compared to if the
parent is of high socioeconomic status. As the etaliustrates, there are significant
differences between high and low status, in thé Belf-consciousness condition. This fulfills
H.p's notion that high self-consciousness increasesrjubrand preference in interaction with
status. However, the direction of the relationshkipositive, contrary to what was predicted.
This means that in this condition, parents of hagatus selected more luxury items than
parents of low status. This means that the relshipnof Hy, is supported, but not the

direction.

5.6.3. Vanity - Physical view
Hypothesis 3 tests the effect oVanity - Physical viewon the dependent variable Luxury

brand preference. The hypothesized direction pegpaspositive relationship between vanity
and luxury brand preference, and hence the higlityvgroup should exhibit a significantly
higher mean for luxury brand preference than tixevanity group. The results from ANOVA
show a main effect of Physical view on Luxury bramdference. These findings indicate that
physical vanity influences luxury brand preferesamificantly, however, the relationship is

not positive, but negative. This supports the refesthip of H3, but not the direction.
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Vanity — Physical has a negative main effect onurybrand preference:

HzpVanity — Physical view (Wbw physical view = 2.197) VS. (Migh physical view= 1.814), R1,244)=
4.366, Sig. = 0.038/2=p <0.05

Hypothesis gtests the interaction between the variables Selscousness and Vanity —
View of physical appearance on the dependent varibbxury brand preference. Results
from ANOVA show no interaction effect between thés® variables, 42 = .251, p >

0.05. However, when investigating the cell meamsd effects are evident.

Table 12 Interaction effects Physical view x SC

Self-consciousness
Low High
Low 2.072°¢ 2.500° ¢
Vanity — Physical view (1.377) (1.522)
High 1.712°¢ 1.946"°
(1.359) (1.542)

#Weak significant difference in Self-consciousniesd.ow Physical view, i 242= 2.153, p < .10
® No significant difference in Self-consciousnessHégh Physical view, fi242)= .848, p > .05

¢ Weak significant difference in Vanity for Low Selbnsciousness, (242 = 2.456, p < .10
dSignificant difference in Vanity for High Self-catisusness, f1,242= 3.164, p < .05

SD in parenthesis

n =246

Hsq suggests that parents portraying a favorable {higdw of personal physical appearance
and who is highly public self-conscious has an eased propensity for Luxury brand
preference, compared to parents with an unfavor@ié physical view. The table indicates
significant differences in means between low anghhphysical view in the high self-

consciousness condition. Although the table sugptiie notion of ki that high self-

consciousness leads to higher luxury brand prefetetihe parents with the least favorable
view of own appearance selected more brand iterbstimthe low self-consciousness and the
high self-consciousness condition.sgHis not supported, although the relationship is

supported.

5.6.4. Vanity - Achievement concern

Hypothesis 4 tests the effect o¥anity — Achievement conceran the dependent variable
Luxury brand preference. The hypothesized directioggests a positive relationship between
vanity and luxury brand preference, and hence tigh anity group should exhibit a
significantly higher mean for luxury brand prefecerthan the low vanity group. The results
from ANOVA show that there is no main effect of Bioal view on Luxury brand preference.
Although there is no support for J3he direction of the relationship seems to bétpes as

predicted.
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H4a: Vanity — Achievement concern (_Mv Achievement concerT 1-935) VS. (Mligh Achievement concertr
2057), F(1’244): 437, Slg = .509/2= p >.05.

The purpose of K is to test the interaction effect between the Awhmeent concern
dimension of Vanity and Status. Results from ANOWAow a weak interaction effect

between these two variableg; fax)= .114, p < 0.10.

Table 13 Interaction effects Achievement concern x SES

Status
Low High
Low 2.013° 1.800° ¢
Vanity — Achievement (1.463) (1.531)
concern High 1.907° 2.298°°
(1.387) (1.413)

# No significant difference in Status for Low Vaniff; 242)= .622, p > .05
®Weakly significant difference in Status for Highnity, Fazan= 2.122,p < .10
° No significant difference in Vanity for Low statu& »42= .207, p > .05

4 Significant difference in Vanity for High statugy 242 = 2.734, p < .05

SD in parenthesis

n =246

Hac posits that parents displaying high concern fos@eal achievements and low status have
an increased propensity for Luxury brand preferenompared to parents of high status. The
table indicates that there is a weakly signifiadifference between low and high status in the
high achievement concern condition. This fulfillg’Bl notion that high achievement leads to
higher luxury brand preference in interaction watatus, compared to low statusscHs

weakly supported.

Hypothesis 4tests the interaction between the variables Selfcousness and Vanity —
Achievement concern on the dependent variable Lyhrand preference. Results from
ANOVA show an interaction effect between these wanables, f242)= 3.188, p < 05.

Table 14 Interaction effects Achievement concern x SC

Vanity — Achievement concern
Low High
Low 1.769 2.092°¢
Self-consciousness (1.423) (1.296)
High 2.39%° 2.017°°
(1.580) (1.404)

*Weakly significant difference in Achievement concéor Low self-consciousness, 42 = 1.914, p < .10
® No significant difference in Achievement conceon High self-consciousness, 4= 1.432, p > .05
°Significant difference in Self-consciousness fomL.&chievement concern, 4= 4.570, p < .05

9No significant difference in Self-consciousnessHagh Achievement concern, .42 = .082, p >.05

SD in parenthesis
n =246




Hase suggests that a parent who has high concern fgopal achievements and high public
self-consciousness displays an increased propdosityuxury brand preference, compared to
a parent low in public self-consciousness. Theetabbws significant differences for both the
low self-consciousness condition and the low admeent condition, however no significant

differences for the hypothesized directionge id hereby not supported.

5.6.5. Empathy

Hypothesis 5tests the effect dmpathyon the dependent variable Luxury brand preference.
The hypothesized direction suggests a positivdioalship between empathy and luxury
brand preference, and hence the high empathy gtooyld exhibit a significantly higher

mean for luxury brand preference than the low empgtoup. The results from ANOVA

show no main effect of Empathy on Luxury brand @refce, and the relationship shows a

negative direction, which is opposite of what wesdjcted.

Hsa Parental empathy (Mw empathy= 2.087) VS. (Migh Empathy= 1.899), R1244)= 1.0.35, Sig. =
.310/2=p >.05

The purpose of kjis to test the interaction effect between Empathg the Achievement
concern dimension of Vanity. Results show a wedkraction effect. {242 = 2.160, p <
0.10.

Table 15 Interaction effects Parental empathy x Achievement concern

Vanity — Achievement concern
Low High
Low 2.164°¢ 2.015°¢
Empathy (1.540) (1.462)
High 1.714°¢ 2.107°°
(1.408) (1.344)

#No significant difference in Achievement concerntfow empathy, R 242 = .337, p > .05

P Weak significant difference in Achievement conctnnHigh empathy, F1,242y= 2.199, p > .10
¢ Significant difference in Empathy for Low Achievent concern, b 242 = 3.011, p < .05

9No significant difference in Empathy for High Acki@ment concern, b 242= .123, p >.05

SD in parenthesis

n =246

Hsp suggests that parents exhibiting high parentalathypand high concern for personal
achievements possess an increased propensity faurybrand preference, compared to
parents with low concern for personal achievemeht® table indicates a weak significant
difference in means between high and low achievéneemcern in the high empathy

condition. Compared to individuals with low achievent concern, individuals displaying

79



high empathy and high achievement concern selectgdnificantly higher number of luxury

brand items. This fulfills the predictions of thgplothesis, and ¥ is supported weakly.

5.6.6. Marital status
Hypothesis 6a tests the effect Wfarital statuson the dependent variable Luxury brand
preference. A negative relationship is suggestexsuRs indicate that there is a significant

main effect of marital status on luxury brand prefee, and that the relationship is negative.

HGa Marital status (Mow Marital status — = 2. 692) VS. (Mlgh Marital satus— 1. 957).F (1,244)= 3. 220 S'g
= .074/2=p <.05

The purpose of kjis to test the interaction effect between Maritatiss and Socioeconomic
status. Due to a too low number of participant®me of the conditions, this effect was not
possible to test in ANOVA.

Table 16 Interaction effects Marital status x SES

Marital status
Low High
Low 2.692°¢ 1.894¢
Status (1.437) (1.408)
High be 2.054°
(1.485)

a Slgnlflcant difference in Marital status for LovieBus, Ry 243)= 3.669, p < .05
b Not possible to estimate difference in Marital ssafior High Status, [ 243
¢ Not possible to estimate difference in status fowlMarital status, fp 243
4 No significant difference in Status for High Malistatus, f,243= .695, p > .05
SD in parenthesis
n =246

Hep proposes that low marital status and low socioecoa status leads to an increased
propensity for Luxury brand preference, compareldigh marital status. The table indicates a
significant difference in means between low marstatus and high marital status in the low
status condition. In this condition, parents of lovarital status selected significantly more

luxury brand items than parents of high maritalustaThis supports 4g.

The purpose of kis to test the interaction effect between Maritaltiss and the Physical
view dimension of Vanity and Status. Results froMi@GVA show no interaction effect

between these two variableg; fa0)= .967, p > 0.05.
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5.7. Summary of data analysis and testing of hypotheses

Table 17 Summary of results

Hypothesis Dir. | F-value Sig. value | Conclusion
H, (Status—LBP) - 2.461 p <0.10 Weak support
H2, (SC—LBP) + 1.739 p <0.10 Weak support
Hap (High SC x Low Status) - 1.113 p <0.01 Not supported*
Hs, (PV—LBP) - 4.366 p <0.05 Not supported*
Hsq(High PV x High SC) - 3.164 p <0.05 Not supported*
Hsa(VAN-AC —LBP) + 437 p >0.05 Not supported
H4c (High VAN AC x Low + 2.122 p <0.10 Weak support
Status)

Hse(High AC x High SC) + .082 p > 0.05 Not supported*
Hsa(EMP—LBP) - 1.035 p >0.05 Not supported
Hsp (High EMP x High AC) + 2.199 p <0.10 Weak support
Hsa (Marital status— LBP) - 3.220 p <0.05 Supported

Hep (LOW Marital status x Low | + 3.669 p <0.05 Supported
status)

Hsq (LOw Marital status x High | + .967 p > 0.05 Not supported
Physical view)

*The relationship is supported, but not the di@ctf the relationship.

Only two of the thirteen hypotheses are supported 6% level, while four additional
hypotheses are supported in the relationship, diuthe direction. Weak support is developed
for four of the remaining hypotheses. Hypothesig:ldBd H34: were not tested. Results of
MANCOVA indicate that the overall model is not sealg influenced by introducing gender
of child as a control variable. However, investiggtthis variable may be an idea for further
studies, as it is weakly significanty bos)= 2.216, p < 0.10 (Attachment M). Results will be
discussed in chapter 5, which will also include licggions of the findings, limitations of the

study, as well as suggestions for further research.
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6. Discussion
In this chapter, results from the experiment wdldiscussed. Implications of these results are

examined, from both a managerial view and a consunedfare point-of-view. Finally,

limitations of the research are reported, befon@ducing suggestions for further research.

A very brief and concise purpose of the thesisoisahswer the research questions. As

mentioned previously, the research questions sargwered in this thesis are as follows:

Research question 1. How does parents’ level ofossonomic status and marital
status influence conspicuous consumption of brawithiag on children’s behalves?

Research question 2: How does parents’ level adtmicharacteristics such as vanity,
self-consciousness and parental empathy influelnee tonspicuous consumption of
brand clothing on children’s behalves?

Based on these research questions several hypstivese constructed, hoping to provide
answers, or at least insight, into these questidfisle the original theoretical framework of
conspicuous consumption coined by Veblen (1899uded on describing the act of
conspicuous consumption and the consequences of this thesis is dedicated to
investigating the motivations behind the consummptio what drives parents to consume
conspicuously on children’s behalves, and whiclsqeality traits are more important drivers
than others? While a considerable amount of reBehas been devoted to conspicuous
consumption on a more general basis, carried ouinbividuals, the concept is rarely
investigated in the context of family consumptianepen with vicarious consumption. This
thesis contributes to insight that can be usetuhfboth a managerial view, and a consumer-
welfare view. With both positive and negative coiations, the results can be perceived as a

double-edged sword that brings up important ethdoakiderations.

6.1. Discussion of results
While the experiment was originally developed as studies, these should be seen in the

same context and were investigated together. Thedifierence between these two studies
was that the in the first study participants werespnted with clothing items displayed with
correct captions and logos. In the second studticgents were presented with clothing

items where labels and logos had been switchedufarry and retail items of clothing..

83



Investigating whether highly self-conscious indivads would select significantly more
luxury brand items in both Study 1 and Study 2 wlanticate whether highly self-conscious
individuals place more emphasis on the brand anétigo than the actual product.

6.1.1. The effect of Socioeconomic Status on Luxury Brand Preference
Weak support was found for Hihich tests the relationship between socioecon@tatus

and luxury brand preference. It was predicted that the low status group would select a
higher number of luxury brand items than the higdtus group, with the compensatory
hypothesis as the ground premise. Based on thei¢seof Rucker and Galinsky (2008),
parents of low socioeconomic status should haveeater need to consume conspicuously, to
alleviate their feeling of powerlessness and to ceah their lack of resources.
Results indicate a negative relationship betvwstatus and luxury brand preference, as
predicted. This implies that parents of lower secamomic status have chosen a significantly
higher share of expensive luxury clothing for theinildren than parents of higher
socioeconomic status. The significantly lower ineoaf lower socioeconomic status group,
compared to the higher socioeconomic status greuggests that parents of lower social
strata should have a lower preference for luxugnts, from an economic point of view.
However, as the compensatory hypothesis suggest®enfs experiencing a state of
powerlessness might seek to attenuate this stedagih consumption. Selecting more high-
class brands of clothing for their children carrdiere be viewed as a strategy of coping with
low power and/or low amount of resources. Althouylning expensive Tommy Hilfiger
sweaters or Dior dresses does not increase papaw&r or resources directly, owning these
products may give the parents a feeling of accahpient or pride. Furthermore, the
signaling effect that these items have to otheplgemight motivate parents of low status to
consume conspicuously through children’s clothifg.parents of higher status, how others
view their status or class belonging might be legsortant, since they feel more belonging to
a higher group of status. Hence, using consumpgtonnderline their status may be less

central to these parents.

Socioeconomic status could be seen in contextattistconsciousness. O’Cass and
Frost (2002) found a positive relationship betwaeghviduals’ susceptibility to interpersonal
influence and status-consciousness. They also \ised that status-conscious individuals
ascribed greater status to the focal brands of #tady, and perceived them to have higher

value, leading to a higher purchase intention. Trhiglies that status-conscious parents might
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be more strongly guided to choose brands thatsseceted with brands which communicate
status: “Brands that have characteristics thatigeostatus can provide entry into groups and
allow consumers to fit in by portraying a partigulimage (O’Cass and Frost 2002).

6.1.2. The effect of Public Self-consciousness on Luxury Brand Preference
Results show that public self-consciousness hagakly significant main effect on luxury

brand preference, and the relationship is positugpporting H1. This reinforces the belief
that parents exhibiting a high degree of self-camsmness have a higher likelihood for
consuming branded items of clothing for their cteld compared to parents who exhibit a
low degree of self-consciousness. This may inditlaé self-conscious individuals are not
only concerned with how they are perceived by athéut also how their children are
perceived by others. This could ultimately deriveni the parents’ concern of how they are
perceived, with the children playing the part asffection of their parents, and enhancing
their children’s image could reflect favorably oargnts and the family as a whole. It could
also originate from a selfless desire to give tlhifdren a chance to be viewed positively by
their peers, hoping that this will yield certainneéts for the child. Publicly self-conscious
individuals are known to value the opinions of eoshenore than less self-conscious
individuals (Bushman 1993) and are more likely s® $elf-presentation strategies to gain
approval from others (e.g. Doherty and Schlenke®911®h Bushman 1993). This further
supports the hypothesis that parents high in pud@iéconsciousness are more attracted to
luxury brands of children’s apparel, compared teepts who are less publicly self-conscious.
Clothing products are highly noticeable items, arelobservable for others. Hence it is likely
that parents exhibiting a high level of public ssdhsciousness view clothing as an effective

product category for conspicuous consumption.

The main effect of self-consciousness is signifiGamd positive in both the condition
where images of clothing are described with coreagitions and logos/labels, and in the
condition where captions and logos/labels have b®emched. This indicates that self-
conscious parents are more guided by the “labekgfthan less self-conscious parents. On
average, self-conscious parents selected signifjcamore items of luxury brand clothing
than their less self-conscious peers. For the bettdrands condition this means that self-
conscious parents chose branded items in spitteotigin of the items being switched.
Ultimately, this means that parents prone to pubkf-consciousness are more likely to

choose the brand itself, rather than the itemslathing, compared to parents displaying a
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lower level of self-consciousness. This is simitawhat was seen in Bushman (1993), where
labels on jars of peanut butter were switched. -&aifiscious individuals were found to
evaluate upmarket brands of peanut as more fawwthbh cheaper brands, regardless of the
actual product tasted. Bushman concluded that dabalve significant meaning for the

publicly self-conscious consumer, and this is suigabby this experiment.

H.p, was also supported, implying an interaction effettself-consciousness and
socioeconomic status on luxury brand preferencelo&er examination of the interaction
effects between status and self-consciousness Ise@eaignificant difference in means
between low and high status in the high self-cansaess condition, with high status parents
choosing the most luxury brands. This implies tliat parents prone to high self-
consciousness, high status parents are more attréctiuxury apparel for children than low
status parents. This contradicts H1, which founakt tlow status promoted luxury brand
preference. There are also significant differencesneans between low and high self-
consciousness in the high status condition, inrfa¥dhe high self-consciousness group. This

supports H, which found that public self-consciousness insesduxury brand preference.

6.1.3. The effect of Physical Vanity on Luxury Brand Preference
As previously mentioned, the Vanity construct isamined through four dimensions; two

related to physical appearance, and two relateprdfessional achievements. Furthermore,
Physical vanity is divided into concern for physiappearance (Physical concern) and view
of own physical appearance (Physical view). Theesawision is made for Achievement
vanity; concern for achievements (Achievement camcand view of own achievements

(Achievement view).

Results indicate a main effect of vanity in teraisphysical view on luxury brand
preference, supportingskl This implies a significant effect of parents’ wi@f own physical
appearance on choice of clothing for children. Base existing literature, which has noted a
positive relationship between physical vanity asd of appearance-enhancing products (e.g.
Netemeyer et al. 1995), the predicted directiorthef relationship was positive. However,
results indicate a negative direction on the refethip, suggesting that parents with a less
favorable impression of how they look have a latdgelihood for consuming conspicuously.
While this contradicts existing literature on thanity construct, this might be seen as a
compensation approach, which is often seen intgitumwhere consumers feel inferior (e.g.

Rucker and Galinsky 2008). Dressing children irulyxbrands of clothing can be viewed as a
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strategy for enhancing the parents’ own image @eapance. Perhaps buying luxury brands
for their children is a conscious, or unconsciaisategy of directing attention away from
their own appearance and over to the children’ssagmce. Receiving compliments on the
way their children are dressed might increase #rent’'s low self-esteem, alleviating the
feeling of insecurity. An example of this might beauty pageants for children: “Like parents
with children in sports, pageant mothers have la@ensed of living vicariously through their
children” (Hetsley and Calhoun 2003).

The vanity dimensioPhysical concernwhich measured how preoccupied parents are
with their physical appearance, was excluded asdtretdiscriminant validity analysis due to
it being too similar the public self-consciousnessstruct. Yet, since Physical view showed
this surprising finding of a negative direction,yRBital concern was tested out of curiosity,
and it showed a significant yet positive main effea luxury brand preference. This is
consistent with Netemeyer et al. (1995). This saggthat the concern for one’s appearance
is positively related to choice of luxury brandshile the view of one’s appearance is
negatively related to luxury brand preference. €hf@sdings should however be interpreted
with caution, due to this dimension’s resemblancgh withe public self-consciousness

construct.

Hsq investigated the interaction effect between vidwploysical appearance and public self-
consciousness on Luxury brand preference. The sanpeising finding as in g was found,
with regards to low physical view promoting luxusgand preference, this time in interaction
with both high and low self-consciousness. Thiseatgates that parents’ view of own
physical appearance is an important indicator @tlleof attraction to luxury brands for

children.

6.1.4. The effect of Achievement Concern Vanity on Luxury Brand Preference
Although there is no support forsid which tested the main effect of achievement conoa

Luxury brand preference, the direction of the ietaghip seems to be positive, as predicted.
The achievement concern dimension of vanity meadshosv preoccupied parents were with
professional success and accomplishments, andadhisern has previously been associated
with materialism and status concern (Netemeyer |etl®95), and hence the predicted
direction was positive. This was supported, indingathat parents who are concerned with

occupational success and being recognized for #obievements are more likely to consume
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conspicuously than parents who are less concerntd agcomplishments as symbols of

Success.

Receiving positive feedback that the work we hpeeformed is satisfactory, and
being recognized by others are basic human neéds, siudied in the context of organization
psychology, e.g. for job satisfaction (e.g. Kaufmaand Kaufann 2004). However, some
parents attach greater importance to this tharrsthe this study, Achievement concern was
seen to correlate positively with both income addoation, which may indicate that parents
who are concerned with accomplishments achieve maceess — if success is measured on
these dimensions. Alternatively, it might mean thating higher education and higher
income drives a need for and expectations of ratiogrand achievements. Regardless of the
causality of this relationship, parents with highlecus on professional achievements
generally have a larger income at their disposhlclwmight contribute to why achievement-

oriented parents are more likely to consume conspisly.

Individuals who are concerned with achieving ssscare likely to also be more
concerned with displaying this success, which thaye worked hard to accomplish. Hence,
parents with high achievement concern might viegirtbhildren as an excellent opportunity
for displaying their success and wealth, much Vikext was originally described in Veblen’s
1899 booK'The Theory of the Leisure Class”.

As mentioned previously, the other dimensions ofii@gement vanity was removed
as a consequence of the discriminant analysis hichwAchievement view and Achievement
concern were shown to be too similar. After discowgethat Achievement concern did not
have a significant effect on luxury brand prefeesnihe relationship between Achievement
view and Luxury brand preference was investigatetovering a significant main effect
between the two. This may imply that parents withfaaorable impression of own
achievements are more inclined towards selectingiriu brands. As with the Physical

concern dimension of Physical vanity, this findstguld also be interpreted with caution.

The interaction effect between achievement conegrh socioeconomic status was
investigated in ki Results weakly indicated that combined with lowiseconomic status,
high achievement concern lead to an increased pildpafor luxury brand preference,
compared to high socioeconomic status. This suggtst for parents concerned with
achievements, parents of low status are more ietliowards conspicuous consumption than

parents of higher status. There are also signifidefferences in means between parents of
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low and high achievement concern for the high statindition, suggesting that for parents of
high status, parents who exhibit high achievemenicern are more likely to consume
conspicuously than parents with low achievementeon

Hse examines the interaction effect between achievemeoricern and self-
consciousness. Although the hypothesis predictatl ifgh achievement concern and high
self-consciousness interacted to increase luxuagipreference, results indicated significant
differences between low and high self-consciousmesdg in the low achievement concern
condition. This effect was positive, and in the laghievement concern condition significant
differences also existed, and this effect was plssitive. From this can be interpreted that
public self-consciousness and achievement conoeraase luxury brand preference together,

however only in the low vanity/low self-consciousa&onditions.

6.1.5. The effect of Parental empathy on Luxury Brand Preference
No support was found for 44 the hypothesis testing Parental empathy and ffeeteof the

concept on conspicuous consumption. Results ireticdbat the relationship showed a
negative direction, which is opposite of what wasdpcted. A possible explanation for this
might be that parents who exhibit a high degregpafental empathy have values which
conflict with luxury brand-buying behavior. Ratlthan simply buying luxury brands for their

children, and hence contributing to increase thessure of owning luxury brands, parents
who are prone to high parental empathy might beenconcerned with communicating that
brands are unnecessary and unhealthy for children.

Parental empathy is linked with empathy at a ngeeeral levellletourneau 1981 in
Kilpatrick 2012) and hence high parental empathy might manifestfitn parents caring not
only about the needs of one’s own children, bueothildren, or other people in general. It is
therefore less likely that highly empathetic pasestiould want to participate in increasing the
pressure to live up to certain standards of luxangnd ownership, when this conflicts with
public interest. While a concern for physical aitigeness can lead to positive behavior such
as exercising and healthy eating, it has also lsenciated with several harmful trends, e.g.
eating disorders and excessive use of elective etismsurgery (Netemeyer et al. 1995).
While fear of these negative tendencies might keeajrthe factors influencing parents high in
parental empathy to avoid buying luxury brands d¢bildren, parents displaying lower

parental empathy might be less concerned withess dware of, these risks.
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Additionally, for parents prone to lower levelspEfrental empathy, filling their own needs
for status and recognition through the act of camsus consumption might be a higher
priority than meeting the children’s needs. Low gmdal empathy has previously been
associated with child maltreatment and egoism, asabrding to Newberger and White in
Kilpatrick (2012) “Some parents, the more dysfumaeéil and abusive, remain in the highly
egocentric phase and are thus unable to percedredhildren except in terms of their own
needs”. Although the parents of this study are mbyparents who are in no way suspected of
child maltreatment, exploring the parental empatbiystruct must be done on the grounds of
previous theories. While denim jeans from Burbereytainly look charming on a toddler,
they might not fulfill the child’'s needs for clotig that is practical and comfortable.
However, skinny jeans from H&M might not do thathei.

Hs, tests the interaction effect of parental empathg achievement concern. The
hypothesized direction of this relationship preglicthat a high level of parental empathy and
a high concern for achievements would togetherem®e the probability for luxury brand
preference. Although the main hypothesis of patemtgpathy, H, indicated a negative effect
on luxury brand preference, interaction results alestrate that together with high
achievement concern, parents with high parentalagimypexhibit a larger probability for
consuming conspicuously. This implies that paraevite are aware of, and concerned with,
satisfying their children’s needs and at the sanmee tconcerned with succeeding
professionally have a higher probability of selegtiluxury brands for their children,
compared to parents exhibiting lower parental empat

6.1.6. The effect of Marital Status on Luxury Brand Preference
Results show a main effect of marital status omutybrand preference. The direction of the

relationship is negative, as predicted. This indisdhat parents of low marital status (single
or divorced) are more inclined towards luxury brgmeference. An independent samples T-
test reveals that there are significant differentesoth income and education between
parents of low and high marital status, in favothef high marital status group. This supports
existing theory that single-parent households hes® financial resources, on average.

However, in spite of lacking resources, single divtbrced parents in the study have
selected a significantly higher number of luxurardmt items for their children than parents
who are in a relationship, cohabitants or marrigds suggests that, as predicted, parents of

low marital status show a larger willingness torg@e their scarce resources to consume
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conspicuously. The motivation of parents of low madrstatus can be compared with the
motivation of low socioeconomic parents: compemgathrough consumption. As discussed
in Chapter 6.1.1. The effect of socioeconomic statn luxury brand preference, a state of
low status can be related to a state of powerlaessisence power encompasses the feeling or
actual loss of control of one’s own behavior or ti@havior of others. Marital status can also
be viewed as a state of powerlessness, a statentrat try to escape. Some do so through
status consumption, since status signals poweceSmarents of low marital status exhibit a
significantly higher probability of consuming luxubrands for their children than parents of
high marital status, this suggests that single ieorded parents are more concerned with

displaying status through consumption than pamhtsare in a relationship.

Perhaps conspicuous consumption of single andrabdoparents emulates from a
desire to create an image of oneself as succassyite of their marital status, or a wish to
distance oneself from other individuals of low nerstatus. This may ultimately increase the
chances of moving from the low marital status gromuphe high marital status group, which

might be the overarching goal of some single-patent

Hep tested the interaction effect between Socioeconmstatus and Marital status.
Results indicate a weak interaction effect betwise variables. After examining the cell
means of low and high groups, it becomes clearttteae is a significant difference in marital
status for Low Status. This means that for paraitdow status there is a significant
difference in means between parents of low masii@ius and parents of high marital status.
Parents of both low status and low marital staglscsed the highest number of luxury brand
items, suggesting that low status and low maritatus in interaction has synergetic
implications. A parent experiencing both low statl low marital status in combination
might exacerbate the feeling of loneliness or ptegsness, creating an ever greater need to

compensate through consumption.

Heq posits that together with low marital status, hgysical view has a positive
effect on luxury brand preference. It was predidteat parents of lower marital status would
exhibit a greater need to compensate through copsmmthan parents of high status.
However, no interaction effect between the twooignid. This may have severe implications
on the financial situation of parents comprising troup, whose economy is generally not
good to start with. Consuming more than one caor@ftan send families into accumulation

of debt. As Rucker and Galinsky (2008) suggest:dSnlow in socioeconomic status might
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be most inclined to price premiums, which mightdida a downward spiral of constantly

spending beyond one’s means in order to compefwai@v power”.

6.2. Practical implications
Several important implications emerge from the ifigd of this study. Level of public self-

consciousness plays an essential role in parentste of luxury brand apparel for children.
The experiment has shown that by increasing pdresgl-consciousness, number of

exclusive brand items becomes significantly higher.

The study identifies public self-consciousnesswvigf own physical appearance, and
marital status as the most noteworthy social aydhadogical traits determining conspicuous
consumption on children’s behalves. For businesseosy this implies that parents inhabiting
these characteristics should be more susceptilslgodosuasion to buy their products. A
challenge associated with discovering strategiestdmeting individuals possessing these

traits may be to discover how to identify thesevidlals.

The negative effect of socioeconomic status onryxwand preference suggests that
parents of lower socioeconomic status are moreeptibte for advertisements depicting
increased status and social benefits. In their comeation of luxury clothing for children to
low status parents, advertisers should incite rigsliof prestige and belonging. However, this
strategy should be pursued with caution. The chgéleconnected with targeting low status
parents is that parents of higher status buy thesgious brands for their children to express
their uniqueness and taste. These parents mighwishtto be associated with, or have their
children associated with, parents or children efdo status. Making the products available
for “everybody” will also contribute to reducingetiperceived exclusivity of the brand. Park
et al. (1986) argue that an important positionitigtegy for a brand with a symbolic concept
is to maintain group- or self-image based assariati They argue that symbolic brands
should engage in what they refer to as marketdinigl “protecting the target segment can be
done by making consumption more difficult for n@mgieted customers”, i.e. by raising the
price or making the products unattainable in otways. This ultimately depends on the
ultimate goal of the business, whether this is {argh brand management and sustainability
or merely short-term profits.

Results indicate that public self-consciousnesaismportant driver of luxury brand

preference, and consequently conspicuous consumpliois makes parents high in self-
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consciousness a major target for luxury brandsceSihe highly self-conscious consumer
attaches importance to the social and signalingfitenof conspicuous consumption, this is
something which should be emphasized in luxury dsarpositioning strategy targeted
towards self-conscious parents. While there arefitsrof this consumption for both parents
and children, focusing on the benefits of the pres likely to yield the most desirable
results. Parents who are high in self-consciousaessalso more prone to interpersonal
influence, suggesting marketing through e.g. blgggsonal recommendations and social
media as options worth exploring, as these chanamelsinterpersonal in nature. When it
comes to implications for consumers regarding tHeskngs, a question raised is whether
parents high in self-consciousness pass this guaiitto their children by consuming in this
way. A heightened level of self-consciousness ifdotn may have several unfortunate

conseqguences, e.g. eating disorders, fixation peaances or low self-esteem.

The effect of parents’ view of own physical appeae on luxury brand preference
advocates that parents with low regard of theikkéoare more prone to dress children in
luxury attire, to enhance parents’ own self-imagephasizing benefits of beauty and using
attractive models in the luxury brand’s marketinix i likely to have a positive influence on
parents who feel inadequate when it comes to &itteaess. Lacking physical appearance
might be viewed as motivation for compensation uigio conspicuous consumption. There
are however ethical considerations to make whewimgeat other people’s dissatisfaction
with themselves. What about the message this islisgnto the children who are the
“trophies” or vessels of these strategies empldyeddults? Is it right to teach children that

in order to succeed in life, you need to look daiarway, or own certain kinds of products?

Parents exhibiting a high concern for achievemeetnonstrate a larger probability
for consuming conspicuously, compared with parevt® have a lower concern for this.
Parents high in achievement concern are preoccupitgd having their accomplishments
appreciated and admired by others. These paremtstiheir children to manifest as trophies
of their merits, and are likely to be motivated Ygblenian theories, which suggest that
people engage in conspicuous consumption to demadestealth and success. Ideas such as
“You have earned it” or “You deserve it” might baressage that can be communicated to
these parents, as a way to satisfy their needefargnition, as well as signaling prestige and

success through the brand’s image.
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The weakly negative effect of parental empathy looice of luxury item for children
suggests that parents exhibiting a lower level afeptal empathy are more prone to
conspicuous consumption. This can be argued to Stama failure to put the child’s needs
first, and rather prioritizing the parents’ own dsgfor e.g. status and admiration from other
parents. Parents displaying low parental empatkyless likely to allow their children to
influence the choice of clothing, so for these ptaecommunications should be directed
towards parents directly, rather than to the chidi=indings may be an indicator that highly
empathic parents are more concerned with protectiigren from the negative impacts of

consuming conspicuously, compared with less empaidrients.

The effect of marital status on luxury brand prefee suggests that parents of low
marital status display a greater propensity forspacuous consumption. This implies that
single and divorced parents are disposed for luxewpsumption through the act of
compensation. However, there are risks involvedh wisymbolic brand targeting low marital
status parents, as discussed with socioecononticsst@here are also negative implications
for the family unit associated with overspendingcérding to Rucker and Galinsky (2008),
consumers regularly exposed to states of low pamght be more disposed to overspending
and gaining large amounts of debt, as result ofnareased willingness to pay for status
products. “The problem might be exacerbated whetinigs of powerlessness are derived
from an actual lack of resources, especially gigewer’s link with socioeconomic status”
(French and Raven 1959; Keltner et al. 2003).

6.3. Limitations
Although this research thesis has succeeded to esnswe research questions, some

limitations and shortcomings were evident. Expenits will never represent a perfect
reflection of reality, due to the trade-off betwestternal and internal validity. Bollen (1989)
claims that a major limitation of causal designhat “We can only reject a model — we can
never prove a model to be valid”. We can howeverelty support for the validity of the

model, increasing our belief that the model is ecirr

The distribution of female and male respondentsthia sample is an important
limitation of the study, since very few men pagetied. However, like previously argued
female consumers exhibit greater interest and elésirfashion than men, and are viewed as

the key decision makers when it comes to the datisiaking process for the family’s
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clothing. Although differences are expected to ekistween female and male consumers,
both motivations for conspicuous consumption andthe extent to which parents employ
this strategy for impressing others are also exguecthis makes generalizing findings to the
entire parent population difficult, and should e with caution. This is viewed as one of
the consequences of using a non-probability saniplhe future this could be overcome by

selecting recruitment channels where potential medpondents are more present.

The distribution of marital status among parens® alemonstrated skewness in favor
of parents in a relationship; dating, cohabitatorgmarriage. Relatively few parents were
categorized as being of “Low marital status”. Altigh the distribution generally represents
society, for future studies, attempting to includere single-parents, or performing studies on

single-parents as consumers might give importagln into their purchase patterns.

Another relevant limitation of the study is the inatthat social media has been used
to recruit respondents, and hence parents who ateaative in social media have
consequently been excluded from participating. @diih an increasing number of Norwegian
parents have embraced social media, this doesncotrgass all parents. It is unfortunate to
exclude such a large group in the event that thezedifferences between parents who are
active in social media and those who are not. $t been suggested that social media might
raise self-consciousness (Mehdizadeh 2010). Inotudarents who are not members of social
media sites would give the possibility to investegany differences between social media

users and non-users.

There are also limitations regarding the experimlesgtting as basis for evaluating the
items of clothing. In a real-life setting, consumeavould be able to make inferences from
more attributes than merely looking at the objeetrents would for instance be able to judge
the quality of the clothing through several sensemperiences, such as touching and
physically trying the clothing on the children. Bdtugh online shopping is a booming trend,
most online shops offer images of much better gyadind the possibility to zoom and view
the products from different angles. This was nagtde to accommodate in this thesis, due to
limited resources. As previously discussed, prizelat have been included as an element in
the experiment, to make the experiment more réalistowever, this would have removed
focus from the brands and might have created & @ffect. These elements, among others,
are likely to separate the experiment from a réaldetting, and lead to other choices in the
experiment than consumers’ choice in real-life. iesthese limitations, parents’ choices of
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clothing items in the experiments are likely toresent their attitudes towards the different
brands.

Although most of the variables in the study shdvwgeod qualities for validity and
reliability, parental empathy has proven to bess halid and reliable construct than what was
hoped. Items seemed unrelated, and correlatiot®medl the reverse scoring. Hence items
that were reverse coded were correlated with edcér,obut not with items that were not
subject to reverse scoring. This is an obvioustshoring of this scale, which might be better
suited for dichotomous scoring (Agree/Disagredg it originally was used. Consequently,
few significant results were produced from the ptak empathy construct. Using more
renowned and validated scales of empathy at a meneral level may be advised in this
context.

Originally, the experiment in the thesis consisté two separate experiments, which
were later combined. This poses a threat to thahiéty of the study, since the randomization
in regards to assigning participants to one ofttieexperiments is not perfect. However, due
to limited time and resources, and problems withdhta collection, creating two versions of
the same survey was a less complicated procedimey 9 was the condition in which
pictures of clothing item’s portrayed with corrdmtand names displayed underneath, and
logos and/or tags were original. In Study 2, thandr names underneath were switched
between luxury items and retail/chain items, makingiry items look cheap and retail items

look expensive. Any logos or trademarks of the tsamere also switched.

There are also limitations associated with remowages from a study, as this can be
considered tampering with the data material. lal{et7 cases were removed from the study,
most of these based on a failure to complete th#ngrtask (manipulation), at a minimal
level. Although this meant altering the data, remguhese cases was a sacrifice which was
necessary to make in order to retain only partmipavho in fact had been open to

manipulation.

Difficulties of elicitation

Many Norwegians are believers in a “classless” etgciand hereby attempts of
anyone to separate oneself from the rest can lveedi@s snobbish. Norwegians take great
pride in their society and the ideal of equal opaities for all people, regardless of their
status or position, which probably is one of thesans why Norway usually ranks as one of
the top countries when it comes to social mobdaity intergenerational mobility (i.e. reports
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by Centre for Economic Performance at the Londoho8k of Economics 2005; Corak
2006).

Attempts to deviate from this ideal is likely to keait more challenging to be a
conspicuous consumer in Norway, creating a strasgirio defend conspicuous consumption
behavior. Many rationalize their splurging on brasidthing by holding brand clothing’'s
superior quality as the number one criteria whéacsi@ag clothing for their children. In other
words, these consumers try to cover up their dct®msumption as being simply utilitarian,
and claim that it has nothing to do with neitheats$ nor signaling effects. As mentioned
previously, Prendergast and Wong (2003) found itinathers’ consumption of infant luxury
apparel was primarily driven by a desire for gooldy and design. They find no evidence
that mothers buying luxury brands are motivatedh®ysocial visibility factor. The findings
are especially surprising due to the location iriclwithe research took place; Hong Kong,
which is known to be a place where conspicuous waopsion is prevalent. The authors
mention several limitations to their study as @erapt to gain insight into why the expected
results were not found, yet they fail to mentiore @entral issue: elicitation problems related
to this field of research.

Research at the individual level is made particlylatifficult by the special nature of
status-seeking consumption. First, consumers wihendhto purchase for reasons
associated with social esteem and recognition witen deny that their market
behavior is determined by status-seeking motivesh Qlenials are rational, for
societies generally insist that social recognitieamd status is conferred upon but not
overtly sought by individuals. Whilst there is soewelence to suggest that, in more
recent years, younger consumers have been showgngaser willingness to admit to
status-seeking expenditures, the taboos surroundowgrt and conspicuous
consumption are still strongMason 1992).

This implies that many might over-emphasize thitatian function of products, such as the
superior quality of clothing, because this is a enmtional, socially acceptable purpose for
buying such an expensive product. This notion imetbing that should be kept in mind

throughout the whole research process, from salgcéisearch design to interpreting results.

6.4. Suggestions for further research
Several ideas for future research have been igtiited carrying out this research thesis.

Examining the relationship between power and causpis consumption would give
important answers to whether powerlessness driveivation to impress others with
consumption. Power is closely related to the statincept. Low socioeconomic status can be
seen as a form of powerlessness. Also, statug@ded as one of several sources of power,

and according to Fiske and Berdahl (2007), obtgimindemonstrating status is one way to
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obtain or restore power in a state of powerlessriegsker and Galinsky hypothesized that
people experiencing a feeling of powerlessness s@k to compensate for and diminish
these feelings through increasing their status,theugh consuming high-status products.
They found that high-status products could serw®rapensatory purpose for states of low
power. Also, evidence found that placing consuniers state of low power increased their
desire to acquire status-related products.

Also, since support has been found for the relatign between public self-
consciousness and luxury brand preference, it wbeldnteresting to investigate whether
private self-consciousness also has a significatteon parents’ choice of luxury brands.
Existing literature on this construct suggests piatate self-consciousness is often connected
with awareness of the more personal and covericespé the self, and that a person high in
private self-consciousness is very cognizant ofonieer own thoughts, feelings and motives
(Fenigstein et al. 1975). Hence, parents exhibiéiffggh level of private self-consciousness
might have different, or even opposite motivatiémrsconsuming conspicuously than parents
with high levels of public self-consciousness, agsthetics. Examining how the private self-
conscious parent and the public self-conscious npadéfer might explain more of the
conspicuous consumption question.

As mentioned in Chapter 6.3. Limitations, the péakempathy construct lacked the
validity and reliability results that the other structs had. Using scales measuring empathy
in general, i.e. The Hogan Empathy Scale (19698, lhterpersonal Reactivity Index by
Davis (1980) or The Questionnaire Measure of Enmati@mpathy by Mehrabian and
Epstein (1972) might yield answers concerning howa&thy might guide luxury brand
preference.

Investigating how marital status impacts choitkiwury items for other product
categories is also relevant, as there should beidemble differences between people of low
and high marital status. Consumers of low mariitius might be more motivated to consume
luxury items from categories that ultimately migiter their marital status from low to high,
and hence reducing i.e. felt loneliness or powsrless. A “side-effect” of increasing marital
dissolution is manifested in the increasing trehdhildren having multiple homes. How does
this impact parents’ brand-buying behavior? Whiarepts choose to buy two wardrobes for
their children, and do these wardrobes vary acogrth the level of the status and/or self-
consciousness of the parents? Differences mayected between high status parents and
low status parents.

Other research constructs of interest includeidasinvolvement, status-concern and
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the degree to which parents view children as aenskbn of themselves. As discovered
during analysis, gender of child showed a weakceffe Luxury brand preference, and
further investigating this difference between bagsd girls may provide insight into how

gender roles influence purchasing behavior.
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Attachment A - Survey

Velkommen til denne undersekelsen’ )

Jeg er en masterstudent i markedsfering ved Hagskolen i Buskerud som holder pa med
den avsluttende masteroppgaven, og denne undersekelsen utgjer min datainnsamling.
Formalet med oppgaven er a underseke hvordan personlige egenskaper pavirker
klespreferanser hos foreldre.

Spersmalene vil dreie seg om deg som person og hvordan du ser pa seg selv, og i lepet av
undersokelsen bes du om a velge mellom ulike klzr til ditt barn. Undersekelsen vil ta ca.
12-15 minutter. Etter undersokelsen er avsluttet vil det bli trukket en vinner av et gavekort
pa 500 kr fra Polarn O. Pyret. Vinneren vil bli kontaktet via e-post, og dette er den eneste
arsaken til at e-postadressen oppbevares inntil undersekelsen er avsluttet. Dersom du ikke
har blitt kontaktet via e-post, men trykket pa link til undersekelsen, kan du oppgi e-post
adresse i slutten av undersekelsen dersom du ensker a vare med i trekningen. Dette er
imidlertid helt valgfritt.

Studien er meldt til Personvernombudet for forskning, Norsk samfunnsvutenskapellg
datatjeneste (NSD). Det er frivillig a veere med og du har mulighet til a trekke deg nar som
helst underveis, uten a matte begrunne dette n@rmere. Dersom du trekker deg vil alle
innsamlede data om deg bli anonymisert. Opplysmngene vil bli behandlet konfidensielt, og
ingen enkeltpersoner vil kunne gjenkjennes i den ferdige oppgaven. Opplysnmgene
anonymiseres og e-post adressene slettes nar oppgaven er ferdig, innen 15. mai.

Hvis du har sporsmal kan jeg kontaktes pa tif: 97 08 56 22, e-post: lena. bjorlo@gmail.com.
Du kan ogsa kontakte min veileder Cathrine von Ibenfeldt ved Markedsheayskolen pa tif: 90
92 92 33.

Med vennlig hilsen

Lena Vatne Bjorlo

Jeg har lest skriftliginformasjon ovenfor og er villigtil & delta i studien.

| Sex Er du mann eller kvinne?
|kvinne O 1
Mann O 2
Number_childr( Hvor mange barn har du?
en
Ingen O 1
Ett barn O 2
Tobarn O 3
Trebarn C 4
Firebarn ellerflere O 5
Birth_year | hvilket ar ble barnet fadt? ;
Dersom du har mer enn ett barn, vennligst oppgi fedselsar for ditt
yngste barn.
Fodselsar [IIL]
random [Random variabel
Fylles innauvtomatisk HEEEL
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delutvalg Eksperiment delutvalg
Del 1 O 1
Del 2 O 2
SC_High Vennligst skriv et avsnitt med fem setninger om hvordan du er
forskjellig fra dine venner, familie eller andre mennesker generelt.
F.eks.
"Jeg er veldig talmodig. Jeg er mer opptatt av hvordan jeg ser utenn
andre jeg kjenner. Jeg er over gjennomsnittet opptatt av interier og
maebler. Jeg er interessert i gjenbruk. Jeg har et bevisst forhold til mat
og kosthold."”
SC_Low | Hvilken film var den siste du sa pakino?
Open
Public_SC_1 |Hvor enig er du i disse utsagnene?
Verken
i‘;ﬁg Uenig Litt uenig “:H'Erg Littenig Enig S::gn
enig
1 2 3 4 5 3 7

Jeg ervanligvis

bevisstpa O @) @) O O O O

utseendet mitt
Jeg er opptattav

SRS S8 o o o o o o o

presenterer meg
selv pa

Jeg erselvbevisst

pahvordanjegser @) @) (@) (@) @) O O

ut
Jeg bekymrer meg

vanligvisover a
gjore et goct o o o O o O O

inntrykk
Enav desiste

tingene jeg gjor for
jeg forlater huset er o o C O o O (@)

a semegispeilet
Jeg eropptattav

hvaandre o o o o o o o

mennesker syns
om meg

Jeg er opptatav a
gjeretingpamin C O C O C C C

egen mate

VAN_Physical | Hvor enig er du i disse utsagnene?
_concern

Sveert Uenig Littuenig Verken Litt enig Enig

Sveert
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VAN_Physical |Hvor enig er du i disse utsagnene?

_concemn
uenig uenig eller enig
enig
1 2 3 B 5 8 7
Maten jeg serutpa
er utrolig viktigfor O O O O O O c 1
meg
Jeg erveldig
opptattav # O # O @ O o 2
utseendet mitt
Jegvilleblitt flau
hvis jegvar rundt
andre ogikke sa ut o o © © © © © ?
sa bra som mulig
A sebest mulig ut
erverdt O O O O O O o 4
anstrengelsen
Det erviktig atjeg 0o o o 0O e o o 5
alltid ser bra ut
VAN_Physical |Hvor enig er du i disse utsagnene?
Verken
venig Uenig Litt uenig uenngeller Litt enig Enig enig
enig
1 2 3 < 5 8 7
Andre legger
merke til hvor ) O O O O @) c 1
tiltrekkende jeger
Utseendet mitter
veldigtiltalende for (@) @) (@) O O O (@) 2
andre
Andreer
misunnelige pa 'e) 0] (@) O (@] O o 3
utseendet mitt
Jeg erenveldig
tiltrekkende person © o O o C © © .
Kroppenminer
seksuelttiltalende C o © O C o © °
Jeg har den type
kropp som andre O O (@) @) @) (@) O &
likerasepa
Att_filt1 [Hva heter hovedstaden i Norge?
Open
VAN_Achieve |Hvor eniger du i disse utsagnene?
ment_concern
Verken
venig Uenig Litt uenig uen:geller Litt enig Enig enig
enig
1 2 3 < 5 8 7
Yrkesmessige
oppnaelsereren (@) O (@) @) O O O 1

besettelse for meg
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VAN_Achieve
ment_concermn

Hvor enig er du i disse utsagnene?

Jegvil atandre
skal se opptil meg

pagrunnav O o O o o O o 2
oppnéaelsene mine
Jeg er mer opptatt
av yrkesmessig
suksess ennde C o o o o o o 3
fleste vet
A oppnamer
suksess ennandre (@) O O O O (@) (@) 2
erviktig formeg
Jeg onsker atmine
oppnaelser skal
anerkjennesav o o o O O o o 5
andre
VAN_Achieve |Hvor enig er du i disse utsagnene?
ment_view
Verken
Syasrt ) , ) ! ) ) . Sveert
venig Uenig Litt uenig uenugeller Litt enig Enig enig
enig
1 2 3 B 5 8 7
| en yrkesmessig
betydninger jeg en
veldigfremgangsrnik o C C o o o o !
person
Oppnaelsene mine
erhoytansettav O O O O O (@) O 2
andre
Jeg eren person
som har oppnadd (@) O O O @) (@) O 3
mye
Jegeret godt
eksempel pa
yrkesmessig o o o o o o o .
suksess
Andre skulle onske
at devarlike
fremgangsrike som < O o O o < o 6
meg
VAN_How_ofte| Hvor ofte...
n
Kun ved
: Noen Noen
Aldri Naelsdtzn :r?lii;:ilrlwe gangeri gangeri  Nesten hverdag Hverdag
o 9 méneden  uka
1 2 3 - 5 8 7

...bruker du
sminke, (@) O O (@) O (@) O 1
gjennomsnittlig?
...bruker du
hoyhesite sko, (@) (@) (@) (@) (@) (@) (@) 2
gjennomsnittlig?
...tardusolarium, o o o O O O O 3

gjennomsnittlig?
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VAN_How_ofte| Hvor ofte...

n
...trener du,
gjennomsnittlig? O o o o o O O 4
VAN_Glasses |Bruker du briller eller kontaktlinser?
Briller O 1
Kontaktlinser O 2
Beggedeler O 3
Ingen av delene O 4
VAN_Contactsl Hvor ofte...
Kun ved
. Noen Noen
Aldri N;Sdtzn Sﬁlei"::e gangeri gangeri Nesten hver dag Hver dag
a eer "9 méneden uka
1 2 3 < 5 8 7
Bruker du
kontaktlinseri O O O O O O O 1
stedetfor briller?
Sex_child  [Er ditt barn jente eller gutt?
Jente O 1
Gutt O 2
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Figure 6 Girls' pants in survey
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Figure 7 Girls' sweaters in survey
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Figure 11 - Girls' dresses in survey
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Figure 12 - Boys' shirts in survey
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Figure 16 Boys' pants in survey
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Att_filt2 | Hvilket arstall er det na?

CLLI]T
EMP1 | Hvor enig er du i disse utsagnene?
Verken
Sveert . . . . : 4 : Sveert
venig Uenig Littuenig enig gller Litt enig Enig enig
uenig
1 2 3 - 5 8 7

Jeg huskerveldig

godthvordan det (@) O O O O @ C
foles avesre barn

Hvis jegvetatjeg

harrettbryrjeg

megikke om & O O O O O O O
hore pa mittbarns

synspunkter

Avesreforelderer

for det meste hardt

arbeid, med lite o o o O o O O
glede

Noen barn er bare

fodtrampete o o o o o O ©
Barn malesres fra

deersma atde

ikkevil oppna noe O O O O @) C O

ved dkreve
oppmerksomhet

Jeg menerdet

finnes engoddel

sannhetidet

gamle uttrykket o O O O O O o
‘barn skal sees og

ikke hores’

For man straffer et

barn mener jeg det

erbesta provea

forestille seghva

somvilvaere den (@) O O O O O O
mest nyttige

laeringsopplevelsen

. gittsituasjonenog

barnets alder

EMP2 Hvor enig er du i disse utsagnene?
Verken
Sveert 4 : . . : 4 , Sveert
venig Uenig Litt uenig uenig eller Litt enig Enig enig
enig
1 2 3 < 5 8 7
Barn natil dagshar
detfor enkelt C o o o o o o
Barn skal alltd
respektere og
adlyde voksne, O O O O @] O O
vansetthva det
gjelder
Det ernoksa o o o 0o 0o o o

vanskeligaveasre
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EMP2 [Hvor enig er du i disse utsagnene?

barn noen ganger

En av de beste
grunnene til a fa et

barn er at nar du
far barn savil du © o C o C C C
hanoen som alltid
vil virkeligveere din
Jegtrordeter
viktigere a fortelle
barn hvade gjor
riktigennafortelle C o o C o o O
dem hvadegjor
feil
Noen barn er for
folsomme ogtar
seg altfor nesrav
kommentarer som o o O o o o O
ermentsomen
spok
VAN_Physical [Hvor enig er du i disse utsagnene?
_concern_1
Verken
Sveert ' : . . ' ' : Sveert
venig Uenig Litt venig uenig eller Litt enig Enig enig
enig
1 2 3 - 5 8 7
Maten jeg serutpa
erutrolig viktigfor e) O O O O O O
meg
Jeg erveldig
opptattav O O O O O C O
utseendet mitt
Jegville blitt flau
hvis jegvar rundt
andre ogikkesaut o O O o o O O
sabra som mulig
A sebest mulig ut
erverdt O O (@) (@) O O (@)
anstrengelsen
Det erviktig atjeg
alltid ser bra ut C C o C o o o
VAN_Physical [Hvor enig er du i disse utsagnene?
_view_1
Verken
Sveert . . . . : . . Sveert
venig Uenig Litt venig uenig eller Litt enig Enig enig
enig
1 2 3 - 5 5] 7
Andre legger
merke til hvor O O O O O C O
tiltrekkende jeger
Utseendetmitter
veldigtiltalende for O (@) O @) (@) O (@)
andre
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Vc:;P?vM Hvor enig er du i disse utsagnene?

Andreer
misunnelige pa
utseendet mitt

Jeg erenveldig
tiltrekkende person

Kroppenmin er
seksuelttiltalende

Jeg harden type
kropp som andre
likerasepa

o O O O
o O O O
o O O O
o O O O
o O O O
o O O O

O O O O

o

Att_filt1_1 |Hva heter hovedstaden i Norge?

Open

VAN_Achieve |Hvor enig er du i disse utsagnene?
ment_concern

1

Verken
Uenig Littuenig uenigeller Litt enig Enig
enig
1 2 3 - 5 8

Sveert
uenig

Yrkesmessige

oppnaelser er en O O O O O O

besettelse formeg
Jegvilatandre

skal se opptil meg o o e O @) @)

pagrunnav
oppnaelsene mine

Jeg er mer opptatt

avyrkesmessig o o O O O O

suksess ennde
fleste vet

A oppnamer

suksess ennandre O O O O O O

erviktig formeg
Jeg onsker atmine

oppnaelser skal o o o '®) O O

anerkjennesav
andre

Sveert
enig

VAN_Achieve |Hvor enig er du i disse utsagnene?
ment_view_1

Verken
Uenig Littuenig uenigeller Litt enig Enig
enig
1 2 3 - 5 8

Sveert
uenig

| en yrkesmessig

betydningerjeg en

veldigfremgangsrik o O C O O o
person

Oppnaelsene mine

erhoytansettav

andre

Jeg eren person O

Sveert
enig
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VAN_Achieve |Hvor enig er du i disse utsagnene?

ment_view_1
som har oppnadd
mye
Jegeret godt
eksempel pa
yrkesmessig o o o O o o o .
suksess
Andre skulle onske
at devarlike
fremgangsrike som O o O O o o o 5
meg
VAN_How_ofte| Hvor ofte...
n_1
Kun ved
. Noen Noen
Aldri Naelsdtrein ::Ieezl:ilrlwe gangeri gangeri  Nesten hverdag Hverdag
o 9 méneden uka
1 2 3 B 5 8 7
...bruker du
sminke, (@) (@) (@) (@) (@) (@) O 1
gjennomsnittlig?
...bruker du
hoyhssite sko, O O O O O O O 2
gjennomsnittlig?
...tardusolarium,
gjennomsnittlig? O O O O o O O 3
...trenerdu,
gjennomsnittliig? o o o o o o o .
¥AN_Glatm_ Bruker du briller eller kontaktlinser?
Briller O 1
Kontaktlinser O 2
Beggedeler O 3
Ingen av delene O 4
VAN_Contacts | Hvor ofte...
5
Kun ved
: Noen Noen
Aldri Naelsdtrein :ﬁl‘:";:e gangeri gangeri  Nesten hverdag Hverdag
or 9 maneden uka
1 2 3 - 5 8 7
Bruker du
kontaktlinseri O (@) @) O O O O 1
stedetfor briller?
Age Hvor gammel er du?
Under 18 ar O 1
18-25ar Q 2
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Age [Hvor gammel er du?
26-35ar O 3
36-45 4r O 4
45-55ar O 5
Over 55 ar O &
Marital_status | Hva er din sivilstatus?
Enslig O 1
Kjasreste C 2
Samboer C 3
Gift O 4
Skilt O 5
Zipcode Hva er ditt postnummer?

Dersom duikke bor i Norge, vennligst skriv 0000.
Skrivinnpostnummer HEEEL

Socmed_activ | Er du aktiv pa sosiale medier? (Som for eksempel Facebook, Twitter, blogg
g eller lignende)
Ja O 1
Nei O 2
Socmed_which| Hvilke sosiale medier er du aktiv pa?
Facebook o1
Twitter a 2
Instagram O 3
Pinterest 0 4
Forum a s
Egenblogg a s
Annet o 7
fosmed_phob Hvor ofte...
Kun ved
mar Nesten Spesiele o lC i ganceri  Nestenhverdag  Hverdag
er maneden uka
1 2 3 4 5 8 7
Leggerduutbilder
av barnet/barna O O (@) O O @) O 1

ditt/dinepa sosiale
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Sosmed_photo| Hvor ofte...
S

medier?

Lardu
barnet/barnavelge O @) @) O O O O 2

klesrselv?

Socmed_profil | Har du “apen”/offentlig profil som er mulig for andre enn vennene dine a se
= pa, eller "lukket”/privat profil som kun venner kan se?

Offentlig O 1
Privat C 2
Att_filt3 Hvilke farger har det norske flagget?
Gult og blatt O 1
Rodt og hvitt O 2
Readt, hvitt og blatt O 3
Income Hva er din husstands arlige bruttoinntekt?
Under 200000 o 1
200 000 — 399999 C 2
400 000 — 599999 C 3
600 000 — 799999 O 4
800 000 - 999999 O 5
Over 1 million O 8
Onskerikke svare O 7
Education Hva er din heyeste fullferte utdanning?

Velg riktig alternativ, eller tilsvarende.
Ungdomsskole O 1
Videregaende skole C 2
Hogskolekandidat O 3
Bachelorgrad O 4
Videreutdanning O 5
Mastergrad C 6
Doktorgrad O 7
Housing_type |Hvilken type bolig bor du i?
Hybel O 1
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Leilighet

Firemannsbolig

Rekkehus

Tomannsbolig

Kjedet enebolig

OO0 00 O0O0

Enebolig

~N OO O s W N

Nei O

- i

T o o & o~
OO0 0O 00 O0O0

~N OO ;M s W N

Sveert
uenig

Verken
uenig eller

Uenig  Litt uenig Litt enig Enig S:n‘f:
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ﬁnl%mlﬂo.m Hvor enig er du i disse utsagnene?

Man kan si mye om
enpersonveda
observere hva
slags klesr han/hun
bruker

Man kan si mye om
foreldrene til et
barnveda
observere hva
slags kleer barnet
bruker

Jegserpa
mitt/mine barn som
en representasjon
av meg selv
Jegserpa
mitt/mine barn som
er representasjon
av varfamilie

enig
4

o

o

()]

Jeg ervanligvis
bevisstpa
utseendet mitt

Jeg er opptattav
maten jeg
presenterer meg
selvpa

Jeg er selvbevisst
pahvordanjegser
ut

Jeg bekymrer meg
vanligvisovera
gjoreetgodt
inntrykk

Enav desiste
tingene jeggjor for
jegforlater huset er
a semegispeilet
Jeg er opptattav
hvaandre
mennesker syns
ommeg

Jeg eropptattav a
gjeretingpamin
egen mate

Sveert
uenig

1

o

o

Uenig
2
O

o

Litt uenig uenigeller Litt enig

3
o

o

Verken

enig
4

C

o

5
O

o

Enig

o

Sveert
enig

o

o

E_post

Dersom du ensker a vare med i trekningen av et gavekort kan du oppgi e-
post adresse her, for kontakt. Dette er frivillig, og dersom du ikke ensker a
oppgi din e-post trykker du pa neste.

Open
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Attachment B - List of online parent forums and Facebook groups

List of parent forums, which respondents were riéeturom.

pwbdE

Tett Inntil: www.tettinntil.no

Nybakt Mamma: www.nybaktmamma.com
Foreldreportalen: www.foreldreportalen.no/forum
Din baby: www.klikk.no/forum/dinbaby/

List of Facebook groups, which respondents wenaiited from

>k wnNpE

Barneutstyr Salg/Kjgp Stavanger/omegn

Barneklaer og utstyr — kjgp og salg Kristiansunadoggn
Barneutstyr i Trondheimsomradet

Barneutstyr kjgpe-selge-bytte Arendal/Aust-Agder

Vi med 2010/2011 barn Alesund og omegn

Vi med 2010/2011 barn Bergen og omegn
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Attachment C - Pretest - Overview of brands

Table 18 Overview of consumers' definitions of brands

Branded
clothing/more
expensive clothing

Mexx
Ngstebarn
Levi's

Jean Paul
GAP

PoP
Benetton
DC
Timberland
Diesel

Hummel

Norli
Brubaker
Noppies

IKKS
Benetton
Finger in the nose
MP

Melton

Many Months
Holly
Monsoon

Stummer

12
10

(]

N W W W w un

T e e o = S N)

Luxury brands/ designer

clothing/ high price range/

snob brands
Burberry
Dior

Ralph Lauren
Gant

Tommy Hilfiger

Laura Ashley
Armani
Gucci

Tiger

Hugo Boss

Calvin Klein

Lacoste

Sand

D&G

GAP

Juicy Couture
Prada

Petit Bateau

19
18
17

0o

i

A P P, NP =N

In between/more
expensive brands

Namelt 2
PoP 1
Ngstebarn
Lego Wear

Benetton

Katvig

Me Too
Claire

Aya Naya
Mini A Ture
Albababy

Zara

Me & |

Odd Molly
ucc

Memini

Chill Norway
Ti Mo

Pomp delLuxe

Me too

3
1

(]

N N N N W W

L e e T e = S Y

Danish brands
Katvig 18
Smafolk 8
idaT 7
Molo 7
3

Noa Noa
Pomp
delux

Me too
Ej sikke lej
Snabelfant
Wheat

R R N NN

Cheap brands/ retail
stores/ regular
clothing/ chain stores

Lindex 100
HM 137
Cubus 49
Kappahl 21
Sparkjgp 13
Name IT 9
Reflex 6
Ellos 6
Zara 3




Attachment D - Overview of girls’ and boys’ items and brands

Table 19 Girls' clothing

Girls’ clothing
Category Retail brands Luxury brands Total
Pants 3 3 6
Sweaters 4 4 8
Cardigans 3 3 6
Dresses 4 4 8
Skirts 3 3 6
T-shirts 3 3 6
Total 20 20 40
Table 20 Boys' clothing

Boys’ clothing
Category Retail brands Luxury brands Total
Pants - colorful 3 2 5
Pants — basic colors 2 3 5
Gensere 5 5 10
Jakker/cardigans 3 3 6
Skjorter 3 3 6
T-skjorter 4 4 8
Total 20 20 40
Table 21 Luxury brands

Luxury brands
Brand Girls’ clothing Boys’ clothing Total
Ralph Lauren 4 5 9
Burberry 5 5 10
Christian Dior 3 5 8
Tommy Hilfiger 5 5 10
GANT 3 5 8
Totalt 20 20 40
Table 22 Retail brands

Retail brands
Brand Girls’ clothing Boys’ clothing Total
H&M 6 4 10
Lindex 4 2 6
Kappahl 5 5 11
Cubus 1 4 5
Ellos 4 5 8
Totalt 20 20 40
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Attachment E - Overview of removed cases

Table 23 High Self-consciousness group responses.

ID Tekst Sentenceg Remove?
/words
1 Jeg er mer nerdete enn gjennomsnittet. Jeg @igvghd i 5/29
godteri. Jeg er hgyere enn de fleste jenter. Jegatt av
rettskriving. Jeg har fobi for edderkopper.
2 Jeg er snill,omtenksom og empatisk. 4/64
Jeg trener 3-4 ganger i uken og er over gjennoteshievisst pd
hva jeg spiser ,0gsa barna mine.
Jeg er frisgr som i skrivende stund omskolere3aih og
Ungdomsarbeider med gode resultater og stor irgerfes faget.
Jeg har en gutt pa 3.5 ar og en jente pa 1.5gerJalene og har
hovedomsorgen for barna.
4 Jeg er mor. Jeg er verdens heldigste. Jeg har nsyaa Jeg er | 5/21
bestemt p& hva jeg vil. Jeg er selvstendig.
5 Jeg er utrolig tAlmodigleg er mindre opptatt av hvordan jeg | 5/39 Yes
ser ut enn andre jeg kjenner Jeg er veldig intressert i hest . Low SC
Intresserer meg for gjennbruk av ting, men kjgper kizer.
Spiser litt for mye godteri
12 Jeg er bevisst pa hjen bruker 2124
penger pa, men kan ogsa handle impulsivt.. fglget pd tester
av kleer og utstyr til barna
Jeg har stor selvtillit pa egne valg 1/7 Yes
14 (Respondentens barn er i tillegg fadt i 1995,ensste er fadt Less than
for 2000) 15 words
15 Jeg skiller meg ikke spesielt ut. 1/6 Yes
Less than
15 words
18 Eg er opptatt av interigr. Eg er over gjennothsihnopptatt av 5/30
har. Eg velger klaer til barna mine med omhu. Egeddlig
sosial. Eg er sveert opptatt av familien.
22 Jeg er jordneer og reflekterende. Menhar sterk#mger og stort| 4/47
pagangsmot, samtidig som jeg respekterer allesamdeninger
ogsa. Jer reserkulerer og liker a lzere barna vezdidette som
hjelper miljget. Liker & sy og skape ting selv ffemé ha alt
ferdig slik som alle andre!
23 Jeg er glad i trening 5/25
jeg er omgjengelig
jeg er omtenktsom
jeg er glad i a gjare ting med familien min
jeg har mange venner
25 Jeg er ivrig pa gjenbruk & arv av kleer og ting 5/41
Jeg er bevisst pa mat og kosthold
Jeg elsker utendgrs tid med familien
Jeg er opptatt av at klaerne skal tale raff brukutighet
Jeg er aktiv med hest
26 Jeg er naturinteressert og liker & veere ute ladlssveer. Kvalitet 2/32
pa klaer er viktig og jeg mener barna skal ha ligdegkleer og
kanskje bedre enn de voksne.
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27

Jeg har opplevd en dgdfgdsel

Jeg er tdlmodig

Jeg er eerlig

Jeg er opptatt at ting skal veere rettferdig
Jeg setter andre fgr meg selv

5/25

30

Eg er over middels opptatt av at barna ska¢se og velstelte
ut, men ikke dermed sagt jalete. Eg er miljgbévess har
sterke ambisjoner i forhold til jobbkarriere. Epogit av at
barna skal bli veldig sjglstendige og karrierebstéisEg er nok
ogsa mer opptatt av hvordan eg ser ut enn andaertsingdre.

4/55

37

jeg falger mine egne veier

jeg velgerdet jeg liker ikke det som er pa "moten”

jeg er bestemt

jeg er viljesterk

jeg sier ofte at man for ikme mer en man klarerné# gar feil
vei med meg eller andre.

5/41

38

jeg bryr meg lite om hvordan jeg ser ut forskjll til mange av
mine venner.

jeg er ikke med péa bruk og kast trenden.

jeg er veldig rastlgs, og liker ikke a sitte hjemme

liker ikke & bruke penger. spar mest mulig.

bryr meg ikke om hva jeg spiser. spiser det jedpail

5/54

Yes
Low SC

40

Opptatt av friluftsliv. Opptatt av & spise sunat og rene
produkter. Prgver & unnga mye rosa kleer til jeritgb8ynes
arveklzer er toppen. Liker ikke & kaste mat.

(Dropped out in the middle of the survey)

5/29

Yes
Dropped
out

46

Jeg er veldig tdlmodig. Jeg verdsetter famijjevenner veldig
hgyt. Jeg er glad i jobben min. Jeg interessgeniguk. Jeg er
interessert i handball.

5/26

a7

Jeg er over gjennomsnittet glad i dyr. Jeg lgaat gkologisk
mat. Jeg ser ikke pa tv. Jeg elsker barnet migtliker & stelle i
hjemmet mitt.

4/28

49

Jeg tar ting pa strak arm

Stresser veldig lite

Jeg driver med hundesport(lydighet)

Jeg lever bedagelig, fks. Kan feire jul i stilorogsnissesokker
Men! Jeg er perfeksjonist

5/28

50

Jeg er opptatt av a laere barnet mitt sunne matvaeg er
opptatt av interigr. Jeg er opptatt av trening.elegpptatt av at
barnet mitt skal fa mye kjeerlighet. Jeg er intezetissmoter,men
lever ikke for det

4/40

51

er veldig opptatt av ommgablering og fa nytt [#@g. er mye pa
farten. noksa talmodig. elsker morsrollen. elskgfione pa
ting.

5/23

52

jeg er ikke spesielt opptatt av & ga i de nyestene, men jeg
kler meg anstendig og passer pa at jeg ikke selt ust Passer
heller p& at min lille prinsesse alltid er penyietz Jobber i
barnehage & ma si jeg er mer talmodig der, ennrhem

3/51

54

Jeg er empatisk. Jeg er middels opptatt avndgeicforhold til
andre. Jeg liker likevel & fgle meg fin. Jeg emaped mine
folelser. Jeg er en gla person.

5/31

56

Jeg er lite selvopptat nar det gjelder kleer til meg selv, men
veldig bevisst nar det gjelder ungene.
Jeg er opptatt av interigr. Elsker det bedagelige pa landet,

5/63

Yes
Low SC
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men vil bo i byen. Sveert opptatt av utdanning agker mye tid
pa & forklare barna viktigheten av god utdanneleg.er opptatt
av at mine barn ikke skal skille seg ut negativt.

57

Jeg er en rastlgs sjela som ma ha mye a gjer tivertid.
Jeg er bok mer opptatt av klaer og ha det fint rumety enn
familien min.

2/30

67

Eg er opptatt av & gi barnet mitt en god og sumpvekst. Sa
lenge barnet har det bra er det ikkje sa viktigdmnalltid er rein
og fin. Liker & ha det fint i heimen, men prioriéebarnet og &
veere sosial ofte framfor husarbeid. Er nok gangisait av at
det skal vere god kvalitet pa kleda eg kjgper. Biggode kle er
viktig.

5/69

70

Jeg er veldig utolmodig. Liker at tidsskjema hbldt. Jeg har et

bevist forhold til mat og kosthold. Er ikke sa amptav mote, tar
det som er bra og passer. Jeg er veldig strukturert

5/35

71

Jeg finnes ikke opptatt av kosthold,mintengote eller sminke
overhodet.

1/10

Yes
Less than
15 words

75

Jeg er utalmodigleg bryr meg lite om andres meninge Jeg
har ingen hobbyer. Jeg liker ikke sunn mat. Jegliar
gjennomsnittet mye rosa kleer til meg selv.

5/29

Yes
Low SC

82

Jeg er interessert i gjenbruk.

Jeg er under gjennomsnittet opptatt av interigihlaxgmerker,
materiell status.

Jeg faler ofte at jeg kommer til kort (ofte daigmvittighet).
Jeg har hgy arbeidsmoral.

Jeg har nadd malene jeg har satt meg i livet

5/41

85

Jeg ble tidlig ung mor som 17aring. Matte tidilgselvstendig.
Jeg er glad i barn og kles design. Har en varistHold.

4/23

87

Jeg er glad i fritida mi og setter pris pa 4 titige tid med
familoe og venner

1/17

90

Jeg er opptatt av tid sammen med familien. dedifer glad i
satsaker, og liker godt & bake. Jeg synes dekig wed
gjenbruk, i seer av barnetgy og utstyr da detteefeslites opp
av et barn. Jeg ser ikke poenget med dette spasradtt i
forhold til undersgkelse®g jeg tror ikke jeg er seerlig
annerledes enn mine venner og familig

5/63

Yes
Low SC

92

Jeg er en realistisk forbruker. Jeg har et rlae bevisst
forhold til mat og kosthold. Jeg er realist. Jegdsefleste ting
fra mange vinkler. Jeg er ofte deprimert.

5/31

95

Eg er opptatt av at mine barn far i seg riktag.m
Eg tenker pa andre fgr meg sjalv.

Eg er opptatt av foto, av natur og personer.
Eg er veldig tolmodig.

Eg liker & nyte naturen for alt den er verdt.

5/42

103

Jeg er nok over gjennomsnittet interesseterimr og bolig. Jeg
er opptatt av barna skal ha godt yttertay. Og deikéig for

meg at barna ikke mangler noe, hverken av kleer at#yr de
trenger.

3/37

104

Jeg er over gjennomsnittet glad i matlaging. Jegeklig
interessert i ernaering og kroppsbiologi knyttekdisthold og
trening. Jeg er ikke den fornuftige typen nar deldgr personlig

5/49
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gkonomi. Jeg er opptatt av god kvalitet pa stoféem nar det
gjelder kleer. Jeg er veldig utdlmodig.

106

Jeg er alenemor 5 av 7 dager i uken.

Jeg er veldig urutinert.

Jeg er glad i & strikke.

Jeg er holder pa a slanke meg.

Jeg er over gijennomsnittet glad i sjokolade.

5/33

107

Eg er vegetarianer og opptatt av supermat. Egestaytevern.
Eg les mykje interigrblader. Eg synes det er psakted enkle
og stilreine barneklede som kan brukast av beggerkjEg
elskar handarbeid.

5/33

108

Jeg er veldig opptatt av at barna mine ikke skal bl
bortskjemte

Jeg er veldig opptatt av at de skal ha mest molgindt
seg

Jeg er mer enn gjenomsnittet opptatt av at barnsebe
tidlig i barnehagen

Jeg er mer enn vanlig opptatt av at de spiser gad@n
hver dag

Jeg er mer enn vanlig opptatt av at jeg selv letveolig liv

5/66

109

Jeg er flink til & lage mat

Jeg er glad i & vaere utendgrs med barna
Jeg er kreativ

Jeg er tdlmodig

Jeg er veldig glad i familien

5/28

112

Jeg har et bevisst forhold til hvordan jeg &tter familiens
gkonomi. Jeg kjgper gjerne pent brukte kleer @ afamilien.
Jeg har et gnske om & kunne produsere egne grenmsg&om
en aktivitet sammen med barna, vi bor pa gard)lileggod,
sunn og kortreist mat.

4/49

118

Jeg er veldig talmodig.

Jeg synes alt er dyrt.

Jeg handler for det meste pa tilbud.
Jeg er i overkant fornuftig.

Jeg er veldig omsorgsfull.

5/25

129

Jeg er tdlmodig. Jeg synes det er viktig & vaereammen med
barna hver dag. Jeg synes der er veldig viktig ke regler
og grenser. Det er viktig med mye humor i hverdadeg er
genergs.;

5/38

132

Jeg er veldig opptatt av & spare penger fegdej student. Jeg
har et bevisst forhold til mat og kosthold. Jegkerdite penger
pa meg selv. Jeg er ikke interessert i interigmadpler. Jeg er

veldig arbeidsom.

5/40

133

Jeg anser meg som sveert normal. God omsorgsame
menneskene rundt meg og gnsker at de skal haalet br

2/20

137

kjgrer el-bil.

bor uten naboer.

Prgver & lage mest mulig mat fra grunnen av, dajémkk.
avhengig av facebook :P

veldig rolig og avslappet som person.

(Har svart kun Sveert uenig (1) eller verken uenig ker enig
(4) pa alle spm).

5/28

Yes
Extreme
answers,
only 1 or
4.
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140

Jeg er opptatt av at mitt barn skal ha det allstébgeg kan tilby.

Jeg er overfglsom. Jeg er opptatt av mat og matiadieg elsker

a lese. Jeg bruker sveert lite tid pa meg selv.

5/37

143

Jeg er veldig ryddig, liker & ha orden. Kontrolifke Sparsom,
men inpulsiv. Opptatt av alle andre rundt meg, ettes dem far
meg selv. Stolt mamma.

3/26

145

Eg er opptatt av at barna skal klare mest nsjdity og ta vare
pa dei ressursane vi har. Taybleiebrukar, baeremamgma
gjenbruksmamma.

2/23

147

Jeg er opptatt av gjenbruk, og til tross fallette er mitt farste
barn og man ofte vil kigpe nytt sa har jeg valpefler arve og
kjgpe brukt. Jeg er rolig og trygg, stresser sjelde avslappet
ifht kosthold, men prgver & lage middag fra bunn

3/49

150

Jeg er ernergisk. Jeg liker & tilegne meg mydetanse. Jeg er
interessert i teknologi. Jeg er glad i & ga fjedituJeg liker god
mat.

5/26

151

tolmodig og vil bruke ting til dei er gdelagt

1/9

Yes
Less than
15 words

153

Bryr meg mer om andre enn meg selv. Omsorg forrafidt
meg. Opptatt av interigr og dyr

3/18

155

Jeg er ganske normal vil jeg si, liker & veere gt & veere
sammen med

2/16

156

Opptatt av grensesetting, lek & moro med barnerdssert i
interigr & mote.

2/13

Yes
Less than
15 words

164

Jeg er opptatt av aktivitet og friluftsliv. Jegagptatt av at ting
skal veere gjennomfgrbart og ikke for ambisigst.elegpptatt ay
handarbeid/ bruksskunst, og liker a lage ting selv.

3/32

166

Jeg er malbevisst. Jeg er veldig interessererimt og sy. Jeg e
kreativ. Glad i god mat og reise.

r3/20

167

Jeg er ganske tadlmodig. Jeg er mindre opptatt axdaw jeg ser
ut enn andre jeg kjenner. Jeg er under gjennortedtopptatt av
interigr og magbler. Jeg er veldig interessert hgjek. Jeg har e
veldig bevisst forhold til mat og kosthold. Jegeptatt av
miljgvern.

5/47

169

Veldig rolig og lett person & snakke med, er likdnadle og glad
i de neere venner og familie i livet mitt

1/23

171

Jeg er nok over gjennomsnittet interessert i bategar og
barneklzer ( mest handlet fra nett)Liker & kombirgzneamelt og

nytt:)

2/20

172

Jeg er veldig interessert i barnekleer og utstyy.hde et bevisst
forhold til trening og kosthold.

2/17

173

Jeg la pa meg en del etter fgdsel, sa er opptateang som jeg
0g min sgster gjgr mye samme . Jeg er veldig tdbnaaen kan

ogsa ikke veere det. Jeg bryr meg om hvordan jegtsgr derfor

3/52
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skaffet jeg meg personlig trener og startet pa laigipskolen.

174

Jeg har en veldig hgy arbeidsmoral,jeg er alltiota med et
eller annet, jeg er veldig positiv pa jobben,jegkea veldig mye
hjemme og er opptatt av a holde det ryddig (utba &tav pa
hjernen)

4/37

175

Familie betyr mest for meg, i tillegg til at jegvees utrolig godt i
jobben min.

1/16

178

Jeg er opptatt av kosthold og fysisk aktivitet.

1/8

Yes
Less than
15 words

181

jeg er ikke sa opptatt av hvordan jeg ser ut, jegetlig glad i
"gamle " ting, jeg er opptatt av gjennbruk !

3124

183

Jeg er opptatt av gjenvruk. Jeg er opptatt av ke gutte barna
inn i " kignnsbokaer"( jenter m& ha sgte rosa kipsiter ma
veere tgffe). Er opptatt av a gi barna hjemmelagst ikke ekle
ferdig grater & boks/glass mat.

3/42

185

Jeg er opptatt av a leve ett sunt liv med sunthkidtog trening.
Jeg lager all mat til min sgnn fra bunnen av, kgide og
middagsretter. Jeg er opptatt av & ha det finyddig rundt meg
til en hver tid.

3144

186

jeg har barn i fukos, jeg tilbringer dagen med hawg ikke fest,
jeg er tolmodig,

3/16

187

Bryr meg lite om kva andre meiner. Gjer ting sliksgalv vil.
Tamodig. Interessert i & gjere gode kjap.

4/20

188

Kjeerlighet er det viktigste til dine barn. At jegrigod gkonomi
gjer bare at jeg kan gi mitt barn det som det teeng

2/20

189

Over gjennomsnittet opptatt av interigr og mgbkéelinteresser

i gjenbruk,sa fremt det ikke er "skatter" som haari familien
lenge.Utadvent person.

3/22

190

Klzer skal veere behagelig & ha pa..

1/7

Yes
Less than
15 words

191

Jeg har et bevisst forhold til miljgen og mat. @geddig
interessert i gjenbruk.

2/15

193

Jeg har et bevisst forhold til mat og kosthold!dKkr mye
sukker og e-stoffer til vara mine! Bruker helststex varer uten
tilsetningsstoffer! Bruker nesten bare ull pa barna

4/30

194

jeg er talmodig, diplomatisk og omtenksom.
effektiv handwoman.
opptatt av stil bade til barn og voksne!

3/16

197

Jeg er en jente som vil alle vel, og gjgr nok nmoyreat alle rundt

meg skal ha det godt. Har litt liten tid til egesipl men elsker

8/120
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tiden med barna rundt meg. Hjiemmet vart star joeratle, og
ofte har vi 5-8 ekstra barn i hus. Dette gir med goergi. Sa
huset vart beerer preg av apenhet. Nar det gjelddaging, er
jeg vokst opp pa gard, der alt skal lages fra borogebruke alle
ressursene.. Desverre klarer jeg ikke & oppna thsgighetene
med kokkeleringene..men glad i mat er vi. Fellettide, det
frokost klokken seks med stearinlys pa bordet sauilet, samt
middag og kvelds. Frisk frukt star alltid innbydengf
kjgkkenbenken.

199 | Jeg er rolig, men utadvendt. Liker godt & veere afgtipa kleer) 3/26
interigr og mgbler. Men det aller kjekkeste erdplg klzer til
sgnnen min.
201 | Jeg er ekstremt gkonomisk bevisst. 1/5 Yes
Less than
15 words
202 | Jeg er opptatt av hus og hjem og interigr. Men Bareek ikke 3/37
viktig. Det samme gjelder klger. Jeg er mer optatht det ikke
skal koste for mye, samtidig som det skal veerekyaditet.
203 | Bevisst ved bruk av penger pa mat og klaer. Kjgjer &r 3/39
brukt tay. Kjgper mye mat som holder pa & ga wdaid, legger
i frys og lager meste parten av maten fra bunrempsen med
barna.
206 | Jeg kjagper eller tar i mot brukte kleer 1/8 Yes
Less than
15 words
207 | Jeg er litt i overkant gkonomisk, og opptatt av hmdre mener | 1/17
om meg og min familie.
208 | Jeg er mer opptatt av merker, kvalitet nar det kemtihklaer, 2/28
hus, interigr, bil og mat enn min familie.Jeg er mgptatt av
kosthold enn min familie.
209 | Jeg er tolmodig, og interesserer meg veldig fozrsm fiction, | 1/13 Yes
fantacy og dataspill. Less than
15 words
215 | Er bevist pa pris pa kleer og utstyr til bade voksgéarn. 1/13 Yes
Less than
15 words
216 | Generelt lite opptatt av mote, interigr. Lever mar i nuet enn | 3/20
de fleste jeg kjenner! Ellers ganske sa "normal"
218 | Jeg er interessert i gjennbruk. 1/5 Yes
Less than
15 words
221 | Jeg er opptatt av at meg og barnet mitt ser bog titar 1/16
skikkelige kleer.
223 | Jeg er tdlmodig, kan til tider veere veldig sta, mengsa noksa| 3/36

sjenert. Jeg ler mye, og er opptatt av & ha detdgyer opptatt
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av politikk og velferd, og ogsa sosiale relasjoner

224

Jeg er ikke sa opptatt av siste mote, kleer mé&iheder
praktiske og anvendelige til flere anledninger.r Bliabevisst
forhold til mat og kosthold.

2/26

225

Jeg er glad i & pusse opp og blir ferdig med pktsieveldig
fort. Omsorgsfull og glad i & hjelpe andre

2/21

226

Jeg er utdlmodig pa noen omrader og tadlmodig péeaddg
sliter med & bestemme meg om ting, selv den miilistéing.
Jeg er ganske vimsete. Jeg elsker & vaere mammitedgelst
veert hiemme med de sma til de er 2,5 ar. Jeg elskerg natur.

5/50

228

Jeg er veldig talmodig

1/4

Yes
Less than
15 words

229

Bevist forhod til kosthold, opptatt av kvalitetskigk gutten min,
utalmodig, omsorgsperson

3/12

Yes
Less than
15 words

231

Jeg er veldig uintressert i ting som moebler, intr gardiner,
biler, osv. De fleste ting som oppfattes som ssgtoboler
finner jeg ulidelig kjedelige.

Jeg liker intense diskusjoner som krever at marmva man
snakker om, har lest mer enn VG og pensum paseBled
forsker, baade av yrke og legning. Jeg trives ibfe#tt Lange
ekspedisjoner sammen med gode kolleger og vereger]
uforstaaende for folks behov for monogami og eigpsisom om
mennesker og ting var noe de kunne klamre segjdil Jeg
avskyr folk som mener et papir gir dem rett tiledadet andre
har jobbet for, andre har skapt, fordi deres ticher verdifull
fordi de gaar i dress og er flinkere til aa sno seg

Holder det?

8/130

232

Jeg er talmodig, ryddig, organisert og mer pratsomse fleste.

1/11

Yes
Less than
15 words

234

Jeg syns det er viktig & gi barnet alt de vil hadser veldig
sma. aldri skrike i savn osv. mener barna far tnggav det. jeg
gir ikke vaksine enda. venter til ho blir starrpptatt av at hun
ikke skal fa sukker i mat, lager mye mer selv. godgvaner. og
opptatt av at hun skal ha et godt forhold til dgrvaere mye ute,
ikke sa fryktlig ngye med meg selv.

kler meg sa si alltid i jogge t@y. viktig & veeferim, jeg er
dyregal, komfor for alle penga, men syns det er@sjpkkere.
steller meg skikkelig til fest.

9/109

235

Jeg er veldig sta. Jeg har mange baller i luftentisiégy. Jeg har
alltid tid til mine venner og bekjente.

3/20

236

Jeg er opptatt av vgjenbruk , da va bade klaer dgjenag kan v
el si at jeg er over gjennomsnittet interesseantdrigr. Vertfal

sammenlignet med familie. Ellers er jeg en roligsogial persor

3/37
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238 0/0 Yes
Less than
15 words
239 | Veldig opptatt av mine barn, setter nok de far sgen 1/12 Yes
"skignnhet". Less than
15 words
Low SC
240 | Har vanskelig for & kaste/gi bort ting for eg ten&keeg kanskje | 3/30
kan fa bruk for det ein gong.
God tolmodighet
Glad i gamlemgbler, spesielt visst dei er heinglag
245 | Talmodig. Ikke mer opptatt av hvordan jeg ser ut andre jeg | 5/41
kjenner. Ikke over snittet interessert i intrigrragbler. Er
interessert i gjenbruk. Har bevisst forhold til mgtkosthold,
men ikke alltid like flink til & gjennomfare dette.
247 | Jeg er veldig tdimodig! 1/4 Yes
Less than
15 words
248 | Jeg er liberal og ikke styrt av penger.lykke etigilog lite 2/13 Yes
stress. Less than
15 words
249 | Jeg har mye empati. Jeg avskyr bedrevitere. Jag ke sitte | 4/28
hjemme mer enn jeg ma. Jeg er flink til & orgamisey ordne
penger gremerket til ferie.
250 | Veldig opptatt av & holde det ryddig og reint runngtg. 1/11 Yes
Less than
15 words
251 | Eg er stille og rolig, men bestemt person. Har istoteriesse 2/16
innenfor rock n roll !!
256 | Lite talmodig. Nysgjerrig. Liker & ha kontroll ovdet meste. | 3/10 Yes
Less than
15 words
257 | Veldig talmodig, og hjelpsom. 1/4 Yes
Less than
15 words
262 | jeg er opptatt av kvalitet og gjenbruk. kjgper rbyekt. spiser | 4/34
lite ferdigmat og lager mat fra bunnen av. sikkeitdig i tiden,
sa er vel ikke s& annerledes enn mange andre sfinn s
263 | Jeg er veldig tdimodig. 1/4 Yes
Less than
15 words
264 0/0 Yes
Less than
15 words
266 | Jeg er tdlmodig, og ser det positive i det mestn kbmmer 3/29

langt med et smil!
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Jeg elsker interigr, og a finne gode lgsninger ered-aring i
hus!

mitt barn ser bra ut, men samtidig ikke bruke mgeger. S&
liker salg og brukte ting. Det er viktig for megjigbarnet mitt en
god og trygg oppvekst og gode verdier. Er alenemor.

269 | Jeg er veldig darlig til & lage mat, men elskepides Jeg er 4/40
veldig opptatt av barneklzer, men kjgper sjeldentihoeeg selv.
Jeg elsker & strikke og a spille playstation. Jekke sa
interessert i sport
273 | Jeg er opptatt av kvalitet. Over middels intergdddeer til 5/29
barna mine. Er travel smabarnsmor som jobber hafédom.
Liker godt a reise. Shopping er min starste lidapsk
274 | Jeg er stille og rolig. Liker a spille handballwsgre med min | 2/14 Yes
familie:) Less than
15 words
278 | Stille og gjer ikke s& mye ut av meg. 1/9 Yes
Less than
15 words
281 | jeg er opptatt av & leke med barnet. 1/8 Yes
Less than
15 words
282 | Jeg er opptatt av at det skal veere rent og ryddidtrmeg, at 1/20
barna skal veere hgflig og veloppdragne.
287 | Eg er opptatt av og gi god omsorg, mykje kjeerlajlsette 1/14 Yes
tydelige grenser Less than
15 words
290 | Opptatt av interigr og farger, hus, liker & pugse gammelt til | 2/27
nytt og mikse dette med nye mgbler. Jeg har litpestyrke,
men veldig sterke meninger
292 | Jeg er veldig opptatt av & ha det fint rundt metged selv og 5/51

Table 24 Translation of responses removed due to content

annerledes enn mine venner og
familie

friends and family

ID Norwegian English

5 Jeg er mindre opptatt av hvordan jeg | I'm less concerned with how I look than othe
ser ut enn andre jeg kjenner people | know.

38 jeg bryr meg lite om hvordan jeg ser | | care little about how | look, compared to
ut forskjll til mange av mine venner. | many of my friends.

56 Jeg er lite selvopptat nar det gjelder | I'm not very self-conscious when it comes td
Kleer til meg selv... clothing for myself...

75 Jeg bryr meg lite om andres meninger| | care little about other people’s opinions

90 Og jeg tror ikke jeg er seerlig And | don’t think I'm very different from my
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Table 25 Removed Low self-consciousness group responses — movie question

ID Text Why?

10 Varg veum — kaldde hjerter trur jeg den hetei22 | Extra info

11 Angelina Jolie SALT Extra info

16 En maned siden, februar 2013. Answered wrong

guestion, has not
read the question

properly.
20 “brudepikene” Extra info
31 Karsten og Petra. Extra info
58 Reisen til julestjernen, med de to eldste barna Extra info
62 Intouchables (2011) Extra info
105 | Jenta som lekte med ilden (?) Extra info
120 | “Karsten og Petra blir bestevenner” Extra info
121 | Reisen til julestjernen, desember 2012 Exfia in

149 | Mannen har bygget kinorom i kjelleren, sa vilsd | Extra info
nyeste James bond der fo litt siden. Ellers salear
nok luftslottet som sprengdes jeg sa pa ordentlig
kino.

In total, 46 cases were removed, 27 due to lengtsiderations, seven due to low self-
conscious responses in the high self-consciousimstition, and eleven due to high self-

conscious responses in the high self-consciousioesiition.
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Attachment F - Manipulation check

Table 26 Group means Low and High SC
Group Statistics

DELUTVALG N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
Mean
92 5.2261 .88515 .09228
SELFCON10
153 49137 .99201 .08020

Table 27 Independent samples T-test Low and High SC

Independent Samples Test
Levene's Test for t-test for Equality of Means

Equality of

Variances

F Sig. t df Sig. (2- | Mean Std. 95% Confidence

tailed) | Differen| Error Interval of the
ce Differen Difference
ce Lower Upper

Equal 1.724 .190| 2.48| 243 .014| .31236| .12578| .06460| .56012
variances 3
assumed
Equal 2.55]208.9 .011| .31236| .12226| .07134| .55339
variances not 5 94
assumed

Results indicate significant differences in Seliiscousness scores between Group 1 (High
Self-consciousness) and Group 2 (Low Self-consciess). This means that the

manipulation has worked in the way it was meant to.

(M Low self-consciousness groap 4.914) vs. (Migh self-consciousness groap 5.226), F(l,243)= 1.724,p <

0.01.
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Attachment G - Descriptive statistics

Table 28 Descriptive statistics

157

N Min Max Mean SD Skewnesq Kurtosis
STUDY 246 1.00 2.00 1.4797, .50061] .082 -2.010
SEX 246 1 2 1.02 141 6.840 45.158
NUMBER_CHILD 246 2 5 2.70 .822 1.008 .326
BIRTH_YEAR 246 2000 2013 2010.96 1.790 -2.266 7.725
SC_GROUP 246 1 2 1.63 483 -.560 -1.700
SC1 246 2 7 5.26 1.110 -.881 .758
SC2 246 2 7 5.50 .997 -1.134 2.004
SC3 246 2 7 5.18 1.141 -.814 426
SC4 246 1 7 4.22 1.523 -.334 -.764
SC5 246 1 7 4.37 1.804 -.391 -1.002
SC6 246 1 7 4.78 1.385 -.650 -.024
SC7 246 2 7 5.41 1.109 -.658 .400
VAN1 246 1 7 4.32 1.468 -.546 -.564
VAN2 246 1 7 3.81 1.465 -.214 -1.028
VAN3 246 1 7 3.00 1.440 .480 -.558
VAN4 246 1 7 3.26 1.407 157 -773
VANS5 246 1 6 2.98 1.382 .269 -.969
VANG6 246 1 6 3.33 1.252 -.208 -.782
VAN7 246 1 6 3.33 1.150 -.305 -.568
VANS 246 1 6 2.74 1.238 .207 -.960
VAN9 246 1 6 3.19 1.208 -.210 -.894
VAN10 246 1 6 3.09 1.283 -.137 -1.030
VAN11 246 1 6 2.80 1.298 .164 -1.144
VAN12 246 1 7 3.17 1.643 .385 -.906
VAN13 246 1 7 3.61 1.722 .008 -1.291
VAN14 246 1 7 2.97 1.620 .587 -.616
VAN15 246 1 7 2.44 1.438 .916 -.081
VAN16 246 1 7 4.00 1.752 -.367 -1.137
VAN17 246 1 6 3.44 1.403 -.120 -.959
VAN18 246 1 7 3.41 1.420 -.020 -.917
VAN19 246 1 7 4.19 1.446 -.436 -.504
VANZ20 246 1 7 3.05 1.400 .184 -.866
VAN21 246 1 6 2.69 1.344 .355 -.836
EMP1 246 1 7 5.31 1.285 -1.106 .993
EMP2_ 246 2 7 5.68 1.184 -1.031 .780
EMP3_ 246 1 7 6.57 .804 -2.787 11.393
EMP4_ 246 2 7 5.66 1.464 -.973 -.179
EMP5_ 246 2 7 5.27 1.545 -471 -1.013
EMP6_ 246 2 7 6.33 1.104 -1.883 3.169




EMP7 246 1 7 5.46 1.497 -1.305] 1.554
EMPS8_ 246 1 7 4.34 1.540 .149 -.964
EMP9_ 246 1 7 4.58 1.588 -.067 -1.133
EMP10 246 1 7 5.93 .983 -1.439 4.283
EMP11_ 246 1 7 4.89 1.722 -412 -.843
EMP12 246 1 7 6.22 1.063 -2.267 7.131
EMP13_ 246 1 7 4.59 1.847 -.348 -.979
AGE_PARENT 246 2 4 2.91 .609 .049 -.323
Education 246 1 7 3.39 1.480 .365 -.859
Housing_type 246 2 7 5.01 2.070 -.409 -1.477
Housing_own 246 1 2 1.20 .400 1.516 .299
SES_ladder 246 1 7 4.31 .859 -.496 1.014
INCOME_SCALE 234 1.00 6.00 3.9530[ 1.29456 -.295 -.634
Marital_status 246 1 5 3.20 .699 -1.096 2.732
Valid N (listwise) 234

Table 29 Mean scores of indexed variables
Construct Mean Median
Socioeconomic status 3.884 4.00
Self-consciousness 5.080 5.25
Vanity — Physical view 3.043 3.25
Vanity — Achiecement concern 3.049 2.75
Parental empathy 5.554 5.60
Number of luxury items selected 1.996 2.00
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Attachment H - Convergent validity

Self-consciousness

Table 30 Factor Matrix SC before removing items

Factor
1
SC3 .821 .329
SC6 .695 -.539
SC1 .669 .280
SC2 .666 .236
SC4 .582 -.289
SC5 578 -.011
SC7 .064 191

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.
a. 2 factors extracted. 24 iterations required.

After removing items SC7 and SC4, all items loadeane factor. This
demonstrates good convergent validity for Self-camssness as a

construct.

Table 31 Factor matrix SC after removing items

Factor
1
SC3 .866
SC1 735
SC2 .709
SC5 551
SC6 A76
Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.
a. 1 factors extracted. 4 iterations required.
Table 32 Goodness-of-fit Test SC
Chi-Square Df Sig.
14.338 5 .014
Table 33 KMO and Bartlett's Test SC
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .800
Approx. Chi-Square 389.744
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity df 10
Sig. .000
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Vanity - Physical view

Table 34 Factor Matrix Physical view

Factor
1
VAN2 .812
VAN4 797
VAN1 .758
VANS 745
VAN3 739
Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.
a. 1 factors extracted. 5 iterations required.
Table 35 Goodness-of-fit Test Physical view
Chi-Square df Sig.
81.897 5 .000
Table 36 KMO and Bartlett's Test Physical view
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .817
Approx. Chi-Square 664.229
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity df 10
Sig. .000

Results demonstrate satisfactory convergent validit Vanity - Physical view.
Vanity - Physical concern

Table 37 Factor Matrix Physical Concern

Factor
1
VAN7 .883
VAN9 .849
VANS .802
VANG .768
VAN10 .705
VAN11 .695

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.
a. 1 factors extracted. 5 iterations required.
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Table 38 Goodness-of-fit Test Physical Concern

Chi-Square df Sig.
122.287 9 .000

Table 39 KMO and Bartlett's Test Physical concern

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .851
Approx. Chi-Square 981.63(
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity df 15
Sig. .000

Results demonstrate satisfactory convergent validit Vanity - Physical concern.

Vanity - Achievement view

Table 40 Factor Matrix Achievement View

Factor
1
VAN14 .894
VAN13 .829
VAN15 770
VAN12 741
VAN16 .613
Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.
a. 1 factors extracted. 4 iterations required.
Table 41 Goodness-of-fit Test Achievement View
Chi-Square df Sig.
30.624 5 .000
Table 42 KMO and Bartlett's Test Achievement View
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .843
Approx. Chi-Square 658.569
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity df 10
Sig. .000

Results demonstrate satisfactory convergent validit Vanity —Achievement view.
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Vanity - Achievement concern

Table 43 Factor Matrix Achievement Concern

Factor
1
VAN20 .879
VAN21 .800
VAN18 .796
VAN17 .782
VAN19 677

Table 44 Goodness-of-fit Test Achievement Concern

Chi-Square df Sig.
54.047 5 .000

Table 45 KMO and Bartlett's Test Achievement concern

Approx. Chi-Square
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity df
Sig.

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.

.822
715.955

10
.000

Empathy

Table 46 Factor Matrix Parental empathy

Factor

1 2 3 4
EMPS5 999
EMPS8 .337 334
EMP6 .320
EMPO _ 483 .387
EMP2_ 470
EMP12 .382 .345
EMP13_ .352
EMP10 .323
EMP1 312
EMP3_ 466 -475
EMP4 334 -.365
EMP11 -.480
EMP7

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.
a. 4 factors extracted. 14 iterations required.
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Table 47 Factor Matrix Parental empathy

EMP3_
EMP4_
EMP2_
EMP5_
EMP13_

Factor
1
.645
.549
542
408
404

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.
a. 1 factors extracted. 4 iterations required.

Table 48 Goodness-of-fit Test Parental empathy

Chi-Square

df

Sig.

7.618

5

179

Table 49 KMO and Bartlett's Test Parental empathy

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 713
Approx. Chi-Square 133.909
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity df 10
Sig. .000
Socioeconomic Status
Table 50 Factor Matrix Socioeconomic status
Factor
1
INCOME_SCALE .667
SES ladder .666
Education .539
Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.
a. 1 factors extracted. 3 iterations required.
Table 51 KMO and Bartlett's Test Socioeconomic status
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .650
Approx. Chi-Square 96.364
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity df 3
Sig. .000
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Attachment I - Discriminant validity

Table 52 Pattern Matrix Before

Factor

5

VAN10

973

VAN11

.622

-.302

VAN3

T73

VAN4

.739

VANS

.632

SC5

.353

-.300

VANZ20

.205

.833

VAN17

736

-.245

-.253

VAN21

.662

-.216

VAN18

.660

-.280

VAN19

.641

SES_ladder

496

INCOME_SCALE

.340

-.210

Housing_type

VAN14

-.893

VAN13

-.796

VAN12

-127

-.214

VAN15

- 725

VAN16

-.576

VAN7

-.805

VANS8

-.755

VANG

-.682

VAN9

.266

-.672

EMP3_

.569

EMP4_

.555

EMP2

.520

EMP13_

A27

EMP5_

397

VAN2

.345

-.652

-.233

VAN1

.248

-.523

-.323

Education

234

SC3

-.689

SC2

204

-.651

SC1

-.628

SC6

.240

-.373

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.

Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization

a. Rotation converged in 32 iterations.
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Table 53 Structure Matrix Before

Factor

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
VAN10 .982 -517
VAN11 743 -.534
VAN4 .817 -.291 -.259 -.362| -.339
VAN3 770 -.241 -.305| -.275
VAN5 .750 -.276 -.303 -.353| -.291
SC5 531 -.222 -.291| -.425
VAN20 311 .841| -.383
VAN17 216 .784| -.409
VAN18 278 .718| -.481 -.260
VAN21 297 .713| -.463 -.267
VAN19 .665| -.275
SES_ladder 522 -.248
INCOME_SCALE 394 -.253
Education 212 351 337
Housing_type
VAN14 276| .248| -.900
VAN13 .228| .319| -.823
VAN15 240 .253| -.761
VAN12 291 -.743 -.226
VAN16 .352| -.613 -.205
VAN7 485 .294 -.866 -.235
VAN9 541 - 791 -.229
VANS8 446 222| -.233 -.787
VANG A403| .346 -.755 -.265
EMP3_ 597
EMP4_ .562
EMP2_ .539
EMP13_ 422
EMPS5_ .392
VAN2 .627 -.298 - 771 -.463
VAN1 .568 -.305 -.676| -.483
SC3 415 -.209| -.757
SC1 240 .393 -.200 -.344| -.691
SC2 297 -.208 .252 -.675
SC6 .393 -.220 -.438

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.

Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization
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Table 54 Pattern Matrix After

Factor

3

VAN14
VAN13
VAN12
VAN15
VAN9
VAN7
VANS8
VAN10

SC3

SC1

SC2

SC5
INCOME_SCALE
SES ladder
Education
EMP3_
EMP2_
EMP4
EMP5_
EMP13_

.918
.803
751
.718

872
.860
.758
.669

.869
711
.648
551

.655
.631
.611

.635
597
.530
430
375

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.

Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization

a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
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Table 55 Structure Matrix After

Factor

3

VAN14
VAN13
VAN15
VAN12
VAN7
VAN9
VANS8
VAN10

SC3

SC1

SC2

SC5
INCOME_SCALE
SES ladder
Education
EMP3_
EMP2_
EMP4
EMP5_
EMP13_

915
.806
.758
757

230

.866
.859
.780
.679

.246

.868
.720
.690
.555

.642
.637
.621

.238

.647
.578
.552
410
410

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.

Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization
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Attachment J - Reliability analysis

Self-consciousness SC1, SC2, SC3, SC5

Table 56 Reliability Statistics Self-consciousness

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items
776 4

Test of Cronbach’s alpha indicates satisfactoryltegor reliability.

Vanity — Physical viewWVAN7, VANS, VAN9, VAN10

Table 57 Reliability Statistics Vanity — Physical view

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items
.875 4

Test of Cronbach’s alpha indicates satisfactoryltedor reliability.

Vanity — Achievement concern: VAN12, VAN13, VANIYAN15

Table 58 Reliability Statistics Vanity - Achievement concern

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items

.881 4
Test of Cronbach’s alpha indicates satisfactomylt$or reliability.

Parental Empathy: EMP2, EMP3, EMP4, EMP5, EMP13

Table 59 Reliability Statistics Parental empathy

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items

.621 S
Test of Cronbach’s alpha indicates questionablgfaatory results for reliability.

StatusINCOME_SCALE, EDUCATION, SES_LADDER

Table 60 Reliability Statistics SES

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items
.626 3

Test of Cronbach’s alpha indicates questionablgfaatory results for reliability.
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Attachment K - Assumptions of ANOVA

Assumption of normality
As Table XX demonstrates, none of the variablesvstigns of skewness or kurtosis, except marital
status, which indicates both skewness and kurtbhis.is due to overrepresentation of parents with
high marital status. Variables Self-consciousn¥asjty — Physical view and Vanity — Achievement
concern show variance greater than 1, which ispabte. This indicates that these variables are

normally distributed, satisfying the assumptiomofmality. However, variables Empathy, SES Status

and Marital status have variance below 1, whidch v#olation of the assumption.

Table 61 Descriptive statistics Indexed variables

SELFCO | VAN_PH | VAN_ACHC | EMPATHY | SES_STAT| MARSTAT_S
N YSV ONC usS CALE
N Valid 246 246 246 246 246 246
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean 5.0803 3.0843 3.0488 5.5545 3.8848 4.1382
Median 5.2500 3.2500 2.7500 5.6000 4.0000 4.0000
Variance .984 1.084 1.907 .763 .882 .756
Skewness -.626 -.294 437 -.494 -.080 -2.111
Std. Error of Skewnes;s 155 155 155 155 155 155
Kurtosis 197 -.695 -527 .302 -.294 5.966
Std. Error of Kurtosis .309 .309 .309 .309 .309 .309
Assumption of homogeneity of variances
Self-consciousness
Table 62 Test of Homogeneity of Variances SC
Levene Statistig dfl df2 Sig.
1.677 1 244 197
Table 63 ANOVA SC
Sum of Square df Mean Squarg F Sig.
Between Groups 3.616 1 3.616] 1.739 .189
Within Groups 507.380 244 2.079
Total 510.996 245

The results for Self-consciousness show an insagmt Levene’s test, which meets the requirement

for homogeneity of vari

ance.
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Vanity — Physical view

Table 64 Test of Homogeneity of Variances Physical View

Levene Statistid

dfl df2

Sig.

.035

244

.852

Table 65 ANOVA Physical View

Sum of Squarey  df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 8.982 1 8.982 4.366 .038
Within Groups 502.014 244 2.057
Total 510.996 245

The results for Vanity — Physical view show angngiicant Levene’s test, which meets the

requirement for homogeneity of variance.

Vanity — Achievement concern

Table 66 Test of Homogeneity of Variances Achievement Concern

Levene Statistid

dfl df2

Sig.

.965

244

327

Table 67 ANOVA Achievement Concern

Sum of Square df Mean Squarg F Sig.
Between Groups 914 1 914 437 .509
Within Groups 510.082 244 2.091
Total 510.996 245

The results for Vanity — Achievement concern shoviragignificant Levene’s test, which meets the

requirement for homogeneity of variance.

Empathy

Table 68 Test of Homogeneity of Variances Parental empathy

Levene Statistic

dfl df2

Sig.

.001

244

979
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Table 69 ANOVA Parental empathy

Sum of Square df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 2.159 1 2.159 1.035 310
Within Groups 508.837 244 2.085
Total 510.996 245

The results for Empathy show an insignificant Ley/ertest, which meets the requirement for

homogeneity of variance.

SES Status

Table 70 Test of Homogeneity of Variances SES

Levene Statistig dfl df2 Sig.
.023 1 244 .880
Table 71 ANOVA SES
Sum of Square df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 501 1 501 .240 .625
Within Groups 510.494 244 2.092
Total 510.996 245

The results for SES Status show an insignificanebe’s test, which meets the requirement for

homogeneity of variance.

SES Ladder

Table 72 Test of Homogeneity of Variances SES Ladder

Levene Statistig dfl df2 Sig.
.093 1 244 .761
Table 73 ANOVA SES Ladder
Sum of Square df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 5.103 1 5.103 2.461 118
Within Groups 505.893 244 2.073
Total 510.996 245

The results for SES Status show an insignificanebe’s test, which meets the requirement for

homogeneity of variance
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Marital status

Table 74 Test of Homogeneity of Variances Marital status

Levene Statistig dfl df2 Sig.
.009 1 244 .925

Table 75 ANOVA Marital status

Sum of Squareg df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 6.656 1 6.656 3.220 .074
Within Groups 504.340 244 2.067
Total 510.996 245

The results for Marital Status show an insignificeevene’s test, which meets the requirement for

homogeneity of variance
Overall results of assumptions are fulfilled. Simtarital status proved to be non-normally

distributed this is considered as a limitationref study, and will be discussed in Chapter 6.3.
Limitations.

172



Attachment L - Hyothesis testing - Main effects

H1: Status

Table 76 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects SES

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

Corrected Model 5.103 1 5.103) 2.461 118

Intercept 945.264 1| 945.269 455.916 .000

SES _LADDER_HL 5.103 1 5.103] 2.461 118

Error 505.893 244 2.073

Total 1491.00( 246

Corrected Total 510.996 245

a. R Squared = .010 (Adjusted R Squared = .006)

Table 77 SES Means

SES _LADDER_HL Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound | Upper Bound
1.00 2.122 122 1.882 2.363
2.00 1.832 139 1.558 2.106
Estimated Marginal Means of BRANDITEMS
g 2.00
1.804

Figure 18 Main effect SE

SES_LADDER_HL
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H2a Self-consciousness

Table 78 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects Self-consciousness

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

Corrected Model 3.616 1 3.616 1.739] .189

Intercept 940.494 1 940.494 452.285 .000

SC_GROUP 3.616 1 3.616 1.739] .189

Error 507.380 244 2.079

Total 1491.00( 246

Corrected Total 510.996 245

a. R Squared = .007 (Adjusted R Squared = .003)

Table 79 Self-consciousness Means

SC_MAN Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound | Upper Bound

1.00 1.904 115 1.676 2.131

2.00 2.156 152 1.856 2.455

Estimated Marginal Means of BRANDITEMS

Estimated Marginal Means
°

T
1,00

Figure 19 Main effect SC

SC_MAN
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H3a Vanity — Physical view

Table 80 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects Physical View

Source Type Il Sum of df Mean Squaré F Sig.
Squares

Corrected Model 8.982 1 8.982] 4.366 .038

Intercept 986.836 1 986.83q9 479.644 .000

VAN_PHYSV_HL 8.982 1 8.982] 4.366 .038

Error 502.014 244 2.057

Total 1491.00( 246

Corrected Total 510.996 245

a. R Squared = .018 (Adjusted R Squared = .014)

Table 81 Physical View Means

VAN_PHYSV_HL| Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound | Upper Bound

1.00 2.197 133 1.935 2.458

2.00 1.814 126 1.565 2.063

Estimated Marginal Means of BRANDITEMS

Estimated Marginal Means
~
°
8

1,100 Z.IJD
VAN_PHYSV_HL

Figure 20 Main effect Physical view
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H4a Vanity — Achievement concern

Table 82 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects Achievement Concern

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

Corrected Model 914 1 914 437 .509

Intercept 980.424 1 980.429 468.991 .000

VAN_AC_HL 914 1 914 437 .509

Error 510.082 244 2.091

Total 1491.000 246

Corrected Total 510.996 245

a. R Squared = .002 (Adjusted R Squared = -.002)

Table 83 Achievement Concern Means

VAN_AC_HL Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound | Upper Bound

1.00 1.935 130 1.680 2.191

2.00 2.057 131 1.800 2.315

Estimated Marginal Means of BRANDITEMS

2.0501

2.0254

2.0004

1.9754

Estimated Marginal Means

1.950+

1.925+

1.:)0 Z.:JO
VAN_AC_HL

Figure 21 Main effect Achievement concern
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H5a Empathy

Table 84 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects Parental Empathy

Source Type Il Sum df Mean Squar F Sig.
of Squares

Corrected Model 2.159 1 2.159 1.035 .310

Intercept 975.980 1 975.980 468.007 .000

EMP_HL 2.159 1 2.159 1.035 310

Error 508.837 244 2.085

Total 1491.000 246

Corrected Total 510.996 245

a. R Squared = .004 (Adjusted R Squared = .000)

Table 85 Parental Empathy Means

EMP_HL Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound | Upper Bound

1.00 2.087 128 1.834 2.339

2.00 1.899 132 1.638 2.160

Estimated Marginal Means of BRANDITEMS

2.10

2.05

2.00

1.954

Estimated Marginal Means

1.904

1.854

T T
1,00 2,00
EMP_HL

Figure 22 Main effect Empathy
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H6a Marital status

Table 86 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects Marital status

Source Type [l Sum df Mean Squar F Sig.
of Squares

Corrected Model 6.656' 1 6.656 3.220 074

Intercept 266.168 1 266.169 128.772 .000

MARSTAT_CODE 6.656 1 6.656 3.220 .074

Error 504.340 244 2.067

Total 1491.00C 246

Corrected Total 510.996 245

a. R Squared = .013 (Adjusted R Squared = .009)

Table 87 Marital status Means

MARSTAT_CODE

Mean Std. Error

95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound | Upper Bound

1.00 2.692 399 1.907 3.478

2.00 1.957 .094 1.772 2.143
Estimated Marginal Means of BRANDITEMS

:

T
1,00

MARSTAT_CODE

Figure 23 Main effect Marital status
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Attachment M - Interaction effects

H2b: Self-consciousness (Manipulation) x SES Status

Table 88 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects SC x SES

Source Type [l Sum df Mean Squar F Sig.

of Squares
Corrected Model 16.867 3 5.622 2.753 .043
Intercept 905.310 1 905.310 443.376 .000
SES STATUS HL 3.029 1 3.029 1.483 224
SC_MAN 7.877 1 7.877 3.858 .051
SES STATUS HL* 12.668 1 12.668 6.204 .013
SC_MAN
Error 494.129 242 2.042
Total 1491.000 246
Corrected Total 510.994 245

a. R Squared = .033 (Adjusted R Squared =.021)

Table 89 Means SC and SES

SES STATUS HL SC _MAN| Mean Std. 95% Confidence Interval
Error | Lower Bound Upper Bound
1.00 1.00 2.000 .146 1.713 2.287
2.00 1.897 .188 1.527 2.266
1.00 1.750 184 1.387 2.113
200 2.00 2.625 .253 2.127 3.123

Estimated Marginal Means of BRANDITEMS

SC_MAN

- —1,00
2.75 2,00

~

“n

=)
1

2.254

2.004

1.754 \

SES_STATUS_HL

Estimated Marginal Means

Figure 24 Interaction effect SC x SES
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H3d Self-consciousness x Vanity — Physical view

Table 90 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects SC x Physical view

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

Corrected Model 15.13% 3 5.044 2.462 .063

Intercept 927.884 1 927.884 452.841 .000

SC_MAN 5.999 1 5.999] 2.928 .088

VAN_PHYSV_HL 11.430 1 11.430 5.578 .019

SC_MAN * 513 1 513 251 617

VAN_PHYSV_HL

Error 495.864 242 2.049

Total 1491.00( 246

Corrected Total 510.996 245

a. R Squared = .030 (Adjusted R Squared = .018)

Estimated Marginal Means of BRANDITEMS

2.604

2.404

2.201

Estimated Marginal Means

1.604

VAN_PHYSV_HL

— 1,00
2,00

1,00
SC_MAN

T
2,00

Figure 25 Interaction effect SC x Physical view
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H4c Vanity - Achievement concern x Status

Table 91 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects Achievement View x SES

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

Corrected Model 6.632 3 2.211] 1.061 .366

Intercept 924.959 1 924.955 443.805 .000

VAN_AC_HL 2.210 1 2.210f 1.060 304

SES_STATUS_HL 459 1 459 220 639

VAN_AC HL * 5.248 1 5.248  2.518 114

SES_STATUS_HL

Error 504.364 242 2.084

Total 1491.00( 246

Corrected Total 510.996 245

a. R Squared = .013 (Adjusted R Squared = .001)

Table 92 Means Achievement View and SES

VAN _AC HL SES STATUS HY Mean Std. 95% Confidence Interval
Error | Lower Bound| Upper Bound
1.00 1.00 2.013 162 1.693 2.333
' 2.00 1.800 215 1.376 2.224
5 00 1.00 1.907 167 1.578 2.235
' 2.00 2.298 211 1.883 2.713
Estimated Marginal Means of BRANDITEMS
2.304 SES_STATUS_HL
g i \

T
1,00

T
2,00

VAN_AC_HL

Figure 26 Interaction effect Achievement concern x SES

181



H4e Vanity — Achievement concern x Self-consci@ssne

Table 93 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects Achievement Concern x SC

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

Corrected Model 10.535% 3 3.512 1.698 .168

Intercept 922.156 1 922.1569 445.9172 .000

SC_MAN 4.075 1 4.075 1.970 162

VAN_AC HL .038 1 .038 .019 .892

SC_MAN * 6.592 1 6.592 3.188 .075

VAN_AC HL

Error 500.461 242 2.068

Total 1491.00( 246

Corrected Total 510.994 245

a. R Squared = .021 (Adjusted R Squared = .008)

Table 94 Means Achievement Concern and SES

VAN_AC_HL SC_MAN | Mean | Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound | Upper Bound
1.00 1.769 151 1.472 2.066
1.00 2.00 2.394 .250 1.901 2.887
200 1.00 2.092 178 1.741 2.444
2.00 2.018 190 1.642 2.393

Estimated Marginal Means of BRANDITEMS

VAN_AC_HL

— 1,00
2,00

2.404

™
N
=)

1

2.004

Estimated Marginal Means

1.80+

T T
1,00 2,00

SC_MAN

Figure 27 Interaction effect Achievement concern x SC
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H5b Empathy x Vanity — Achievement concern

Table 95 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects Empathy x Achievement Concern

Source Type [l Sum df Mean Squarg F Sig.
of Squares

Corrected Model 7.436 3 2.479 1.191 314

Intercept 980.5972 1 980.592 471.251 .000

VAN_AC_HL 913 1 913 439 .508

EMP_HL 1.960 1 1.960 942 333

VAN_AC HL* EMP_HL 4.494 1 4.494 2.160 143

Error 503.56( 242 2.081

Total 1491.00( 246

Corrected Total 510.996 245

a. R Squared = .015 (Adjusted R Squared = .002)

Table 96 Means Achievement Concern and Empathy

VAN _AC HL EMP_HL Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound | Upper Bound
1.00 2.164 .185 1.800 2.528
1.00 2.00 1.714 .182 1.356 2.072
1.00 2.015 178 1.665 2.365
200 2.00 2.107 193 1.727 2.487

Estimated Marginal Means of BRANDITEMS

2.204

2.104

2.001

1.901

Estimated Marginal Means

1.804

1.704

EMP_HL

—1,00
2,00

T
1,00

VAN_AC_HL

T
2,00

Figure 28 Interaction effect Achievement concern x Empathy

H6b Marital status x Status
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Table 97 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects Marital Status x SES

Source Type Il Sum of df Mean Squar F Sig.
Squares

Corrected Model 8.094 2 4.047| 1.956 144
Intercept 361.919 1 361.919 174.878 .000
MARSTAT_CODE 7.593 1 7.593 3.669 .057
SES_STATUS_HL 1.438 1 1.438 .695 405
MARSTAT_CODE * .000 0

SES_STATUS_HL

Error 502.902 243 2.070

Total 1491.000 246

Corrected Total 510.996 245

a. R Squared = .016 (Adjusted R Squared = .008)

H6d Marital status x Vanity — Physical view
Table 98 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects Marital Status x Physical View

Source Type [l Sum df Mean Square F Sig.

of Squares

Corrected Model 15.86%F 3 5.287| 2.584 .054
Intercept 268.165 1 268.165 131.067 .000
VAN_PHYSV_HL 2.738 1 2.738 1.338 248
MARSTAT_CODE 6.856 1 6.856( 3.351 .068
VAN_PHYSV_HL * 119 1 119 .058 .810
MARSTAT_CODE

Error 495.135 242 2.046

Total 1491.00C 246

Corrected Total 510.996 245

a. R Squared = .031 (Adjusted R Squared =.019)

Estimated Marginal Means of BRANDITEMS

3,66 MARSTAT_CODE

—1,00
2,00

Estimated Marginal Means

L'OO 2.:)0
VAN_PHYSV_HL

Figure 29 Interaction effect Physical view x Marital status
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Attachment N - MANCOVA

Table 99 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Source Type Ill Sum df Mean F Sig.

of Squares Square
Corrected Model 97.425% 40 2.436 1.207 201
Intercept 75.916 1 75.916| 37.630 .000
SEX_CHILD 4.470 1 4.470 2.216 .138
SES STATUS HL 4.365 1 4.365 2.164 143
SC_MAN 7.312 1 7.312 3.624 .058
VAN _PHYSV_HL 6.943 1 6.943 3.441 .065
VAN _AC HL 762 1 762 .378 .540
EMP_HL 3.127 1 3.127 1.550 215
MARSTAT_CODE 9.990 1 9.990 4.952 .027
Error 413.571 205 2.017
Total 1491.000 246
Corrected Total 510.996 245

a. R Squared = .191 (Adjusted R Squared = .033)

Results of MANCOVA indicate that the overall modehot severely influenced by
introducing gender of child as a control varialblewever, investigating this variable may be
an idea for further studies, as it is weakly siigaifit: F(1,205) = 2.216, p < 0.10.
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