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Conceptual Background

Conspicuous Consumption
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Social Utility and Feature-Seeking Behavior
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Feature-Seeking Behavior and Impression Management
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Study 1
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Results and Discussion

Product inferences
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Study 2
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Results and Discussion
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Results
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Manipulation check
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Product inferences
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Table 1
PRODUCT PREFERENCE AND USABILITY IMPORTANCE IN
STUDY 4

Relative  Share of Feature- Importance

Condition Preference Rich Option of Usability
Private choice 4.1 (1.9) 54% 58 (1.2)
Public choice 49 (1.3) T0% 54 (1.4)
Private use 50 (1.8) T1% 58 (1.3)
Public use 35 (1. 39% 6.5 (.74)

Notes: Standard deviations are in parentheses. Higher numbers in rela-
tive preference indicate greater preference toward the feature-rich option.
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Table 2

THE MEDIATING ROLE OF PRODUCT USABILITY ON
PRODUCT PREFERENCE

Usabiliry Relative
Importance Preference Choice
(Mediaror) {DV) {DV)
Independent Variables b t b 1 b Wald
Constant 58 31.3%%+ 6.1 B.5%k% 43 12 7%*
Domain
(private vs. public) —.17 -91 49 18 40 12
Selection task
(choice vs. use) 46 2.4* 06 22 22 36
Domain
x selection task -1.0 -2.6* 1.9 3.4%* 1.7 5.6%
Usability importance =35 3%k 1 13.7%*=
*p < 05.
**p < 01.
kikp < 001.
Notes: Regression coefficients are unstandardized. DV = dependent
variable.
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General Discussion

> AWFETIE 3 DDRERZMEET 2 Z & T, eSS VRGBT I N JEK & L CoERZIH O
AEML(HD) &, ZNSHIRERRIC X o TEEE% 2T 5 2 & (H2), & 725l & 1 2 RIS U THERD
WAPRERLZZEH3)ERLT

> AEORRIE AL RV TREETRV EBbNSTEIR, thH 2 ZRICANS L CTRIEIC
D5 5AEEEZ R LTV
Vo e 2 NA RS KD 2TEI R IUD 3 E T IS X BERR R EA LA XD bEe

bR neWwHIFZ T, D L HETITIE, ftho A0SR ZFEA 2 N % X 0 BRI R
TWA7-20TH3 LE2 6035 (Ratner and Kahn, 2002)

> HEHETHRICEL T, AWMHCHIREROBIE 2O OREROMINT 2 e 3T 3 HE

o2 TL %

11



