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Abstract

Purpose - The purpose of this research is to explore
the impact of perceived counterfeit proliferation (PCP)
on five luxury brand values of an original luxury fashion
brand. This research also explores the correlations be-
tween luxury brand values and patronage intention.

Design/Methodology/Approach — Two hundred and
twenty survey questionnaires were collected, and the
partial least square structural equation modeling (PLS-
SEM) technique was used to analyze data.

Findings and implications - The results indicated that
PCP has a statistically significant impact on uniqueness
value only, while quality, hedonic, conspicuous, and ex-
tended-self values are not affected for Southeast Asian
consumers. This suggests that a proliferation of coun-
terfeit luxury brands cannot be viewed in the same way
as authentic luxury brand proliferation, which tend to
have negative impacts on other brand values apart from
uniqueness value. On the other hand, the luxury brand
values that have significant statistical relationships with
patronage intention are quality, hedonic, and extend-
ed-self values, suggesting that Southeast Asian consum-

Sazetak

Svrha - Svrha je rada istraziti utjecaje percipiranog Si-
renja krivotvorina na pet vrijednosti originalne luksuzne
modne marke. Ovo istrazivanje istrazuje i odnose izme-
du vrijednosti luksuzne marke i namjere pokroviteljstva.

Metodoloski pristup - Prikupljeno je dvjesto dvadeset
anketnih upitnika, a za analizu podataka koristena je
metoda modeliranja strukturnih jednadzbi, parcijalnih
najmanjih kvadrata.

Rezultati i implikacije — Rezultati pokazuju da za po-
troSace iz Jugoistocne Azije percipirano Sirenje krivotvo-
rina ima statisticki znacajan utjecaj jedino na vrijednost
jedinstvenosti, ali ne i na vrijednosti kvalitete, hedoniz-
ma, upadljivosti i prosirenja vlastitih vrijednosti. Nave-
deno upucuje na to da se Sirenje krivotvorina luksuznih
maraka ne moze promatrati na jednak nacin kao i Sirenje
autenti¢nih luksuznih maraka, koje imaju tendenciju ne-
gativnog utjecaja na vrijednosti drugih maraka, osim na
vrijednost jedinstvenosti. No vrijednosti luksuzne marke
koje imaju znacajnu statisticku povezanost s namjerom
pokroviteljstva jesu kvaliteta, hedonizam i prosirenje
vlastitih vrijednosti, $to sugerira da potrosaci iz Jugoi-
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ers mainly base their patronage intention on personal
motives rather than on interpersonal motives.

Limitations — The only luxury fashion brand studied in
this study is Louis Vuitton, which could limit the general-
izability of results. Also, the effect of cultural difference
was not explored. It is advisable for future research to
explore the moderating effects of culture.

Originality — To the best of our knowledge, this research
is one of only a few to quantitatively study the effects of
PCP on the five dimensions of luxury brand values.

Keywords - luxury brand values, luxury fashion brands,

counterfeit luxury brands, perceived counterfeit prolif-
eration

sto¢ne Azije uglavnom svoju namjeru pokroviteljstva
radije temelje na osobnim nego na meduosobnim mo-
tivima.

Ogranicenja - Jedina luksuzna modna marka proma-
trana u ovom istrazivanju jest Louis Vuitton, Ssto moze
ograniciti generalizaciju dobivenih rezultata. Isto tako
nije istrazen utjecaj kulturoloskih razli¢itosti. Za buduca
istrazivanja preporucuje se istraziti moderirajuce utjeca-
je kulture.

Doprinos - Prema nasem saznanju, ovo je istrazivanje
jedno od rijetkih koje na kvantitativan nacin proucava
ucinke percipiranog Sirenja krivotvorina na pet dimen-
zija vrijednosti luksuzne marke.

Kljucne rijeci — vrijednosti luksuzne marke, luksuzne
modne marke, krivotvorine luksuznih maraka, percipira-
no Sirenje krivotvorina
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1. INTRODUCTION

Luxury fashion brand counterfeiting is current-
ly a problem at a global level. The estimated
total value of counterfeits sold worldwide is as
high as 1.8 trillion US dollars (The Economist,
2015). Moreover, according to the Business
Action to Stop Counterfeiting and Piracy (BAS-
CAP), the number of counterfeits has grown
over 10,000 percent over the past twenty years
(Lowe, 2013).

Amidst the growing problems of counterfeits
worldwide, publications on the antecedents to
counterfeit consumption are abundant. How-
ever, more research is needed to better under-
stand how counterfeit products affect authen-
tic luxury brand users and the authentic brands
themselves (Amaral & Loken, 2016). Thus, this
research aims to contribute to the better under-
standing of how counterfeit proliferation affects
luxury brand values and how these values affect
patronage intention.

Theoretically, counterfeit products should
serve to tarnish the image and brand values of
the original luxury brands due to their severe
loss in exclusivity and uniqueness (Hieke, 2010;
Hilton, Choi & Chen, 2004). However, some re-
search maintains that counterfeits do not de-
value the original luxury fashion brand (Hieke,
2010; Nia & Zaichkowsky, 2000). Some even
assert that counterfeits actually benefit the au-
thentic brands (Gabrielli, Grappi & Baghi, 2012;
Romani, Gistri & Pace, 2012). On the other hand,
Commuri (2009) suggests that counterfeits
negatively affect consumers’ brand patronage.
Amaral and Loken (2016) also show that coun-
terfeits actually have adverse effects on the
prestige-attitude towards the original luxury
fashion brands. Therefore, evidence on the ef-
fects of counterfeits on original luxury brands
remains inconclusive.

To the best of our knowledge, very few past
studies have comprehensively studied how
counterfeit proliferation affects the different
dimensions of luxury brand value. According
to Vigneron and Johnson (2004), luxury brand
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value can be divided into quality value, hedon-
ic value, conspicuous value, extended-self val-
ue, and uniqueness value. It is highly possible
that counterfeits only affect some dimensions
of brand value while not affecting others. As
brand value affects consumers’ preference for
the brand (Armstrong & Kotler, 2013; Tynan,
McKechnie & Chhuon, 2010), it is important to
investigate how counterfeit proliferation affects
all the brand value dimensions in order to get a
complete picture.

In order to address the gaps mentioned
above, this study aims to explore how per-
ceived counterfeit proliferation affects the
original brand’s five luxury brand values and
how those five brand values affect consumer
patronage intention. In particular, this research
aims to answer the following research ques-
tion: What is the impact of perceived coun-
terfeit proliferation on the five luxury brand
values of an original luxury fashion brand and
how do those brand values affect consumer
patronage intention?

The contribution of this research is twofold.
First, it provides a better understanding of how
counterfeit proliferation affects the five luxury
brand values of the original brand. Second, it
contributes to a better understanding of how
the five luxury brand values affect luxury brand
patronage intention. Therefore, this research
helps to comprehensively identify which of the
five luxury brand values are affected by coun-
terfeit proliferation and which of these five
values are related to patronage intention. The
results will help academicians get a more com-
plete picture of the impact of counterfeit prolif-
eration on luxury brand values and patronage
intention. Brand managers will also be able to
better manage their brands by gaining more in-
sight on which brand values actually influence
their sales performance.

It is important to note that this study will fo-
cus on the luxury fashion brand, Louis Vuitton,
which is one of the most popular luxury fashion
brands and among the most counterfeited ac-
cording to our interviews with respondents.
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Luxury brand value

Brand value refers to the total benefit that cus-
tomers receive from a brand and, once lever-
aged, allows the brand to achieve superior cur-
rent and future returns (Keller, 2016; Lassar, Mittal
& Sharma, 1995). Luxury brand value therefore
refers to the total benefit that customers will
get from consuming luxury brands. Vigneron
and Johnson (2004) proposed that there are five
dimensions to luxury brand value: quality val-
ue (QV), hedonic value (HV), conspicuous value
(CV), extended-self value (EV), and uniqueness
value (UV).

Quality value (QV) is the superior quality of
luxury products expected by consumers when
compared to non-luxury products (Vigneron
& Johnson, 2004). The term “superior quality”
in the context of luxury fashion brands refers
to exceptional design, durability, reliability, and
craftsmanship (Chattalas & Shukla, 2015; Dubois,
Laurent & Czellar, 2001; Kapferer, 1998). The qual-
ity value construct studied in this research is
closely related to “functional value”, as proposed
by Sheth, Newman and Gross (1991) and Swee-
ney and Soutar (2001).

Studies by Vigneron and Johnson (1999) and
Sun, D'Alessandro and Johnson (2016) revealed
that superior craftsmanship and creativity
are what consumers look for in luxury fashion
brands. A study by Dubois and others (2001)
also suggested that the relationship between
the concept of luxury and quality is so strong
that the two words are almost equivalent. As
the authors above generally agree that superi-
or quality is what consumers seek from luxury
fashion brands, we argue that a luxury fashion
brand’s QV is directly related to consumers’ pa-
tronage intention (PI).

HI: The quality value of an authentic luxury fashion
brand will have a positive impact on consumers’
intention to patronize the brand.

Hedonic value (HV) represents the senso-
ry pleasures and rewards consumers receive

through the consumption of luxury brands
(Vigneron & Johnson, 2004). Compared to the
work by Sheth and others (1991) and Sweeney
and Soutar (2001), this concept is equivalent to
emotional value. HV is conceptually inner-di-
rected and does not involve interpersonal in-
fluence (Vigneron & Johnson, 2004). Inner-di-
rected, in this context, means that the satis-
faction judgment is based only on the prod-
uct and the consumer’s own self (Kahle, 1995;
Vigneron & Johnson, 2004). Consumers who
consume luxury brands mainly on the brands’
HV are usually not influenced by pressure from
group norms (Flynn, Goldsmith & Pollitte, 2016;
Kahle, 1995).

A study by Wiedmann, Hennigs and Siebels
(2009) revealed that sensory pleasures and
self-enjoyment experienced during the use
of a luxury brand are among the benefits that
consumers sought through luxury brand con-
sumption. Since luxury consumption is highly
hedonic (Dubois et al, 2001), we argue that a
luxury fashion brand's HV is directly related to
consumers’ intention to patronize the brand.

H2: The hedonic value of an authentic luxury fash-
ion brand will have a positive impact on consum-
ers’ intention to patronize the brand.

Conspicuous value (CV) is the value that al-
lows users to convey status and membership of
an aspirational group through the use of a luxu-
ry brand (Vigneron & Johnson, 2004; Wiedmann
etal, 2009). Therefore, CV is mainly derived from
how consumers are able to improve the way
they are perceived and feel socially accepted by
other people. Compared to the work by Sheth
and others (1991) and Sweeney and Soutar
(2001), CV is equivalent to the concept of social
value.

According to the Theory of the Leisure Class
(Veblen, 1989), people generally try to distance
themselves from those of a lower social class
while aspiring to be accepted by members
of the higher class. Goldsmith, Flynn and Kim
(2010) and Flynn and others (2016) suggested
that people use luxury brands to prevent social
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rejection and to claim a desirable vertical loca-
tion in the social hierarchy. As climbing up the
social ladder is generally desirable (Corneo &
Jeanne, 1997; Kasser, 2016), we argue that the CV
of a luxury brand positively affects consumers’
intention to patronize the brand.

H3: The conspicuous value of an authentic luxury
fashion brand will have a positive impact on con-
sumers’ intention to patronize the brand.

Extended-self value (FV) is the value de-
rived from the consumers’ ability to portray
their self-concept through the use of a luxury
brand (Vigneron & Johnson, 2004). Apart from
functional purposes, consumers also use luxury
brands to portray their desired self-image (Belk,
1988; Dittmar, 1994).

Sirgy (1985) and Sirgy, Grewal and Mangleburg
(2000) suggested that consumers general-
ly adopt brands that have images congruent
to the self-identity that they wish to convey;
hence, they are less likely to adopt brands that
do not convey the desired image. Following this
line of logic, we can conclude that consumers
generally seek to incorporate the desired sym-
bolic meanings of luxury brands into their own
self-identity (Holt, 1995; Vigneron & Johnson,
2004; Wiedmann et al, 2009). Therefore, we
argue that the EV of a luxury brand positively
affects consumers’ intention to patronize the
brand.

H4: The extended-self value of an authentic luxury
fashion brand will have a positive impact on con-
sumers’ intention to patronize the brand.

Uniqueness value (UV) is the value derived
from possessing scarce goods that others can-
not access (Vigneron & Johnson, 1999; Vigneron
& Johnson, 2004). UV studied in this research is
conceptually distinct from EV. This is because
UV is derived from the possession of goods that
are unobtainable by others, while EV is derived
from consumers’ ability to portray an exclusive
image through the use of a luxury brand.

Lynn (1991) reported that the more the sup-
ply of a product is perceived to be limited, the
more consumers’ preference for the brand is
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enhanced. Dubois and others (2001) and Chen
and Lamberti (2015) also reported that scarcity
and uniqueness form one of the facets of luxury
brands. Luxury products in the minds of con-
sumers are those that require uncommon skills
to manufacture and, thus, cannot be mass-pro-
duced. According to the Commaodity Theory,
"any commodity will be valued to the extent
that itis unavailable” (Brock, 1968, p. 246 as cited
in Lynn, 1991). Therefore, we argue that the UV
of a luxury brand positively affects consumers’
intention to patronize the brand.

H5: The uniqueness value of an authentic luxury
fashion brand will have a positive impact on con-
sumers’ intention to patronize the brand.

The patronage intention (Pl) construct will be
used to conceptualize consumers’ intention to
patronize the brand. This construct is used in
place of purchase intention to reflect the fact
that the construct not only measures the re-
spondents’ intention to purchase the product
but also their intention to refer the product to
others. Even though past studies, such as those
ones by Moon, Chadee and Tikoo (2008) and
Hieke (2010), have included an item on the in-
tention to recommend the products to others
as a measurement item for purchase intention,
we feel that the term “patronage” would bet-
ter reflect the phenomenon for luxury brands.
Therefore, the patronage intention (Pl) con-
struct will be used in this research.

2.2, Perceived counterfeit luxury
brand proliferation

Past studies, such as those by Fournier (1998),
Hellofs and Jacobson (1999) and Commuri
(2009) have suggested that fake products con-
tribute to the loss of exclusivity of the original
brand. Lee (2011) also reported that consum-
ers believe that counterfeit products damage
the original luxury brand'’s image because they
cause the original products to be less rare.

Despite evidence on how counterfeit luxury
products may damage the uniqueness of the
original brand, very few studies have tried to
quantitatively explore the manner in which the

n
wn
09-1%'dd ‘810z 'L "'ON '0O€ "|oA



Vol. 30, No. 1, 2018, pp. 41-60

H
()

Natee Srisomthavil, Nuttapol Assarut

perceived proliferation of counterfeit products
affects the values of original luxury brands. Also,
no measurement scales have been developed
to measure perceived counterfeit proliferation.
Therefore, measurement scales for perceived
counterfeit proliferation (PCP) will be devel-
oped in this research. We would define the PCP
construct as the consumers’ perception of how
much counterfeit luxury fashion brand prod-
ucts are being proliferated, as reflected by how
much they are, or will be, available on the mar-
ket and how much they are being adopted by
other consumers.

As the proliferation of counterfeits causes con-
sumers to feel that the original brand is less
rare (Commuri, 2009; Fournier, 1998; Hellofs &
Jacobson, 1999; Lee, 2011), it is logical to con-
clude, based on the Commodity Theory (Brock,
1968 as cited in Lynn, 1991), that the perceived
proliferation of counterfeit products negatively
affects the UV of the original luxury brand.

Heé: Perceived counterfeit proliferation will have a
negative impact on the uniqueness value of the
original luxury fashion brand.

PCP can also have an impact on a luxury brand’s
EV. Counterfeit luxury brand users are generally
viewed as being less affluent or located at the
lower levels of the social hierarchy (Chuchin-
prakarn, 2003; Commuri, 2009; Gentry, Putrevu
& Shultz, 2006). When counterfeit luxury prod-
ucts are widely adopted, the negative images
of counterfeit users can spillover onto the users
of the genuine brand (Amaral & Loken, 2016).
This serves to dilute the image of luxury fashion
brands and, hence, the ability for consumers to
construct their desired self-image through the
use of the brands. We therefore argue that PCP
will correlate negatively with the original luxury
fashion brand’s EV.

H7: Perceived counterfeit proliferation will have a
negative impact on the extended-self value of the
original luxury fashion brand.

Similar to EV, PCP can also affect a luxury brand’s
CV. When counterfeits are proliferated through-
out the market, it is possible that they will be

adopted by nonmembers of the aspirational
groups. Simmel (1957) mentioned that adoption
of afashion by the mass can obliterate the status
signaling vibe of the fashion. Yang and Mattila
(2014) also found that status-seeking consumers
exhibit a negative attitudinal change towards
luxury brands when they become aware that
those brands are being adopted by less affluent
masses. As counterfeit luxury products carry
the trademark of the original brands (Wang &
Song, 2013), counterfeit proliferation can affect
the original brand through the trademark link
(Amaral & Loken, 2016). We therefore argue that
CVis negatively affected by PCP.

H8: Perceived counterfeit proliferation will have a
negative impact on the conspicuous value of the
original luxury fashion brand.

HV, on the other hand, should not be affected
by counterfeit proliferation. HV, as discussed
above, is conceptually inner-directed and does
not involve interpersonal influence (Vigneron &
Johnson, 2004). PCP. on the other hand, involves
interpersonal comparison. That is, it involves the
perception of how much counterfeit products
of a luxury brand are being used by other peo-
ple. Therefore, we argue that PCP is not related
to the HV of the original brand.

H9: Perceived counterfeit proliferation will have no
significant impact on the hedonic value of the orig-
inal luxury fashion brand.

Lastly, PCP is a construct that involves con-
sumers’ perception of how much counterfeit
products are being widely available or adopted
by the general public. This is conceptually not
related to the quality of the original brand. We
therefore argue that PCP is not related to the QV
of the original brand.

H10: Perceived counterfeit proliferation will have no
significant impact on the quality value of the origi-
nal luxury fashion brand.

Figure 1 outlines the research framework and all
the hypotheses developed above.
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FIGURE 1: Research Framework

H10

Perceived
Counterfeit
Proliferation

3. METHODOLOGY
3.1. Sample

Samples were collected from male and female
consumers living in Bangkok, Thailand. Thailand
was selected because it has the largest luxury
goods market in Southeast Asia (Deloitte, 2015),
and Bangkok would be the best city to col-
lect the data because the customers of luxury
products are concentrated there (Euromonitor,
2016). Thailand has also long been experiencing
problems with counterfeit trafficking (Commu-
ri, 2009), and counterfeit luxury brand products
are available in multiple markets in Bangkok
(Ehrlich, 2015). Therefore, Thailand would very
much be a suitable location to conduct our
study.

Quality Value

Hedonic
Value

Conspicuous
Value

Extended-
Self Value

Uniqueness
Value
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Patronage
Intention

As Louis Vuitton (LV) was studied in this research,
consumers who do not know LV were excluded
from the study. Also, since the possession of
counterfeited LV products can affect respon-
dents’ opinion towards the brand values of LV,
the respondents who reported owning coun-
terfeited LV were excluded from the study. This
was done to prevent any possible confounding
factors that might affect the luxury brand value
apart from PCP. In the end, a total of 220 surveys
were used for the analyses. The demographic
information of the respondents is summarized
in Table 1.
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TABLE 1: Respondents’ demographic information
Count | Percentage
Gender Male 95 43 %
Female 125 57 %
Age 22 to 25 years old 22 10 %
26 to 35 years old 192 87 %
36 to 53 years old 6 3%
Education Less than bachelor’s degree 1 0.5%
Bachelor's degree 27 12.5 %
Higher than bachelor’s degree 192 87 %
Income Less than 30,000 baht 22 10 %
30,000-59,999 baht 117 53%
60,000-89,999 baht 47 21 %
90,000-119,999 baht 17 8%
120,000 baht or above 12 5%
Not reported 5 3%
Total sample size 220 100 %

3.2. Measures
3.2.1. Measurement item adaptations

Measurement items for the constructs QV, HY,
and CV were adapted from those developed by
Sweeney and Soutar (2001) by simply adding
the name of the luxury fashion brand into the
items. Similarly, the measurement items for EV
and UV were adapted from the ones developed
by Wiedmann and others (2009). The scales
were developed by Wiedmann and others
(2009) for segmenting luxury brand consumers

and not specifically for measuring luxury brand
values. Therefore, the measurement items were
adapted by modifying the wording of the items
from originally measuring the respondents’
general opinions regarding the antecedents
to luxury brand consumption to measuring
opinions specific to a luxury fashion brand. The
measurement items for Pl are a combination of
the items used by Hieke (2010) and Yoo and Lee
(2009). All the adapted measurement items are
listed in Table 2.
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TABLE 2: Measurement items adapted for this research
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Item Measurement Items Author(s)
Labels
Quality Value
QV_1 [Brand X] has an acceptable standard of quality
. Sweeney &
QV_2 |[Brand X]is well made Soutar (2007)
QV_3 [Brand X] has poor workmanship (R)
QV_4 | [Brand X] would not last a long time (R)
QV_5 |[Brand X] would perform consistently
QV_6 | [Brand X] has superior quality than other fashion products in general
Hedonic Value
HV_1 [Brand X] is the one that | would enjoy
HV_2 [Brand X] would make me want to use it Sweeney &
HV 3 [Brand X] is the one that | would feel relax about using
Soutar (2001)
HV 4 [Brand X] would make me feel good
HV_5 [Brand X] would not give me pleasure (R)
Conspicuous Value
CV_1 [Brand X] would make a good impression on other people
CV_2 |[Brand X] would improve the way | am perceived Sweeney &
CV_3 |[Brand X] would give its owner social approval Soutar (2001)
CV 4 [Brand X] would not help me to feel acceptable (R)
Extended-Self Value
EV 1 The characteristics of [Brand X] is inconsistent with my characteristics (R) | Wiedmann,
EV 2 [Brand X] does not match who and what | really am (R) et al. (2009)
EV_3 [Brand X] reflects how | see myself
Uniqueness Value
UV_1 [Brand X] is a brand that is sold everywhere (R) )
UV_2 | [Brand X] products give the impression that it is mass-produced (R) Z\ilsldgggg)’
UV_3  |Few people own [Brand X] '
Patronage Intention
PI_1 In my future luxury fashion product purchases, | will buy [Brand X] Hieke (2010);
PI_2 It's very likely that | will recommend [Brand X] to a close friend Yoo & Lee
PI_3 In the future, | would mainly use [Brand X] for my luxury fashion products | (2009)

Note: (R) represents reversed scales

All measurement items were translated into Thai
language by a professional translator. The trans-

agree’ to ‘strongly agree’.

lated items were then verified by marketing

academic experts for their contextual suitabil-
ity before being back translated by a different
translator. In the case in which the back trans-
lation did not agree with the original English
version, discussions were made until agreement
was reached. All items were measured using a

development
In developing the measureme

7-point Likert scale ranging from ‘strongly dis-

3.2.2. PCP measurement scale

nt items for PCP,

data from related studies were used. Romani
and others (2012) and Wang and Song (2013)
suggested that counterfeit market availability
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does have an effect on consumer’s attitude to-
wards genuine luxury brand. Commuri (2009)
has also reported that genuine luxury brand us-
ers feel that counterfeits have increased in num-
ber and that their attitude towards the genuine
brand is affected when they see counterfeit
products being used by other people.

Using the related findings described above,
three measurement items were created based
on three main ideas: perceived counterfeit mar-
ket availability, perceived counterfeit adoption,
and the potential for counterfeits to increase in
number in the future. The measurement items
created are listed in Table 3.

TABLE 3: Measurement items created for per-
ceived counterfeit proliferation

Item Measurement Items | References
Labels
PCP_1 | Counterfeited [Brand | Commuri

X1 is widely available | (2009);

for purchase Romani et al.
PCP_2 |Counterfeited [Brand |(2012)

X] is currently widely

adopted by the public
PCP_3 | Counterfeited [Brand

X] will probably

increase in number in

the future

The measurement items were translated into
the Thai language according to the procedures
described in section 3.2.1. Scale validation was
divided into two phases. In the first phase, the
items were initially verified for their relevancy
and face validity by in-depth interviews with
eight interviewees.

The interviewees were males and females aged
2310 41 with above average household incomes
and were all current customers of luxury fashion
brand products at the time. One example of an
interviewee was a female, aged 23, who was the
daughter of a jewelry shop owner. Another in-
terviewee was a male senior business executive,
aged 37, with a salary of more than THB 500,000,

or approximately USD 15,000 per month. The
respondents felt that Louis Vuitton (LV) was
heavily affected by counterfeiting. When
asked about the reason why, all the respon-
dents cited the fact that they had witnessed
or are aware of counterfeit LV products being
worn in public. All of the respondents also re-
ported that they knew where counterfeit LVs
were being sold. Five of the respondents also
expressed concerns that counterfeit products
may increase in number in the near future. This
result supports the claim that the measure-
ment items in Table 3 would successfully mea-
sure the PCP construct.

After the interview, the measurement items list-
ed in Table 3 were presented to the interview-
ees, who were then asked whether the items
conceptualize luxury brand counterfeit prolif-
eration. All the respondents confirmed that the
items captured the concept and that the word-
ing is clear and concise.

In the second phase, PCP measurement items
were quantitatively tested with 50 respondents
using the principal component exploratory
factor analysis. ltems were measured using a
7-point Likert scale, ranging from “strongly dis-
agree” to “strongly agree.” The results of the
analysis demonstrated that all the items loaded
significantly onto one construct, proving their
suitability as measures of PCP. The construct also
showed satisfactory reliability and convergent
validity during the initial construct testing.

To control for the differences in brand values
inherent in different luxury fashion brands, only
one luxury fashion brand was subsequent-
ly studied. Using more than one luxury brand
would have introduced confounding factors to
our study because luxury brand values would
be affected not only by PCP but also by the
preexisting differences in the different brands.
The luxury fashion brand qualifying for our
study had to be accepted generally as a luxu-
ry brand and also had to be a brand that was
experiencing a counterfeiting problem. During
the in-depth interviews, respondents revealed
that Louis Vuitton (LV) is the most well-known
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luxury brand and is a good representation of a
luxury fashion brand that is being counterfeited.
Therefore, the brand Louis Vuitton was selected
for our study.

4. RESULTS

The partial least square structural equation
modeling (PLS-SEM) technique was used to an-
alyze the data. The PLS-SEM technique is most
appropriate when the main objective of the
research is exploratory or when prior theories
related to the phenomenon are less developed
(Hair, Ringle & Sarstedt, 2011; Hair, Sarstedt, Hop-
kins & Kuppelwieser, 2014). In our case, very few
prior studies had quantitatively explored the
impact of counterfeit proliferations on luxu-
ry brand values. Therefore, since this research
adopts the structural equation modeling tech-
nique and is directed towards theory building
and prediction, the PLS-SEM technique was
best suited for the purpose.

The analysis involved two stages. First, the mea-
surement model was assessed, and second,
the structural model was assessed. In regard
to measurement model assessment, item load-
ings, construct reliability, internal consistency,
and convergent and discriminant validity were
tested. After the assessment, it was discovered
that QV_6 did not sufficiently load onto the QV
construct and was therefore dropped.

UDK 366.12:658.626(5-12)

After the item refinement, each construct
showed Cronbach'’s a values ranging from 0.716
to 0.877, indicating that all the constructs had
satisfactory levels of construct reliability (Fornell
& Larcker, 1981; Hair, Black, Babin & Anderson,
2010). The composite reliability value of all the
constructs was above 0.7, confirming that all the
constructs had internal consistency (Hair, Ringle
& Sarstedt, 2011). All the constructs also demon-
strated satisfying convergent validity, with AVE
values above 0.5 (Hair et al., 2010).

All the constructs passed the discriminant
validity test by having square root AVE val-
ues greater than all the correlations among
all other constructs (Hair et al., 2010; Hulland,
1999). Also, as shown in Table 6, all the items
significantly (p<0.01) loaded onto their corre-
sponding constructs, with the loading coeffi-
cients greater than all the cross-loadings. This
confirms the discriminant validity of each con-
struct (Hair et al, 2011). Even though some of
the item loadings for QV did not reach 0.7, the
resulting Cronbach’s a, composite reliability,
and AVE values demonstrated that the prob-
lem was not severe. The outer loadings, alpha
reliability coefficients, AVE values, and compos-
ite reliability for all the constructs are provided
in Table 4, and the construct correlation matrix
is illustrated in Table 5.
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|— Ll TABLE 4: Assessment of measurement model
Ll

¥If Ou?er Cronbach’s AVE Con.1p<.>s.ite
(a'e loadings alpha reliability
<C | Perceived counterfeit PCP_1 0918 0.848 0.771 0904
>~ | proliferation (PCP) PCP_2 0936
PCP_3 0.751
Quality value (QV) QV_1 0.666 0771 0.515 0.841
QVv_2 0.685
Qv_3 0.725
QV_4 0.701
QV_5 0.802
Hedonic value (HV) HV_1 0.867 0.875 0.667 0.909
HV_2 0.726
HV_3 0.819
HV_4 0.793
HV_5 0.872
Conspicuous value CV_1 0.736 0.789 0.614 0.864
cv) Cv_2 0.860
CcVv_3 0.801
CV_4 0.731
Extended-self value EV 1 0.853 0.760 0.680 0.863
(EV) EV_2 0.883
EV_3 0.729
Uniqueness value UV_1 0.798 0.716 0.638 0.841
(uv) Uv_2 0.823
UV_3 0.775
Patronage intention PI_1 0916 0.877 0.802 0.924
(Pl) PI_2 0.878
PI_3 0.892
TABLE 5: Construct correlation matrix
Means SD PCP HV Pl cv Qv EV uv
PCP 5619 1.152 0.872
HV 3696 | 1244 | 0011 | 0.817
PI 3190 1 1350 | 0030 | 0786 | 0.896
@Y 4230 | 1151 | 0105 | 0557 | 0497 | 0.784
Qv 5278 | 0795 | 0104 | 0297 | 0351 | 0274 | 0.717
EV 3027 | 1236 | -0071 | 0781 | 0695 | 0409 | 0.144 | 0.824
uv 3260 | 1.196 | -0254 | -0.144 | -0.083 | 0004 | 0074 | -0.105 | 0.799
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TABLE 6: Cross-loadings analysis

UDK 366.12:658.626(5-12)

PCP Qv HV cv EV uv Pl
PCP PCP_1 0.918 0.163 0.049 -0.098 -0.042 -0.251 0.072
PCP 2 0.936 0.053 -0.034 -0.118 -0.073 -0.253 -0.024
PCP_3 0.751 0.023 -0.086 -0.036 -0.088 -0.120 0.032
Qv Qv_1 0.041 0.666 0.201 0.290 0.108 0.118 0.192
Qv_2 0.056 0.685 0.148 0171 0.039 0.150 0.167
Qv_3 0.114 0.725 0.165 0.142 0.074 -0.016 0.214
Qv_4 0.115 0.701 0.228 0.149 0.079 0.068 0.255
Qv_5 0.048 0.802 0.282 0.240 0.175 0.006 0.361
HV HV_1 0.001 0.266 0.867 0455 0.672 -0.187 0.677
HV_2 -0.055 0.207 0.726 0.518 0494 -0.178 0.520
HV_3 -0.044 0.221 0.819 0.517 0.626 -0.100 0.589
HV_4 -0.011 0.203 0.793 0.357 0.634 -0.082 0.580
HV_5 0.041 0.299 0.872 0450 0.733 -0.060 0.795
Ccv CV_1 -0.066 0.338 0.358 0.736 0.217 0.110 0.348
CvV_2 -0.080 0.169 0450 | 0.860 0.341 -0.063 0.395
CV_3 -0.075 0.277 0433 0.801 0.304 0.003 0.388
cv_4 -0.104 0.096 0488 0.731 0400 -0.024 0419
EV EV_1 -0.053 0127 0.606 0.252 0.853 -0.047 0.531
EV_2 -0.073 0.153 0.683 0.293 0.883 -0.080 0.605
EV_3 -0.047 0.073 0.633 0460 0.729 -0.130 0.574
uv Uv_1 -0.194 0.018 -0.125 -0.070 -0.105 0.798 -0.093
Uv_2 -0.183 0.096 -0.183 -0.013 -0.128 0.823 -0.113
Uv_3 -0.229 0.063 -0.038 0.091 -0.020 0.775 0.004
Pl PL1 0.072 0.315 0.793 0461 0.679 -0.108 0.916
Pl_2 0.046 0.353 0.628 0400 0.576 -0.112 0.878
Pl_3 -0.044 0.280 0.678 0473 0.606 -0.002 0.892

In terms of structural model evaluation, the sig-
nificance of each path coefficient was assessed
using the t-values. The critical t-values for signif-

icant path coefficients are 1.65 (at a 10-percent
level), 1.96 (at a 5-percent level) and 2.58 (at a

T-percent level) (Hair et al, 2011; Wong, 2013).
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FIGURE 2: Resulting path coefficients and corresponding t-values
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Note: ** indicates 0.01 significance level; * indicates 0.05 significance level; t-values are indicated in brackets

Figure 2 shows the resulting path coefficients
and corresponding t-values. With respect to
the impacts of the five luxury brand values on
patronage intention (PI), QV, HV, and EV all have
significant positive impacts on Pl with beta
coefficients of 0.123 (p < 0.05), 0.535 (p < 0.01),
and 0.237 (p < 0.05) respectively. Therefore,
Hypothesis 1 can be accepted at a 0.05 signifi-
cance level, Hypothesis 2 can be accepted at a
0.01 significance level, and Hypothesis 4 can be
accepted at a 0.05 significance level. However,
CV and UV showed no significant impact on PI.
This means that Hypotheses 3 and 5 cannot be
accepted. Based on the path coefficients, the

brand values that are the most important for Pl
are HV, EV, QV.

As can be seen from Figure 2, PCP has a signif-
icant negative impact on UV with beta coeffi-
cient of -0.245 (p < 0.05). This means that Hy-
pothesis 6 can be accepted at a 0.05 significance
level. However, PCP was found to have no signif-
icant impact on any other luxury brand values
QV, HV, CV, or EV). The means that Hypotheses
7 and 8 cannot be accepted while Hypotheses
9 and 10 cannot be rejected. Numerical results
are summarized in Table 7 and findings will be
discussed in the next section.
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TABLE 7: Path coefficients of the model
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Path Beta coefficients t-values R%?values | Hypothesis testing
QV — Pl 0.144 2.329 0.659 H1: Accepted

HV — PI 0512 4123 H2: Accepted
CV—PI 0.073 0.958 H3: Not accepted
EV — Pl 0.246 2111 H4: Accepted

Uv — Pl 0.006 0.077 H5: Not accepted
PCP — UV -0.254 2.241 0.064 Hé: Accepted
PCP — EV -0.070 0.585 0.005 H7: Not accepted
PCP — CV -0.105 1.059 0.011 H8: Not accepted
PCP — HV -0.011 0.080 0.00 H9: Not rejected
PCP — QV 0.104 0.795 0.011 H10: Not rejected

5. DISCUSSION AND
IMPLICATIONS

This study contributes to the better theoretical
understanding of how perceived counterfeit
proliferation affects the five luxury brand values
of the original luxury fashion brands for con-
sumers in Southeast Asian region. Insight into
how the brand values relate to patronage inten-
tion was also gained.

Our findings reveal that the impact of coun-
terfeit proliferation on luxury brand values and
patronage intention is a complex phenomenon.
Contrary to what was hypothesized, perceived
counterfeit proliferation had no significant im-
pact on extended-self and conspicuous values.
This indicates that the proliferation of counter-
feit luxury fashion brands cannot be viewed in
the same way as the proliferation of authentic
luxury fashion brands.

Studies by Yang and Mattila (2014) and Yang,
Zhang and Mattila (2016) have revealed that cer-
tain groups of authentic luxury brand consum-
ers exhibit negative attitudinal change towards
their favorite luxury brands when those brands
are adopted by less affluent consumers. How-
ever, the phenomenon is different for the prolif-
eration of counterfeit luxury fashion brands in a
Southeast Asian country such as Thailand. Or re-
sults suggest that, apart from uniqueness value,
consumers do not feel that counterfeit prolifer-

ations affect luxury brand values. Amaral and
Loken (2016) have suggested that the negative
images of counterfeit users can be transferred
to the original brand. Nevertheless, this might
not be the case for the consumers studied in
this research.

It was discussed earlier that counterfeit luxu-
ry brand users generally project an image of
being less affluent. Should such an image be
transferred to the original brand, counterfeit
proliferation would negatively affect conspic-
uous value and extended-self value. However,
our study shows that the negative images of
the counterfeit users are not transferred to the
original brand, contradicting what Amaral and
Loken (2016) have proposed.

The study by Commuri (2009) revealed that con-
sumers in Thailand and India can tell authentic
and counterfeit luxury products apart. The con-
sumers’ ability to tell the difference between
genuine and counterfeit products is possibly
the factor that prevents the negative images of
the counterfeit users from being transferred to
the original brand.

When consumers can tell genuine article and
counterfeits apart, the connection between
the images of counterfeit users and the original
brand is destroyed. Penz and Stéttinger (2008)
suggested that consumers’ attitudes towards
counterfeits are negative, but that the cognitive
concepts of counterfeits and original brands
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do not overlap, and attitudes toward counter-
feits are not linked back to the original brands.
Nia and Zaichkowsky (2000) also reported that
counterfeit proliferation has no significant effect
on the acceptance of and admiration for the
genuine brand. Similarly, Hieke (2010) demon-
strated that counterfeits do not affect the luxury
perception of the original brand, which includes
conspicuous and extended-self values. Even
though the similarity between the copy and
the original products can cause the uniqueness
value of the original brand to be impaired by
counterfeit proliferation, the ability of Southeast
Asian consumers to discern between genuine
and counterfeit products could help prevent
the negative associations of counterfeit users
from impairing the extended-self and conspic-
uous values of the original brand.

And contrary to what was hypothesized,
uniqueness value and conspicuous value have
no significant impact on patronage intention.
This is possibly due to the effect of culture. Phau
and Prendergast (2000) found that Asian con-
sumers, unlike western consumers, do not value
rarity when consuming luxury brands.

Asian countries have been regarded as being
collectivistic (Hofstede & Bond, 1988; Wong &
Ahuvia, 1998). According to Singelis, Triandis,
Bhawuk and Gelfand (1995), individualism and
collectivism can also be categorized as vertical
or horizontal. It is possible that Thai consum-
ers are inherently horizontal collectivists, or in-
dividuals who perceive themselves as part of
the collective and emphasize equality among
all members (Singelis et al,, 1995). The fact that
consumers do not base their patronage inten-
tion on conspicuous value implies that Thai
people do not put emphasis on status building.
The insignificant relationship between unique-
ness value and patronage intention can also
mean that Thai consumers do not put much
emphasis on being autonomous and that they
consider themselves as part of the collective.
This is unlike in the vertical individualistic coun-
tries, such as the United States (Sivadas, Bruvold
& Nelson, 2008), where people would put more

emphasis on conspicuous consumption (Chao
& Schor, 1998; Eastman, Fredenberger, Campbell
& Calvert, 1997).

The present study revealed that consumers in
Southeast Asian countries such as Thailand place
most emphasis on hedonic value, followed by
extended-self and quality value when making
decisions on luxury fashion brand patronage.
This suggests that Southeast Asian consumers
give more importance to personal motives (he-
donic and extended-self value) than to interper-
sonal motives (conspicuous, uniqueness, and
quality value) (Vigneron & Johnson, 2004). It can
hence be argued that Southeast Asian consum-
ers such as those in Thailand consume luxury
brands as a means of self-fulfillment rather than
a means of status portrayal.

In terms of managerial implications, results sug-
gested that brand managers should pay extra
attention to the sensory pleasures that custom-
ers derive from luxury fashion brands. This also
includes enhancing the in-store experience to
increase satisfaction. In addition, it is import-
ant for brand managers to make sure that their
brands convey the images that align with what
their target customers wish to portray. Failing
to do so might ultimately result in the loss of
market share. Quality is another thing brand
managers should never forget to pay attention
to. Workmanship and performance reliability
are what every customer expects from a luxury
fashion brand. Therefore, not being able to keep
up with the quality standard may serve to dam-
age the brand value.

Lastly, even though counterfeit proliferation has
proved to only negatively affect uniquenessvalue,
which does not have any significant relationship
with patronage intention, luxury fashion brand
managers should not stop making their products
distinct from counterfeits. This is so because con-
sumers are currently able to tell genuine products
and counterfeits apart. However, once counter-
feits have been developed to the extent that it is
hard to distinguish between the real and the fake,
counterfeit proliferation might begin to have a
negative impact on other brand values.
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6. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE
RESEARCH

Despite its contributions, this research study
does have some limitations. First, it was con-
ducted in Thailand, where the culture is inher-
ently different from that of Western countries.
As discussed earlier that culture could possibly
affect consumers’ emphasis on the different di-
mensions of brand value when consuming lux-
ury products, and it is highly likely that results
would be different if this research was conduct-
ed in Western countries. Therefore, since culture
is beyond the scope of this study, it is a good
idea for future research to explore the moderat-
ing effect of culture.

Also, in order to control for the difference in
brand values inherent in different luxury fashion
brands, this research only focused on the Louis
Vuitton (LV) brand. Future research should try to
conduct studies on other luxury fashion brands
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to test the generalizability of the results. It is
also possible that LV is overexposed in emerg-
ing markets such as Thailand. It would be inter-
esting to test how luxury brand overexposure
affects luxury fashion brand values and how it
is correlated to the effects of counterfeit prolif-
eration on luxury brand values.

Another interesting direction for future research
would be to control for the product category,
such as belts and handbags, for each luxury
brand. As different products are used on dif-
ferent occasions, it might be advisable to study
how results would differ for different product
categories.
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