
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Pets as Status Symbols 

Master Thesis in Business Administration 

Author:  Tadas Cekavicius 

Milda Pajarskaite  

Tutor:                    Adele Berndt 

Jönköping   2012-05-14 



 
2 

Master’s Thesis in Business Administration 

Title: Pets as Status Symbols 

Author: Milda Pajarskaite, Tadas Cekavicius 

Tutor: Adele Berndt 

Date:  2012-05-14 

Subject terms: Pets, status, symbols, conspicuous, consumption, cats, dogs. 

 

Abstract 

According to Onkvisit and Shaw (1987), many products and possessions can be perceived as 

extensions of consumers' self-identity.  Some consumers might even try to enhance their image 

through conspicuous or status consumption. According to Mosteller (2008), possessing a pet is 

closely related to the theory of the extended self. Among other types of conspicuously consumed 

goods, rare or unusual animals may be purchased to satisfy the consumer's need for status 

(Hirschman, 1994). 

In 2011, more than 70 million households in Europe kept a pet. The direct and indirect industry of 

pet breeders, veterinarians etc. creates more than half a million jobs throughout Europe. Although in 

recent years many studies have been conducted from psychological or medical point of view of 

companion animals' and their owners' interactions, the academic knowledge from consumer 

behaviour perspective is still scarce. 

Authors of this thesis employed attitudes, various self and conspicious consumption theories in 

order to dig deeper into the topic of pets as status symbols, in particular rare and pure-bred cats and 

dogs. With the help of convenience sampling technique, internet survey was distributed. Authors 

questioned 165 students in Jönköping International Business School and created a data sample 

which was later used in statistical analysis. 

By combining descriptive statistics, Principal Component analysis and Cluster analysis, a research 

design for the topic at hand was developed, which allowed to squeeze out every bit of valuable 

information. According to the statistical analysis, four most important factors influencing pet-

related conspicuous consumption are: Ostentation, Social Recognition, Conformity and 

Materialistic Indulgence. With regards to these factors, all participants were grouped in four 

clusters: Blue Blooded People, Indifferent Boasters, Status Candidates and Approval Seekers. This 

research design resulted in a vast array of managerial implications and creation of academic 

knowledge in respective consumer behaviour field. 
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Definitions 

 

Attitude – It is a lasting, general evaluation of people (including oneself), objects or issues 

(Solomon, Bamossy, Askegaard, & Hogg, 2010). 

Companion animals – Dogs, cats, pleasure horses, birds, mice, guinea pigs and more exotic 

species kept by humans for company, amusement, psychological support, extrovert 

display and all of the other functions that humans need to share with animals of other 

species; companions who will not take emotional or psychological advantage of the 

person and will, for the most part, stay faithful (Saunders Comprehensive Veterinary 

Dictionary, 2007). 

Conspicuous consumption – The purchase and prominent display of luxury goods as evidence of 

the consumer's ability to afford them (Solomon, Bamossy, Askegaard, & Hogg, 2010). 

Extended self – The definition of self created by the external objects with which one surrounds 

oneself (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). 

Self-concept – Totality of the individual's thoughts and feelings having reference to himself as an 

object (Rosenberg, 1979). 

Status symbols – Products that are purchased and displayed to signal membership in a desirable 

social class (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). 

Pet – a domestic or tamed animal or bird kept for companionship or pleasure (Simpson, 1999). 

Rare / exotic pets – The term "rare / exotic pets" can have multiple definitions and interpretations. 

According to several sources mentioned below, a breed can be classified rare / exotic if 

it meets at least one criterion mentioned in Table 1.  

Table 1 Rare / exotic pet definition criteria. Table created by author based on Sounders Comprehensive Veterinary 

dictionary (2007) and Lantana-Atlantis Animal Hospital data (2011). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A breed has small population (a breed contains few pets in number). 

A breed is relatively hard to find (not particularly common to pet stores or shelters). 

A breed has very specific health / bathing / grooming requirements (for example, may require 

special attention to training / exercise, may have a need for a very definite diet etc.). 

A breed has unique / different hair or fur (or no fur whatsoever in specific cases). 

A breed requires other delicate conditions (for instance, constant veterinary attention). 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

A number of consumer research studies support the premise that possessions can significantly 

contribute to creating and reflecting our identities. The attributes that consumers attach to products 

are often distinguished from functional and utilitarian benefits that they provide, therefore in order 

to draw reasonable implications of consumer behaviour, it is required to understand the meaning 

that is being attached to consumers' possessions. Belk (1988, p. 139) claims that "A key to 

understanding what possessions mean is recognizing that, knowingly or unknowingly, intentionally 

or unintentionally, we regard our possessions as parts of ourselves". 

In many cases, products are perceived as symbolic tools exposing and enhancing individual's self-

identity. Individuals look beyond the basic functional utility of a product – their evaluation is rather 

based on the consistency of the product's characteristics and the self-image of an individual. Such 

product and self-image congruence is especially important when it comes to socially consumed 

products (Onkvisit & Shaw, 1987). 

Sometimes consumers who are not satisfied with their self-image do not try to express their real 

selves in a purchase. Instead, they consume goods which contribute to closing the gap between the 

actual self and the ideal self in order to achieve fulfillment in their perception of themselves. 

According to the symbolic self-completion theory, individuals are "impatient in regard to defining 

the self, unwilling to tolerate insufficiencies on important dimensions of the self-definition" 

(Wicklund & Gollwitzer, 1982, p. 112). When consumers fall short on some dimension of self-

identity, they start looking for symbols that could compensate this lacking and help to achieve the 

feeling of completeness. 

Increasingly, brands are seen as playing an important role in creating an identity and enhancing a 

sense of achievement and recognition (O'Cass & McEwen, 2004).  Not surprisingly, the self 

concept encourages conspicuous consumption. Veblen (1899) – who is considered to be the father 

of conspicuous consumption concept – argued that individuals often consume highly conspicuous 

goods to advertise their wealth and to display their social status. This theory was later confirmed by 

numerous studies (for example, Bagwell & Bernheim, 1996; Trigg, 2001). 

According to Mosteller (2008), possessing a pet is closely related to the the theory of the extended 

self. Among other types of conspicuously consumed goods, rare or unusual animals may be 

purchased to satisfy the consumer's need for status (Hirschman, 1994).  

Over a century ago Veblen (1899) already noticed that pets could be perceived as nearly ideal 

tokens of wealth and items of conspicuous consumption – they serve almost no useful function 

other than displaying owner's economic resources. Given the fact that the pet expenditures have 

In the Introduction section the reader is introduced to the broader context of the research 

problem and provided with basic relevant information about the topic in order to understand the 

material and appreciate the issues at stake. The broader context is then narrowed down to more 

specific issues. This section also identifies the theoretical gaps in existing studies regarding pets 

as status symbols, and also explains what contribution could be made by this research. The 

nature of the problem is defined, purpose stated, specific research questions extracted and 

delimitations for the scope of the study set. 
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increased significantly in the last decade, the meanings that consumers ascribe to pets are raising 

even more questions (Mosteller, 2008). The companion animals are now showered with expensive 

jewelry, pretentious accessories and other luxury items to a greater extent than ever before, which 

leads to an implication that nowadays  an excuisite pet (with all luxurious items) serves as status 

indicator of an owner. It is assumed that the proud ownership of a pet (it especially applies to rare / 

exotic pets of pure breed) implies the social distinction between the owner and the masses but 

research of this topic is still relatively scarce (Mosteller, 2008). In this paper, a broad range of pets 

was narrowed down to cats and dogs since they are the most common pets kept in households. 

 1.2 Motivation 

Last year over 70 million households in Europe kept a pet. In Jönköping area where the research is 

done, 13,9% of households keep a dog and 21,2% of households have a cat (Statistika Centralbyran, 

2006). Additional cats and dogs' population statistics are provided in Table 2. Furthermore, direct 

and indirect industry of pet breeders, veterinarians and other support services create more than 

550.000 jobs throughout Europe (FEDIAF, 2010). 

Table 2 Pets population statistics. Table created by on FEDIAF (2010) and Statistika Centrabyran (2006) data. 

Pets Europe (2010) Sweden (2006) Jönköping area (2006) 

Cats 84 705 500  1 256 000 142 086 

Dogs 73 643 400 729 000 74 295 

 

Cats and dogs population statistics for each breed are not available in Sweden, on the other hand, 

basic trends and tendencies can be represented by the data from other European Union country – 

United Kingdom. Although, according to The Kennel Club (2011), the overall registration number 

of pure-bred dogs in United Kingdom in 2011 experienced 5,5% decline compared to 2010, some 

particular dog breeds in recent years blossomed. For instance, the number of Smooth coated 

Chihuahua dogs registered in UK in the time frame of 2003-2011 surged nearly 750% (Appendix 

2). This rapid growth creates a vast number of opportunities for dog breeders and other dog industry 

actors. Scientific research in this particular field could benefit the pet industry big time.  

A number of studies in recent decades have been conducted in order to examine various aspects of 

companion animals and their owners' interactions from medical or psychological point of view. For 

instance, Palley, O'Rourke, Niemi (2010) focussed their study on companion animal assisted 

therapy, and Levinson (2009) investigated how different personality traits affect people's 

preferences towards cats and dogs. However, very few studies investigated the decision to acquire a 

companion animal of a specific breed from the perspective of consumer behaviour.  

This situation left the companion animal industry without any sound knowledge about the reasoning 

behind the decision to purchase a pet. Without this information pet businesses are not able to base 

marketing and  business operating decisions on academic research findings.  

Keeping in mind things mentioned earlier, the main research problem was formulated as: 

"People buy rare and exotic pets of pure breeds, which are highly expensive, however, the motives 

behind the decision making process are not clearly defined." 
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1.3 Purpose of Research 

As mentioned before, in general research about pet-related consumption is scarce. Some particular 

aspects – such as pet purchase for status display – receive even less attention as opposed to research 

on pets as beloved friends, companions, and family members. This paper deals with these specific 

shortcomings of the previous work. Due to the complexity of the research problem, it cannot be 

covered in a single study. Therefore this paper seeks to explore one particular part of the problem. It 

focuses on examining Jönköping International Business School students' perception towards non-

utilitarian status-related functions of rare / exotic breeds of cats and dogs. Students had a chance to 

participate in research regardless of the pet ownership fact – simply put, they could either have a cat 

or dog of a pure breed or not.  

Knowledge generated from this research could be a contribution to the marketing decisions of 

professional pet breeders business field. As it provides guidelines for explaining and predicting 

certain aspects of consumer behaviour, it could be used by companion animal breeders and sellers 

as the basis for their business decisions. 

In order to refine the research purpose, the specific research questions were extracted:  

• Are companion animals perceived as status symbols (tools for conspicuous consumption)? 

• Which motives play the most important role when it comes to pet-related conspicuous 

consumption? 

• What managerial implications can be drawn for pet breeders, managers etc.? 

1.4 Delimitations 

Keeping in mind that different sources specify different kinds of pets as companion animals, in this 

study the focus will be put only on two most common kinds of companion animals – cats and dogs. 

This is done in order to simplify the research and deliver clearer results. 

Furthermore, the study will focus only on cats and dogs of pure breeds, as they carry higher value 

and are more likely to be perceived as status symbols. 

The study results represent the opinions of Jönköping International Business School students only 

and cannot be generalized to any larger group. Only Jönköping International Business School 

students were chosen to investigate the issue at hand because of the number of reasons: 

• According to Eurostat labour market statistics report 2010, educated people in Europe have 

a significantly higher probability to get a job and therefore earn more money (and greater 

access to financial resources allows higher engagement in status-related consumption); 

• Business profile of the school means that all students understand business environment 

rather well – which helps to achieve a better comprehension of a problem at hand; 

• These students were particularly easy to rearch, since the researchers study in the same 

school.  
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After analyzing topic-related secondary data, authors came to the conclusion that the theoretical 

background regarding pets functioning as status symbols is rather limited. This data shortage 

created even bigger challenges to overcome. Researchers had to either create research design from 

scratch or take previously conducted similar studies and adapt their design to meet the specific 

purpose of this paper.  

The lack of information and the shortage of previous studies led to higher authors' contribution to 

the academic and business world. The results of this study create value for pet-related industries and 

marketing scholars by providing substantial amount of applicable knowledge. 
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2 Theoretical Background 

Theoretical section provides a set of attitude, the self and conspicuous consumption theories, 

concepts and assumptions related to the topic of interest. Coherent ideas are organized and 

structured so that they could be applied to the empirical study and shape the way research is done. 

Theories presented in this part serve as a basis for conducting research, and also as a toolkit for 

explaining, predicting and mastering a phenomenon. 

2.1 Attitudes  

According to Solomon et al. (2010), an attitude is a continuing, general assessment of people, 

objects, advertisements or issues. After the attitude towards an object is formed, it might be rather 

resistant to change (Olson & Zana 1993). This evident personal need – to create and preserve 

attitudes – can point out that attitudes serve important psychological functions for individuals (Maio 

& Olson, 1995). In fact, different attitudes can shape individual social behaviour, such as 

consumption (Maio & Olson, 1995).  

In order to better understand how attitudes can shape the social behaviour, a closer look at attitudes,   

especially different attitude functions, is needed. 

2.1.1 Attitude Functions 

Several theories about the plausible attitude functions have been presented. One of the best-known 

researches was conducted by Katz (1960). In his research Katz identified four attitude functions: 

utilitarian, ego-defensive, value-expressive and knowledge. All of these functions will be discussed 

more thoroughly in Table 3 below. 

Table 3 Attitude Functions. Table created by author based on Katz (1960) data. 

 

Utilitarian function. 

This attitude function marks the maximization of the rewards and minimization of the punishments 

received from the environment (Maio & Olson, 1995). Simply put, this function represents the 

"practical" concerns, straightforward view towards products, ideas, people or any other attitude object 

(Ajzen 2001).  

Value – expressive function. 

With regards to this attitude function, individuals try to express their own central values and the self-

concept (Maio & Olson, 1995). The person forms and attitude towards attitude object (e.g. product) 

not because of its objective benefits but because of what the product says about him as a person 

(Solomon et al., 2010).  

Ego – defensive function. 

According to Maio and Olson (1995), ego – defensive function can be found in attitudes that serve as 

an ego shield from unacceptable impulses that cause anxiety. A great example may be a marketing 

study which indicated that 1950’s housewives resisted the use of instant coffee because it threatened 

their conception of themselves as capable homemakers (Haire 1950). 

Knowledge function. 

Some attitudes are created in order to create a system, structure or meaning. This is especially 

prominent when an individual is in an unclear situation or deals with a new product (e.g. buyer wants 

to know about the side-effects of pain relievers) (Solomon et al., 2010). 
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Usually the attitude is driven not by one function, but by the combination of several functions. 

However, one function will always be dominant. By identifying the function that is the most 

important for the consumers, marketers can stretch the importance on particular product benefits 

and create extra value for the consumer (Solomon, et al. 2010). 

In this research the focus will be put on value-expressive function of attitudes. More particularly, 

this research aims to indicate if attitudes towards rare and exotic cats and dogs are driven (at least to 

an extent) by value-expressive functions. This conclusion could have clear marketing benefits for 

professional rare and exotic cats and dogs breeders, managers etc. 

2.1.2 The Roles of Companion Animals  

As acknowledged earlier, attitudes may serve different functions for various attitude objects. 

Different attitude functions require adequate managerial and marketing implications. As stated by 

several authors (e.g. Hirschman, 1994, Mosteller, 2008), companion animals may play different 

roles in everyday people's lives and accordingly serve different functions for their owners. 

Hirschman (1994) originated two broad companion animal role categories: animals as objects / 

products and animals as companions. Both of these groups can be divided into several smaller 

subgroups (see Table 4).  

Table 4 Animal roles. Table created by author based on Hirschman (1994) data. 

Animals as ornaments. Animals as friends. 

Animals as status symbols. Animals as self. 

Animals as avocation. Animals as family members. 

Animals as equipment. 
Animals as mediators between nature and culture 

and between outside and inside. 

Animals as people. 

A
n

im
a

ls
 a

s 
o

b
je

ct
s/

p
ro

d
u

ct
s 

Animals as extension of 

the consumer's self. 

A
n

im
a

ls
 a

s 
co

m
p

a
n

io
n

s 

Animals serving as socialized preference patterns 

from childhood to adulthood. As Raupp (1999) puts 

it, how parents treat pets may influence how their 

children respond to pets as adults. 

 

Considering the consumption oriented approach of this study, the subgroups of companion animals 

as objects / products introduced by Hirschman (1994) will be discussed further in more detail. 

Animals as ornaments. Pets can be owned in order to receive aesthetic value or pleasure. Simple 

example of this sort of action can be aquariums filled with tropical fish. 

Animals as status symbols. "Some consumers acquire animals as a means of achieving or displaying 

elite status" (Hirschman, 1994). The same idea was supported by Mosteller (2008) and Sanders 

(1990), who came to the conclusion that some pets may help their owners to improve social status. 

Hirschman adds that some rare, unusual or expensive pets may act as such visible attributes of 

wealth and high social rank as Rolex watch or Bentley car. 

Animals as avocation. For some people the main purpose of pet ownership is to breed the animals 

in order to show or exhibit them. 
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Animals as equipment. Even in today's society, some companion animals may be used in several 

recreational and utilitarian activities. For instance, some dog breeds can be used for hunting or 

transportation in the Arctic. 

Animals as people. Regardless of other companion animal functions, the majority of pets serve as 

companions to their human owners. At the same time, types of companionship may differ to a large 

extent. Pets may be perceived as friends and partners to their owners or even substitutes for 

children.  

Animals as extensions of consumer’s self.  Companion animals, according to Belk, (1988) may act 

as consumer's extension of self. For instance, some pet's traits may be seen as those belonging to the 

owner as well.  

 

2.2 Self-concept 

2.2.1 Self in Consumer Behaviour  

Consumer behavior researchers have analyzed the self-concept for almost fifty years. Levy (1959) 

was one of the first researchers who paid greater attention to perceived meanings of products rather 

than their functional properties (Morgan, 1993). Drawing on earlier studies by Goffman (1951), 

Hall and Trager (1953), which focused on symbolic importance of products, Levy (1959) tried to 

find the relation between self-concept and product image and examine how the self-concept can 

affect consumption patterns. Later on Levy's theory was picked up by various scholars with the aim 

to improve and refine it. Some endeavours shifted toward a holistic interpretation, while others 

addressed a more detailed perspective (Sirgy, 1982; Morgan, 1993). Supporting Levy's work, Grubb 

and Grathwohl (1967) developed the first formal model of the self-image in consumer behaviour, 

exploring the relationship between individual's self-concept and consumption of goods as symbolic 

tools. The conceptual framework of this model is presented in Figure 1. 

Conceptual framework of self-concept and consumption relation. 

 

Figure 1 Self-image in consumer behaviour model. Figure created by authors based on Grubb and Grathwohl (1967) 
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This conceptual framework sparked further considerations and inspired a number of empirical 

inquiries, aiming to explore the phenomenon of self as an avenue to deepen knowledge of consumer 

behaviour. The key propositions made by Grubb and Grathwohl's model illustrated the connection 

between consumer self-image and product image and clearly outlined the role of product symbolism 

in this interaction. 

2.2.2 Dimensions of Self 

Further investigations of the self added complexity to the self-concept. Some researchers preferred 

to hold one-dimensional perspective of self, perceiving the self as the indivisible and inseparable 

entity. Others, on the other hand, adapted a more elaborate multidimensional perspective of self, 

arguing that the self is a multi-layered construct. In Table 5 there are the main theories summarized: 

self as a single construct, self as a dual construct, and self as a multiple construct. 

Table 5 Dimensions of self. Table created by authors based on sources mentioned in the table. 

A. Self as a single construct 

Theory: Self, actual self, real self, basic self, extant self 

Explanation:  Self in all theories means the same thing: one's perception of himself. 

Researchers: Bellenger, Steinberg, and Stanton (1976), Birdwell (1968), Green, Makeshwari, and Rao (1969), 

Grubb and Hupp (1968), Grubb and Stern (1971). 

B. Self as a dual construct 

Theory 1: The actual self VS the 

ideal self / desired self 

Explanation: The actual self = 

who you are; the ideal self / desired 

self  = who you want to be. 
Researchers: Delozier (1971), 

Delozier and Tillman (1972), Dolich 

(1969), Belch and Landon (1977), 

Belch (1978) 

Theory 2: Situational self-image  

Explanation:  Situational self 

image consists of: your self image of 

your self + what you believe others 

think about you in a specific situation. 
Researchers: Schenk and Holman 

(1980) 

Theory 3: Self-image value VS 

self-image belief  

Explanation: These concepts are 

similar to the ideal and the actual self. 

Researchers: Sirgy (1982) 

C. Self as a multiple construct 

Theory 1: Actual 

self-image, ideal self-

image, social self-

image, ideal social 

self-image. 

Explanation:  
Actual self-image 

refers to who you 

believe you are, ideal 

self-image represents 

who you want 

yourself to be, social 

self-image says what 

(in your belief) others 

think of you; ideal 

social self-image 

defines what you 

would like others to 

think of you. 

Researchers: 
Sirgy (1979, 1980) 

Theory 2: The 

actual self, the ideal 

self, and expected 

self. 

Explanation:  The 

actual self refers to 

who you believe you 

are, the ideal self 

means who you want 

yourself to be, and 

the expected self is 

your image of self 

somewhere in 

between the actual 

and the ideal self. 

Researchers: 
Sanchez, O'Brien, 

and Summers (1975) 

Theory 3: The 

actual self, the ideal 

self, and the ought 

self. 

Explanation:  The 

actual self is who you 

are, the ideal self is 

who you would like 

to be, the ought self 

is who you think is 

your duty to be. All 

of them – the actual, 

ideal, and ought 

selves – can be 

further divided based 

on whether they are 

held by oneself or by 

others. 
Researchers: 
Higgins (1987) 

Theory 4: The real 

self and two types of 

expressive selves: 

ideal and looking-

glass self. 

Explanation:  The 

real self is who you 

truly are; the ideal 

self says what kind of 

person you would 

like to be; looking-

glass self symbolizes 

the way you think 

other people see you. 

Researchers: 
Munson and Spivey 

(1980) 

Theory 5:  The 

actual self and the 

possible selves. 

Explanation:  The 

actual self  = how we 

perceive ourselves 

now. The possible 

selves = what we 

could become, what 

we would like to 

become, what we are 

afraid of becoming. 

Example: the "hoped 

for possible selves": 

the rich self, the thin 

self, and the admired 

self. The "feared 

possible selves": the 

depressed self, the 

incompetent self etc. 

Researchers: 
Markus and Nurius 

(1986) 
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Multidimensional models are indeed the most complex, claiming that each person has multiple 

mental representations of the self, and that inconsistency between any pair of these representations 

has consequences on individual's emotional well-being. More recent studies regarding the 

dimensions of self can be found in Appendices (Appendix 3). 

2.2.3 The Role of Interaction in Self-concept 

Self-concept incorporates the "cognitive and affective understanding of who and what we are"  

(Schouten 1991, p. 413) and is highly sensitive to social and situational contexts.  

As the self-image cannot be separated from the impact of other people, it is important to analyze the 

social element in the self. As emphasized by Grubb & Hupp (1968), each individual's self is deeply 

influenced by the reaction of peers, parents and significant others. Our understanding of self is 

defined and developed by observing how other people react to us and treat us – thus we become 

highly dependent on their opinions. Individual often struggles to act in ways that trigger positive 

reactions from his important references – sometimes even without consciously realizing it.  

Onkvisit & Shaw (1987) also claim that self-concept is defined and developed in a socially 

determined frame of reference. People aim to achieve personal significance and the way to do that 

is through interaction. Personal significance is a great matter to a lot of people – they crave to reveal 

their identities, to be distinct and different from the crowd, and in their activities they want their real 

personalities to shine through (Onkvisit & Shaw, 1987). As other people play a large part in helping 

us to maintain our actual self or to enhance it, the interaction between individuals becomes 

substantial and is usually enriched by symbolic tools, which carry certain meanings and 

communicate the societal role we play (Grubb & Hupp, 1968). 

Conveying the meaning through product consumption is not always simple. In order for meaning to 

be transmitted successfully and to achieve social recognition, two conditions must be met: 1) the 

meaning must be clearly established and easily identified by the reference groups; 2) the product 

must have a consistent, shared meaning among all related members of society – in other words, all 

the members of the related group should understand it the same way (Grubb & Grathwohl, 1967). 

Despite the fact that reference groups play a major role in defining the self, it must be pointed out 

that self-concept also endorses individualism. Self-perception is a combination of individual's 

beliefs about himself and beliefs about what others think of him. Therefore the private contribution 

to self-definition is also worth looking at. Rokeach (1964) and Onkvisit & Shaw (1987) argue that 

marketers should not be misled by an erroneous assumption that individuals develop their self-

concept only through interactions with peers – by passively absorbing the ideas of others. It is a 

common belief that an individual plays an insignificant role in creating and forming the self-

concept. But it is wrong. Individuals are not only passively absorbing the ideas, which are forced 

upon them – they are perfectly able to make their own rational decisions when it comes to shaping 

their self-identity. Even though external stimuli have a considerable impact on self-concept 

development, it is just one piece of the puzzle. 

Such ideas seem to be consistent with research done by Grubb & Grathwohl (1967), which revealed 

that consumption could support the self in two ways – both internally and externally:  
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1) Internal self-enhancement. An individual believes that a particular item matches his 

personality traits and the ownership makes those traits even more pronounced. This shaping 

of self reveals the individual's subtle relation with himself and is done privately. 

2) Interaction with others. An item is presented to reference groups, expecting to achieve 

public recognition and get the desired reaction from other individuals. 

It should be noted that, although internal (private) self-enhancement seems to play a significant role 

in definition of self and should never be underestimated, there is evidence that consumers care more 

about self-concept and product image consistency if the product is consumed publicly. (Dolich, 

1969, Landon, 1974, Onkvisit & Shaw, 1987). Items which are more visible and more socially 

desirable are often used as tools to elevate one's self-concept – therefore it is not surprising that self-

concept is closely related to conspicuous consumption. 

2.2.4 Self-concept and Marketing Connection 

According to Sirgy (1980), there are two factors linking self-concept to marketing: product 

symbolism and self-concept / brand image congruity. This idea is consistent with Hogg & 

Savolainen's (1998) model presented in Figure 2. This conceptual model shows the interaction 

between self-concept and product consumption, taking into account the effects of situational 

context. We have already provided an overview of the self, and all the components of situational 

influence are beyond our scope of analysis – so only several aspects of the model left uncovered. 

The aspects we will be looking deeper into are the same aspects as Sirgy (1980) suggested: 1) 

product symbolism and 2) self-concept / brand image congruence.  

 

Figure 2 Conceptual model of self-concept and product consumption interaction. Source: Hogg & Savolainen (1998). 

 

2.2.4.1. Product Symbolism 

Products must fulfill certain conditions to communicate symbolic meaning and be regarded as 

vehicles for symbolic communication (Holman, 1981, Sirgy, 1982): 
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Conspicuousness / visibility – in order for people to make associations between a product and the 

owner's personality, the product has to be purchased or consumed publicly. 

Personalisability – reveals how much consumption of a product is attributed to a stereotypic image 

of a generalized user.  

Variability – without variability, there would be no differences between individuals with regards to 

product usage. 

Regarding product symbolism, Solomon (1983) also argued that products function in two ways: 

either as responses or as stimuli. It means that products can serve either as consequences or 

antecedents of the behaviour.  

Typically, products are perceived as responses (consequences): an individual has a certain self-

image of himself that he wants to express, therefore the need arises to purchase a specific product. 

The purchased product is used as a need satisfaction / impression management tool, communicating 

a message about individual's identity to other society members. The product is used as a post hoc 

satisfaction of a need (Belk, Bahn & Mayer, 1982, Solomon, 1983). 

However, products can also serve as stimuli (antecedents). The focus here is laid not on the 

consumer who chooses products to reflect his identity, but on a product with symbolic meaning, 

which is purchased for self-definition and determines consumer's identity. Here product symbolism 

drives the behaviour of an individual. The ownership of a product "sets the stage" for a certain role 

performance and an individual tries to match his actions accordingly. In this case products work as 

stimuli, suggesting appropriate codes of behaviour (Solomon, 1983) 
1
. 

This proposed bi-directional relationship between products and consumers is shown in Table 6. 

Table 6 Bi-directional relationship between products and consumers. Source: Solomon (1983). 

Proposed bi-directional relationship between products and consumers 

 Antecedent Motivation Result 

Products as responses self-image � � � � need arousal � � � 
▪ need satisfaction 

▪ impression management 

Products as stimuli product symbolism � role definition � � 
▪ self-attribution 

▪ role performance 

 

Sometimes self-attribution by using possessions can get extreme: external cues can be used as a 

compensatory mechanism to make up for qualities that individual is, in fact, lacking. A good 

example for this situation is when adolescent boys use "macho" products to support their fragile 

sense of masculinity. This is also called a symbolic self-completion theory (Wicklund & Gollwitzer, 

1981). 

                                                 

1
 Pets can serve both as responses and as stimuli, and the distinction between the two will not be emphasized further in 

this paper. 
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Self-completion theory suggests that individuals use highly recognizable symbols of completeness 

to indicate their standing in society. The self-completion concept basically means constructing a 

self-definition via relevant self-symbols. People are heavily devoted to their self-definition, and 

they cannot allow themselves to feel incomplete. Individuals experience that any insufficiency in 

self-definition causes high discomfort and therefore should be avoided. Once they fall short on one 

symbolic dimension, they feel that it must be compensated by replacing the missing element with 

some kind of alternative symbol. According to Solomon et al. (2010, p. 150), "people who have an 

incomplete self-definition tend to complete this identity by acquiring and displaying symbols 

associated with it". For example, an individual feels status anxiety, and he tries to make up for it 

extensively displaying symbols that indicate his wealth.  

Carr and Vignoles (2011) verified that individuals who feel insecure about their identities (but still 

feel highly committed to them) use possessions as means for identity improvement. In their study, 

individuals who ranked the material goods as important (in other words, who were relatively high 

on materialism scale) and who were also insecure about their current financial standing, felt the 

urge to override and compensate this economical lacking by intensely displaying status symbols. It 

was done in order to diminish the insecurities and symbolically complete their "imperfect" 

identities.  

2.2.4.2 Self and Product Image Congruence 

Self-concept cannot be separated from product-image congruence theory, which suggests that 

consumers tend to choose products which have image congruent with individual's image. Product-

image congruence theory is partially supported by the cognitive dissonance theory, which claims 

that individuals feel discomfort and tension when they have two completely opposite thoughts on 

their mind. In order to avoid such inner conflicts, they seek to keep their attitudes, beliefs and 

values in harmony (Onkvisit & Shaw, 1987). This is why purchasing products, which are consistent 

with their image, seems to be a reasonable solution: it simply allows consumers to avoid the 

dissonance and maintain the comfortable balance in their mind. Dolich (1969) also taps the idea that 

products and brands, which fail to meet the congruency requirement and do not match with 

individual's image, are less likely to be chosen. As they serve no function in maintaining or 

enhancing the self, they are considered to be rather irrelevant. 

It must be emphasized that products cannot be expected to work as universal self-enhancement tools 

simply because one product can hardly meet specific values of all individuals (Onkvisit & Shaw, 

1987). A statement that a product makes may look very appealing to a particular audience – and yet 

other people might see it as completely off-putting. A product is made to deliver a specific message 

to a particular target group, who is familiar with the provided product image. It is natural that 

people who do not find that image relevant will reject the product and the message it tries to 

communicate. In general, consumers are self-image buyers and they enjoy feeling special. The 

product which is most likely to be valued by individuals is something that looks designed 

exclusively for them and caters for their own specific needs.  

Various marketing implications can be drawn from product-image congruence theory (Dolich, 

1969, Onkvisit & Shaw, 1987, Wicklund & Gollwitzer, 1981), such as: 
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1) First of all, it is necessary to determine whether a product can be used to enhance self-

image. Generic products will always be less suitable for self-enhancement that luxury 

products. 

2) If the product seems to be capable of boosting the self-image, it is important to investigate 

whether the product image is consistent with self-concept desired by individuals. 

3) Any incongruence between the product image and the self-concept of an individual may 

result in a refusal to purchase. 

These implications suggest that marketers should pay great attention to the self-image of consumers 

and investigate them thoroughly in order to link product image to the right target audience. 

Reaching the right target is extremely important – especially when it comes to expensive luxury 

goods – and marketers do not always acknowledge that. This importance is explained by Grubb & 

Hupp (1968), who claim that each individual has a personal set of beliefs about certain kinds of 

people consuming particular types of products. By purchasing items, they wish to be linked and 

associated with people who, in their opinion, usually consume such products. For marketers, it is 

crucial to establish a clear image of the kind of people who consume a particular product. They 

have to encourage the "right people" (who are congruent with the product image) to make a 

purchase. If an "appropriate" consumer buys and uses a product, it sends a message to the peers and 

communicates the representative meaning of the product. And vice versa, if an item is consumed by 

a person who seems "random" and "irrelevant", this may cause confusion among other people and 

diminish the product image. This applies to many items but is particularly true to high-priced 

prestige-related goods – thus, in such cases the role of a marketer becomes even more pronounced.  

Due to the complexity of self-concept, it comes as no surprise if there are differences between 

individual's perceptions of what they actually are and the picture of what they would like to be 

(Onkvisit & Shaw, 1987). A consumer may not necessarily want to represent his actual self in 

purchases he makes, especially if perception of his actual self has negative connotations. Instead, he 

may be more concerned with his ideal-self image (the way he would like to be seen by others). In 

these situations, individuals do not seek congruence between the product and their real self; with 

their purchases they aim to prove that, in a sense, they are better than they actually are (Landon, 

1974). Consumers engage in buying activities, which enable them to project an ideal self-image of 

themselves. They try to reach the desired consistency between the product image and their 

aspirations – what they wish to become. Therefore, for instance, if you want to be seen as successful 

(even though you don't feel you actually are), you may end up buying expensive things that 

emphasize the success. Even though the actual-self and the ideal-self hardly ever match, in most 

cases they are not mutually exclusive, either: at least to some extent they always tend to overlap 

(Onkvisit & Shaw, 1987). 

2.2.5. The Extended Self 

Tuan (1980, p. 472) says that "our fragile sense of self needs support, and this we get by having and 

possessing things because, to a large degree, we are what we have and possess". A better 

understanding of the extended self might provide new insights about consumer choice and allow 

creating higher quality marketing programs. Extended self theory promotes materialism and argues 

that individuals are defined by the amount of their possessions (James, 1890). Roughly speaking, 

we are what we consume (Rosenbaum, 1972, Feirstein, 1986). Individuals tend to impart meaning 
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to their lives, and they also provide meaning to their surroundings. Prior studies (such as Sirgy, 

1982) have found support for propositions that possessions are merged with self-concept and they 

cannot be analyzed separately. 

Belk (1988) pays considerable attention to the fact that the external objects are perceived as part of 

self when an individual knows he holds some power over them. The sense of control makes 

individual think that the item truly belongs to him, and when a person insists "my possessions are 

mine", he naturally starts believing that "my possessions are me". Investing self in objects is said to 

be a universal human belief. The possessions that become a part of our internal system emphasizes 

and confirms our identity. We associate ourselves with a number of items, those items support our 

identities and our self-confidence, and as we progress in our lives, the number of items also grows.  

As explained by Belk (1988), if we invest effort and resources (time, money) into acquisition of an 

item, there is no surprise that an item is considered to be a part of self – because it absorbed our 

energy, our time and our finances. Veblen (1899), who is considered to be the founder of 

conspicuous consumption theory, seems to hold a similar idea saying that by purchasing goods we 

symbolically invest ourselves in material objects. The feeling of self-identity that people invest in 

material objects can be exceptionally strong – which is proven by various examples of conspicuous 

consumption. In extreme cases an individual starts to imagine himself roughly as a sum of material 

objects he owns. The surrounding objects feed and maintain his feeling of self, and without his 

possessions he becomes extremely vulnerable to the loss of his identity. 

Rochberg-Halton (1984) raises that question that individuals might be willing to use possessions as 

means to improve the self. The possessions extend our definition of self, convincing that we would 

not be the same person without them. Sartre (1943) contends that the dominant motive behind 

purchase is to stimulate our sense of self and we know who we are by examining what we have. 

Having and being are inseparable: people define, express, confirm and enhance their identities 

through the things they have.  

According to Belk (1988), pets are among those possessions, which can have a significant 

contribution to our understanding of self. Therefore it seems reasonable why people spend large 

sums of money on their companion animals, buying fancy accessories, expensive food and 

extraordinary dog houses. As emphasized by Robin and Bensel (1985), pets are powerful to our 

identity as they can even play the role of parents (when pets participate in taking care of children), 

and play the role of children (when owners treat pets as their offspring).  

Even though the extended self construct advocates that material objects can have a positive impact 

on our identities, it is worth noticing that there is another side of the coin: material possessions can 

cause serious psychological health issues if they are perceived as the only meaningful thing in life. 

Tuan (1984) claims that pet ownership is based on desire to impose control over them. Cameron 

and Matson (1972) note that pet owners in general tend to have lower ego strength than non-

owners, which means that they feel less confident about their personality. It might be imposed that 

in such situations pets work as self-image boosters and without them a person is not able to feel 

confident and complete. 
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2.3 Conspicuous Consumption 

According to the original Veblen's (1899) conspicuous consumption theory, people tend to imitate 

consumption behaviour of other individuals, who are perceived to occupy higher position in the 

societal hierarchy (Trigg, 2001). The social norms, which are responsible for such consumption 

imitation process, alter according to over time change in economic and social environments.  

This sort of social hierarchy is created when some people own property and others do not. That 

leads to the claim that people who own property have status, honour, and tools to improve position 

in social hierarchy – whereas people who have no property have no status (Trigg, 2001). 

Consumption as a cultural element can be one of the factors helping to engage in social life and 

taking a significant part in strengthening social relationships. Elliot (1997) adds that consumption is 

an unconscious demonstration of present social structure through a seductive process.  

Furthermore, Veblen claims (as cited in Trigg, 2001) that inherited fortune awards even more status 

than assets gained through efficiency and work. This is because money is separated with the biggest 

distance from work, which is required to gather these assets (Trigg, 2001). 

Social status is formed from the judgments that other members of society make about particular 

individual's standing in society. So to establish and maintain this "standing" in societal hierarchy the 

display of wealth is crucial (Trigg, 2001). 

According to Veblen (1899), there are two ways how individuals can display assets: through wide 

array of leisure activities or through luxurious spending on products and services. The most 

important element of both of these activities is their wasteful nature: in the first case it is waste of 

time, in the second case it is waste of money and goods (Trigg, 2001). The ability to participate in 

these lavish actions is the most important method to show status and wealth. 

On the other hand, Veblen argues that since society is becoming more mobile, people may not be 

able to receive all information about other society members' leisure activities and that is why the 

actual product consumption will be more significant than display of recreation activities (Veblen, 

1899). 

This wasteful spending behaviour is known as conspicuous consumption (Trigg, 2001). Society 

members buy various products to show their social standing to other people. According to Veblen 

(1899), this is the most important element in order to explain consumer behaviour, regardless of 

wealth or social status.  

The biggest issue with such behaviour is that this striving to gain status through conspicuous 

consumption is never ending. Some products that at one period of time symbolize wealth can later 

on be obtained by all society members and symbolize no status. People have to continue purchasing 

new products in order to separate themselves from others (Trigg, 2001). 

Although Veblen argued that conspicuous consumptions patterns are always transferred from "top" 

social hierarchy levels to the lower levels (each social class strives to imitate consumption patterns 

of the social class above it), later researchers (Fine and Leopold, 1993) claimed that in some cases 

the opposite trend can be observed. These researchers illustrated the point using the case of jeans. 

Originally jeans were produced in USA as a cheap, strong, and long-lasting item of work clothing. 

Even though jeans were never perceived as "top" social hierarchy products, they managed to get 
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international success, proving the fact that some products can become popular or fashionable 

without any behaviour of the upper class. This sort of phenomenon is known as "status float": "the 

tendecy of fashionable practices to percolate upward from lower to higher status groups" (Field, 

1970, p. 45).   

According to Veblen (1899), people from all social classes in some cases engage in conspicuous 

consumption activities without conscious understanding. This can be illustrated by the will to buy 

luxurious items that are not even seen by other society members, such as underwear or kitchen tools 

(Trigg, 2001). 

O'Cass & McEwen claim that since the development of Veblen‘s well-known conspicuous 

consumption theory it has been assumed that high-priced items are usually consumed conspicuously 

to show status. Goldsmith et al. (1996) says that status and prestige is gained by acquiring certain 

goods; Eastman (1999) points out that the more an individual is concerned with his own status, the 

more he will be engaged into conspicuous spending. However, there are researchers arguing that the 

situation has changed slightly since Veblen's time. Consumers have learned to express status in 

more subtle ways (Trigg, 2001; Mason, 1992). Although the concept of conspicuous consumption is 

widely used, the influences that drive this consumption are not always easy to identify. The possible 

reasons for conspicuousness mentioned in literature include, but are not limited to, these ones: 

1) Conspicuous consumption is used as a means to publicly demonstrate your social status and gain 

prestige "bonus points" in the eyes of others (O'Cass & McEwen, 2004); 

2) Conspicuous consumption allows to increase your social status, step it up and reach the desired 

social level – if you have hesitations about your standing (Goldsmith et al., 1996); 

3) Unreasonably excessive, wasteful spending boosts individual's ego (Veblen, 1934); 

4) When wealth is displayed in a flashy, extravagant manner the individual gets rewarded with more 

social contacts (Bagwell and Bernheim, 1996, Veblen, 1934); 

5) By conspicuous consumption individual gets respect and attention; jealousy from his peers gives 

him a sense of advantage and superiority (Eastman, 1999); 

6) Conspicuous consumption may be suggested by significant others, who dictate the rules and set 

the standards – in this case individual engages in this kind of consumption because he wants to 

belong to a particular group (O'Cass, 2001). 

It should be pointed out that conspicuous consumption can be influenced by various motives – but 

they all boil down to self-concept. Self is the substance of conspicuous behaviour and status 

demonstration. 

2.3.1 Status Symbols 

People buy products rather for their symbolic meanings than for their utilitarian functions (Elliott, 

1997). Product symbolic meaning functions at the unconscious level and does not reside on rational 

explanation or linguistic meaning (Elliott, 1997). Storr (1973) suggests that if a full importance of a 

symbol can be explained in rational terms it is no longer a genuine symbol. 



 
21 

Symbolic meanings of consumer goods are based on their social background. The demand for these 

goods is created mostly from their role in cultural use instead of simple human needs (Douglas and 

Isherwood, 1978). According to Wallendorf and Arnould (1988), the self-symbolic role of material 

possessions are well acknowledged in social anthropology and people affection for goods may serve 

as a universal cultural function that symbolizes security, expresses the self and signifies link to 

society. Markus and Nurius (1986) go even further and claim that nowadays in postmodern society 

people are able to employ consumer products to become any of their "possible selves". 

The symbolic meanings of products are not always clearly defined nor controlled by manufacturers 

and marketers, since buyers can purchase products and brands with both positive and negative 

meanings (Sirgy et al., 1997). As a result, products can serve various symbolic meanings: 

individuality and uniqueness, autonomy and social distinction, affiliation and social identification 

(Banister and Hogg, 2004). All these social needs can be connected to the preservation and 

improvement of self-esteem (Banister and Hogg, 2004). 

According to Solomon et. al. (2010, p. 652), "status symbols are products that are purchased and 

displayed to signal membership in a desirable social class". The demand for status symbols, very 

much the same as for other products, is stimulated by social rather than by utilitarian product 

characteristics (Mason, 1995). 

For status seeking consumers the most favourable product attributes are strongly related to high 

social visibility and product status, while more essential physical or utilitarian product rewards 

remain of secondary importance (Mason, 1995). As a result, marketing research in this field gets 

more complicated since people who are afraid to jeopardize their social image may not admit the 

true motivations behind the particular purchase, instead suggesting reasons which seem to be 

socially acceptable (Engel, 1961). 

2.3.2 Animals as Status Symbols 

Belk, Bahn, & Mayer (1982), after analyzing multiple studies, presented a list of items which are 

recognized as symbolic tools signaling messages about their owners. The list includes automobiles, 

health products, beer, leisure products, clothing and accessories, food, cigarettes, furnishings and 

several other items. Can animals be perceived as symbolic tools as well? 

According to Hirschman (1994), people and other animals are and have been closely related in a lot 

broader manner than just utilitarian and companionship needs. In fact, the links between companion 

animals and conspicuous consumption can be noticed far back in history. For instance, Levinson in 

her research (2009) observed that in Ancient Egyptian religion some cats were highly symbolic and 

worshiped. Furthermore in Japan, the Manakeno breed cats embodied wealth and good luck. 

As observed earlier, some pets can be acquired as beautiful-to-behold possessions and serve 

"animals as ornaments" function. Others can serve "animals as status symbols" function and can be 

purchased in order to achieve or display status. These pets act as visual symbols of fortune and high 

social class.  Such breeds as King Charles spaniels, Chinese Shar-pei dogs, Sphynx and Bengal cats 

can often be perceived as status objects (Hirschman, 1994). Moreover, animal companions, 

especially cats and dogs, are quite commonly purchased in order to satisfy social needs – they are 

used as tools to extend the self and to signal certain aspects of who you are as a person (Hirschman, 

1994, Endenburg et al., 1994). 
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Mosteller (2008) observed this phenomenon in an article "Animal Companion Extremes and 

Underlying Consumer Themes". The author interviewed a couple owning and showing Labradors.  

According to this couple, after a few accidental and simple events caused by their first Labrador 

(named Bear), they were perceived as millionaires by "everybody". As a result of their dog, couple 

experienced social status elevation and enjoyed elite social networking (Mosteller, 2008). 

2.4 Theory and Research Coherence 

A set of theories used in this paper establishes a foundation for the analysis of pet-related 

conspicuous consumption. A short overview, which wraps up the theoretical part and outlines each 

theory's contribution to the research part, is presented in Table 7. 

Table 7 Theoretical contribution to research part. Table created by authors. 

Theoretical 

concepts 
Main insights Contribution to the research 

1) Attitude and 

its functions 

Attitudes influence people's behaviour. One 

of the attitudes' functions is value-expressive. 

When this function comes into play, goods 

are purchased mainly for status-related 

reasons. It is implied that pets are among 

items that can be purchased for such reasons. 

Behaviour (such as conspicuous consumption) is 

usually the outward extension of attitude. Our 

research investigates the public opinion whether 

value-expressive attitudes can really be translated to 

conspicuous ownership and public display of rare / 

exotic pets.  

2) Self 

concept; 

 

Dimensions of 

self;  

 

The role of 

interaction in 

self-concept 

Self theory explains the significant 

contribution that self-image can have on 

buying decisions. 

As self is often perceived as a complex 

psychological construct with multiple layers 

and any inconsistency between one layer and 

another leads to frustration, the maintenance 

and enhancement of self requires much effort. 

It is also proven that self-concept is shaped by 

interaction; it is highly social and sensitive to 

interpersonal influence. 

The survey seems to be as a natural choice and could 

be designed taking into consideration the main 

features of the self-concept. The questionnaire was 

designed based on the assumption that self is a 

concept with multiple dimensions (actual self-image, 

ideal self-image, social self-image, ideal social self-

image) – however, the distinctive characteristics of 

each dimension were not emphasized as this is not 

the purpose of our research. The social nature of the 

self-definition was also accounted for and reflected 

in majority of research questions.  

3) Self and 

brand image 

congruence 

Theory reveals that people tend to purchase 

products that have similar image to self-image 

of an individual. People buying products want 

to be associated with people who (in their 

opinion) are typical buyers of such products. 

Survey provides some cues about self-image 

congruence – even though measuring congruence is 

not our main intention. Survey, however, was useful 

to form the general impression about the public 

perception of typical buyers – i.e. conspicuous pet 

owners. 

4) Product 

symbolism 

It explains how products can be used as 

symbols; the distinctive line is drawn between 

products as responses (where a product plays 

only a supplementary role for enriching the 

individual's image; the centre of consumption 

is a person who makes active choices) and 

products as stimuli (where the possessions 

become dominant tools in defining the self, 

overshadowing personal qualities of an 

individual and imposing a certain role on him; 

a person is seen rather passive here).  

Questionnaire questions do not seek to particularly 

examine which type of product symbolism – 

products as responses or products as stimuli – are 

more relevant to pet ownership. However, if 

individual expresses exceptionally high agreement 

with all conspicuous consumption related survey 

statements, one implication might be that individual 

runs a greater risk to become dependent upon 

symbolic tools, constrained by the role assigned to 

him. 

5) The 

extended self 

According to the theory, people's engagement 

in consumption symbolism can become 

extreme: some start believing that their self is 

defined by the amount of material possessions 

they have; the loss of possessions equals the 

loss of identity. 

The extended self concept is related to product 

symbolism (product as stimuli) – if an individual 

scores very high on conspicuousness scales, the 

assumption can be made that his self-definition 

relies heavily on his possessions and he is very 

sensitive to external cues that shape his identity.  

6) Status and 

conspicuous  

consumption  

Conspicuousness theories investigate the 

phenomenon of acquiring and displaying 

expensive items publicly. Items play the role 

of symbolic tools signalling one's wealth, 

power and status. 

Conspicuous / status consumption scales (from 

previous studies) were used as a basis when 

constructing the survey instrument in order to 

measure the students' opinions about conspicuous 

status-related pet ownership. 
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Figure 3 Antecedents to conspicuous consumption. Table created by authors based on theoretical framework. 

As presented in Figure 3, symbolic interaction and conspicuous / status consumption is the "tip of 

the iceberg", while the internal motivators triggering this phenomenon (such as self-images and 

attitudes) are hidden below the surface. The primary goal of our research is directed at the "tip", i.e. 

conspicuous / status consumption – therefore the scale in the questionnaire was constructed based 

on the ground of status-related studies. 

Figure 3 displays that theories of attitude and self-concept are the antecedents of conspicuous 

consumption. The hidden part of the "iceberg" represents the primary motivations and the origins of 

the phenomenon. Since those antecedents are important domains in the discipline of consumer 

behaviour, considerable attention was paid to explaining them in the theoretical part of the paper. 

Influences and antecedents are essential for contextualization and comprehension of conspicuous 

consumption topic.  

Even though the main light was not shed on them in the research part, they still had their 

contribution to the development of the final scale. They were also particularly useful in discussing 

the managerial implications. Considering that brilliantly arranged antecedents could spark the 

appropriate behaviour, it comes as no surprise that managerial implications can hardly be fruitful 

without clearly understanding the antecedents first. 

Regarding the research part, the study does not aim to identify and thoroughly examine all 

underlying motivators that drive pet-related conspicuous consumption. Instead, the focus of the 

study is to show whether pet-related conspicuous consumption is an existing and publicly 

recognizable phenomenon. By all means, our study lightly taps the possible (potential) sources 

which stimulate conspicuousness – but detailed investigation is beyond the scope of our analysis. 
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3 Methodology 

In this section research design and subject-related population topics are presented. Methodology 

section provides a clear overview in which manner empirical data was collected and analyzed.  

3.1 Research Design 

Research design provides a conceptual structure for the research project – it outlines the overall 

research strategy, specifies details and procedures which will be used to obtain the required 

information and solve marketing research problem. It can be perceived as a framework or blueprint 

of research, which "lays the foundation for conducting the project" (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). 

Research design can be classified as exploratory or conclusive. Exploratory research serves the 

function to provide the insights into understanding of marketing phenomena. The exploratory 

research process is flexible, rather informal, loosely structured, and evolutionary by nature. The 

sample size is relatively small but the individuals are selected carefully, taking into consideration 

their willingness to reveal sensitive information and other qualities that may help to provide 

valuable insights. Specific hypotheses or actual measurements are usually not involved in 

exploratory research. The research design used for this paper is primarily exploratory – since it is 

meant to define such constructs as beliefs, attitudes and motivation.  

Exploratory research can be either qualitative or quantitative in nature. In this paper the exploration 

will be done through quantitative analysis by providing a questionnaire about pet-related 

conspicuous consumption and using statistical package to examine it. Exploratory design is quite 

often associated with qualitative exploration, but in this particular case designing qualitative study 

presented a number of challenges since the subject of investigation was very subtle and sensitive. In 

order to find cues, which could help to develop the necessary constructs, previous research in 

similar fields was analyzed – and it appeared that the widely known previous studies were 

quantitative in nature. Since our selected research is quantitative, some factual, accurate 

descriptions will be included as well, describing statistical data and characteristics about 

phenomenon being measured. 

As Mason (1981, p. 125) points out, motivations and purchase preferences of conspicuous 

consumers are rather complicated to examine: "The principal reason why specific studies into 

conspicuous consumption have been particularly difficult to design and carry out has been the 

entirely rational and understandable reluctance of consumers to admit that any purchases are 

motivated by personal status considerations".  Due to the shortage of previously done qualitative 

work, the quantitative design was chosen and developed. The previous quantitative studies have 

proved that certain scales designed to measure conspicuous consumption-related constructs are 

highly reliable (and can be broadly applied) – therefore it seemed reasonable to use these scales to 

get the adequate results. The most suitable elements from several scales were combined together 

and adjusted to be more applicable for our specific topic. The full list of the scales which were used 

is presented in Operationalization part. 

3.2 Target Population 

Regarding the research problem and purpose, which were already described, the population of this 

research is all Jönköping International Business School students, a total of 2100 students (JIBS, 

2012). Target population elements can be defined as male or female students aged between 18 and 



 
25 

35 years old. In this particular study target population elements and sampling units match up. The 

population of the study is located in Jönköping and the study was completed in March 2012. 

Table 8 Research target population. Table created by authors. 

 

3.3 Sampling Technique 

According to Malhotra and Birks (2007), there are two basic sampling techniques: non-probability 

sampling and probability sampling. Full classification of sampling techniques is illustrated in 

Appendix 1. 

In essence, the major difference between probability and non-probability sampling techniques is 

that research results which are gathered using probability sampling techniques can be applied to the 

whole target population, while results gathered using non-probability techniques cannot. 

Furthermore, probability sampling in general tends to be more expensive and difficult to implement. 

In order to implement the probability sampling research authors approached Jönköping 

International School administration to obtain full enumeration of all students' email addresses. After 

a few weeks of intense conversation with school's management due to privacy and information flow 

issues authors were not allowed to use students' emails to distribute the survey.  

Regarding issues mentioned earlier, in this research non-probability sampling technique was used. 

In particular, convenience sampling technique was carried out to gather the data. Birks and 

Maholtra (2007, p. 411) described convenience sampling as "A non-probability sampling technique 

that attempts to obtain a sample of convenient elements. The selection of sampling units is left 

primarily to the interviewer". This sampling technique was selected because: 

• this sampling technique doesn't require full enumeration of population; 

• it is quick to implement and doesn't demand financial efforts; 

• easily understood sampling technique; 

• sampling units are accessible, easy to assess and helpful (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). 

Regardless of all the benefits, this sampling technique has some serious limitations. First of all, 

there is high potential of selection bias, largely related with respondent self-selection. Secondly, the 

results from this study cannot be projected to any part of the population (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). 

3.4 Sample Size 

Usually, the more important the marketing decision is, the more information is needed and that 

information has to be collected very accurately. Furthermore, if sophisticated analysis (for instance, 

multivariate analysis) is used, the sample size has to be large. Otherwise these analyses may not 

represent reliable results. 

Elements Sampling units Extent Time 

Male/female students 

Aged 18-35 
Students Jönköping March, 2012 
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Although the general guidelines are clear, it is still challenging to decide upon efficient and 

appropriate sample size for each specific study. Because this research results will be based on factor 

analysis, there are some recommendations regarding sample size, which help to ensure that factor 

analysis represents truthful results. For instance, according to MacCallum, Widaman, Preacher, and 

Hong (2001), there is a rule of thumb that any research carrying out factor analysis should contain 

no less than 100 cases. Authors add that to ensure stability of a factor solution, researchers should 

have a ratio of subjects to variables that is 4:1 or larger. Some researchers aim for even higher 

numbers: for example, Arrindell and Ende (1985) advise to gather at least 200 responses in order to 

perform factor analysis successfully. 

Taking into account these considerations, the minimum number of responses in this research should 

be 108 (27 variables multiplied by 4). Bearing in mind time and reach limitations, in order to ensure 

the stability of the analysis researchers aspire to gather 150 – 200 responses.  

3.5 Data Collection Methods 

In the theoretical part of this work secondary data was used – we looked at the already existing data 

on the topic of interest to get valuable insights into the issue we are addressing. Usage of secondary 

data was beneficial as a considerable amount of the necessary background work had already been 

done, and the results were easily accessible, inexpensive, and could be quickly obtained. The 

practical part contained primary data gathered by researchers using a questionnaire, and then 

primary data was analyzed, interpreted and presented. 

The collection of needed primary data was highly structured – a formal questionnaire was prepared 

and questions put in a prearranged order. The survey instrument was chosen over other instruments 

for various reasons, including the fact that the questionnaires are usually simple to administer, the 

data obtained is consistent (the responses are limited to the alternatives stated), and also the coding, 

analysis and interpretation procedures could be done in a relatively easy manner. 

3.5.1 Survey Design 

While constructing this survey, different survey techniques were used. The survey contained 

structured, unstructured, multiple choice, dichotomous and scale questions.  

The majority of questions in the survey were created using continuous rating scale, where the 

respondents of the survey were allowed to put the slider at the exact score they wanted to. The 

continuous rating scale was selected because the answers using this scale are usually more accurate. 

The scale questions were formulated in nominal scales, where the questions could be answered 

based on disagreement / agreement to the statement, disagreement representing 0% and agreement 

100%.  

In order to increase validity and reliability of the survey and to decrease participants' unwillingness 

and inability to answer survey questions various procedures were used: 

• Many of the questions were formulated using a third-person technique (with an intention to 

make them less personal); 
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• Questions were based on previously done studies (described thoroughly in 

Operationalization part) trying to increase the accuracy of survey and make it more 

meaningful; 

• Fixed-response alternative questions were mixed with several open-ended questions, 

allowing a greater variability in results and trying to avoid the loss of validity (which occurs 

when the predetermined answers are too limiting); 

• To overcome respondents' inability to answer the questions, definitions and images were 

used in the survey. Furthermore, careful question wording was implemented to make sure 

that respondents understand the question correctly; 

• The survey was aimed to be as user-friendly and effortless as possible to overcome the 

respondents' unwillingness to answer. Questions were split into different blocks for clarity 

and simplicity; 

• To prevent survey from errors that researchers might overlook, before launching the survey 

the pilot testing was done; three students participated in pilot testing, and slight 

questionnaire modifications were made based on their feedback. 

The steps of the survey development process were as follows:  

• Screening and analysing studies in the same field and examining the research methods used 

in previous work; 

• Choosing relevant questions from different scales used in previous work; 

• Combining questions together and adjusting them to the issue we are addressing; 

• Reviewing the draft questions and refining them; 

• Putting questions into a survey instrument; 

• Pre-testing survey. 

The online questionnaire was designed using a QUALTRICS tool. Internet survey seemed to be the 

best technique since it offered greater flexibility, big diversity of questions, and quick distribution 

for a low cost. The potential for interviewer bias was also eliminated. QUALTRICS online service 

offers a lot of possibilities and ease of usage, which allows creating an online survey without any 

compromise or limitations. 

After creating a questionnaire, emails to accessible students were sent with the link of the survey 

and requested to fill in the questionnaire. After a week reminders were sent. All participants could 

fill in the questionnaire only once. All the students who finished the survey received a thank you 

message. 

To gather more answers, private social network groups were used (Facebook in particular) to 

distribute the survey to even more students. These students received the same access to 

questionnaire and were only allowed to fill in the answers once.  
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3.5.2 Operationalization 

The research instrument was developed on the basis of previously used scales and review of 

relevant literature. Status and conspicuous consumption related items from five different scales 

were combined together, and then slight modifications and adjustments were made to increase the 

relevance to a particular topic. The final scale contained four constructs: 1) Materialistic Hedonism, 

2) Belonging to a Group (Conforming), 3) Social Status Demonstration, and 4) Dissociation from a 

Group (Exclusivity, Uniqueness). It is presented in detail in Table 9. 

Each of these construct consisted of multiple items that respondents were asked to evaluate 

(evaluation was done by specifying how much they agree / disagree with given statements). Their 

responses were thoroughly examined to get deeper understanding if people actually perceived pets 

as status symbols and to what extent. Note: In the whole table "pets" are referring to the rare / exotic 

cats and dogs of a pure breed. 

Table 9 Items of research scale. Table created by authors. 

Construct Items Original Source 
People like to own pets that impress other 

people. 
Materialism Scale (Manolis & Roberts, 2008) 

If people could afford it, only rare/exotic pets 

would be bought. 
Conspicuous Consumption Scale (Marcoux, 

Filiatrault & Cheron, 1997) 

People buy rare/exotic pets because they are 

more expensive than other pets. 
Conspicuous Consumption Scale (Marcoux, 

Filiatrault & Cheron, 1997) 

People buy pets because they like luxury in 

their life. 
Conspicuous Consumption Scale (Marcoux, 

Filiatrault & Cheron, 1997) 

Materialistic 

Hedonism 

Pets people own say a lot about how well 

they are doing in life. 
Materialism Scale (Manolis & Roberts, 2008) 

   

People want to own the same pets as their 

friends and colleagues. 
Conspicuous Consumption Scale (Marcoux, 

Filiatrault & Cheron, 1997) 

People want to own the same pets as their 

neighbours. 
Conspicuous Consumption Scale (Marcoux, 

Filiatrault & Cheron, 1997) 

People want pets that are most commonly 

owned. 
Conspicuous Consumption Scale (Marcoux, 

Filiatrault & Cheron, 1997) 

People buy pets to be fashionable. 
Conspicuous Consumption Scale (Marcoux, 

Filiatrault & Cheron, 1997) 

By having pets people intend to please 

others. 
Conspicuous Consumption Scale (Marcoux, 

Filiatrault & Cheron, 1997) 

When buying pets people generally purchase 

those pets that others will approve of. 
Interpersonal Influence Susceptibility Scale 

(Marcoux, Filiatrault & Cheron, 1997) 

Having pets allows popularity among friends 

and colleagues. 
Conspicuous Consumption Scale (Marcoux, 

Filiatrault & Cheron, 1997) 

Belonging to a 

Group, 

Conforming 

People who have pets feel more important. 
Conspicuous Consumption Scale (Marcoux, 

Filiatrault & Cheron, 1997) 
   

Pets are social status symbols. 
Conspicuous Consumption Scale (Marcoux, 

Filiatrault & Cheron, 1997) 

Pets are symbols of success and prestige. 
Conspicuous Consumption Scale (Marcoux, 

Filiatrault & Cheron, 1997) 

Pets mean wealth. 
Conspicuous Consumption Scale (Marcoux, 

Filiatrault & Cheron, 1997) 

Pets indicate owners' achievement. 
Status Consumption and Conspicuous 

Consumption Scale (O‘Cass & Frost, 2002) 

People would buy a pet just because of its 

status. 
Final Status Consumption Scale (Eastman, 

Goldsmith & Flynn, 1999) 

Social Status 

Demonstration 

People would pay more for a pet if it had 

status. 
Final Status Consumption Scale (Eastman, 

Goldsmith & Flynn, 1999) 
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People who have pets increase their own 

value from the point of view of others. 
Conspicuous Consumption Scale (Marcoux, 

Filiatrault & Cheron, 1997) 

People who have pets are more attractive 

than others. 
Conspicuous Consumption Scale (Marcoux, 

Filiatrault & Cheron, 1997) 

People buy pets for uniqueness, to have 

something others do not own. 
Conspicuous Consumption Scale (Marcoux, 

Filiatrault & Cheron, 1997) 

Having pets induces respect from others. 
Conspicuous Consumption Scale (Marcoux, 

Filiatrault & Cheron, 1997) 

People buy pets to show who they are. 
Factor Structure of Status Consumption and 

Conspicuous Consumption (O‘Cass & McEwen, 

2004) 

People buy pets to be noticed by others. 
Factor Structure of Status Consumption and 

Conspicuous Consumption (O‘Cass & McEwen, 

2004) 

People buy pets to enhance their image. 
Conspicuous Consumption Scale (Marcoux, 

Filiatrault & Cheron, 1997) 

Dissociation 

from a Group, 

Exclusivity, 

Uniqueness 

People buy pets to show off. 
Conspicuous Consumption Scale (Marcoux, 

Filiatrault & Cheron, 1997) 

3.6 Data Analysis 

3.6.1 Analysis Techniques 

The collected data was analyzed with statistical SPSS data management tool. The following 

analyses were performed (Maholtra & Birks, 2007): 

• Descriptive analysis – to get a clear overview of respondents and get valuable insights into 

their response patterns. 

• T-test and ANOVA analysis – to compare two groups (men versus women, pet owners 

versus non-pet owners, people with higher income versus people with lower income) and 

assesses whether the measured characteristics are statistically different from each other. 

• Principal Component analysis (also commonly called Factor analysis) – to explore and 

reduce complex data by seeking underlying latent (not observed) variables, which are 

related to the observed variables. 

• Cluster analysis – to assign objects of a similar kind into respective categories (clusters). 

3.6.2 Reliability and Validity 

The gathered data was further explored using Factor and Cluster analyses. The appropriateness of 

collected data was investigated by running KMO and Bartlett's tests, which reveal whether the 

suggested models are meaningful. Moreover, communalities were checked to see which items 

(variables) are relatively insignificant and therefore should be removed. In addition to 

Communalities, Pattern Matrix was analyzed to see if the factor structure is clean enough and how 

smoothly the variables load on various factors. The high loadings and no presence of cross-loading 

is a respectable indication of convergent and discriminant validity. 

Convergent validity is present if each variable within a factor is highly correlated with other 

variables within the same factor. Convergent validity is represented by factor loadings: the 

significant factor loadings signify the sufficient level of convergent validity. 
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Discriminant validity refers to testing whether two constructs are different from each other. If 

discriminant validity is high, it suggests that extracted factors are uncorrelated with each other, they 

are not identical, do not overlap and do not measure the same thing. In other words, it shows that 

variables strongly load on one factor and are rather distinct from another factor. Cross-loadings 

were checked to ensure that variables are not loaded on multiple factors. Furthermore, the 

correlations between factors were tested using a factor correlation matrix, which reveals if shared 

variance between factors is exceeding the cut-off point (suggesting a statistically significant overlap 

between different constructs). 

Face validity shows whether factors actually make sense. When variables load together on a 

particular factor, there should be no problems to name to this factor (which groups a set of variables 

together). If variables load on a factor but this loading cannot be logically explained, it is a cue that 

face validity might not be sufficient.  

Reliability measures if the items in the same group are closely related (which means – if they 

measure the same underlying construct). If a set of variables has high internal consistency and 

continuously loads on the same factor, it implies a uni-dimensional measure and high reliability 

(Malhotra & Birks, 2007). 
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4 Empirical Findings 

In this section, the basic empirical findings will be reported. The main aim is to provide sheer 

description and "pure" statistical results (by using descriptive statistics and statistical tests) as the 

basis for further deeper interpretation.  

 

The Internet survey was active for two weeks, enabling all willing participants to complete the 

questionnaire. Throughout this period of time participants could come back to filling out the survey 

as many times as they wished if for any reason they did not complete the questionnaire the first 

time. Each participant was allowed to complete the survey only once. 

The total of 206 people participated in the research. 17 responses were removed due to the 

questionnaire being incomplete, 24 respondents taking the test were not students of Jönköping 

International Business School and their answers were removed as well, leaving the total of 165 

valid responses.  

Basic data reliability test Cronbach's Alpha showed 0,940 score. According to Pallant (2010), this 

score is interpreted as excellent – it indicates a high level of internal scale consistency. It means that 

the questions in the questionnaire all reliably measure the same latent variable and the gathered data 

can be used for further analysis.  

4.1 Descriptive Statistics 

Examining the data provided by demographic questions it became clear that participants' 

demographic spread was relatively good. Survey was filled by 94 females (56,9% of total) and 71 

males (43,1% of total). Age distribution can be observed in Figure 4. The spread resembles a 

bellshape curve, which peaks at birth years of 1987-1989. These results seems to be plausible and 

represent the research population, Jönköping International Business School students, in a rather 

satisfactory manner. 

  
Year of birth 

Frequency 

Figure 4 Age distribution chart among survey respondents. Figure created by authors based on survey data. 
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Table 10 Distribution of pet owners and not pet owners, depending on gender. Table created by authors based on survey 

data. 

 

Regarding research profile and topic, a question attempted to determine if respondent owned a pure-

bred dog or cat. The results with the regard to respondents' gender are presented in Table 10. The 

majority of students (72,7%) do not own a pure-bred cat or dog. This table data as well suggests that 

more females than males (as a percentage of the whole population) own a cat or dog of a pure 

breed.  Of course, it is worth taking into consideration that due to the sampling type and method, 

these results cannot be extended to the whole population. 

Table 11 Survey questions/statements mean and their associated means. Table created by authors, based on survey data. 

 

 

 

* Note: Score 0 – 100. 
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Each survey question / statement mean and standart deviation is illustrated in Table 11. Continuous 

rating scale from 0 (strong disagreement with the statement) to 100 (strong agreement with the 

statement) was used in questions and is showed in Table 11. Respondents' answers varied 

throughout all questions covering full scale, with the minimum mark of 0 and the maximum score 

of 100. Mean scores varying across all questions suggest a trend that participants are more likely to 

disagree with the majority of statements provided in the survey than agree with them. Only last 

three statements were positively supported by the participants (mean score above 50): "People like 

to own pets that impress other people" (the domain of Materialistic Hedonism, refer to Table 9); 

"People buy pets because they like luxury in their life" (the domain of Materialistic Hedonism); 

"People would pay more for a pet if it had status" (the domain of Social Status Demonstration). On 

the other hand, relatively high standart deviation, always higher than 20 and in some cases even 

climbing the point of 30, indicates high differences in respondents' answers. It means that people's 

opinions towards all these questions were relatively contrasting. Some people strongly disagreed 

with the statement, as illustrated in Figure 5 (63 people marked scores from 0-10), and some people 

strongly agreed with the statement, as illustrated in Figure 6 (27 people marked scores from 90-

100). 

 

 

The main insight offered by descriptive statistics is that people in general are quite reserved when it 

comes to topic of pet-related conspicuous consumption and tend to assign rather low scores to status 

statements. 

4.2 Analyses of Differences Between Groups 

When respondents differ with regards to gender, income or pet ownership, it is always interesting to 

check whether those differences in individuals lead to different responses. In other words, it is 

useful to define if variability in different conditions is significantly different or about the same. T-

tests and ANOVA were used in order to compare the mean scores of several groups on given 

variables. The comparison was made between responses from:  1) pet owners and non-owners; 2) 

men and women; 3) individuals with various income levels. The details of this comparison are 

presented in the tables below. 

The interpretation of the tables' data is rather simple. The cells with P-value and F statistics reveal 

how different the mean scores between groups are (Norusis, 2011). 

Respondent number 

Score 

Respondent number 

Score 

Figure 6 Statement scores distribution (scattered diagram) 

and linear trend line. Figure created by authors 

based on survey data. 

Figure 5 Statement scores distribution (scattered diagram) 

and linear trend line. Figure created by authors 

based on survey data. 
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- F statistics: shows variance of the group means. 

- P-value (or Sig.): measures how much evidence there is against the null hypothesis.  

As already mentioned, the T-tests and ANOVA analysis were used to measure the mean 

differences. The null hypothesis behind all T-tests and ANOVA tests is that the means of given 

values are equal. The alternative hypothesis is that they are not. A big F with a small p-value (Sig.) 

suggests that the null hypothesis can be rejected, and it could be asserted that the means are 

significantly different. And vice versa, a small F with a big p-value indicates that the null 

hypothesis cannot be rejected at the given significance level – and the means are considered to be 

not significantly different. Our significance level is 0.05. P-value of 0.05 in general says that there 

is only a 5% likelihood to obtain the observed result (or so called "more extreme" result) if actually 

no real effect (no real difference between groups) exists. When p-value (Sig.) is less than the 

significance level, the result is said to be statistically significant (and the means are assumed to be 

different) (Norusis, 2011). 

1. Do pet owners perceive pets conspicuous / status consumption differently than non-owners? 

Independent samples T-test revealed that in general variances between those two groups were equal, 

except for several instances (Table 12). "People buy pets to show who they are" and "People buy 

pets to show off" were the only scale items where p-value (Sig.) was lower than the significance 

level 0.05. It means there is a statistically significant difference between responses in the "owners" 

group and the "non-owners" group. Therefore equal variances could not be assumed. The smaller 

the p-value (Sig.), the lesser the probability that such large differences between groups could have 

happened by chance. 

Table 12 T-test results: Pet owners and non-owners scores comparison. Table created by authors. 

Levene's Test for Equality 

of Variances PET OWNERS VS NON-OWNERS 
F Sig. 

People buy rare / exotic pets to show who they are. Equal variances not assumed 5,599 0,019 

People buy rare / exotic pets to show off. Equal variances not assumed 3,932 0,049 

 

To measure how variances were not equal, it is worth looking at Group Statistics (Table 13). It 

suggests that pet owners tend to agree with the statement "People buy rare / exotic pets to show who 

they are" more than non-owners. Non-owners, on the other hand, are more likely to agree with the 

statement "People buy rare / exotic pets to show off". In a sense, "showing off" has a more negative 

flavour than "showing who you are". The given results could lead to an interesting implication that 

non-pet owners are more likely to attach the somewhat negative label of "showing off" to the buyers 

of rare / exotic pets. The buyers, on the other hand, take more defensive position claiming that pet 

purchases are more related to "showing who they are" than "showing off" 
2
. 

                                                 

2
 The difference in means can be statistically significant even if the observed difference in means (see in Table 13) does 

not seem large. Statistical significance does not only measure the size of difference by itself – instead, it takes into 

account the size of difference with respect to the size of the sample. When sample sizes are different, even a small 

observed difference in means could be statistically meaningful (Smith, 2008). 
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Table 13 T-test results: Pet owners and non-owners group statistics. Table created by authors. 

 
Do you own a cat or a 

dog of a pure breed? 
N Mean Std. Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

Yes 45 45,4889 23,97027 3,57328 People buy rare / exotic pets 

to show who they are. No 120 45,4083 29,42488 2,68611 

Yes 45 41,4667 24,01098 3,57935 People buy rare / exotic pets 

to show off. No 120 45,5000 29,75361 2,71612 

 

2. Do males perceive pets conspicuous / status consumption differently than females? 

 

Independent samples T-test suggested that males and females differed in their responses when 

agreeing / disagreeing with these six statements: "Pets are symbols of success and prestige", "Pets 

mean wealth", "People who have pets increase their own value from the point of view of others", 

"People who have pets are more attractive than others", "People buy pets to be noticed by others", 

"People buy pets to enhance their image" (Table 14).  

Table 14 T-test results: Male and female scores comparison. Table created by authors. 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of 
Variances MALE VS FEMALE 
F Sig. 

Rare / exotic pets are symbols of success and prestige. Equal variances not assumed 3,960 0,048 

Rare / exotic pets mean wealth. Equal variances not assumed 7,625 0,006 

People who have rare / exotic pets increase their own value 

from the point of view of others. 
Equal variances not assumed 6,404 0,012 

People who have rare / exotic pets are more attractive than 

others. 
Equal variances not assumed 3,999 0,047 

People buy rare / exotic pets to be noticed by others. Equal variance not assumed 3,959 0,048 

People buy rare / exotic pets to enhance their image. Equal variances not assumed 4,188 0,042 

Interestingly enough, all these items were given a higher score by females than by males, 

suggesting the likelihood that females are more sensitive to a number of cues related to conspicuous 

visual display of pets. Females are more likely to believe that pets signal success, prestige and 

wealth; they are also more favourable toward the statements that pets can contribute to their owners' 

value and attractiveness. Finally, they are more supportive of statements, which claim that pet 

purchases are sparked by motives of social recognition: willingness to be noticed and a wish to 

enhance one's own image. Table 15 provides more details about differences in these statements 

based on gender. 

Table 15 T-test results: Male and female group statistics. Table created by authors. 

 Gender N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Female 94 35,2234 30,01511 3,09582 Rare / exotic pets are symbols of 

success and prestige. Male 71 34,6620 25,38725 3,01291 

Female 94 37,8404 31,90520 3,29077 
Rare / exotic pets mean wealth. 

Male 71 29,0563 25,01022 2,96817 
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Female 94 38,4468 29,10959 3,00242 People who have rare / exotic pets 

increase their own value from the point 

of view of others. 
Male 71 37,6056 24,62489 2,92244 

Female 94 35,8617 30,08504 3,10304 People who have rare / exotic pets are 

more attractive than others. Male 71 32,0845 25,42875 3,01784 

Female 94 44,5532 30,73075 3,16963 People buy rare / exotic pets to be 

noticed by others. Male 71 42,4930 26,64897 3,16265 

Female 94 45,8404 29,23958 3,01583 People buy rare / exotic pets to enhance 

their image. Male 71 42,6620 25,08212 2,97670 

 

It is also worth noting that even though the variance in female / male answers was statistically 

significant, all mean scores are still below 50 (on the 100 scale). It means that scores are positively 

skewed – most of the respondents recorded relatively low scores on the scale. According to Pallant 

(2010), it is not uncommon is social sciences to have either positively or negatively skewed scores – 

which is often associated with the underlying nature of the construct being measured. It does not 

come as a big surprise that status consumption measures are positively skewed – as conspicuous 

behaviour is a sensitive topic, which quite often has negative attributes in the minds of individuals. 

When it comes to sensitive topics such as status / conspicuous consumption, individuals may 

(cognitively or not) wish to appear more rational and take the defensive position (Fisher & Tellis, 

1998). 

3. Do people with higher income perceive conspicuous / status consumption differently than 

people with lower income? 

ANOVA test reported that respondents with different levels of income recorded statistically 

different responses in 7 questions (Table 16). P-values in these responses were lower than 0.05, 

suggesting that the observed differences between groups are too large to be perceived as 

coincidence. In the remaining questions the observed differences were not statistically meaningful. 

Several implications that could be made based on the Table 16 data: 

▪ The general pattern in that the individuals with lower levels of income tend to be more approving 

of the status / conspicuous consumption related statements. In other words, the lower income the 

individual has, the more likely he is to admit that pets can be perceived as status symbols.
3
  

▪ The lowest p-value (Sig. = 0.00) is found next to the statement "People who have rare / exotic pets 

are more attractive", meaning that the differences in scores given by lower and higher income 

people are the largest (the higher the income – the lower the agreement score).  

▪ People with lower income also tend to be more supportive of statements that pets indicate wealth 

and achievement and that they can increase the owners' feeling of importance. Attention seeking pet 

purchase behaviors (with the desire to show off, to be noticed and to show who you are) – are also 

evaluated higher by individuals with lower income. 

                                                 

3
 Of course, it is worth taking into consideration that our sample was students from the same university, and the 

measured differences between their income levels are still relatively small (compared to the differences in the whole 

society).   



 
37 

Table 16 ANOVA results: Different income groups comparison and statistics. Table created by authors. 

 

 

 F Sig. Monthly Income N Mean 

2000 and less 11 57,63636 

2001 – 4000 SEK 34 40,61765 

4001 – 6000 SEK 57 45,12281 

6001 – 8000 SEK 37 31,62162 

8001 and more 26 26,00000 

People who 

have rare / 

exotic pets feel 

more important. 

Between 

groups: 

3,596 

Between 

groups:  

0,008 

Total 165 38,98788 
      

2000 and less 11 51,6364 

2001 – 4000 SEK 34 37,0294 

4001 – 6000 SEK 57 37,4737 

6001 – 8000 SEK 37 32,6216 

8001 and more 26 17,3077 

Rare / exotic 

pets mean 

wealth. 

Between 

groups: 

3,615 

Between 

groups: 

0,008 

Total 165 34,0606 
      

2000 and less 11 43,0909 

2001 – 4000 SEK 34 32,8235 

4001 – 6000 SEK 57 36,8772 

6001 – 8000 SEK 37 24,8378 

8001 and more 26 20,3077 

Rare / exotic 

pets indicate 

achievement of 

their owners. 

Between 

groups: 

2,854 

Between 

groups: 

0,026 

Total 165 31,1455 
      

2000 and less 11 48,5455 

2001 – 4000 SEK 34 44,8235 

4001 – 6000 SEK 57 37,8596 

6001 – 8000 SEK 37 20,2703 

8001 and more 26 26,2692 

People who 

have rare / 

exotic pets are 

more attractive. 

Between 

groups: 

5,485 

Between 

groups: 

0,000 

Total 165 34,2364 
      

2000 and less 11 55,3636 

2001 – 4000 SEK 34 55,0000 

4001 – 6000 SEK 57 47,5439 

6001 – 8000 SEK 37 39,8919 

8001 and more 26 31,9615 

People buy rare 

/ exotic pets to 

show who they 

are. 

Between 

groups: 

3,493 

Between 

groups: 

0,009 

Total 165 45,4303 
      

2000 and less 11 54,2727 

2001 – 4000 SEK 34 50,9412 

4001 – 6000 SEK 57 47,8421 

6001 – 8000 SEK 37 39,0811 

8001 and more 26 27,0385 

People buy rare 

/ exotic pets to 

be noticed by 

others. 

Between 

groups: 

3,817 

Between 

groups: 

0,005 

Total 165 43,6667 
      

2000 and less 11 49,7273 

2001 – 4000 SEK 34 50,5882 

4001 – 6000 SEK 57 48,7193 

6001 – 8000 SEK 37 40,3784 

8001 and more 26 30,3077 

People buy rare 

/ exotic pets to 

show off. 

Between 

groups: 

2,749 

Between 

groups: 

0,030 

Total 165 44,4000 
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The basic overview of comparison between groups allows us to make several interesting 

observations. First, there are no big differences between responses from pet owners and non-

owners. However, in some cases pet owners seem to be in a more defensive mode than non-owners. 

Second, female respondents in general tend to assign higher scores to status statements than male 

respondents, suggesting that their perception about pet-related conspicuous consumption is more 

positive. Finally, the rough tendency is that lower income is associated with higher conspicuousness 

scores – which is congruent with theory suggesting that individuals are likely to engage in 

conspicuous behaviour when they lack something and want to make up for it (meanwhile 

individuals with higher income levels may be confident enough and feel that they have nothing to 

prove).   

The table which sums up all the differences between groups based on ANOVA and T-test results 

can be found in Appendix 4. 
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5 Analysis and Discussion 

In this part, a more thorough Principal Component and Cluster analyses are presented, providing 

the empirical results accompanied by deeper interpretations and reasoning. The concepts and 

models introduced in the frame of reference are used to shed a light on the empirical observations, 

enrich and explain them. Then the discussion summarizing the principal results and their meaning 

is introduced. 

5.1 Principal Component Analysis 

Principal Component analysis (PCA) (frequently referred to as Factor analysis) is a data reduction 

technique usually used to summarize the data into smaller set of components in order to simplify the 

results and to be able to use them in other analyses, such as multivariate analysis (Pallant, 2010). 

Since this research contained large number of different variables (27 in particular) and Cluster 

analysis was supposed to be performed latter, PCA seemed to be appropriate to conduct. 

Furthermore, according to Pallant (2010), PCA can help to uncover data patterns that are almost 

impossible to detect with a "naked eye". This analysis technique also defines what amount of total 

variance can be explained by each component. 

First step in PCA is making sure that the actual data at hand is appropriate for the analysis. There 

are two major tests that should be undertaken to make sure data is suitable: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 

Measure of sampling adequacy (KMO) and Bartett's test of Sphericity. Satisfactory results for 

KMO test are 0,6 or higher and significance of Bartlett's test of Sphericity should be 0.05 or less 

(Maholtra and Birks, 2007; Pallant, 2010). Both of these tests performed very well and ensured that 

the data was suitable for PCA (see Table 17). 

Table 17 KMO test and Bartlett’s test of sphericity. Table created by authors. 

KMO and Bartlett's Test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. ,873 

Approx. Chi-Square 1752,270 

df 210 Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 

Sig. ,000 

 

In order to achieve the best possible results, the following variables reduction methods were used. 

Only variables that scored extraction communality 0.5 or higher were left in the analysis. According 

to Gaskin (2012), variables that show low score in extraction communality struggle to load on any 

component. Authors chose a value of 0.5 to make sure that each variable correlates with other 

internal component variables sufficiently. Also, all variables that loaded on a couple of components, 

with the score of less than 0.3 were deleted. Furthermore, variables loading less than 0.4 on one 

component were considered insignificant and excluded from the analysis.  

After such variable reduction, 21 variables from 27 were left in the analysis. Excluded variables 

numbered as 3, 4, 6, 9, 12 and 16 can be observed in Table 11. KMO and Bartlett's tests shown in 

Table 17 are calculated after the deletion of insufficient variables.  

With the data at hand, factor analysis suggested 5-component solution. All these components had 

higher Eigenvalue than 1 and explained 65,494 % of total variance (see Table 18). 
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Table 18 Initial PCA, Total Variance Explained. Table created by authors. 

 

5-component solution communalities are presented in Appendix 5. Structure and size of each 

component can be observed in Appendix 6. Internal data reliability was tested in each component 

using Cronbach's Alpha coefficient (see Table 19). 

Table 19 Initial PCA, each component Cronbach's Alpha. Table created by authors. 

Component 1 2 3 4 5 

Cronbach's Alpha 0.917 0.828 0.762 0.659 0.428 

  

First three components represented satisfactory Cronbach's Alpha results, on the other hand, 

component 4 and 5 had a questionable coefficient. Furthermore, researchers noticed that first three 

components loaded rather strongly and explained more than 50% of total variance, while 

components 4 and 5 represented only 15% of variance and had questionable reliability. 

These issues motivated authors to look for better PCA solution. After experimentation with the data 

at hand and interpretation of created components authors settled with a 4-component solution. The 

same reliability and data reduction measures were taken as conducting the analysis the first time. 

The final PCA 4-component solution had a bit improved KMO score of  0.891 (compared to 0.873) 

and represented a significance of 0.000 in Bartlett's test of Spherity (Table 20). It showed that the 

data was more appropriate for a 4-component solution than for a 5-component solution.  
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                         Table 20 Final PCA, KMO and Bartlett’s tests. Table created by authors. 

KMO and Bartlett's Test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. ,891 

Approx. Chi-Square 1395,081 

df 120 Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 

Sig. ,000 

 

In addition, a 4-component solution explained 69,093% of total variance (Table 21), compared to 

65,494% in a 5-component solution (Appendix 7). Obtained Eigenvalues in a 4-component solution 

represented smaller differences between different components, peaking at 6,985 and plunging to 

1,248 (Table 21, Appendix 9), compared to 8,052 and 1,087 in 5 factor solution (Appendix 6).  

These coefficients and values suggested that a 4-component solution is more appropriate than a 5-

component solution.  

Table 21 Final PCA, Total Variance Explained. Table created by author. 

 

 

As in the Initial PCA, this time the authors checked internal data reliability in each component 

using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (Table 22). This time factors 1-3 represented more than 

respectable results and only component 4 scored below 0.8. Due to the fact that component 4 was 

the least significant in this analysis and contained only two variables, authors decided to stay with 

the 4-component solution. Although originally component 3 contained 3 variables, variable 14 

(Table 11) was excluded from the analysis, because this notably increased the Cronbach's Alpha 

score, from 0.762 to 0.844. 
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Table 22 Final PCA, each component Cronbach Alpha. Table created by authors. 

Component 1 2 3 4 

Cronbach's alpha 0.915 0.828 0.844 0.659 

Final PCA component structure and size can be observed in Table 23. Excluded elements numbered 

as 2, 3, 4, 6, 9, 12, 14, 16, 24, 25 and 27 can be noticed in Table 11. It is worth mentioning that only 

variables 2, 14, 24, 25 and 27 were not excluded from a 5-component solution carried out earlier. 

All 4 components in the analysis have relatively strongly loading elements. Components 1, 3 and 4 

include a couple of elements loading with a score higher than 0,8 each and component 2 has 3 

components that load stronger than 0,7. This strong loading proves that elements are well positioned 

in components and represent the adequate component rather well.  

Table 23 Final PCA, 4-component solution, rotated matrix. Table created by authors. 

Rotated Component Matrix
a 

Component      

1 2 3 4 

People buy pets to be noticed by others. ,849    

People buy pets to show off. ,815    

People buy pets to enhance their image. ,786    

People buy pets to show who they are. ,719    

People would buy a pet just because of its status. ,715    

People buy pets for uniqueness, to have something others do not own. ,693    

Ostentation 

Component 

Pets are social status symbols. ,692    

People who have pets are more attractive than others.  ,776   

People who have pets feel more important.  ,741   

Having pets induces respect from others.  ,722   

Pets people own say a lot about how well they are doing in life.  ,655   

Social 
Recognition 

Component 

Having pets allows popularity among friends and colleagues.  ,647   

People want to own the same pets as their neighbours.   ,891  Conformity 

Component People want to own the same pets as their friends and colleagues.   ,883  

People buy rare/exotic pets because they are more expensive than 

other pets. 
   ,832 

Materialistic 

Indulgence 

Component People buy rare/exotic pets because they like luxury in their life.    ,823 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations. 

 

Finally, after close evaluation of all factors influencing PCA reliability and appropriatness, 

researchers came to a conclusion that a 4-component solution is more suitable to solve the problem 

at hand. This solution explains more of total variance, is more appropriate according to KMO test 

and delivers better internal components reliability. 

Component names and interpretation 

Component 1 contains 7 different variables (Table 23) and explains the biggest part of total 

variance (Table 21) and is the most important component, so to come up with a suitable name for 
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this component was a challenge. Later, these component names will be used to explain and define 

different clusters of participants while performing Cluster analysis. This means that component 

names have to be short, clear and, most importantly, represent the component well. Two highest 

loading elements in component 1 express the participants' willingness to be noticed by others and to 

show off. Other elements suggest a wish to show the status or enhance social image. A specific 

trend can be noticed observing all these variables, they all seem to focus on an expression of a 

social image or status. This is why authors suggested naming this component as an "Ostentation 

component". 

Component 2 contains of 5 elements (Table 23). Three strongest loading variables claim that pet 

owners are more attractive, feel more important than others and that having pets induces respect 

from others. Other two variables add that pets may represent how well people are doing in life and 

that pets allow popularity among friends and colleagues. It seems that what all these variables have 

in common is owners wish to be approved by the society and its important members. People want to 

feel and look more important, attractive, and popular. That is why this component was named 

"Social Recognition component". 

Component 3 contains only two variables (Table 23). Both of these elements load very strongly and 

show strong internal reliability (Table 22). The tendency in this case is people seek to be similar to 

other society members, such as neighbours and their friends and colleagues. Due to this trend this 

component was called "Conformity component". 

Last component also 4 contains two variables (Table 23) and these variables clearly focus on 

money, luxury and wealth. Regards to this trend this factor was named "Materialistic Indulgence 

component". 

5.2 Cluster Analysis 

After completion of PCA (Factor) analysis, Cluster analysis was performed. The purpose of Cluster 

analysis is to organize big amounts of data by classifying it into meaningful piles (clusters). Cluster 

analysis identifies objects that behave similarly and create groupings, trying to maximize the 

similarity of elements within each cluster and maximize the dissimilarity between elements in other 

clusters (Burns, R. & Burns R., 2008). 

Cluster analysis was performed using a TwoStep Cluster analysis technique. It contains desirable 

characteristics which makes it distinctive from traditional clustering techniques, such as: handling 

both categorical and continuous variables; allowing to analyze large data files, automatically 

selecting the appropriate number of clusters etc. The last benefit was of the biggest relevance to our 

research – helping to determine the optimal number of clusters and achieve the best solution. In our 

research, a number of important considerations were raised before coming to the final clustering 

solution: 

• Distance measure (how the similarity of clusters is calculated) – both Log-likelihood and 

Euclidean methods were tried out. Log-likelihood method places a probability distribution on the 

variables (continuous variables are assumed to be normally distributed, while categorical variables 

are assumed to be multinomial), and the Euclidean measure is the "straight line" distance between 

two clusters (IBM SPSS Statistics, 2011). 
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• Clustering Criterion. The number of clusters can be automatically determined using either 

Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) or the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) – which are 

closely related. They evaluate a measure of fit (usually the deviance statistic) and complexity (the 

number of free parameters in the model). Since increased complexity refers to a bigger number of 

free parameters, which are adjustable to make the model fit the data, it comes as no surprise that the 

higher complexity results in better data-fit. It is important to find the right balance between 

complexity and data-fit (trading these measures off). Shortly put, BIC penalizes the complexity of 

the model more harshly than AIC (Spiegelhalter, Best & Carlin, 1998). 

• Number of Clusters. There are two ways to specify how the number of clusters will be 

determined: either to select the automatic determination (there is also an option to specify the 

maximum number of clusters that can be created) or to manually specify a fixed number of clusters. 

Even though automatic determination serves as a convenient tool, manual specification of the fixed 

number of variables can sometimes lead to even more applicable solutions.   

In our research, various combinations of distance measure, clustering criterion, and cluster number 

specification were tested to obtain the most appropriate clustering solution. The final solution was 

reached with Log-likelihood distance measurement, AIC Criterion and the automatically 

determined number of clusters (4 clusters). It is worth noting that BIC Criterion with fixed 

(manually selected) number of 4 variables yielded the same results and created the same clusters, 

suggesting that the model is meaningful.  

The goodness of the clustering solution is measured using the silhouette coefficient. It is a 

combined measurement, which evaluates the clustering solution based on the internal cohesion 

(how close the element is to elements in the same cluster) and the external separation (how distant 

the element is from elements in other clusters). The underlying assumption of the good model is 

that the elements within each cluster should be quite similar, but every cluster should be moderately 

different from all the other clusters. The silhouette coefficient varies between –1 and 1. Any 

coefficient below the value of 0.2 denotes a problematic solution (the clusters are least cohesive and 

partitioned to form many sub-clusters). Silhouette values 0.2 – 0.4 suggest that the clusters are 

cohesive and well separated – but the quality of the clusters might still be improved. In our case the 

average silhouette coefficient value is 0.5, which indicates that partitioning of data is reasonable and 

the clusters are fairly strongly classified (Rousseeuw, 1987; Khatavkar, 2009). 

At the beginning of the analysis, the following continuous variables were included in the analysis: 

Ostentation, Social Recognition, Conformity, and Materialistic Indulgence. Cluster analysis 

procedure offers to indicate how important each variable is for the composition of clusters. The 

Predictor's importance measurement shows which predictors are the major contributors to the whole 

model, and which matter least (IBM SPSS Statistics, 2011). It was found out that Materialistic 

Indulgence was not significant for defining the clusters and did not contribute enough to the overall 

model. It was excluded from the list and the analysis performed again. As it turned out, dropping 

this variable, which played the role of secondary importance, resulted in the increased quality of 

clustering solution. The predictor of the highest importance was assigned the value of 1, and other 

predictors were associated with lower values (in relative magnitudes), displaying differences in 

contribution to the overall model. The importance of predictors in our model is as follows: Social 

Recognition: 1; Ostentation: 0,98, Conformity: 0,71. 
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Clustering solution revealed four natural groupings. The size of each Cluster and some basic 

information about clustering solution is presented in Figure 7. 

 

 

 

                                                                                        

 

 

 

 

The ratio of sizes means that the largest cluster in 2,29 times bigger than the smallest cluster. In 

literature, there are no strict constraints established regarding the ratio of sizes. However, it is worth 

noting that greatly uneven cluster sizes mean unbalanced data traffic load – which negatively affects 

the overall clustering quality. Without clear, sharply defined guidelines, the threshold selection is up 

to the researcher to decide, based on the nature of his study and his goals (Norusis, 2011). In our 

exploratory research it was decided to keep the ratio of sizes below 3 – which is moderately small to 

avoid big discrepancies and keep the model balanced, and yet sufficiently large to prevent overly 

tightly-constrained, limited solutions.  

In Figure 8, there is a brief summary of all four extracted clusters and their properties. As 

mentioned before, Social Recognition is the biggest predictor of clusters, followed by Ostentation 

and Conformity. Regarding the cluster sizes, the first cluster is the biggest one (55 individuals), 

second one is the smallest (24 individuals), and the third and fourth clusters fall in between (with 

respectively 47 and 39 individuals).   

 

Figure 8 Cluster size and inputs. Figure created by authors based on research data. 

Figure 7 Size of clusters. Figure created by authors based on research data 
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The Inputs section in the model contains graphs, representing relative distribution. Relative 

distribution compares one distribution to other and is highly applicable to a range of topics 

(Handcock & Morris, 1999). In our case, the comparison is made between the overall distribution of 

a variable (represented by a semi-transparent curve) and the distribution of a variable for a specific 

cluster (represented by a more intense reddish curve). Social Recognition is the variable with a 

distribution closest to the perfect bell-shaped curve, with most values gravitating towards the center 

and more extreme values spreading to both directions from the center. However, the curve is 

slightly more drifted towards the negative values. Distribution curves for Ostentation variable and 

Conformity variable seem to have more complex shapes with multiple peak points. 

This figure provides interesting visual insights about how different variables vary in their 

distribution – for example, with regards to Social Recognition variable, Cluster 1 and Cluster 2 have 

noticeably different peak points (and – supposedly – different average values). Considering 

Ostentation variable, Cluster 2 and Cluster 3 seem to be gravitated towards the right side of the 

scale with higher values, compared to Cluster 1 and Cluster 4. With reference to Conformity 

variable, it can be easily observed that both the intense and faint reddish curves are positioned on 

the left. It means that the Conformity variable is not rewarded with high scores – neither generally 

nor specifically (cluster by cluster).  The exception to this is Cluster 4, which gives surprisingly 

high evaluation points to this variable.  

Clusters are briefly compared in Figure 9. It is worth taking into account that the Boxplots (also 

called Box and Whisker plots) provide valuable information about the shape of a data set. The light 

blue background represents the evaluation scale, and white boxes are placed accordingly to the 

respondents' scores (left side meaning low scores, right side – high scores). All three white boxes 

are concentrated on the lower end of the scale, but the last one's negative position is the most 

pronounced. Simply put, it means that the general pattern in responses is that people are more 

disagreeing than agreeing with statements about pets being tools to recognition, ostentation or 

conformity to the reference groups. However, despite the general pattern, each cluster has unique 

differences and distinct characteristics.  

 

Figure 9 Cluster comparison. Figure created by authors based on research data. 
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Several insights drawn from Figure 9: 

 a) About variables 

▪ Regarding Social Recognition variable, Cluster 1 and Cluster 2 score lower than median (median 

is represented by the vertical black line), and Clusters 3 and 4 score higher.  

▪ Considering Ostentation variable, Cluster 1 has scores sharply lower than the median, Cluster 4 is 

moderately close to the median, Cluster 3 is positively distinct from the median, and Cluster 2 is the 

most positively distinct variable.  

▪ With respect to Conformity variable, Cluster 3 is located on the left from the median (with lower 

scores), Cluster 4 is located on the right (with higher scores), and Clusters 1 and 2 are gathered 

around the median. 

b) About clusters 

▪ People in Cluster 1 have a rather sceptical point of view when it comes to pets as status symbols. 

Compared to other clusters, people in Cluster 1 are more sceptical towards thoughts that rare / 

exotic pets can be used as means to increase Social Recognition or for Ostentation purpose. With 

regards to statements that pets are bought for the reasons of Conformity, their scores are not 

drastically distant from the median. 

▪ Cluster 2 is scores exceptionally high in Ostentation and low – in Social Recognition. The scores 

of Conformity variable are positioned almost on the median point. In general, Cluster 2 is quite 

similar to Cluster 1 when it comes to Social Recognition and Conformity – the significant 

differences lie only in the Ostentation variable. 

▪ All the other clusters act as outliers in at least one situation, but Cluster 3 is never considered an 

outlier – it always stays within the white box (or on the verge of it), displaying that people's choices 

are not far from median. However, even though the distances from median are relatively not big, it 

is still important to notice that Social Recognition and Ostentation are ranked more highly than the 

median, and the Conformity is rated lower than the median (actually, Conformity has the lowest 

evaluation among people from Cluster 3 compared to all the other clusters).  

▪ Cluster 4 gives an exceptionally high rank to Conformity variable compared to other clusters, 

whereas Ostentation variable is close to the median and Social Recognition is not too distant from 

the median, either, but positioned more on the positive side (meaning higher scores). 

In order to get a clear understanding, the characteristics of each cluster will be described in greater 

detail. First of all, it will be explored how important each of the three variables – Social 

Recognition, Ostentation and Conformity (with regards to conspicuous pet ownership) are evaluated 

by people in the cluster. Then some descriptive statistics about members of the cluster will be 

presented: how many people in the cluster own pets and how many don't, what the gender of 

respondents is, and how the income is distributed. Age will not be given a particular attention, since 

it is similar in all the clusters – with the average of 25 years. 
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Figure 10 Cluster 1 characteristics. Figure created by authors based on research data. 

As already mentioned, Cluster 1 (see Figure 10) is the largest cluster with 55 members: 22 males 

and 33 females (the size of bubbles in the pictures represents the relative number of people 

belonging to a certain category). The number of pet owners is roughly 3 times smaller than the 

number of non-owners. In Cluster 1, nobody falls in the category of the lowest income. The 

majority of people (33%) have 6001-8000 SEK / month at their personal disposal, and 27% of 

people are in the highest income category. Therefore the label of the "rich" cluster can be attached 

to Cluster 1 (of course, the term "rich" is highly relative in this student-oriented research, and the 

amount of money perceived as decent can look really humble from a broader perspective). 

Members of this cluster can be assigned names to create a clearer profile of them. People in Cluster 

1 can be named Blue Blooded People – they have more finances at their disposal, are not 

particularly interested in showing off or being socially recognized. 

 

Figure 11 Cluster 2 characteristics. Figure created by authors based on research data. 

Cluster 2 (see Figure 11) is the smallest cluster of all, containing 24 respondents. 3 of them are pet 

owners, 21 – not, 11 are male and 13 – female. Considering personal income, only a few people are 

in the lowest or highest income category, the rest fall in the middle (2001-4000 SEK per month with 

25% of cluster members, 4001-6000 SEK with 28% of cluster members, and 6001-8000 SEK with 
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33% of cluster members). The assigned name for members of Cluster 2 is Indifferent Boasters – 

average earners, who are more in favour of ambitious exhibitions than others but do not care much 

about social acknowledgement or what other will think of them. 

 

Figure 12 Cluster 3 characteristics. Figure created by authors based on research data. 

Cluster 3 (see Figure 12) is different from other clusters as it has the highest owners VS non-owners 

ratio. Out of 47 people, 17 people own a cat or dog, and 30 people do not (making the ratio higher 

than 1:2). Female is the dominating gender is this cluster (just as in all the other clusters) – Cluster 

3 consists of 19 male and 28 female respondents. Cluster 3 is the cluster where people have the 

most moderate (closest to average) opinions towards all three variables. People in this cluster can be 

perceived as Status candidates – earn lower than the average, score high on showing off and social 

recognition dimensions and are not willing to conform to others. 

 

Figure 13 Cluster 4 characteristics. Figure created by authors based on research data. 

Cluster 4 (see Figure 13) is the cluster which is the least dominated by female respondents (with 

approximately equal numbers of both genders: 20 female and 19 male). There are 12 cat / dog 

owners and 27 non-owners in this cluster. Cluster 4 is relatively small in size (39 individuals), 

outperformed by Clusters 1 and 3, but not as small as Cluster 2. The majority of individuals (almost 
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36%) fall in the middle-income category 4001-6000 SEK per month. Cluster 4 members are named 

Approval Seekers – mainly driven by Conformity and Social Recognition.  

There is no strict answer which cluster is the most attractive for pet breeders and marketers. 

Indifferent Boasters (Cluster 2) appear to be the most Ostentation-hungry, whereas Approval 

Seekers (Cluster 4) are more oriented towards Conformity to reference groups (and may buy pets 

which other people buy). Status Candidates (Cluster 3) are positive both towards Ostentation and 

Social Recognition and are not interested in Conformity, therefore might like pets which are rare, 

exclusive, expensive and eye-catching. Blue Blooded People seem to be rather indifferent to status 

consumption in general, however, they do have the highest income – so even if trying to get their 

attention presents a challenge, it may still be worth a shot. 

5.3 Discussion 

5.3.1 Theory and the Study Conducted 

Although there is not a large amount of theory addressing our specific topic at hand, some valuable 

insights in frames of references were presented. The most interesting part is to evaluate what the 

relationships between theoretically suggested insights and actual findings are.   

First of all, the biggest impact theory had regarding this research was that the actual questionnaire 

was designed and created using scales and questions already used by other researchers (see Table 

11) with only small adaptations to the specific topic.  

When conducting research on status and conspicuous consumption, other authors suggested four 

major factors: Materialistic Hedonism, Belonging to a Group (Conformity), Social Status 

Demonstration and Dissociation from a Group (Exclusivity, Uniqueness). A total of 27 variables 

were included in the questionnaire. 

First difference between theory and practice is that 11 variables used in questionnaire where 

considered not significant and excluded from the PCA. Also, component 4 later in Cluster analysis 

was defined as not meaningful and eliminated from the analysis. It suggests that not all variables 

resonated with the participants and further improvements on questions and scales in future studies 

have to be made.  

Secondly, PCA performed in this study suggested forming a bit different components (Table 24). 

However, some trends and influences from components suggested by theory could definitely be 

absorbed. For instance, each of PCA suggested components 1, 3 and 4 were almost exclusively 

formed from only one component suggested by theory (Table 24). 5 out of 7 variables in newly 

formed component 1 are formed from "Dissociation From a Group, Exclusivity, Uniqueness" 

component and only two weakest loading variables come from "Social Status Demonstration" 

component resulting in a new component being named "Ostentation component". New components 

3 and 4 are accordingly formed from variables originating from "Belonging to a Group, 

Conforming" and "Materialistic Hedonism" theory suggested components. That is why these new 

components share similar name as their theoretical ancestors.  

However, the newly formed component 2 was formed by variables originating from 3 different 

factors suggested by theory. Furthermore, variables from three out of four theory suggested factors 

loaded on more than one component in this analysis. These mismatches between theory and practice 
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only support the notion that the topic at hand is very complex and cannot be standardized. Specific 

product and topic may require additional corrections to the questionnaire. 

         Table 24 Components formed by PCA and theory suggested components. Table created by authors. 

    

In addition, theory suggested that pets could serve a wide variety of different functions for their 

owners (Hirschman, 1994). Even though, this study focused on only "Animals as status symbols" 

function (Table 4), there were some signs supporting other types of animal functions as well.  First 

of all, "Animals as status symbols" function was supported by findings in all parts of our analysis. 

Descriptive statistics showed that despite the fact that majority of question means had negative 

trend, there was substantial amount of people who supported "Animals as status symbols" function 

strongly. For instance, 27 respondents marked between 90 and 100 claiming that people would pay 

more for a pet if it had status (Figure 6). PCA provided an opinion that the most important factor 

when discussing "Pets as Status Symbols" topic is flashiness and ostentation, which is directly 

related to status and conspicuous consumption (Table 23). Cluster analysis showed that there are 

clusters of people who are specifically concerned with public image or ostentation. For example, 

cluster 2 scores very high in Ostentation section (Figure 11), meaning that for some people public 

image is very important and that image improvement can be achieved by conspicuous or status 

consumption.  

Further theory and practice crossing points will be discussed later, analyzing each research question 

separately. 
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5.3.2 Research Questions 

1) Are companion animals perceived as status symbols (tools for conspicuous consumption)? 

Based on descriptive statistics of our research, it can be seen that the scores of agreement / 

disagreement (0-100 scale, 0 representing total disagreement, 100 – total agreement) in general are 

not so large. As can be seen by the figure below, the highest means are still below 60 (out of 100) 

but the majority of statements is ranked lower: 10 statements fall in the category 40-60 and 11 

statements – in the category 30-40. This simple statistics sheds a light on people’s perceptions 

towards pet-related conspicuous consumption: in general people are not highly supportive of the 

idea that pets can be used as status symbols. People mostly agree with statements: "People like to 

own pets that impress other people", "People buy pets because they like luxury in their life" and 

"People would pay more for a pet if it had status". Even though impressing other people seems to be 

one of the most important motivators a similar statement, "By having pets people intend to please 

others" falls into the lowest-ranked category. It leads to an assumption that people like impressing 

others without catering to them. Another interesting observation is that even though respondents 

highly support that statement that people would pay more for a pet if it had status, they do not agree 

that people would only buy rare/exotic pets if they had enough resources (statement "If people 

could afford it, only rare/exotic pets would be bought"). The lowest-ranking statement of all is 

"People want to own the same pets as their neighbours". However, similar the statement "People 

want to own the same pets as their friends and colleagues" scores higher and falls into a different 

category (30-40), suggesting that friends and colleagues is a more influential reference group, and 

that people do not seem to struggle in "keeping up with the Joneses", when it comes to pet 

conspicuous ownership. 

 

Figure 14 The means of all scale items. Figure created by authors based on research data. 

Even though the mean by itself is descriptive enough, it is also worthwhile to have a closer look at 

the median – as it is less sensitive to extreme scores than the mean. The median is found by 

arranging all data in the ascending order and then selecting the middle entry. In short, median 

represents the middle of the overall distribution – leaving half the scores above it, and half of the 
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scores below. The picture presenting the median of all 27 statements is placed below (refer to 

Figure 15). 

 

Figure 15 The medians of all scale items. Figure created by authors based on research data 

The picture suggests that median scores are distributed slightly differently than the mean scores, 

however, the biggest concentration of median scores is still in the categories 30-40 and 40-50. The 

lowest median is as low as 19, and the highest reaches 60. When median is higher than the mean, it 

implies that there are some extreme low scores that are decreasing the mean. And vice versa, when 

median is lower than the mean, it suggests that there are some extreme high scores which are 

increasing the mean. In our case, there are 11 statements with median value higher than the mean 

value, and 16 statements with median value lower than the mean value. The most pronounced 

differences are in the following statements: 

▪ Pets indicate achievement of their owners – mean is bigger by 9.15. 

▪ If people could afford it, only rare/exotic pets would be bought – mean is bigger by 8.87. 

▪ People would buy a pet just because of its status – mean is bigger by 6.66. 

▪ People buy pets to be noticed by others – median is bigger by 6.33. 

 

Regarding the first three statements, the mean is bigger than the median, suggesting that some 

people assign extreme high values and boost the mean. Interestingly enough, even this mean boost 

does not result in very high mean values (one statement has the mean value below 30, the other two 

have the mean values below 40). Without extreme cases, the mean value would fall even lower. 

Considering the last statement, the median is bigger than the mean, which implies that although the 

majority of people give higher scores, there are some people assigning unusually low values and 
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decreasing the mean. It should be pointed out that even the decreased mean is still in the category 

40-50 (second highest category).  

Summing up, it can be said that people generally are quite sceptical about pet-related conspicuous 

consumption phenomenon and evaluate it with caution.  

2) Which motives play the most important role when it comes to pet-related conspicuous 

consumption? 

Based on the literature sources, four domains of conspicuous consumption motives were 

established: 1) Materialistic hedonism; 2) Belonging to a Group, Conforming; 3) Social Status 

Demonstration; 4) Dissociation from a Group, Exclusivity, Uniqueness. Our conspicuous 

consumption scale consisted of 27 items (statements). 

After performing Principal Component analysis, the number of underlying motives dropped to three 

(the extracted components were named Ostentation, Social Recognition, and Conformity), and the 

number of items was reduced to 16.  The 4-component solution explains roughly 70% of the 

variance in the original data set. Figure 16 shows how each component contributes to reflecting the 

total variance. 

 

Figure 16 PCA extracted components. Figure created by authors based on research data. 

 

Ostentation motive refers to flashiness and pretentious display of possessions. People engaging in 

ostentation have the intention to be the focus of attention, impress others, and trigger their 

excitement, jealousy or other strong emotions. Ostentation contains 7 variables, and the mean of 

those variables is 43.36. 

Social Recognition motive is related to public acknowledgement of individual's qualities, virtues 

etc. Recognition-oriented people desire to be socially appreciated, and they believe that status 

symbols help them to be identified as important, attractive, popular, respectful, and – in general – 

well-established in life. Social Recognition contains 5 variables with the mean score 38.17.  

Conformity motive means trying to act in correspondence with standards which are widely 

acceptable. People who score high in conformity are sensitive to social influence and are willing to 

adapt their behaviour to fit in the reference group. They are highly responsive to group pressure. 

Conformity consists of 2 variables, and the mean of these two variables is 29.26.   

Materialistic Indulgence motive can also be understood as obsession about extravagance and 

luxury. Profanely expensive items play the most important role here. People scoring high on 

materialistic indulgence do not struggle seeking recognition or approval, they do not concentrate on 

the opinions of others, their primary concern is to live the glamorous life. Materialistic Indulgence 

covers 2 variables with the mean score 45.00. This underlying motive has the highest mean 

compared to the others.  
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3) What managerial implications can be drawn for pet breeders, managers etc.?  

Empirical findings are more meaningful if they can be applied (at least to some extent) to the real-

life business situations. After analyzing gathered data, some distinct managerial implications can be 

drawn. 

First of all, descriptive statistics and various T-tests and ANOVA tests revealed differences between 

different people groups and exposed basic trends related to status and conspicuous consumption of 

pets. 

Data provided in Table 11 uncovered that the topic at hand is rather sensitive and that the 

participants graded the majority of questions / statements in a rather negative manner. 24 out of 27 

questions mean scores are below the average score of 50 (Table 11). On the other hand, respondents 

were more positive to the statements that people would pay more for a pet if it had status or that 

these rare and exotic pets may be bought because their owners like having luxury in their life. Both 

these questions stretch the possibility that pets may actually be perceived as status symbols and at 

the same time should be marketed as ones. 

Furthermore, T-tests and ANOVA tests indicated some significant differences between male / 

female, pet owners / non-owners respondents (Table 12 and 14). Respondents not owning pets 

tended to score higher in the statement claiming that people tend to show off by purchasing rare and 

exotic pets than actual pet owners. On the other hand, pet owners claimed that people are more like 

to "show who they are" by purchasing this type of pets. Both statements represent the same idea, 

although pet owners may perceive "showing off" as a negative or at least avoidable association.  

In addition, according to the conducted T-test, there are significant and interesting differences 

between women and men (Table 14). Women tended to give higher scores in all 6 statements 

provided in Table 14 than men. It means that women support conspicuous visual display of pets 

more than men.  Female participants think that pets can signal success, prestige and wealth. Also 

women share the idea that pets can contribute to their owners' value, attractiveness and that pets can 

be bought with the intention to enhance one's own image (Table 15). All these findings clearly state 

that females are more likely to purchase pets to function as visual status symbols.  

Variation in income levels revealed statistically important differences as well (Table 16). The major 

trend here is that participants with lower income level tend to more approve status and conspicuous 

consumption related statements. Furthermore, people with lower income are more likely to perceive 

rare and exotic pets as symbols of wealth and achievement and think that pets can increase their 

owner's feeling of importance. On the other hand, people with higher income have an opposite 

perception.  

Second step of this research was deeper data analysis using Principal Component and Cluster 

analyses. PCA helped to reduce the number of measures while retaining the variablity in the data; it 

also identified hidden patterns in the data and classified them into 4 Principal Components (Table 

21). Cluster analysis grouped all respondents into clusters based on these components. It indicated 

that there were four rather different groups of people approaching this topic at hand in different 

ways (Figure 8 and 9) – which marketing specialists may find useful for segmentation and 

communication. All clusters can be defined according to scores in three PCA components and 

various demographic characteristics. It means that, for instance, Cluster 2, which scores extremely 

high in the Ostentation factor, contains people who are very conscious about their public image and 
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this is very important for them. Further demographics (Figure 11), define who these people are and 

how they can be recognized in the whole population. Based on this information, marketers can 

easily prepare appropriate communicating message and target those people who are sensitive about 

the topic. In this instance, Cluster 2 people are mostly non-owners, with average income and are 

equally divided in gender scale. 

All these statistical analysis outputs can directly benefit scientific and business environment. 

Scientific researchers by taking into account these findings can improve the research design of their 

study on similar topic. This research clearly shows basic answering trends and provides a well-

designed research framework allowing to adjust and improve survey question approach or sampling 

method and sample unit selection. This research may serve as a useful example for the future 

studies of a similar topic. 

In business field the outcomes of this thesis can be applied for rare and exotic cats and dogs 

breeders, marketers in this particular field and pet food and accessories producers and sellers. All 

these business units can use the outcome of PCA and cluster analysis for segmenting the population 

and selecting the appropriate people segment for their particular product. Furthermore, depending 

on the outcomes, marketing communication and marketing strategies should be adjusted. For 

instance, if pets' accessories manufacturers sell products for rare and exotic cats or dogs their target 

population should be mainly women and with the average or below the average salary. These 

women, according to descriptive statistics and statistical tests, are more likely to support 

conspicuous visual demonstration of their pets (Table 15 and 16). 

Further PCA and cluster analysis can help to define a target customer even more precisely. Cluster 

analysis grouped all participants in four clusters based on three PCA components: "Ostentation 

component", "Social Recognition component" and "Conformity component". When the participant 

demographics are added to explain the cluster rather sophisticated decision about the target 

population and its characteristics can be made. Specific advice at this stage cannot be drawn, since 

each product/brand/pet breed may demand different segments for various reasons. In this case, 

Figure 10 to 13 have to be consulted. 
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6 Conclusion and Implications 

This section wraps up the paper, pulling all the essential ideas together into a set of cohesive and 

conclusive statements. Implications part yields advice for further studies, and conclusion puts the 

final perspective on thesis as a whole.  

 

6.1 Implications for further Studies 

Regardless the fact that this research resulted in vast managerial and scientific implications various 

limitations of the study and research design can be identified and should be adviced to improve in 

further studies. 

First of all, the biggest limitation, which authors suggest improving in futher studies is the non-

probability sampling method used. This resulted in research results not applicable to the whole 

population and meant rather limited real life application. The use of probability sampling should 

increase the functionality and value created by the analysis. 

Secondly, authors chose to approach the audience regardless of the fact if participants own a rare 

and exotic dog and cat or not (due to time constraints and limited availability of required data). In 

authors' opinion, study focusing only on rare and exclusive pets owners can result in deeper insights 

about pets and their owners relationships from the consumer behaviour point of view and uncover 

clearer motives behind the purchasing decision. An option to adjust research framework to 

qualitative study and execute deep personal interviews with pet owners to gain even deeper 

knowledge should be considered as well. 

Lastly, as established earlier (see Table 24), the clash between theory and practice suggests that the 

actual questions and measurement scale should be adjusted and improved for further studies on a 

similar topic. The status-related variables resulted in rather low scores (see Table 11) – and there is 

a possibility that they could be higher when using different approach. 

 

6.2 Conclusion 

The contribution of this paper is twofold. First, it attempts to combine and adjust the available 

conspicuous consumption and status scales to make them applicable to address the specific 

phenomenon of pets as status symbols. Since currently available literature approaching pets as 

status symbols is relatively scarce and primarily focused on qualitative research, endeavours of 

establishing a quantitative measurement tool of this phenomenon could be beneficial for research in 

this field. Second, having developed a method to empirically test pet-related status consumption, the 

thesis carries out the analysis in one specific context – examining the phenomenon from the point of 

view of Jönköping International Business School students. The findings of this research present 

possibilities for pet breeders and marketers, as well as potential opportunities for people selling pet-

related items (including, but not limited to food, toys, clothes and accessories). 

The research aimed to test the underlying implication of this thesis – whether an exquisite pet 

(together with all the extravagant items) can be used to show owner's status distinction. Results 

revealed that the majority of respondents did not strongly support the idea of pets being the tools for 
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status, however, women appeared to be more familiar with status-related motives than men. Based 

on the scores that individuals assigned to various status-related statements, four underlying motives 

for pet-related conspicuous consumption were extracted: Ostentation (the urge to display the 

possessions in a flashy manner), Social Recognition (the need to be acknowledged by other people), 

Conformity (the impulse to be like other members of the group) and Materialistic Indulgence (the 

desire for pricy luxurious items).  Knowing which motives act as the biggest influencers makes it 

easier for marketers to highlight certain benefits of pets and bring the consumers closer to them.   

In order to create a clearer and more definite profile of respondents, people were divided into four 

clusters based on their motivation. Each cluster has distinctive characteristics: "Blue-Blooded 

people" feel reserved towards conspicuousness and showing off,  "Indifferent Boasters" individuals 

are more favourable towards ambitious exhibitions but are not focusing on getting recognition, 

"Status Candidates" are most positive towards showing off and being recognized, but do not want to 

conform to anybody else, unlike "Approval seekers", who are mainly driven by conformity. In 

addition to that, clusters also differ in their demographic characteristics. Our research results spark 

assumptions that even if the majority of people are not familiar with pets being tools for 

conspicuous consumption, there are people who have higher desire for status than the average. The 

challenge for marketers and sellers of rare / exotic pets, as well as sellers of pet-related items, is to 

identify which segment is the most congruent with their offerings. Then they should investigate 

which triggers are the most powerful for their selected segment and put effort into activating those 

triggers through the most appropriate forms of communication.  

The limitations of our research must also be taken into consideration. Due to the nature of our 

research and the relatively small sample size, the generalization of results to the whole population is 

neither intended nor implied. Furthermore, it was beyond our scope of analysis to look more 

explicitly into self-concept related primary antecedents of conspicuous consumption – they are 

described in the theoretical part of our paper to get a better grasp of conspicuous consumption 

phenomenon but are not further explored in the empirical part. Finally, investigating a sensitive 

topic like conspicuous consumption is always risky and demanding as people are willing to provide 

politically correct and socially desirable responses; and in this particular case, conspicuous 

consumption phenomenon is even more controversial as it involves live creatures – pets. Even 

people who are not particularly vulnerable to sensitive topics might not provide fruitful responses 

just because the idea of pets being status symbols is fresh, new and underexposed – and due to its 

unfamiliar nature it may be rejected without deeper consideration. Nonetheless, despite its 

limitations, this paper still offers contribution to the understanding of this sensitive and 

underexplored topic of pets being status symbols. It can be considered as a stepping stone to more 

in-depth studies in the respective fields of consumer behaviour. 
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Appendices 

 

Appendix 1 A Classification of sampling techniques. Figure created by the author based on Maholtra and Birks (2007) 

data. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 2 Certain dog breeds population growth in United Kingdom. Figure created by the author based on The 

Kennel Club breed registration data 2011. 
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Appendix 3  Additional theories investigating dimensions of self. Table created by authors. 

Additional studies investigating self as a dual and self as a multiple construct 
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Appendix 4   Differences in means based on research data. Table created by authors. 

 Pet owners VS non-owners Males VS Females High income VS Low income 

Statement 
Equal 

variances 
assumed 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 

People like to own pets that impress 
other people. ✖  ✖  ✖  

If people could afford it, only rare/exotic 
pets would be bought. ✖  ✖  ✖  

People buy rare/ex. pets because they 
are more expensive than other pets. ✖  ✖  ✖  

People buy pets because they like       
luxury in their life. ✖  ✖  ✖  

Pets people own say a lot about how 
well they are doing in life. ✖  ✖  ✖  

People want to own the same pets as 
their friends and colleagues. ✖  ✖  ✖  

People want to own the same pets as 
their neighbours. ✖  ✖  ✖  

People want pets that are most 
commonly owned. ✖  ✖  ✖  

People buy pets to be fashionable. 
✖  ✖  ✖  

By having pets people intend to please 
others. ✖  ✖  ✖  

When buying pets, people generally 
purchase those pets that others will     
approve of. 

✖  ✖  ✖  

Having pets allows popularity among 
friends and colleagues. ✖  ✖  ✖  

People who have pets feel more        
important. ✖  ✖   ✖ 

Pets are social status symbols. 
✖  ✖  ✖  

Pets are symbols of success and      
prestige. ✖   ✖ ✖  

Pets mean wealth. 
✖   ✖  ✖ 

Pets indicate achievement of their      
owners. ✖  ✖   ✖ 

People would buy a pet just because of 
its status. ✖  ✖  ✖  

People would pay more for a pet if it had 
status. ✖  ✖  ✖  

People who have pets increase their 
value from the point of view of others. ✖   ✖ ✖  

People who have pets are more           
attractive than others. ✖   ✖  ✖ 

People buy pets for uniqueness, to have 
something others do not own. ✖  ✖  ✖  

Having pets induces respect from        
others. ✖  ✖  ✖  

People buy pets to show who they are.  ✖ ✖   ✖ 

People buy pets to be noticed by others. 
✖   ✖  ✖ 

People buy pets to enhance their image. 
✖   ✖ ✖  

People buy pets to show off.  ✖ ✖  ✖ ✖ 
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Appendix 5 Initial PCA, communalities. Table created by authors. 

Communalities 

 Initial Extraction 

People like to own pets that impress other people. 1,000 ,649 

If people could afford it, only rare/exotic pets would be bought. 1,000 ,634 

People buy rare/exotic pets because they are more expensive than other pets. 1,000 ,733 

People buy rare/exotic pets because they like luxury in their life. 1,000 ,707 

Pets people own say a lot about how well they are doing in life. 1,000 ,586 

People want to own the same pets as their friends and colleagues. 1,000 ,771 

People want to own the same pets as their neighbours. 1,000 ,703 

People want pets that are most commonly owned. 1,000 ,577 

People buy pets to be fashionable. 1,000 ,548 

Having pets allows popularity among friends and colleagues. 1,000 ,583 

People who have pets feel more important. 1,000 ,565 

Pets are social status symbols. 1,000 ,621 

People would buy a pet just because of its status. 1,000 ,608 

People would pay more for a pet if it had status. 1,000 ,520 

People who have pets are more attractive than others. 1,000 ,670 

People buy pets for uniqueness, to have something others do not own. 1,000 ,591 

Having pets induces respect from others. 1,000 ,764 

People buy pets to show who they are. 1,000 ,662 

People buy pets to be noticed by others. 1,000 ,744 

People buy pets to enhance their image. 1,000 ,761 

People buy pets to show off. 1,000 ,757 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
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Appendix 6 Initial PCA, 5-component solution, rotated matrix. Table created by author. 

Rotated Component Matrix
a 

Component  

1 2 3 4 5 

People buy pets to be noticed by others. ,833     

People buy pets to show off. ,808     

People buy pets to enhance their image. ,778     

People buy pets to show who they are. ,728     

People would buy a pet just because of its status. ,700     

Pets are social status symbols. ,687     

People buy pets for uniqueness, to have something others do not own. ,662     

People would pay more for a pet if it had status. ,662     

People buy pets to be fashionable. ,587     

People who have pets are more attractive than others.  ,777    

Having pets induces respect from others.  ,743    

People who have pets feel more important.  ,664    

Pets people own say a lot about how well they are doing in life.  ,654    

Having pets allows popularity among friends and colleagues.  ,562    

People want to own the same pets as their friends and colleagues.   ,837   

People want to own the same pets as their neighbours.   ,791   

People want pets that are most commonly owned.   ,737   

People buy rare/exotic pets because they are more expensive than other pets.    ,816  

People buy rare/exotic pets because they like luxury in their life.    ,805  

If people could afford it, only rare/exotic pets would be bought.     ,739 

People like to own pets that impress other people.     ,731 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

 

 

a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations.  
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Appendix 7 Final PCA, 4-component solution communalities. Table created by authors. 

Communalities 

 Initia

l 

Extracti

on 

People buy pets to be noticed by others. 1,000 ,774 

People buy pets to enhance their image. 1,000 ,783 

People buy pets to show off. 1,000 ,760 

People would buy a pet just because of its status. 1,000 ,614 

People buy pets to show who they are. 1,000 ,658 

People buy pets for uniqueness, to have something others do not own. 1,000 ,604 

Pets are social status symbols. 1,000 ,628 

People who have pets are more attractive than others. 1,000 ,654 

People who have pets feel more important. 1,000 ,613 

Having pets induces respect from others. 1,000 ,713 

Pets people own say a lot about how well they are doing in life. 1,000 ,520 

Having pets allows popularity among friends and colleagues. 1,000 ,576 

People want to own the same pets as their friends and colleagues. 1,000 ,846 

People want to own the same pets as their neighbours. 1,000 ,860 

People buy rare/exotic pets because they like luxury in their life. 1,000 ,717 

People buy rare/exotic pets because they are more expensive than 

other pets. 
1,000 ,735 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Appendix 8 Final PCA, Eigenvalue scree plot. Figure created by authors. 

 

                

                                

Appendix 9 Final PCA, component transformation matrix. Table created by authors. 

Component Transformation Matrix 

Component 1 2 3 4 

1 ,742 ,557 ,291 ,235 

2 -,470 ,591 ,451 -,476 

3 -,131 -,414 ,814 ,387 

4 -,461 ,412 -,223 ,754 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.   

 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

 

 

 


