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ABSTRACT
Luxury goods, once exclusive to the elite of the society, are now available to a markedly large customer segment, mainly due to the process of democratization. However, academic scrutiny on the influence of democratization on luxury consumption is lacking. This research aims to fill this crucial gap in the extant body of knowledge by offering a unified conceptualization of the construct - democratization of luxury. The study operationalizes this pivotal construct followed by empirical evidence on how democratization has a moderating impact on the relationship between different luxury value perceptions and luxury purchase intentions. This first academic empirical exploration on luxury democratization provides several theoretical advancements and aims to assist luxury brands in developing a coherent long-term positioning strategy to manage this unique challenge. 
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1. Introduction 

Historically, luxury has been the preserve of the rich and famous (McNeil & Riello, 2016). However, since late 20th century, a unique transformation has taken place within the luxury industry driven by the forces of globalization and the rise of emerging markets that led to burgeoning middle class with substantial disposable income (Kapferer & Valette-Florence, 2018; Seo & Buchanan-Oliver, 2019). To satiate the needs of this significant segment of the economy, many luxury brands have changed their strategies and developed product offerings that have resulted in once inaccessible brands becoming available to the masses. This process is termed as ‘democratization of luxury’ which is conceptualized in this research as 
the perceived reduction in luxury brand’s distinctiveness, exclusivity and self-differentiation due to wider availability and access.
Democratization has played a transformative role in many luxury brands becoming the global behemoths today. For instance, the top 100 luxury goods companies generated aggregated revenues of US$310 billion in 2021, up from US$269 billion five years ago (Statista, 2021). Analysts largely attribute this growth to the rise of the global middle class and the democratization of luxury goods (Deloitte, 2019; BCG, 2020). While democratization of luxury is regularly debated in industry reports (Adageest, 2018; Altopartners, 2019), academic literature is practically silent on this aspect. We aim to address this important gap in literature by conceptualizing democratization of luxury and examining how it moderates the relationships between consumer luxury value perceptions and purchase intentions.  
It is well-established that consumers purchase luxury goods for their inherent symbolic, experiential and functional values (Vigneron & Johnson, 2004; Wiedmann, Hennigs, & Siebels, 2009). As such, democratization may pose a challenge for luxury consumers due to the perceived wider accessibility of luxury brands, derived from mass-production, which may thwart their inherent experiential and symbolic values. This is supported by Commuri (2009) who posits that when consumers perceive a reduction in the value of a luxury brand, they attempt a variety of dissociative strategies including abandoning and disguising the brand. Similarly, Berger and Heath (2008) show that when dissociative groups start consuming preferred brands, consumers tend to shun them due to the dilution in the brand symbolic signaling. Thus, democratization may alter consumer value perceptions and the resultant behavioral responses. 
Building on earlier work on the theory of value within the luxury domain (Roux, Tafani & Vigneron, 2017; Shukla, Singh, & Banerjee, 2015; Tynan, McKechnie, & Chhuon, 2010; Wiedmann et al., 2009), this study, to the best of our knowledge, is the first to examine the effects of democratization on the relationship between luxury value perceptions and luxury purchase intentions. We posit that democratization will moderate this relationship due to the inherently varying nature of value associations with luxury. For instance, this study argues that when a brand is democratized, consumers will be more inclined to purchase the brand if it is prominently positioned on the dimensions of other-directed symbolic/expressive value and experiential/hedonic value. On the other hand, for a brand that is predominantly positioned on the uniqueness value and cost-sacrifice value, democratization will lead to diminishing purchase intentions among consumers. In capturing these effects, this study contributes substantially towards the luxury value perceptions debate, and further expands the body of knowledge regarding the effects of democratization on luxury brand purchase intentions. Lastly, this study will provide a number of actionable insights for luxury brand marketers on how to manage the challenge of democratization. 
The next section provides conceptualization of these novel insights followed by an empirical examination, discussion of key findings, theoretical and managerial implications, limitations and directions for future research. 
2. Literature review 

2.1 Value perceptions and luxury consumption 

The concept of luxury is subjective and multidimensional, as such it is commonly defined in terms of a wide variety of value perceptions (Wiedmann et al., 2009), which are a fundamental driver for any consumption decision (Roux et al., 2017). Focusing on the self- versus other-orientation within the luxury consumption context, Vigneron and Johnson (2004) identify several sub-dimensions of value that influence luxury consumption. In particular, they posit that luxury value perceptions integrate both interpersonal and personal values. Interpersonal values focus on the benefits associated with public display to reference groups and include conspicuousness, social and uniqueness values. As for the personal values, they encompass private and self-directed benefits relating to hedonism and perfectionism. This conceptualization is further extended by a number of researchers wherein four specific dimensions of luxury value namely financial, functional, individual and social values are identified (Shukla, 2012; Wiedmann et al., 2009). Additionally, in their paper Roux et al. (2017), focus on elitism, refinement, and exclusivity which can be grouped as interpersonal other-directed values due to their explicit focus on significant others. In particular, elitism entails signaling status to others while refinement reflects the desire to impress others and exclusivity focuses on self-differentiation. Table 1 provides selected extant studies that capture the variety of luxury value perceptions. 
[Insert Table 1 about here]
In their conceptualization of value, Smith and Colgate (2007) identify four specific dimensions of value including symbolic/expressive value, experiential/hedonic value, functional/instrumental value, and cost/sacrifice value. Focusing on luxury goods, Berthon et al. (2009) conceptualize luxury value on three dimensions of symbolic, experiential and functional values. Combining these value frameworks with the exploration of co-creation of luxury value (Tynan et al., 2010), Shukla and Purani (2012) conceptualize and test five fundamental value drivers for luxury goods: (a) other-directed symbolic/expressive value; (b) self-directed symbolic/expressive value; (c) experiential/hedonic value; (d) utilitarian/functional value and (e) cost/sacrifice value. Symbolic/expressive value relates to the extent to which consumers attach psychological meaning to a product (Smith and Colgate 2007). The other-directed symbolic/expressive value reflects the psychological meaning derived through conspicuousness (Tynan et al. 2010) and aligns itself with the refinement value proposed by Roux et al. (2017). On the other hand, the self-directed symbolic/expressive value is grounded in self-differentiation. The experiential/hedonic value reflects the appropriate experiences and emotions that are created through consumption and the utilitarian/functional value is attached to the desired performance characteristics that are associated with luxury goods (Smith & Colgate 2007; Stathopoulou & Balabanis 2019). Finally, the cost/sacrifice value represents the interaction of price and quality interaction relating to luxury goods (Shukla & Purani 2012). The value frameworks demonstrate that value is driven by societal, personal, experiential, financial and functionality motives. 
As this research focuses on the effects of democratization, grounded in these value frameworks, we capture the societal, personal, experiential and financial values. Furthermore, uniqueness is identified as one of the fundamental traits defining luxury and is proposed in extant research to be an important value driver (Hennigs et al., 2012; Wiedmann et al., 2009). However, several frameworks (i.e. Tynan et al. 2010; Shukla & Purani 2012) do not include such a driver in their conceptualization. Thus, in integrating the debate of value perceptions, we include uniqueness value in our conceptualization. This research further posits that consumer utilitarian/functional value perception which relates to a luxury product’s performance and functionality will not change due to democratization and thus exclude its examination within the framework. The next section discusses the conceptualization of democratization followed by hypotheses development section which examines the moderating effects of democratization on the relationship between luxury value perceptions and purchase intentions.  
2.2 Democratization: emergence and domains 
The concept of democratization originated from political philosophy and is linked to democracy (Collier & Levitsky, 1997). Yet, despite the increasing importance of democracy, academics are confronted with disagreements and conflicting approaches, conceptualizations and operationalizations (Asmussen et al., 2013). For example, Collier & Levitsky (1997), already counted over 550 definitions of democracy. Researchers argue that if democracy is defined as access to power (Mazzuca, 2007), democratization has been defined as building this structure. For example, broadening the middle-classes by providing greater access to knowledge and technology, and higher levels of literacy and education in order to improve the wellbeing of society in general (Coccia, 2010).  


Based on these observations, Hoskyns and Newman (2000) and Kuper (2000) link democratization to liberty, freedom of opinion and choice of political representativeness. As such, democratization is a movement toward greater inclusiveness and access. The conceptualizations of democratization within the management, and more precisely, the marketing areas have also highlighted consumers’ broader freedom of choice and access to markets/goods.  (see table 2). While some of these definitions are more generic such as the one offered by Quelch and Jocz (2007), who regard democratization as applied to everyday life and culture, implying in their democratic framework a non-elitist appeal with a connotation of freedom of choice or open access to everyone. On the other hand, other researchers have advanced the concept from a consumer’s perspective, based on the idea of consumer’s access (Neisser, 2006; Tuten , 2008; Plunkett, 2011). Other researchers have focused their considerations on the broader concept of brand or brand management democratization (Asmussen et al., 2013; Fournier and Avery, 2011), wherein some others have put a special emphasis on the participation and co-creation of added brand values leading to a strong relationship between brands and consumers (Christodoulides, 2009).  
[Insert table 2 about here]
2.2.1 Conceptualizing democratization of luxury 
One domain that has significantly witnessed the proliferation of democratization is the global luxury marketplace (Silverstein, Fiske & Butman, 2008; Kastanakis & Balabanis, 2014). Democratization of luxury can be linked with Quelch and Jocz’s (2007) idea of consumer’s freedom of choice, perceived access and availability of goods. However, there are substantial gaps in the literature, both in the areas of theory development and measurement of democratization and hence, there is not a clear conceptualization of what constitutes democratized luxury (Kumar, Paul, & Unnithan, 2020). For the purpose of this research, democratization of luxury is defined as the perceived reduction in luxury brand’s distinctiveness, exclusivity and self-differentiation due to wider availability and access.
Democratization has some conceptual overlaps with prior approaches including populence, rarity principle and masstige. For instance, the concept of populence (popular opulence) is a company strategy geared toward mass production and distribution of premium goods and services (Granot et al., 2013). Similarly, the rarity principle (Kapferer, 2012; Kapferer and Valette-Florence, 2018) suggests that in order to grow fast and to serve a wider customer base -including the new middle-class segments- while maintaining customer desirability, companies enact rarity tactics. These tactics include reducing costs associated with product features while maintaining the core features of luxury goods for the customer or launching regular limited editions, among others. Finally, masstige, that encapsulates a shift from rarity to mass prestige (Paul, 2018; Kumar et al., 2020) has also some conceptual overlaps with democratization. 
In this respect, Kirmani et al. (1999) argue that brand extension facilitates mass marketing, which is a fundamental step in order to create mass prestige (masstige) value.  The term masstige (acronym for mass-prestige), coined just a decade ago by Silverstein and Fiske (2003) is described as prestige for the masses and is based on the theory of downward brand extension (Paul, 2018; Silverstein & Fiske, 2003). Masstige marketing has been defined as a phenomenon in which regular products with moderately high prices are marketed to a maximum number of consumers by creating mass prestige without lowering prices or offering discounts (Paul, 2018). The new masstige goods are categorized under three major types: “accessible super-premium” (priced at or near the top of their category; accessible to middle classes because they are low ticket items); “old luxury brand extensions” (lower priced versions of products created by luxury companies that had only been previously accessible to the rich); and “masstige goods” (premium priced over conventional products but below super-premium or old luxury goods) (Silverstein et al., 2008). In their masstige brand model, Truong et al. (2009) determined that in terms of price and prestige, masstige brands are just a step below traditional luxury brands and above mid-price brands. Paul (2018) and Kumar et al. (2020) also posit that masstige marketing’s success depends on maximizing market share for luxury/premium brands by keeping prices constant, and focusing on product, promotion and distribution strategies (where Premium Price P = f (Masstige) and Masstige = f (Product, promotion and place strategies). Thus, following the masstige conceptualization, brands which succeed in building brand value and mass prestige (through the appropriate product, promotion and place strategies) have the ability to charge high prices. This is driven by consumers’ willingness to pay a premium price for masstige brands in order to distinguish from mass brand consumers (Kumar et al., 2020).   
Although, the democratization of luxury shares some common features with masstige marketing (i.e., luxury products are marketed to the maximum number of consumers), the fundamental premise is different. The aforementioned approaches, including populence, rarity principle and masstige are predominantly driven from an organizational perspective to reach a greater number of customers across different target segments. Democratization, on the other hand, is conceptualized in this paper from a consumer perspective wherein a large group of people perceive that certain firm actions, such as masstige strategies or mass production, lead to greater availability and access to luxury goods coupled with a perceived reduction in exclusivity, distinctiveness and self-differentiation. 

Some of the key factors that have been pivotal in the democratization of luxury include, mainly: demand-side forces such as, increase in household income; rising home equity; change in the social role of women; higher divorce rates; greater emotional awareness; higher levels of taste, education and worldliness; change in the family patterns; and development of the education (Silverstein and Fiske, 2003; Silverstein et al., 2008; Truong et al., 2009). Additionally, a multitude of supply-side forces have contributed to the phenomenon, such as changes in retailers to mass merchandise; access to global resources; or changes in the attitudes towards life (Silverstein et al., 2008; Truong et al., 2009).  Thus, driven by these forces and the resulting wealth-creation, a growing affluent consumer segment has emerged in transitional economies (Chandon, Laurent & Valette-Florence, 2017). This new consumer class, with significant discretionary income, has drastically increased the demand for luxury products and services leading many luxury brands to mass production and in turn perceived wider accessibility (Seo & Buchanan-Oliver, 2019). 

This new transformative era of luxury democratization causes confusion (Cristini et al., 2017), leaving the meaning of luxury unclear (Kapferer, 2012).  It also reinforces “the luxury paradox” (Kapferer, 2012; Kapferer & Laurent, 2016) in which luxury brands have to balance between the traditional conceptualization of luxury, only accessible to a few, and the increasing sales in the global luxury sector (Kapferer & Valette-Florence, 2018). Thus, by stretching the boundaries of access, luxury brands may not only alter consumer post-purchase behaviors (Jhamb et al., 2020) but also significantly alter consumer luxury value perceptions (Shukla & Purani, 2012). Luxury consumption is a highly symbolic and subjective experience driven by human values (Berthon et al., 2009; Vigneron & Johnson, 2004). As such, luxury products are extremely expensive not only for their functional qualities but also for their prestige and dream values (Chandon et al., 2017), which carry and transmit significant social and cultural meanings, that enable consumers to express their individual and social identities (Berger & Heath, 2008). For instance, consumers seek luxury brands to express their uniqueness and individuality as well as to fit in with positive reference groups (Vigneron & Johnson, 2004). Consequently, the popularity of luxury brands resulting from democratization of mass-consumed luxury (Kastanakis & Balabanis, 2012), may jeopardize the aspiration levels in consumers' minds (Kapferer & Laurent, 2016). Paradoxically, others argue that the wider availability of mass consumed luxury may further enhance consumers’ ability to signal their affiliations to desired group identities by acquiring similar brands (Berger & Heath 2008; Paul, 2018). With extant literature offering decidedly mixed views on the potential effects of democratization, the current study seeks to investigate the role of democratization in moderating the relationships between luxury value perceptions and purchase intentions. 
3. Hypotheses development 

In this section, we propose hypotheses that reflect the direct effect of each value perception and the moderating effect of democratization on this relationship. 

Luxury brands are highly desirable objects portraying an aura of status and prestige (McNeil & Riello, 2016). Consumers seek to acquire luxury brands for their aspirational nature partly to elevate their social status and also to serve as a symbolic signal of reference group membership (Berger & Heath, 2008). This bandwagon consumption enables consumers to conform to affluent lifestyles and/or to distinguish themselves from non-affluent lifestyles (Kastanakis & Balabanis, 2012). Consequently, other-directed symbolic value perceptions become critical in consumers’ propensity to acquire luxury goods. However, research on conspicuous aspects of luxury value shows a negative influence on luxury consumption for the fear of being labelled ostentatious or show-off (Seo, Buchanan-Oliver & Cruz, 2015). 
The democratization of luxury widens the access to exclusive luxury brands that have been once the reserve of a selected few. This has led to the emergence of a new type of luxury consumption focusing on self-expression and recognition from others (Silverstein et al., 2008; Nobre & Simoes 2019). Thus, we argue that the social signaling and recognition of the newly democratized luxury brands would be further enhanced by reaching a wider audience and connecting the consumer to his/her preferred social groups. Luxury democratization, thus, will allow consumers to overcome the stigma associated with ostentation. Hence, this study posits a reversal in the relationship between other-directed symbolism and luxury purchase intentions when the brand democratizes. 
H1: Other-directed symbolic/expressive value has a significant negative influence on luxury purchase intentions (H1a). However, this relationship will be moderated by democratization, such that it will turn significant and positive when the democratization of the luxury brand increases (H1b). 

Self-directed symbolic/expressive value perceptions refer to psychological meaning consumers attach to products (Smith & Colgate, 2007) grounded in self-differentiation (Roux et al., 2017). Luxury brands provide consumers with a multitude of psychological benefits such as prestige and status (Kapferer & Valette-Florence, 2018), allow them to signal their social affiliations and also to express their self-identities (Vigneron & Johnson, 2004; Wiedmann et al., 2009). Due to their exclusivity, refined aesthetics and status connotations, consumers integrate the symbolic meanings associated with luxury brands into the construction and communication of their own identity (Berthon et al., 2009; Commuri, 2009). Consequently, luxury goods can make consumers feel good about themselves by expressing their own values and elaborating their expertise and the cultural capital required for their appreciation (Han et al., 2010; Seo et al., 2015). 
However, when luxury brands democratize, their wider availability alters their associated psychological meanings (Silverstein et al., 2008). As argued earlier, while this may increase their social recognition (Nobre & Simões 2019), the personal symbolic and experiential meanings attached to luxury brands, such as exclusivity and scarcity, will be significantly diminished. Consequently, the associated consumer appreciation of luxury brands will decrease, which in turn may lessen consumers’ ability to express their self-differentiation through a democratized luxury brand. Thus, it is hypothesized that:
H2: Self-directed symbolic/expressive value has a significant positive influence on luxury purchase intentions (H2a). However, this relationship will be moderated by democratization, such that it will turn significant and negative when the democratization of the luxury brand increases (H2b). 

With increasing affluence and a wider variety of choices, consumers constantly seek to maximize their personal pleasure with subjective intangible and experiential benefits (Shukla & Purani, 2012). Hedonic motives refer to subjective, highly emotional and experiential needs (Sheth, Newman, & Gross, 1991). Luxury brands can provide consumers with a multitude of psychological and hedonic values such as sensory pleasure and excitement (Han et al., 2010; Vigneron & Johnson, 2004). Therefore, hedonic motives can positively increase consumer purchase intentions for luxury brands. 


Luxury brands are highly symbolic products that provide consumers with emotional experiences (Berthon et al., 2009). We posit that the newly democratized luxury brands can provide consumers with the same subjective hedonic experiences. This is because the fundamental pleasure that is derived through luxury consumption will be enhanced by the greater accessibility and availability of the brand (Paul, 2018). Hence, we posit that democratization of a luxury brand will have a pronounced positive influence on the relationship between experiential/hedonic value and luxury purchase intentions. 
H3: Experiential/hedonic value has a significant positive influence on luxury purchase intentions (H3a). However, the relationship will be moderated by democratization, such that this effect will be more pronounced when the democratization of the luxury brand increases (H3b).
Consumers have an innate need for uniqueness (Wiedmann et al., 2009). Luxury brands are highly desirable owing to features like excellent product quality, rare raw materials or refined aesthetics, which add to their uniqueness value (Kapferer & Valette-Florence, 2018). The literature on luxury consumption often emphasizes the importance of uniqueness to  consumer perceptions of luxury value (Berthon et al., 2009; Vigneron & Johnson, 2004). Consequently, the uniqueness value of luxury brands can enable consumers to satisfy their urge for differentiation, thus, increasing purchase intentions (Shukla, 2012; Wiedmann et al., 2009). The uniqueness value also suggests that luxury brands are only accessible to a privileged few which enhances their perceived exclusivity and scarcity (Han et al., 2010). 
However, with democratization, luxury brands remain neither exclusive nor inaccessible (Kapferer & Laurent, 2016). Thus, we posit that democratization, in turn, reduces the uniqueness value of the luxury brand. The newly democratized luxury brand is considered less focused on exclusivity and hence becomes less unique than traditional luxury (Nobre and Simões 2019). Thus, it is hypothesized that: 
H4: Uniqueness value has a significant positive influence on luxury purchase intentions (H4a). However, the relationship between uniqueness value and luxury purchase intentions will be moderated by democratization, such that this relationship will turn significant and negative when the democratization of the luxury brand increases (H4b). 

Cost/sacrifice value is an important value perception which refers to the monetary value of the product as well as the cost of sacrifices that consumers have to make to obtain it (Smith & Colgate, 2007; Shukla & Purani, 2012). Research suggests that price plays a positive role in determining consumer perceptions regarding quality, wherein higher price generally denotes higher quality (Tellis & Gaeth, 1990). Luxury brands typically charge exceptionally high prices to limit accessibility (Kapferer & Laurent, 2016). The higher financial sacrifice positively increases the overall luxury value perception by elevating the brand's desirability (Parguel, Delécolle, & Valette-Florence, 2016). Many luxury consumers use the high prices of luxury brands as signals of prestige and wealth. Thus, prestige pricing – setting a rather high price to suggest high quality or status – can positively increase luxury purchase intentions (Wiedmann et al., 2009).
Democratization by nature increases luxury brand’s accessibility and, in most scenarios will also lead to a reduction in price. Thus, consumers require substantially less resource sacrifices to purchase and possess luxury products. However, as mentioned earlier, price is a significant indicator of quality among consumers (Tellis & Gaeth, 1990), which is particularly acute in case of luxury brands (Kapferer & Laurent, 2016). Thus, it is posited that when a luxury brand democratizes, consumers may feel that the brand is compromising on its quality. The feeling of quality compromise induced by democratization may in turn lead to reduction in desirability and purchase of the brand. Hence, for a democratized luxury brand, the relationship between cost-sacrifice value and purchase intentions will be negative. 
H5: Cost-sacrifice value has a significant positive influence on luxury purchase intentions (H5a). However, the relationship between cost-sacrifice value and luxury purchase intentions will be moderated by democratization, such that this relationship will turn significant and negative when the democratization of the luxury brand increases (H5b).
Accordingly, figure 1 depicts the conceptual framework with the hypotheses proposed.  
[Insert Figure 1 about here]
4. Methodology 

4.1 Measures 

A structured questionnaire was designed to test the hypothesized relationships. Items were derived from well-established measurement scales that had previously demonstrated sound psychometric properties. The self and other-directed symbolic/expressive value items were derived from Shukla (2012). The experiential/hedonic value items were adapted from Wiedmann et al. (2009). The uniqueness value items were adopted from the scale developed by Ruvio, Shoham, and Brencic (2008) and the cost-sacrifice value items were derived from Shukla and Purani (2012). Following extant literature, a self-reported item was used to measure luxury purchase intentions by asking respondents: “how likely is it that you will buy a luxury brand within the next six months from now?”, which was derived also from Shukla and Purani (2012). All measures used a seven-point Likert-type response format, anchored between “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree”.
4.2 Luxury democratization operationalization  

Democratization of luxury has been discussed in significant details in mainstream media, however, lacuna exists in regard to its academic scrutiny. This study, thus, employed an iterative process in operationalizing luxury democratization by following a process adopted by Heitmann, Lehmann and Herrmann (2007) and Williams (2009).  
Item generation: Firstly, a review of existing research papers on democratization in several fields of studies including sociology, social psychology, economics and management was carried out. Based on these studies, an initial set of 44 items that were associated with democratization was generated. Appendix 1 provides the final list of items.  

Study 1 – Item refinement: As the items aggregated through initial review pertained to a much wider domain, we employed a team of academic experts (n = 8) in the field of luxury, to reduce the initial pool of items to a more manageable set. Each expert carefully read each item independently and codified them manually with regards to their fit with the operational definition of democratization for our study. This codified item list was then compared by the expert team, and differences were analyzed and discussed in order to find a shared adscription. Only items that at least 5 out of 8 experts identified for luxury democratization were retained. Generic items not appropriate for the context of consumption were removed, leading to 8 items (see bold items in Appendix 1).  
Study 2 – Further item refinement: As the study deals particularly with luxury consumption, these 8 items were adjusted for the context as statements. The items were then pilot tested using a sample of real luxury consumers (n = 84) to check the psychometric properties. The respondents were offered a generic definition of luxury goods based on the definition proposed by The Oxford dictionary as “an inessential, desirable item which is expensive or difficult to obtain” and given examples of a number of global and local luxury brands. Respondents were then asked if they had bought any luxury brands in the past six months and asked to recall the luxury brands they bought in the recent past, thus creating an appropriate environment for the study. Respondents were filtered based on their answers. Those respondents who had engaged in luxury consumption within the past six months and had bought global luxury brands such as Louis Vuitton, Gucci, Prada, Balenciaga, Loewe, among others were included in the study. The responses were captured on a seven-point scale (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree). The Cronbach alpha value for this 8-item construct was 0.67. Hence, an exploratory factor analysis was carried out to examine the factor structure of the construct. The analysis revealed a total variance of 69.27%. The factor structure revealed a dominant 4-item single factor that captured the unique aspects consumers associate with luxury democratization. This factor explained 59.99% of total variance while other items loaded on different factors with a loading of <.05. The items for the dominant factor included mass production, differentiation, distinctiveness and exclusivity. The Cronbach alpha value for the 4-item democratization construct improved significantly (α = 0.79). Moreover, all the retained items demonstrated satisfactory item-to-total and inter-item correlations within the factor. These results were further discussed with two globally renowned luxury researchers and two luxury brand managers who agreed on the items, their properties and their appropriateness.  Thus, the 4-item operationalization was chosen for democratization. 

Study 3 – Main study: Research on luxury consumption has predominantly focused on either Western developed markets, such as the USA, the UK, France and Italy (Parguel et al., 2016; Vigneron & Johnson, 2004; Wiedmann et al., 2009) and/or Eastern emerging markets such as China, India, Thailand or Indonesia, among others (Hennigs et al., 2012; Shukla & Rosendo-Rios, 2021). While the data collected from these studies offer rich insights, we decided to examine a novel country context, Spain. 

Spain is the 9th largest and 4th fastest growing luxury market globally, with an 8% year on year growth rate, compared to the global average of 3% (Barciela, 2018; Cabugiosu 2020). Spain is a well-established luxury market and boasts a number of widely recognized global luxury brands including Loewe (founded in 1892); Balenciaga (founded in 1917) and Manolo Blahnik (founded in 1971). The luxury market in Spain is estimated to be more than 9.2 billion Euros with a potential doubling in size by 2025 (Alvarez, 2019).  However, research relating to Spanish luxury consumers has been lacking. Moreover, the effects of luxury democratization are clearly evident in Spanish luxury market as brands such as Loewe have created product ranges to engage with the burgeoning middle classes.  
The overall questionnaire’s conceptual and functional equivalence for all constructs was assessed subjectively by the multi-ethnic, multi-cultural, multi-national and multi-institutional research team members. For content and face validity, the questionnaire was also evaluated by a panel of expert judges that included two executives working in the luxury industry. The questionnaire was then submitted to two academics who were asked to assess each item for representativeness, specificity and clarity. Data were collected using a convenience sample of real luxury consumers.  To collect the data, the questionnaire was translated in Spanish from English by an expert translator. The translated version of the questionnaire was then back translated by another expert and the item structure and meaning were compared by another bi-lingual expert. The refined questionnaire was then pilot tested (n=30), to identify any impolite, unclear or difficult to understand questions.  
The final questionnaire was divided in four parts. In the first part, similar to the pilot study, the respondents were offered a generic definition of luxury goods and given examples of a number of global and local luxury brands. Respondents were then asked if they had bought any luxury brands in the past six months and asked to recall the luxury brands they bought in the past. The second part of the questionnaire included statements that reflected the value perceptions and the third part captured democratization aspects. The final part of the questionnaire captured the dependent variable and relevant socio-demographic information. The items for each section and the later parts of the study were counterbalanced to avoid demand effects. 
More than 700 respondents were contacted over a period of 2 months with a final usable sample of 294 (response rate 42%, see Table 3). The respondents' ages ranged from 19 to 66 years (Mage = 43 years), and 54.80% of them were female. A large number of respondents in the sample were married (42.20%), followed by single participants (29.60%) and those who were in a relationship (11.90%). On the annual family income criteria, more than 87% of the participants had an annual family income greater than EUR 30,000 with 39.80% over EUR 90,000, fitting with the global luxury goods consumers.

[Insert table 3 about here]

4.3 Common method bias

To minimize and estimate the effect of Common method variance, several recommended procedural and statistical remedies were used, as suggested by Podsakoff et al. (2003).  Order bias was controlled by counterbalancing the order of the measurement of the variables. The item order as well as the position of the predictor and criterion variables were changed. To avoid response format bias, the participants completed a series of filler tasks unrelated to the study in between. To reduce method bias, the respondents were guaranteed anonymity and were also assured that there were no wrong or right answers, and that they should answer questions as honestly as possible. 
While these procedural remedies may help in minimizing CMB, they may not eliminate it in its entirety. Further, it is difficult to determine the exact sources of the method bias. Hence, we used two different statistical methods to examine method variance issues. Firstly, we used the model 2 proposed by Podsakoff et al. (2003) to test a causal model with a common factor linked to all the measurement variables that is orthogonal to all other latent variables (Magnoni, Valette-Florence & De Barnier 2021). The method variance effect relating to the common factor was 11.56% which is below the reported values in the literature (Schaller et al. 2015). We then employed the Lindell and Whitney’s (2001) marker variable approach. Independent self-construal scale (Singelis, 1994) was used as a marker variable. The data show that the theoretically irrelevant predictor has a non-significant correlation (p>0.05) with the criterion variable. Moreover, there was no significant resultant change in the other predictor and criterion correlations status. Furthermore, with the introduction of marker variable, the common method bias reduced further 4.41%, which is a substantial drop. The procedural and statistical remedies suggest that CMV did not cause serious bias.
5. Analysis

5.1 Measurement model analysis 

Prior to estimating the structural model, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was employed to test the internal consistency of the scales using AMOS 27. The measurement model (see Table 4) shows an acceptable fit (χ2 (df) = 554.49 (214); RMSEA = 0.065; CFI = 0.90; TLI = 0.90; GFI = 0.90; AGFI = 0.86; SRMR = 0.070).  Cronbach’s alpha was above 0.7 for all constructs, factor loadings were above 0.5, average variance extracted (AVE) ranged from 0.53 to 0.62 and composite reliability (CR) were above the cut-off point (0.7) for all constructs, demonstrating convergent validity. To re-test our democratization item conceptualization we had included the original 8 items identified at the end of the first stage of operationalization. With a larger sample in the main study, we re-examined the factor structure of this democratization operationalization. The factor structure confirmed what we observed in our pilot study. The four items identified in the pilot study again showed a dominant factor structure explaining 58.74% of total variance thus offering further support to our operationalization.  
[Insert table 4 about here]

To assess the discriminant validity, the test suggested by Fornell & Larcker (1981) was employed. As seen in Table 5, the square root of AVE for the constructs was observed to be higher than the shared variance between the latent variables, thus, demonstrating discriminant validity. We further carried out discriminant validity analysis using the HTMT ratio (Henseler, Ringle & Sarstedt, 2015). None of the ratios were above the threshold of 0.85 (see Table 6) suggesting good evidence of discriminant validity. 
[Insert table 5 and 6 about here]

5.2 Structural model analysis 

With the unique context of luxury goods, the hypothesized model was tested using a stepwise approach in AMOS 27. The first step involved inclusion of control variables (Model 1), followed by Model 2 that included the direct effects model. In the third step, the specified interaction effects of democratization and value perceptions were added by creating product terms of the predictor variables with democratization. For the moderation analysis, this study followed the double mean-centering process recommended by Lin, Wen, Marsh and Lin (2010) that is identified as a superior strategy to mean-centering and orthogonalizing. All independent variables were standardized to enable model convergence and facilitate the interpretation. Table 7 displays the estimations of the stepwise models. 

[Insert Table 7 about here]

As observed in Table 7, Model 3 explained significantly greater variation than Model 1 and Model 2, supporting the theorizing further with acceptable fit (χ2 (df) = 612.49 (304); RMSEA = 0.050; CFI = 0.90; TLI = 0.88; GFI = 0.86; AGFI = 0.83; SRMR = 0.074). With regards to H1a, a direct negative effect of other-directed symbolic/expressive value was non-significant (β = -0.03; p>.05). Thus, H1a was not supported. However, hypotheses H2a that examined the direct effects of self-directed symbolic/expressive value showed significant negative influence (β = -0.49; p<.001). The effect of experiential/hedonic value (β = 0.08; p>.05) on luxury purchase intentions respectively was not supported. Support was observed for H4a where uniqueness value has a significantly positive influence (β = 0.17; p<0.001) on luxury purchase intentions. Similarly, significant positive influence of cost/sacrifice value was also observed (β = 0.33; p<0.001), supporting H5a. The non-significant direct effect of the democratization (β = -0.05; p>0.05) on luxury purchase intentions offers further credence to the moderation hypothesis. 
The moderating effects of democratization were examined next. The results show a positive interaction effect of other-directed symbolic/expressive value and democratization (β = 0.12; p<0.001) toward luxury purchase intentions, supporting H1b. The interaction between self-directed symbolic/expressive value and democratization was significant and positive (β = 0.45; p<.001), contrary to the theorization. Further, the interaction effect of experiential/hedonic value and democratization was also found to be significant and positive (β = 0.24; p<0.001) thus supporting H3b. The hypothesized reversal is also observed for the interaction between democratization and uniqueness value (β = -0.11; p<0.001) and cost/sacrifice value and democratization (β = -0.40; p<0.001) on luxury purchase intentions supporting H4b and H5b. 

To further understand the moderation effects a floodlight analysis (Spiller et al. 2013) was conducted. The effect differences are observed in the Figure 2, panels A to E. The plots provide the results that illuminate the entire range of value perceptions where the effect is significant and where it is not. 

[Insert Figure 2 about here]

Panel A reveals that other-directed symbolic/expressive value leads to significantly increased purchase intentions when high democratization occurs. The Johnson-Neyman point is observed at the value of 3.76 (p<0.05) indicating that the negative influence of other-directed symbolic/expressive value turns significant and positive at higher levels of luxury democratization. Panel B shows that democratization moderates the relationship between self-directed symbolic/expressive value and luxury purchase intentions between the values of 4.27 and 6.16 (p<0.05). The moderating effect on experiential/hedonic value and luxury purchase intentions relationship (Panel C) became significantly more pronounced with the increase in level of democratization. As observed previously for self-directed symbolic/expressive value, the moderating effect of democratization on the uniqueness value and luxury purchase intentions (Panel D) was significant for a narrow range between 2.99 and 5.85 (p<0.05). Finally, Panel E shows a similar logic for cost-sacrifice value. The moderating effects of democratization on the relationship between cost-sacrifice value and luxury purchase intentions is significantly for values between 2.77 and 5.26 (p<0.05).  
Of the control variables, gender and age did not show any significant influence on luxury purchase intentions. However, annual family income was positively associated with luxury purchase intentions (β = 0.34; p<0.001).  The above findings are intuitive and thus offer face validity to the study data and increase the overall confidence in the outcomes. 

6. Discussion 

Democratization has transformed the strategic outlook of the luxury industry. However, academic marketing literature is largely silent regarding the effects of democratization on luxury consumer behavior. This study provides a novel conceptualization pertaining to the democratization of luxury and offers a much-needed contextual operationalization. While the results show the differential direct effects of luxury value perceptions as grounded in extant theory (Wiedmann et al. 2009; Roux et al. 2017), this study extends the extant debate by demonstrating the moderating influence of luxury democratization on the relationship between value perceptions and consumer purchase intentions. In doing so, the study offers substantial contributions to the theory and practice. 
6.1 Theoretical contributions  
This study makes three important contributions to the extant body of knowledge, relating to the nature of democratization, item development for this pivotal construct and its differential effects on the relationship between luxury value perceptions and purchase intentions. The most noteworthy contribution of this study relates to exploring the multidisciplinary nature of democratization and providing a novel conceptualization pertaining to the democratization of luxury (Hoskyns and Newman, 2000; Kuper, 2000). The study further strengthens the extant literature by conceptually delineating democratization from related concepts in the marketing literature, such as the rarity principle (Kapferer, 2012; Kapferer and Valette-Florence, 2018) and masstige (Paul, 2018; Kumar et al., 2020). It further offers a first approximation into developing luxury democratization items which can serve as a base for further research. 
By examining the moderation effects of democratization on luxury value perceptions, this study further extends the existing frameworks theoretically and offers a key contribution to the theory. The differential moderating effects of democratization on luxury value perceptions provide a useful theoretical lens for understanding the unique context of luxury consumption. While the direct effects of other-directed symbolic/expressive value and experiential/hedonic value were non-significant, paired with democratization, they have an enhancing effect. This is quite notable as it shows that while consumers do not particularly like to purchase luxury brands for ostentation (Seo & Buchanan-Oliver, 2019), if the luxury brand becomes widely available, consumers will increase their purchase intentions. Our results focusing on Spanish consumers, further confirm the non-significant direct influence of experiential/hedonic value as observed by Shukla and Purani (2012) who studied the British and Indian consumers. This result affirms a trend wherein consumers in many markets are showing self-restraint when purchasing luxury goods and expect these goods to be practical and useful (Kapferer & Laurent, 2016). We further extend this literature by demonstrating that, with increasing luxury democratization, other-directed symbolic/expressive value and experiential/hedonic value become significant drivers of luxury consumption. Such effect demonstrates the power of underlying societal mileage gaining and conformity driven nature of luxury in modern society (Kapferer & Valette-Florence, 2018).
We observe a negative direct influence of self-directed symbolic/expressive value, similar to Shukla and Purani (2012). When consumers are unable to employ luxury goods as symbols of self-differentiation, they will avoid such goods to signal their self-identity.  Moreover, extending this effect, we show that when democratization occurs, self-directed symbolic/expressive value becomes an important driver for luxury consumption. However, the self-directed symbolic/expressive value is significantly moderated within a certain range of democratization. This could be attributed to the unique nature of luxury product category. When a luxury product is democratized, it allows consumers to demonstrate their identity to a wider audience and gain greater social mileage. However, when such luxury goods are perceived to be too democratized, they lose their essential psychological meanings of exclusivity and scarcity. Thus, consumers may no longer perceive that they will be able to express their self-differentiation through a highly democratized luxury brand. 
In addition, by incorporating the uniqueness value dimension in the existing value perceptions frameworks (Shukla and Purani 2012; Tynan et al. 2010) the current study offers further robustness to the original conceptualization. Moreover, the current findings further extend the value perception literature by elaborating the nuanced nature of luxury value perception and documenting the boundary conditions for consumer value judgements regarding luxury goods. In particular, this paper elaborates on how a democratized brand loses its uniqueness, price-quality advantage, while it gains greater approval for societal symbolism (other-directed symbolic/expressive value) and pleasure (experiential/hedonic value). For instance, the moderating role of democratization for the uniqueness value can be attributed to the tension that luxury brands face. When a luxury brand is less well-known, it may not offer substantial uniqueness value to many luxury consumers. On the other hand, when it is highly democratized, it loses the essence of uniqueness and thus the consumer may avoid purchasing it. Thus, this study further extends the literature which have documented negative effects of wider availability of luxury brands (Kapferer & Valette-Florence, 2018). When democratization increases for a given luxury good, the cost-sacrifice becomes less salient for purchase intentions. Higher levels of democratization seem to demotivate consumers from purchasing luxury goods as they may feel that the brand is losing its equity premium.   
Overall, this research provides novel insights regarding the nature of luxury democratization by offering a comprehensive conceptualization for future studies, and empirically demonstrating its differential moderating effects, thus highlighting its importance for branding theory and practice.
6.2 Managerial implications

This paper has important managerial implications that highlight how luxury brand marketers should carefully manage the effects of democratization by balancing conflicting strategies.  On the one hand, when managed appropriately, democratization can provide managers with a substantial strategic advantage in the market. According to the current findings, managers should support the democratization process of their brands to bolster their social signaling. The democratization of luxury simultaneously increases the level of awareness and popularity of the brand, which drives consumers to purchase them for their social benefits. 
As such, luxury brand managers could implement strategies such as private sales, special discounts of their luxury items, pop-up stores in exclusive locations or the use of mass digital social media applications (through key influencers, bloggers, celebrities, etc.) to reach a broader customer spectrum.  Recently, for example, the luxury house Balmain, as part of its new marketing strategy, has launched an application that can broadcast its fashion shows live and make use of new technologies such as augmented reality to create new experiences for the masses, and not just for a small selected elitist group.
On the other hand, the findings suggest that the democratization of the brand would have a detrimental effect on consumers that seek to purchase luxury items for their uniqueness or exclusivity. As such, the challenge for luxury brand marketers is to manage the balance between the exclusivity and the accessibility of their brands. While it is true that democratization will boost the bottom line in the short term and help the company in potentially gaining market share, the long-term trade off effect is that it could seriously harm the brand’s uniqueness value, which would in turn make the brand lose its original target customers positioning. Therefore, brand equity erosion, should be given special consideration by brands which are positioned on the uniqueness or high price aspects, as the initial added value of the firm, may get diluted. One of the possible strategic solutions to this issue could also be to partly democratize the brand. This could be achieved by creating a portfolio of affiliate accessible brands (Paul, 2018) that would stem from the main brand but would trade under a related or different name and positioning. For instance, Max Mara has employed this strategy with Max & Co and Prada with Miu Miu. Such a strategy may persevere the original positioning and value of the luxury brand while still democratizing the brand by diversifying some of its luxury product lines or related brands into a lower segment for a plausible short-term financial injection and a possible long term democratized middle-class positioning.  
7.  Limitations and future directions

Even though limitations are inherent to all research, some of these limitations provide further guidance for future research.  The use of a convenience cross-sectional sample in this study should be backed up by a longitudinal study. Moreover, the inclusion of other moderating and antecedent variables that help expand the effects of luxury democratization on consumer behavior would also be desirable. For example, social and technological advances have caused changes in the way of producing and consuming luxury. Thus, the impact of digital platforms and digital marketing strategies on the democratization of luxury brands would be welcome. The effect of customer loyalty as a barrier to the negative effects of democratization could also highlight potential interesting insights. Research on luxury brands has shown that the value ascribed to luxury differs cross-nationally (Kapferer and Valette-Florence, 2018). Thus, an interesting path would be to compare the effects of luxury democratization across cultures and particularly within emerging markets (Shukla and Rosendo-Rios, 2021). 
Additionally, while the democratization of a specific luxury product could impair the uniqueness value, it would be interesting to study if this effect still holds for luxury services, where the uniqueness value could come from the experience itself (for instance, somebody's real-life experience during a luxury service journey). Further, distinguishing the democratization effect between premium, luxury and non-luxury brands will help generalize the current findings. An opportunity exists for future researchers to develop a diagnostic scale for this important construct. Overall, we hope that this unique examination of democratization will provide a fruitful avenue for further research and inform practice substantially. An interesting avenue for further research would be to examine congruence effects of democratization, country of origin and brand origin. Finally, this research has approached the concept of democratization as regards to specific brands that can be high or low democratized, however, it would be interesting to approach this new phenomenon from a broader angle and study the effects of democratization as related to the entire luxury industry. 
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Table 1: past research on luxury value perceptions 
	Authors (year)
	Countries studied
	Sample size and type
	Value perceptions dimensions studied
	Findings

	Vigneron & Johnson (2004)
	Australia
	Study 1: 1060 students

Study 2 :1322 student
	Conspicuousness, uniqueness, quality, hedonism, extended self
	BLI scale development

	Wiedmann et al. (2009)
	N/A
	50 marketing students followed by a sample of  750 respondents
	Financial, functional, individual and social values
	The findings present a multidimensional

luxury value framework as a basis for identifying and segmenting different

types of luxury consumers based on the dimensions of financial, functional, individual, and social values.

	Hennigs et al. (2012)
	Brazil, France, Germany, Hungary, India, Italy, Japan, Slovakia, Spain, US
	1275, students
	Financial, functional (usability, quality, uniqueness), individual (self-identity, hedonism, materialism), social (conspicuous, prestige) 
	Basic motivational drivers of value perceptions are similar across markets, although the relative importance varies. 

	Shukla (2012)
	USA, UK, India, Malaysia
	1004, real luxury consumers
	Social (conspicuous, status), personal (hedonism, materialism), functional (uniqueness, price-quality perceptions)
	Significant differences across the markets in sub-dimensions of luxury value perceptions observed. 

	Shukla and Purani (2012)
	UK, India
	502, real luxury consumers
	Self-directed symbolic/expressive, other-directed symbolic/expressive, experiential/hedonic, utilitarian/functional, cost/sacrifice 
	Indian consumers are mostly driven by other directed symbolic nature of luxury while the British consumption is much more complex involving other aspects of value perceptions. 

	Shukla et al. (2015)
	China, India, Indonesia
	626, real luxury consumers
	Functional, experiential, symbolic (other-directed, self-directed)
	Similarities among consumers with regards to functional value. However, Indians are driven by other-directed symbolic value and Indonesians by self-directed symbolic value and experiential value. 

	Roux,Tafani and Vigneron (2017)
	France
	Study 1: 512 real luxury consumers

Study 2: 640 luxury shoppers

Study 3: 1024 real luxury consumers
	Elitism, Exclusivity and Refinement
	The findings elaborate that luxury brand values, including refinement, heritage, exclusivity, and elitism, and shows that women give more importance to refinement, while men give more importance to exclusivity and elitism.

	Bachmann,  Walsh and. Hammes  (2019)
	Germany
	452 real luxury consumers
	Financial, functional, individual and social values
	The findings reveal moderating effects of awareness of counterfeit existence on luxury value perceptions.

	Stathopoulou and Balabanis (2019)
	Unites States
	240, real luxury consumers
	Usability, uniqueness and social value 
	The study shows that cultural values influence consumers’ perceptions of the usability, uniqueness, quality, and social luxury values. Self-enhancement and social luxury values are the key drivers of consumers’ proclivity for luxury consumption.

	Park, Im and Kim (2020)
	Unites States
	Study 1: 59 MTurk participants
Study 2: 74 MTurk participants 

Study 3: 248 MTurk participants 
	Social, uniqueness, and quality value perceptions
	The results showed that a luxury brand with a high level (vs. low level) of brand-consumer engagement resulted lower value perceptions (i.e., social, uniqueness, and quality value perceptions) of the brand, and such relationships were mediated by

decreased psychological distance.


Table 2.  Conceptualizations for democratization in different domains 
	Domain
	Conceptualizations
	Author (s)

	Democratization
	Access to power versus exercise of power
	Mazzuca (2007)

	Brand (management) democratization
	A process of transition from a less to a more democratic form of power sharing.
	Asmussen et al. (2013)

	
	Practice of allowing consumers to participate in brand-related activities.
	Plunkett (2011)

	Brand/Media democratization
	The invitation to consumers to participate in creating and then experiencing a brand´s meaning.
	Tuten (2008)

	Media democratization
	Efforts to change media messages, practices, institutions and contexts in a direction that enhances democratic values and subjectivity.
	Caroll and Hackett (2006)

	Technological democratization
	Democratization on technological innovation is due to higher levels of literacy, schooling, education and media access, broadening the middle classes and reducing the extremes of poverty.
	Coccia (2010)

	Market/Internet democratization
	Opening of the public sphere to the expression of new players, namely “ordinary” consumers.
	Mellet et al. (2014)

	New mass (democratized) luxury products/goods
	Extraordinary goods for ordinary people.
	Silverstein and Fiske (2003)


Table 3.  Respondent profile

	Gender
	

	Male
	45.20%

	Female
	54.80%

	Age
	

	18-25
	12.10%

	26-35
	13.50%

	36-45
	41.80%

	46-55
	29.80%

	56 and above
	2.80%

	Marital status
	

	Single
	29.60%

	Married
	42.20%

	In a relationship
	11.90%

	Divorced
	10.20%

	Separated
	3.70%

	Widowed
	2.40%

	Education
	

	Less than high school
	3.70%

	High-school or below
	25.50%

	Undergraduate degree
	29.60%

	Post-gradudate degree
	31.30%

	Doctorate degree
	9.90%

	Occupation
	

	Full time employment
	54.10%

	Part-time employment
	29.60%

	Unemployed
	6.50%

	Retired
	3.70%

	Student
	6.10%

	Annual family income
	

	€10,001 - €29,999
	13.60%

	€30,000 - €49,999
	15.00%

	€50,000 - €89,999
	31.60%

	€90,000 - €149,999
	17.60%

	More than €150,000
	22.20%


Table 4.  Measurement model

	
	
	AVE
	CR
	Alpha

	Other-directed symbolic/expressive value
	
	0.62
	0.87
	0.87

	I believe that owning luxury brands is a symbol of prestige.
	0.79
	
	
	

	Luxury brands allow me to attract attention from others.
	0.77
	
	
	

	Luxury brands can help me create an impression on other people.
	0.82
	
	
	

	I use luxury brands to gain social status.
	0.77
	
	
	

	Self-directed symbolic/expressive value
	
	0.53
	0.82
	0.83

	I believe that luxury brands can help me indicate my social status.
	0.78
	
	
	

	I believe that luxury brands are a symbol of achievement.
	0.73
	
	
	

	I believe that having luxury brands indicate a symbol of wealth.
	0.61
	
	
	

	Luxury brands make me feel accepted in my social circles.
	0.79
	
	
	

	Experiential/hedonic value
	
	0.53
	0.85
	0.84

	Luxury brands are one of the sources for my own pleasure.
	0.78
	
	
	

	I enjoy luxury brands entirely on my own terms no matter what others may feel about.
	0.58
	
	
	

	Luxury brands give me lots of pleasure.
	0.84
	
	
	

	I may regard luxury brands as gifts I buy for treating myself.
	0.64
	
	
	

	I enjoy spending money on buying luxury brands.
	0.78
	
	
	

	Uniqueness value
	
	0.53
	0.77
	0.71

	I often buy luxury brands in such a way that I create a personal image that cannot be duplicated.
	0.82
	
	
	

	I like to own new luxury brands before others do.
	0.73
	
	
	

	When a luxury brand becomes popular among others, I avoid buying or using it.
	0.61
	
	
	

	Cost/sacrifice value
	
	0.61
	0.83
	0.83

	I believe luxury brands are of superior quality.
	0.77
	
	
	

	In my opinion, we always have to pay a bit more for the best.
	0.79
	
	
	

	In my mind, the higher price charged by luxury brands indicate higher quality.
	0.79
	
	
	

	Democratization
	
	0.57
	0.84
	0.82

	I find that a lot of luxury brands are now being mass produced.  
	0.61
	
	
	

	I believe that most luxury brands cannot be used to differentiate oneself from others.  
	0.68
	
	
	

	I think luxury brands have lost their distinctiveness.
	0.91
	
	
	

	In my mind, luxury brands have lost their exclusivity.  
	0.78
	
	
	


Table 5.  Correlations Matrix

	
	OV
	SV
	EV
	UV
	CV
	DM
	SC

	Other-directed symbolic/expressive value (OV)
	0.78
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Self-directed symbolic/expressive value (SV)
	0.58
	0.73
	
	
	
	
	

	Experiential/hedonic value (EV)
	0.39
	0.41
	0.73
	
	
	
	

	Uniqueness value (UV)
	0.44
	0.35
	0.49
	0.73
	
	
	

	Cost/sacrifice value (CV)
	0.36
	0.34
	0.37
	0.35
	0.78
	
	

	Democratization (DM)
	-0.08
	0.09
	0.07
	0.12
	-0.05
	0.75
	

	Independent self-construal (SC)
	0.11
	0.15
	0.02
	0.05
	0.17
	-0.04
	0.68


Note: Values in diagonals represent the square root of AVE
Table 6. HTMT analysis 

	
	OV
	SV
	EV
	UV
	CV
	DM
	SC

	Other-directed symbolic/expressive value (OV)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Self-directed symbolic/expressive value (SV)
	0.76
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Experiential/hedonic value (EV)
	0.47
	0.49
	
	
	
	
	

	Uniqueness value (UV)
	0.55
	0.50
	0.63
	
	
	
	

	Cost/sacrifice value (CV)
	0.45
	0.42
	0.49
	0.59
	
	
	

	Democratization (DM)
	0.02
	0.02
	0.05
	0.22
	0.01
	
	

	Independent self-construal (SC)
	0.16
	0.21
	0.02
	0.24
	0.05
	0.08
	


Table 7.  Path Coefficients

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	
	Controls only model
	Direct effects model
	Moderation model

	
	Beta
	Std. Err.
	Beta
	Std. Err.
	Beta
	Std. Err.

	Controls
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	0.06
	0.26
	0.07
	0.23
	0.04
	0.22

	Age 
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	Income
	.38***
	0.09
	.33***
	0.08
	.34***
	0.07

	Direct effects
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other-directed symbolic/expressive value (OV) -> Luxury purchase intentions (LPI)
	
	
	0.23*
	0.09
	-.03
	0.09

	Self-directed symbolic/expressive value (SV) -> LPI
	
	
	-0.22*
	0.10
	-0.49***
	0.14

	Experiential/hedonic value (EV) -> LPI
	
	
	.65***
	0.12
	0.08
	0.10

	Uniqueness value (UV) -> LPI
	
	
	0.21
	0.12
	0.17***
	0.13

	Cost-sacrifice value (CV) -> LPI
	
	
	-0.02
	0.10
	0.33***
	0.11

	Democratization (DM) -> LPI
	
	
	0.12
	0.17
	-0.05
	0.17

	Moderating effects
	
	
	
	
	
	

	OV x DM -> LPI
	
	
	
	
	0.12***
	0.01

	SV x DM -> LPI
	
	
	
	
	0.45***
	0.01

	EV x DM -> LPI
	
	
	
	
	0.24***
	0.02

	UV x DM -> LPI
	
	
	
	
	-0.11***
	0.02

	CV x DM -> LPI
	
	
	
	
	-0.40***
	0.01

	R2
	.09***
	
	.31***
	
	.44***
	


Note: * p<0.05; ** p<0.005; *** p<0.001
Figure 1: Conceptual framework














Figure 2: Two-way interaction of democratization and value perceptions 
	A: Other-directed symbolic/expressive value

[image: image1.png]00’8

0s°L

00°L

059

009

0s°s

00°S

05

00

0s°€

00°€

05T

420

s g g S 29
g 8 8 § @

a4 = - o 3

suopuaug dsuypIng Lnxn

o
g

220

-3.00

Value of Democratization (M)




	B: Self-directed symbolic/expressive value 
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	C. Experiential/hedonic value
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	D: Uniqueness value
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	E: Cost-sacrifice value
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Appendix 1

Initial items for democratization (in alphabetic order)

1. Accessibility 

2. Adjustment 

3. Authoritarianism 

4. Autonomy 

5. Balance

6. Bandwagon 

7. Citizenship 

8. Common 

9. Communize 

10. Consultation 

11. Democracy 

12. Desegregation 

13. Differentiation

14. Dissolution 

15. Distinctiveness 

16. Economic development 

17. Emulate 

18. Equate

19. Even up

20. Exclusivity 

21. Exclusivity 

22. Freedom 

23. High price

24. Inequality 

25. Mass customization

26. Mass ownership 

27. Mass production 

28. Matching 

29. Mobilization 

30. Novelty 

31. Popular 

32. Populence 

33. Premium 

34. Protection 

35. Rarity 

36. Regular

37. Regularization 

38. Similar 

39. Social acceptance 

40. Socialization 

41. Standardization 

42. Uncontrolled 

43. Uniqueness 

44. Vulnerability 

Luxury value perceptions
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