THEORETICAL LINKAGE BETWEEN THEORIES OF SOCIAL COMPARISON, BRAND
CONGRUENCE, SELF CONCEPT AND SOCIAL INDENTITY.
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ABSTRACT
Aim:This paper proposed a theoretical framework to fulfill the theoretical gap which will lead to
an extended theory for conspicuous consumption.
Methodology:The main theory considered for this study is social comparison theory which is
the grounded theory of the concept of conspicuous consumption. Further, theoretical framework
is entailed of 3 supporting theories. As explained below brand association variable is emerged
from brand congruency theory. while Self-concept variable is emerged from self-concept theory.
Whereas personal cultural orientation is based on the social identity theory.
Conclusion:The researcher strongly argues that in order to do a thorough comparison and
purchase, the consumer would look at overall spectrum i.e., brand image, self-image and social
image where it will give him an overall evaluation for him to make a consumption behavior which
may lead to conspicuous consumption.
Keywords : Brand Congruence, Conspicuous Consumption, Theoretical framework, , SelfConcept, Social Identity,

1.0 INTRODUCTION
An overview of the theoretical background has been presented in this paper by making special
references to the evolution of brand association and conspicuous consumption as phenomenon.
Therefore, the theoretical roots were discussed in detail by giving prominence to main theory of
the research which is social comparison theory and other supporting theories in consumer
behavior. In relation to social comparison theory, Festinger (1954) argues that individuals have
the tendency to compare as to what they have as against what others have, so that they can
judge how well they themselves are doing. One aspect of this issue is that individuals strive to
diﬀerentiate themselves from others who belong to a lower class while replicating the behaviors
of those in the higher class (Yang & Mattila, 2014). This comparison is been done to fulﬁl their
desires to belong to an elite social class by acquiring and consuming products that are
considered social signiﬁers. However, the theory is only discussed about upward and downward
comparison and how the benchmark would work for an individual is not specified in the theory.
On the other hand, social comparison theory is silent on brand association aspect. Since brand
association has a major role, in addition the self-concept has a role to play in conspicuous
consumption and same is being supported from previous literature.
In this study,the researcher linked the supporting theory to main theory to bridge the theoretical
gap. Thus, to support brand association variable, the researcher linked brand congruence

theory. As per brand congruence theory it was noted that individuals are more comfortable and
satisfied with products/brands that are congruent with their actual or desired self-concept
(Grubb & Grathwohl, 1967; Sirgy & Su, 2000). Consumers behave after the congruence
resulting from a psychological comparison between the product-user image and the consumer's
self-concept (Sirgy et al.,1997). Their attitudes toward products form based on their evaluation
of beliefs about product attributes and product user images. Although the self-concept plays a
major role in mediating this relationship, the theory has a grey area as per Sigry et al.,(1991) it
doesn’t mention which self would influence conspicuous consumption. i.e. either actual self or
ideal self and this has not been tested in any theoretical framework Sigry (2002). Furthermore,
the consumer would obviously look at how the society perceived him and where he belongs in
the society. Thus, from social identity theory perspective, the theory proposes that individuals
strive to enhance their self-image and self-esteem by classifying themselves and others into an
ingroup and an out-group, which exist in all societies (Huang et al., 2010). Accordingly, to
strengthen their sense of belonging, they engage in behaviors based on the group norms with
which they identify themselves (Hall-Phillips et al., 2016). Therefore, the researcher strongly
argues that in order to do a thorough comparison, the consumer would look at overall spectrum
i.e., brand image, self-image and social image and that will give him an overall evaluation for
him to make a consumption behavior which may lead to conspicuous consumption. Hence this
paper proposed a theoretical framework to fulfill the theoretical gap which will lead to an
extended theory for conspicuous consumption.
2.0 UNDERSTAND THE THEORICAL GAP
The main theory considered for this study is social comparison theory which is the grounded
theory of the concept of conspicuous consumption. Further, theoretical framework is entailed of
3 supporting theories. As explained below brand association variable is emerged from brand
congruency theory. while Self-concept variable is emerged from self-concept theory.
Whereaspersonal cultural orientation is based on the social identity theory. The researcher
elaborates these theories below with the gaps of each theories.

2.1 Social Comparison Theory
Festinger's (1954) social comparison theory suggests that humans have a drive to evaluate
their opinions and abilities. He proposed that the people need to know their own capacities and
limitations to function effectively, further they must be accurate in their opinions of objects and of
other people. According to the original theory, the central proposition is the "similarity
hypothesis, “The tendency to compare oneself with some other specific person decreases as
the difference between his/ her opinion or ability and one's own increases”. (Festinger, 1954,)
which predicts that individuals prefer to compare themselves with similar others (Wood, 1989).
Festinger also hypothesized a "unidirectional drive upward" that operates for abilities. Specially
in Western culture, people wish to evaluate their abilities because they feel pressure to
continually improve them. When combined with the desire to compare with similar others, this
drive upward leads the individual to strive toward a point slightly better than that of comparison
others (Wood, 1989). In addition to these hypotheses, Festinger presented a number of
provocative and testable derivations and dedicated a considerable part of his theory to outlining
their implications for interpersonal processes. For example, the need for social comparison
leads to affiliation, the need for similar comparison others leads to pressures toward uniformity
in groups, and the unidirectional drive upward leads to competition (Wood, 1989). The notion of
this theory has demonstrated the richness and utility is the fact that it enthuses active research
more than three decades later. However, the theory has not kept pace with other developments

in social psychology within that time period. In particular, research challenges the original
theory's view of the individual and of the social environment (Wood, 1989).
2.1.1 Critical debate on Social Comparison Theory
Although the social comparison literature has acknowledged that self-evaluation is not the only
motive behind social comparison, it has not considered the implication of a complexly motivated
social comparer’s feeling and motives which impact the process of comparison. Festinger did
not specify how such feelings and motives may influence one's comparisons. Relatively, his
emphasis on the evenhanded, self-evaluative goals of social comparison and the unidirectional
drive upward portrayed the social comparer as facing up to his or her honest self-assessment
and perhaps as aiming to better the self. Are individuals really so rational and unbiased as this
portrait suggests? Both classic and recent research in social psychology indicates that people
have a diversity of motives that affect to the self, Wood (1989) suggested that this may be
grouped into three broad classes i.e. self-evaluation, self-improvement, and self-enhancement.
In an extended critique of the theory, Kruglanski and Mayseless (1990) argued that a central
weakness of social comparison theory lies in the difficulty of predicting who would be a relevant
or similar target for comparison, even when an individual’s motives are given (Mares,2008).
There are some studies that have concentrated on self-concept and on feelings of satisfaction
about personal outcomes, then, suggest that the social environment provides comparisons that
impose on the individual, as a result although she or he likes it or not whether or not he or she
has "selected" them. These studies encounter, Festinger's (1954) imbedded representation of
the social environment as an inactive backdrop for the individual's comparisons. At the same
time, this research clearly and strongly supports the basic thrust of Festinger's theory, People
compare themselves with other people, and their comparisons are crucial to their selfevaluations (Wood, 1989). Research has supported aspects of this possible bi-directional
relationship. The "frog pond" studies cited earlier suggest that the social environment imposes
comparisons that shape the individual’s self-concept. More specifically, changes in children's
comparison behaviors appear to be associated with changes in their self-perceptions (Ruble &
Frey, 1987). Moreover, research supports the idea that the self-concept in turn may govern
one's comparisons. As children grow older, they increasingly focus their comparisons on areas
that they consider as personally important (Bers & Rodin, 1984), and adults appear to evaluate
others in terms of the dimensions that they themselves value (Lewicki, 1983; Markus & Smith,
1981).
In an extended critique of the theory, Kruglanski & Mayseless (1990) argued that a central
weakness of social comparison theory lies in the difficulty of predicting who would be a relevant
or similar target for comparison, even when an individual’s motives are given. For example,
even if a female runner was seeking an accurate self-evaluation, it is unclear whether she would
compare herself to another runner of similar age, or another runner of similar experience, or
another woman runner, or a runner with similar racing style. Moreover, the variety of motives for
social comparison suggests that similarity of target is not always the primary concern. Further it
was pointed out that Festinger’s description of a unidirectional drive upward for abilities is
ambiguous and has been interpreted in various ways in the empirical literature. Some
researchers interpret this to mean that (for example) the hypothetical runner would try to
improve her performance by comparing herself with slightly better runners, others have focused
on her motivation to compare herself with less talented runners.
In summary, the central idea of social comparison theory is that individuals often assess how
well they are doing by comparing themselves with others around them. It could be upward or
downward comparison. Downward comparison happens when people look for others who are
doing less well on a relevant dimension in order to feel relatively successful. For those seeking
self-enhancement, upward comparisons with those performing better were predicted to be ego-

threatening and stressful. However, there is ambiguity as stated above when people
comparison them with surrounding as how it should happen and to whom you should compare
yourself is not mentioned in the theory. Further, it was further noted that the theory is silent
specially in the area of branding and brand association, Hence, this theory could not alone give
a solution to the current research problem as the theory has a grey area as stated above.
Therefore, in order to find a solution to the research problem and to link the main theory to the
research problem, the researcher desires support from other theories as well. As such below
theories were considered for the present study. To link the relationship between Brand
Association and conspicuous consumption, the researcher considered brand congruence theory
with the support of previous literature owing to the fact that brand association concept is
emerged from the theory of brand congruence. In addition, the self-concept plays a significant
role where self-concept is emerged from self-concept theory and it mediates the relationship
between brand association and conspicuous consumption as per the previous research.
Further, personal cultural orientation too has a role which moderates the relationships between
the independent and dependent variable and the concept of personal cultural orientation is
emerged from social identity theory. The said theories are discussed below with the relevance
to the present study.
2.2 SELF-CONCEPT THEORY
Self-concept designates the “totality of the individual’s thoughts and feeling having reference to
himself as an object” (Rosenberg, 1979). Self-concept has been researched from various
viewpoints such as attitude theories, psychoanalyses theory, behavioral theory, organismic
theory, cognitive theory etc. (Sigry, 1982). Some researchers have treated self-concept as
single variable and considered only actual self-concept (Green, Maheshwari & Rao, 1969) on
the other hand some have considered self-concept as multi variables (Sigry, 1982) Thus there is
confusion and ambiguity on the precise conceptualization of self-concept in the consumer
behavior literature (Sigry, 1982). To rectify this ambiguity the researchers have come up with
four aspects of self-concept have been used in explaining and predicting attitude/behavior by
researchers including; the actual self-image, the ideal self-image, the social self-image, and the
ideal social self-image (Claiborne & Sirgy,2015). While the actual self-image refers to one’s
realistic appraisal of his or her qualities or how a person perceive himself, the ideal self-image is
related to one’s conception of how he or she would like to be or to how a person would like to
refer herself (Sirgy, 1985). The social self-image also refers to how a person believes he or she
is seen and the ideal social self-image is defined as how a person would like to be seen by
others
From self-concept theory, consumers behave after the congruence resulting from a
psychological comparison between the product-user image and the consumer's self-concept
(Sirgy et al.,1997). Their attitudes toward products form based on their evaluation of beliefs
about product attributes and product user images. According to the Self-congruence theory it
was noted that the brand’s ability to express one’s self-image. Further consumers like to
compare themselves with a brand to see whether the brand matches their concept of
themselves (Eren-Eren-Erdogmus & Budeyri-Turan,2012). This comparison leads to the
concept of actual congruence and ideal congruence (Sirgy, 1985). Accordingly, the self-image
refers to the way a person perceives himself, to a set of characteristics, personal features, roles
and values, etc. that the person attributes to himself, evaluates –positively or negatively- and
recognizes as being part of himself, to the intimate experience of being and recognizing oneself
despite changes. Widely speaking, the notion of self-image is rather close to the notion of selfknowledge (Jamal & Good, 2001), because according to Brunelet al.,(1990), the definition of
self-image requires a certain degree of self-knowledge. The author postulates that in order to be
able to describe oneself, one needs to know oneself and that conscience and knowledge cannot

be dissociate. Later, to make things simpler, Vernette (2004) has considered that self-image is
based on an individual perception that is conscious and organized according to the way an
individual defines himself and reacts towards his environment, while relying on his traits of
personality, his values, his abilities and his experiences.
2.2.1 Critical debate on Self-concept Theory
Self-concept theory and its relationship to buyer behavior still appears rather inchoate aptly
describes this stream of research even today. This could be ascribed to an inadequate
conceptualization of self-concept, poor measuring instruments, weak methodology, and failure
to consider the influence of brand/product attributes as well as the mediating effect of other
personality variables (Malhotra,1988). Mehta (1999) argues that ‘‘the impact of symbolic product
meanings on consumer decision making is mediated by self-concept.’’ Self-concept is important,
because different perceptions of the self-influence purchase behaviour and decisions. Luxury
brands are one of the most profitable and fastest-growing brand segments (Han, Nunes &
Dreze, 2010), yet at the same time the social influences associated with luxury brands are
poorly understood and under-investigated (Shukla, 2010; Tynan et al., 2009; Wiedmann et al.,
2009). According to Sigry (1982) the ideal self-concept was expected to be more closely related
to preference for conspicuous products than actual self-concept, further the actual self-concept
was expected to be more closely related to preference for inconspicuous products than ideal
self-concept would be. Although this hypothesis sounds reasonable, it was not argued within the
framework of a particular theory. Further, he stated that compared to consumer attitude
research, self-concept theory is at infant stage thus more research is needed for theoretical
development, model building. Therefore, it is evident that the theory has grey area as in how it
will influence the relationship of brand association and conspicuous consumption in the area of
luxury fashion brands. Based on this argument the researcher strongly believe that this area is
needed to be further researched in the context of brand association and conspicuous
consumption and specially in Sri Lankan context in luxury fashion brands market. Therefore, this
study is ascribed to fulfill this gap.
2.3 BRAND CONGRUENCE THEORY
The theory of brand congruence argues that individuals are more comfortable and satisfied with
products/brands that are congruent with their actual or desired self-concept (Grubb &
Grathwohl, 1967; Sirgy & Su, 2000). While the theory of brand congruence recognizes the
actual-self and the ideal/desired-self, there are two relevant motives that impact brand
congruence: self-consistency and self-esteem (Sirgy, 1982; Alpert & Kamins, 1995). Selfconsistency motivates individuals to avoid behaviors that are incompatible with the self-concept,
whilst self-esteem motivates individuals to achieve greater uniqueness of self-image. There is
clearly competition or tension between the two aspects of the self (self-consistency versus selfesteem) that influences individuals’ buying decisions (Sirgy, 1982; Snyder & Gangestad, 1986).
However, individuals experiencing need for uniqueness are more likely to focus on achieving
the ideal image and uniqueness by avoiding products/brands that, while congruent with their
self-concept, are widely shared by many other individuals. Hence, brand congruence/similarity
is, on the one hand, key in providing the desired feeling of uniqueness searched for by a
customer, as engaging with and possessing the brand reflects the ‘unique self’. But, on the
other hand, brand similarity when shared with others will not fulfill customers’ need for
uniqueness as no differentiation or specialness is achieved. Instead, it can lead customers to
avoid engaging with the brand as it will not contribute to the feeling of uniqueness (Abosag,
Ramadan, Baker & Jin, 2020). Therefore, whilst brand similarity can contribute positively to
customers’ need for uniqueness, when it is shared with others from within the same social
group, customers’ need for uniqueness has negative consequences.

Unless a brand acts as a supporter to consumers’ need to be different and unique, it may end
up being a product like many others (Puzakova & Aggarwal, 2018). There is a difference to how
different social groups perceive things; such as consumers who purchase for hedonic or
utilitarian reasons. Consumers feel that hedonic purchases are done with unique preferences
compared to utilitarian, simply because consumers would each like a product to suit their own
pleasures compared to products that serve a general purpose (Whitley, Trudel, & Kurt, 2018).
Consumers with incidental pride are more likely to seek uniqueness in options that would show
off the pride in their achievements or personal traits (Huang, Dong & Mukhopadhyay, 2014).
Moreover, the need for uniqueness is directly related to the level of knowledge and involvement
that consumers put into a product. The more they relate and feel positive towards a certain
product, the more they are driven to purchase it to help further their uniqueness (Bhaduri &
Stanforth, 2016).
2.3.1 Critical debate on Brand Congruence Theory
Self-consistency motivates individuals to avoid behaviors that are incompatible with the selfconcept, whilst self-esteem motivates individuals to achieve greater uniqueness of self-image.
There is clearly competition or tension between the two aspects of the self (self-consistency
versus self-esteem) that influences individual’s buying decisions (Sirgy, 1982; Snyder &
Gangestad, 1986). However, individuals experiencing need for uniqueness are more likely to
focus on achieving the ideal image and uniqueness by avoiding products/brands that, while
congruent with their self-concept, are widely shared by many other individuals. Hence, brand
congruence/similarity is, on the one hand, key in providing the desired feeling of uniqueness
searched for by a customer, as engaging with and possessing the brand reflects the unique self.
But, on the other hand, brand similarity when shared with others will not fulfill customer’s need
for uniqueness as no differentiation or specialness is achieved. Instead, it can lead customers to
avoid engaging with the brand as it will not contribute to the feeling of uniqueness (Abosag,
Ramadan, Baker & Jin, 2020). Therefore, whilst brand similarity can contribute positively to
customer’s need for uniqueness, when it is shared with others from within the same social
group, customer’s need for uniqueness has negative consequences. While going through the
literature and theoretical perspective, it was noted that this theory cannot give a solution to the
present study. In addition, brand congruency theory discusses about 2 motives that impact
brand congruence that is self-consistency and self-esteem, However, theory is silent as to how
it will lead to a conspicuous consumption behavior which will lead to a theory gap. Hence, this
study is attributed to fulfill the aforesaid theory gap.
2.4 SOCIAL IDENTITY THEORY
Social Identity Theory (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) begins with the evidence that
individuals define their own identities with regard to social groups and that such identifications
work to protect and boost self-identity. As asserted by Hogg, Terry, & White, (1995) social
identity theory is a social psychological theory that sets out to explain group processes and
intergroup relations and the social self. It places major theoretical emphases on a multifaceted
and dynamic self that mediates the relationship between social structure and individual
behaviour. According to this theory the basic idea of a social category into which one falls, or to
which one feels one belongs, provides a definition of who is in terms of the defining
characteristic of a category a self- definition which is part of self- concept (Tajfel & Turner,
1979). Each of this membership is represented in the individual’s mind as a social identity
(Hogg, Terry, & White, 1995).
Social Identity Theory evolves from Henri Tajfel’s early work, which attempted to apply cognitive
grouping and gestalt phenomena to social groups (Hogg & Williams, 2000). Cognitive grouping

involves “judgmental accentuation” where cognitive categories lead to the increased salience of
distinguishing features between categories, exaggerating category differences. Applied to social
groups, this principle could be used to explain biased and exaggerated perceptions of difference
between groups. They used a minimal group paradigm to test this effect. They divided people
into two groups based on arbitrary criteria and showed that even this “minimal” group basis led
people to form psychological groups, exaggerating the positive qualities of one’s own group
while exaggerating the negative qualities of the out-group (Tajfel 1970; Tajfel, Flament, Billig, &
Bundy, 1971; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Subsequent studies have attempted to demonstrate the
wide range of socially important phenomena that result from such categorization, such as
negative evaluations of the out-group (Dovidio, Gaertner, & Validzic, 1998), stereotyping, and
failure to allocate resources to out-group members (Sidanius, Pratto, & Mitchell, 1994).
However, more recent research has called into question whether social identification leads to
out-group degradation and tends to emphasize positive in-group regard more than out-group
degradation (Reynolds, Turner, & Haslam, 2000)
2.4.1 Critical debate on Self-Identity Theory
From a critical psychology perspective, Social Identity Theory offers important insights regarding
the social identity bases of discrimination, prejudice, and intergroup conflict, by locating these
phenomena as resulting from group-based categorization and self-enhancement motives.
However, the historical evolution of the theory itself also offers an interesting case in which
intergroup conflicts become redefined as aspects of individual identity. As this theory became
more focused on self-verification as an epistemic need (Hogg & Williams, 2000), rather than
self-enhancement as a motivational driver of identification, the conflictual bases of social identity
became less central to the identity literature than the formation of a stable self-concept. While
both of these bases were apparent in the original theory, critical scholars may question whether
such a development leaves Social Identity Theory less able to unpack the psychological bases
of conflict and more focused on an individual psychology of concept formation. In this respect,
Social Identity Theory may have developed increasingly in the direction of an individualist
cognitive approach at the cost of its sociological origins (Islam, 2014). Yet, the diversity of
current approaches using the term “social identity” contradicts simply diagnoses, and the story
of the theoretical evolution of the social identity concept is far from over. This evolution reflects
wider concerns over the role of the “social” in social psychology more generally, a question
which is central to critical psychologists’ concern to link issues of cognition, attitude, and
emotion with larger social phenomena. Although the theory explained about a self enhancement
motive, this theory is silent as to how it will affect conspicuous consumption and the relationship
towards brand association or whether there is a relationship or impact towards this research
context.
3.0 CONSTRUCTION OF THE THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
Further based on the theoretical and literature justification given in the above section, the
researcher formulated below theoretical framework based on the grounded theory emerged
from the variables considered for the present study. The theoretical framework for the study is
illustrated in figure 1 given below.

Figure 1: The Theoretical Framework of the Study
Source: Developed by the author based on the previous literature, 2020
4.0 IMPLICATION FOR FUTURE RESEARCHERS
It was noted that, the theories were unable to illustrate the full behaviour of the individual since it
ends with the prediction or suggestions that he or she will be performed or keeping a question at
the end (Hekler et al, 2013). In this study, the researcher has builtup a linkage of the theories
which can theoretically define the relationship between brand association and conspicuous
consumption with the mediating effect of self-concept and moderation impact of personal
cultural orientation. This approach is a new endeavor in the Sri Lankan context where selfconcept and personal cultural orientation plays a major role in conspicuous consumption
decisions. This approach will provide the scholars to re-think about the present literature,
analyzing the theorical gap and filling the gap with multiple solutions in the present study
context.

5.0 REFERENCES
1. Abosag, I., Ramadan, Z., Baker, T., & Jin, Z. (2019). Customers' need for uniqueness
theory versus brand congruence theory: The impact on satisfaction with social network
sites. Journal of Business Research. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.03.016
2. Alpert, F., & Kamins, M. (1995). An Empirical Investigation of Consumer Memory,
Attitude, and Perceptions toward Pioneer and Follower Brands. Journal of
Marketing, 59(4), 34. https://doi.org/10.2307/1252326

3. Bers, S., & Rodin, J. (1984). Social-comparison jealousy: A developmental and
motivational study. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 47(4), 766-779. doi:
10.1037/0022-3514.47.4.766
4. Bhaduri, G., & Stanforth, N. (2016). Evaluation of absolute luxury. Journal of Fashion
Marketing and Management: An International Journal, 20(4), 471-486. doi:
10.1108/jfmm-12-2015-0095
5. Bruner, G. C., II, Hensel, P. J., & James, K. E. (2001). Marketing scales handbook: a
compilation of multi-item measures for consumer behavior & advertising, Vol. IV. Mason,
OH: Thomson
6. Claiborne, C., & Sirgy, M.J., M. (2015). Self-image congruence as a model of consumer
attitude formation and behavior: A conceptual review and guide for future research. In in
Proceedings of the 1990 Academy of Marketing Science (AMS) Annual Conference (pp.
1-7). New Orleans, Louisiana.: Springer International Publishing, Retrieved from
https://books.google.lk/books?id=xWUiBgAAQBAJ&pg=PA3&lpg=PA3&dq=%E2%80%9
CSelfimage+congruence+as+a+model+of+consumer+attitude+formation+and+behavior:+A+c
onceptual+review+and+guide+for+future+research%E2%80%9D,&source=bl&ots=iNeS
eRwmYv&sig=ACfU3U2rtAMzeED9u_ckDHjJsKThu8iuiw&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwi
glubL_7DpAhW0guYKHe1_AyUQ6AEwAnoECAUQAQ#v=onepage&q=%E2%80%9CS
elfimage%20congruence%20as%20a%20model%20of%20consumer%20attitude%20form
ation%20and%20behavior%3A%20A%20conceptual%20review%20and%20guide%20fo
r%20future%20research%E2%80%9D%2C&f=false
7. Dovidio, J., Gaertner, S., & Validzic, A. (1998). Intergroup bias: Status, differentiation,
and a common in-group identity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75(1),
109-120. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.75.1.109
8. Eren-Erdogmus, I., Cobanoglu, E., & Budeyri-Turan, I. (2015). Exploring dimensions of
brand personality for Generation Y in the apparel market: The case of Turkey. Journal of
Global Fashion Marketing, 6(2), 150-161. doi: 10.1080/20932685.2014.999010
9. Festinger, L. (1954). A Theory of Social Comparison Processes. Human Relations, 7(2),
117-140. doi: 10.1177/001872675400700202
10. Graeff, T. (1996). Using promotional messages to manage the effects of brand and
self‐image on brand evaluations. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 13(3), 4-18. doi:
10.1108/07363769610118921
11. Green, P., Maheshwari, A., & Rao, V. (1969). Dimensional interpretation and
configuration invariance in multidimensional scaling: an empirical study. Multivariate
Behavioral Research, 4(2), 159-180. doi: 10.1207/s15327906mbr0402_3
12. Grubb, E., & Grathwohl, H. (1967). Consumer Self-Concept, Symbolism and Market
Behavior: A Theoretical Approach. Journal of Marketing, 31(4), 22. doi:
10.2307/1249461
13. Han, Y., Nunes, J., & Drèze, X. (2010). Signaling Status with Luxury Goods: The Role of
Brand Prominence. Journal of Marketing, 74(4), 15-30. doi: 10.1509/jmkg.74.4.15
14. Hekler, E. B., Klasnja, P., Froehlich, J. E., & Buman, M. P. (2013). Mind the Theoretical
Gap: Interpreting, Using, and Developing Behavioural Theory in HCI Research. CHI
2013, Changing Perspectives, Paris, France,3307-3316.
15. Hall-Phillips, A., Park, J., Chung, T., Anaza, N., & Rathod, S. (2016). I (heart) social
ventures: Identification and social media engagement. Journal Of Business
Research, 69(2), 484-491. doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.05.005
16. Hogg, M., Terry, D., & White, K. (1995). A Tale of Two Theories: A Critical Comparison
of Identity Theory with Social Identity Theory. Social Psychology Quarterly, 58(4), 255.
doi: 10.2307/2787127

17. Hogg, M., & Williams, K. (2000). From I do we: Social identity and the collective
self. Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, And Practice, 4(1), 81-97. doi: 10.1037/10892699.4.1.81
18. Huang, X., Dong, P., & Mukhopadhyay, A. (2014). Retracted: Proud to Belong or
Proudly Different? Lay Theories Determine Contrasting Effects of Incidental Pride on
Uniqueness Seeking. Journal of Consumer Research, 41(3), 697-712. doi:
10.1086/677225
19. Islam, G. (2014). Social Identity Theory. Springer-Verlag. Retrieved from
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/281208338_Social_Identity_Theory/citatio
20. Jamal, A., & Goode, M. (2001). Consumers and brands: a study of the impact of
self‐image congruence on brand preference and satisfaction. Marketing Intelligence &
Planning, 19(7), 482-492. doi: 10.1108/02634500110408286
21. Kruglanski, A., & Mayseless, O. (1990). Classic and current social comparison research:
Expanding the perspective. Psychological Bulletin, 108(2), 195-208. doi: 10.1037/00332909.108.2.195
22. Lewicki, P. (1983). Self-image bias in person perception. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 45(2), 384-393. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.45.2.384
23. Malhotra, N. (1981). A Scale to Measure Self-Concepts, Person Concepts, and Product
Concepts. Journal of Marketing Research, 18(4), 456. doi: 10.2307/3151339
24. Malhotra, N. (1988). Self-concept and product choice: An integrated perspective. Journal
of Economic Psychology, 9(1), 1-28. doi: 10.1016/0167-4870(88)90029-3
25. Mares, M. (2008). Social Comparison Theory. The International Encyclopedia of
Communication. doi: 10.1002/9781405186407
26. Markus, H., &Smith, J. (198 I). The influence of self-schemata on the perception of
others. In N. Cantor & J. Kihlstrom (Eds.), Personality, cognition, and social interaction
pp. 233-262. HiUsdale, NJ: Edbaum.
27. Mehta, A. (1999). Using self-concept to assess advertising effectiveness. Journal of
Advertising Research, 39(1), 81-89. Retrieved from https://psycnet.apa.org/record/199913995-006
28. Puzakova, M., & Aggarwal, P. (2018). Brands as Rivals: Consumer Pursuit of
Distinctiveness and the Role of Brand Anthropomorphism. Journal of Consumer
Research, 45(4), 869-888. doi: 10.1093/jcr/ucy035
29. Reynolds, K., Turner, J., & Haslam, S. (2000). When are we better than them and they
are worse than us? A closer look at social discrimination in positive and negative
domains. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 78(1), 64-80. doi: 10.1037/00223514.78.1.64
30. Rosenberg, M. (1979). Conceiving the Self, New York: Basic Books.
31. Ruble, D. N., & Frey, K. S. (1987). Social comparison and self-evaluation in the
classroom: Developmental changes in knowledge and function. In J. C. Masters & W. P.
Smith (Eds.), Social comparison, social justice, and relative deprivation: Theoretical
empirical and policy perspectives, pp. 81-104. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum
32. Sidanius, J., Pratto, F., & Mitchell, M. (1994). In-Group Identification, Social Dominance
Orientation, and Differential Intergroup Social Allocation. The Journal of Social
Psychology, 134(2), 151-167. doi: 10.1080/00224545.1994.9711378
33. Sirgy, M. (2018). Self-congruity theory in consumer behavior: A little history. Journal of
Global
Scholars
of
Marketing
Science, 28(2),
197-207.
doi:
10.1080/21639159.2018.1436981
34. Sirgy, M. (1985). Using self-congruity and ideal congruity to predict purchase
motivation. Journal of Business Research, 13(3), 195-206. doi: 10.1016/01482963(85)90026-8

35. Sirgy, M. (1982). Self-Concept in Consumer Behavior: A Critical Review. Journal of
Consumer Research, 9(3), 287-300. doi: 10.1086/208924
36. Sirgy, M., Grewal, D., Mangleburg, T., Park, J., Chon, K., & Claiborne, C. et al. (1997).
Assessing the Predictive Validity of Two Methods of Measuring Self-Image
Congruence. Journal of The Academy of Marketing Science, 25(3), 229-241. doi:
10.1177/0092070397253004
37. Sirgy, M., & Su, C. (2000). Destination Image, Self-Congruity, and Travel Behavior:
Toward an Integrative Model. Journal of Travel Research, 38(4), 340-352. doi:
10.1177/004728750003800402
38. Sirgy, M., Grewal, D., Mangleburg, T., Park, J., Chon, K., & Claiborne, C. et al. (1997).
Assessing the Predictive Validity of Two Methods of Measuring Self-Image
Congruence. Journal of The Academy of Marketing Science, 25(3), 229-241. doi:
10.1177/0092070397253004
39. Sirgy, M., Johar, J., Samli, A., & Claiborne, C. (1991). Self-congruity versus functional
congruity: Predictors of consumer behavior. Journal of The Academy of Marketing
Science, 19(4), 363-375. doi: 10.1007/bf02726512
40. Shukla, P. (2008). Conspicuous consumption among middle age consumers:
psychological and brand antecedents. Journal of Product & Brand Management, 17(1),
25-36. doi: 10.1108/10610420810856495
41. Shukla, P. (2010). Status consumption in cross‐national context. International Marketing
Review, 27(1), 108-129. doi: 10.1108/02651331011020429
42. Shukla, P. (2011). Impact of interpersonal influences, brand origin and brand image on
luxury purchase intentions: Measuring inter-functional interactions and a cross-national
comparison. Journal of World Business, 46(2), 242-252. doi: 10.1016/j.jwb.2010.11.002
43. Snyder, M., & Gangestad, S. (1986). On the nature of self-monitoring: Matters of
assessment, matters of validity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51(1),
125-139. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.51.1.125
44. Steenkamp, J. (2001). The role of national culture in international marketing
research. International
Marketing
Review, 18(1),
30-44.
https://doi.org/10.1108/02651330110381970
45. Steenkamp, J., Hofstede, F., & Wedel, M. (1999). A Cross-National Investigation into
the Individual and National Cultural Antecedents of Consumer Innovativeness. Journal of
Marketing, 63(2), 55. doi: 10.2307/1251945
46. Tajfel, H. (1970). Experiments in Intergroup Discrimination. Scientific American, 223(5),
96-102. doi: 10.1038/scientificamerican1170-96
47. Tajfel,, H. (1978). Differentiation between social groups Studies in the social psychology
of
inter-group.
-.
Retrieved
14
March
2018,
from
https://www.scirp.org/reference/ReferencesPapers.aspx?ReferenceID=20421
48. Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of inter-group conflict. In W. G.
Austin & S. Worchel(Eds.), The social psychology of inter-group relations (pp. 33–47).
Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole.
49. Tajfel, H., Flament, C., Billig, M., & Bundy, R. (1971). Social categorization and intergroup behavior. European Journal of Social Psychology, 1, 149–178.
50. Tynan, C., McKechnie, S., & Chhuon, C. (2010). Co-creating value for luxury
brands. Journal
of
Business
Research, 63(11),
1156-1163.
doi:
10.1016/j.jbusres.2009.10.012
51. Vernette , É. (2004). Targeting Women's Clothing Fashion Opinion Leaders in Media
Planning: An Application for Magazines. Journal Of Advertising Research, 44(1), 90-107.
doi: 10.1017/s0021849904040061

52. Wiedmann, K., Hennigs, N., & Siebels, A. (2009). Value-based segmentation of luxury
consumption
behavior. Psychology
and
Marketing, 26(7),
625-651.
doi:
10.1002/mar.20292
53. Wood, J. (1989). Theory and research concerning social comparisons of personal
attributes. Psychological Bulletin, 106(2), 231-248. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.106.2.231
54. Whitley, S., Trudel, R., & Kurt, D. (2018). The Influence of Purchase Motivation on
Perceived Preference Uniqueness and Assortment Size Choice. Journal of Consumer
Research, 45(4), 710-724. doi: 10.1093/jcr/ucy031
55. Yang, W., & Mattila, A. (2014). Do affluent customers care when luxury brands go
mass?. International Journal Of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 26(4), 526-543.
doi: 10.1108/ijchm-03-2013-0124

