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Abstract:

Theoretical stagnation can always be an eminent danger for any research field. Therefore, the contemporary research
themes are constantly explored and examined through battery of examination. Based on the aforesaid rationale, this study
examined the counterfeit purchase intention of the youth based on different constructs such as Market mavenism, Cool
consumption, Postmodernism, Schadenfreude, Public self-consciousness, Generational norms, and Generational
Identification. The questionnaire was administered for collecting the data the responses on convenient basis. In total, 337
responses were collected and analyzed using Smart PLS 3.0. The findings revealed certain interesting facts that
Generational Identification was able to moderate the Market mavenism and Cool consumption with counterfeit purchase
intentions. Further, Generational norm fully moderated, Market mavenism and Postmodernism with counterfeit purchase
intentions. Through these findings, this paper opens the new avenue of research in the counterfeit product purchase
intention of the youth. Based on the findings, the organizations can take the measures and adjust themselves accordingly.
Moreover, these findings can facilitate the brand managers to design their marketing strategies.
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Introduction

People have been buying more fake products lately, with the exception of a few countries where the
original brand and products are not available due to political or geographical reasons. Online
influencers can persuade other people to try counterfeit goods, which are less expensive than their
genuine counterparts but also of lower quality and, in some cases, even more dangerous leading to
the higher health risk. Consumers purchase imitations for a variety of reasons but neglecting the health
concerns. This condition applies to every product in the world. Both counterfeit brand-name and
generic goods are packaged and labeled. False goods deceive consumers and impact all
manufacturers. The enforcement of counterfeiting is evolving. Social motivation, personal
satisfaction, perception, value, brand loyalty, and ethics all have an impact on consumers' intent to
purchase counterfeit goods. A survey revealed that the “influence of society” and “value for money”
are the primary motivators for purchasing counterfeit products [1] [2]. Consumers purchase
counterfeit luxury brands to express themselves or to fit in with various social groups. When luxury
brand attitudes are socially adaptive rather than value-expressive, consumers' preferences for a
counterfeit brand and the subsequent decline in their preferences for the actual brand are significantly
greater. Consumers' counterfeit brand preferences depend on their attitudes towards luxury brands;
however, the marketing mix can influence the social functions of consumers' luxury brand attitudes,
thereby assisting marketers in reducing counterfeit brand demand [3]. Product performance
expectations influence counterfeit purchase propensity positively, whereas lawfulness influences it
negatively [4]. Consumers with economic and moral justifications for purchasing counterfeit goods
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are likelier to attempt a purchase [5]. There is a typology of consumer accomplices, such as sly
consumers who purchase fake goods to demonstrate their consumer savvy and economic concern.
The ethical aspect-religion, ethical relationship, and lawfulness-directly and indirectly influences
consumers' propensity to purchase counterfeit goods [6]. Relationship marketing can reduce
fraudulent transactions and increase brand loyalty [7]. Penz et al. [8] found that fake and real brands
were given different ratings and reviews on social media. Bian et al. [9] investigated consumer
purchase intent for nondeceptive counterfeits. Price influences counterfeit sales in diverse ways [5].
Hedonism motivates luxury brand forgers [10]. Park-Poaps et al. [11] investigated the impact of brand
reputation (high versus low), product features, and counterfeiting attitudes on the purchase of non-
luxury fashion products (shirts, handbags, and shoes). The majority of studies disregard theory to
explain counterfeit purchases. Miao [12] employs social comparison theory to investigate how social-
psychological envy (malicious and benign) influences consumers' purchases of counterfeit versus
authentic brand products. Integrity, moral judgement, extrinsic and intrinsic religiosity, and ethical
concern influence attitudes towards fake luxury goods [13]. The need for community and connection
to a communal brand moderates counterfeit purchasing [14]. Luxury brand imitations affect purchase
intent [15]. Psychographic factors, such as status-seeking and positive brand identity signals,
influence consumer behaviour in developing nations [16]. The price reflects the perceptions of
consumers regarding counterfeit goods. As long as counterfeits satisfy fundamental functional
requirements or possess symbolic value, they are acceptable [17]. It is possible for normative,
informative, and collectivist dispositions to influence luxury brand counterfeiting attitudes [18].
Consumer ethnocentrism, product similarity, and social influence were variables that were subject-
related (social recognition by others). The frequency with which consumers purchase counterfeit
luxury brands influences their attitudes towards counterfeits. Consumers were more likely to purchase
counterfeit luxury brands that resembled the originals [19] [20]. Individuals who seek social
acceptance and status purchase luxury items. Premium brands seek exclusivity. However, counterfeit
luxury brands make them accessible to everyone, harming the essence of a luxury brand and eroding
its brand equity [21]. People purchase counterfeits because they are popular, have a good reputation,
are readily available, and are inexpensive [22]. Bian and Veloutsou [23] discovered that consumers
have difficulty telling the difference between authentic and counterfeit brands. Therefore, based on
the above discussion, this study attempts to examine the various constructs in the light of the youth’s
counterfeit purchase intention and examines the role of nanoparticles apparels.

Gap in the study

This study gives an overview of “counterfeit purchase intention through social media influencers,”
including its causes and effects, as well as how it relates to demographic factors and how different
generations see themselves in relation to purchasing brands. The age aspect of market mavenism
hasn't been studied as much as it should be, and there is a need to look into how shopping habits differ
between different generations. The study could also benefit from examining how media and music
affect young people’s choices about what to wear and how social comparison affects how people
judge each other within the same group. Also, previous studies mentioned that public self-
consciousness affects consumer behaviour and purchase intentions, but they did not explain why this
is the case. Further elaboration on the psychological mechanisms underlying this relationship could
be useful. Previous studies give some ideas about how Schadenfreude affects the way people act, but
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they don't talk about what this feeling means for marketing in terms of ethics. In particular, it doesn't
talk about whether or not it's morally okay for brands to use ‘schadenfreude’ to hurt their competitors.
There is no study of how people feel about fake products or whether they plan to buy them. Therefore,
researching the ethical implications of using Schadenfreude in marketing could provide valuable
insights for companies. Also, finding out how consumers feel about fake products and what they plan
to do with them can help brands figure out what might happen if they use such tactics.

Methodology

The purpose of this study was to examine the counterfeit purchase intention of consumers in the light
of generational identification and generational norm. For this, the data was collected using
questionnaire through online mode [24]. A total of 437 participants were contacted, out of which, 368
responses were received, 31 responses were eliminated after data cleaning for either missing
responses or outliers [25]. In total, the 337 responses were found usable [26] [27]. Generally, the
online survey was considered to be non-personal mode of data collection, However, in the changed
circumstances where significant number of people are having their online presence, this mode has
become new normal. Moreover, collecting the data using online survey allow the people to record
their opinions free from socially desirability bias and inconvenient timing. The participants were
mostly in their early adult age between 19 years to 28 years. The reason for selecting this age bracket
is due to youngsters increased inclination towards fashion, luxury goods, apparels and alike. The
guestionnaire was distributed on convenience basis. The questionnaire was administered in a way that
the working definition of counterfeit products was provided to bring the participants to a common
understanding and the demographic information was asked in the last section. Participants were not
asked to share any identity revealing information due to the sensitivity of the topic. The information
was sought keeping the luxury goods such as apparels in to consideration.

Measures

The items and constructs in the questionnaire were collected from different sources such as Feick and
Price [28], Warren et al. [29], Firat and Shultz [30], van Dijk et al. [31] and Dalakas and Melancon
[32], Fenigstein et al. [33], Liu and Shi [34], Luhtanen and Crocker [35], and Beck and Ajzen [36]
and Dodds et al. [37] also referred in the recent work of Khan et al. [38] including Market mavenism,
Cool consumption, Postmodernism, Schadenfreude, Public self-consciousness, Generational norm,
Generational identification and Counterfeit purchase Intention (Figure 1). The Likert scale
(1=Strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree) was used to record the responses. Further, all the items
were examined for their statistical significance.

Result Analysis and Discussion

The results were obtained using the Smart-PLS v.3 software. After the data cleaning, the analysis
was run to obtain the results.

Measurement Model

Initially, the common method bias was checked by Harman’s single-factor post hoc test. No single
factor accounted for the majority variance. Hence, no common method bias was evident. Further, the
Cronbach’s o was above the range of 0.7 i.e. between 0.8-0.9 (Table 1). The convergent and

discriminant validity were established by factor loading, composite reliability and average variance
3



extracted, respectively (Table 1). The factor loadings were between the range of 0.845 to 0.956 i.e.
above the threshold value of 0.70. Next, Composite reliability was above 0.85 [39] and average
variance extracted was more than 0.50 indicating that the variance explained by the construct is larger
than the variance explained by the measurement error [40]. Thus, the convergent validity of the
measurement model is established. The discriminant validity established by heterotrait-monotrait
ratio of correlation (HTMT) and Fornell Larcker (Table 2). Both the values were established the
discriminant validity as per established standards (Table 2A). Almost, all the VIF values ranged
below the range of 5, which is acceptable. Hence, there is no significant issue of collinearity [41].
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Figure 1: Conceptual Model including generational values, proximal antecedents and

prototypical behaviour

Table 1: Construct reliability and validity

Construct Cor_npc_)s_,ite Cor_npc_Js_ite Average variance
Cronbach's alpha reliability reliability
S extracted (AVE)
(rho_a) (rho_c)
CcC 0.844 0.857 0.905 0.761
CPI 0.94 0.946 0.961 0.893
Gl 0.894 0.901 0.934 0.826




GN 0.939 0.941 0.961 0.891
MM 0.942 0.955 0.958 0.852
PM 0.941 0.944 0.962 0.894
PSC 0.95 1.01 0.967 0.907
SF 0.916 0.954 0.947 0.855
Table 2: Discriminant validity- HTMT
CC CPI Gl GN MM PM PSC | SF
CC
CPI 0.354
Gl 0.283 0.401
GN 0.105 0.388 0.545
MM 0.153 0.487 0.402 0.281
PM 0.482 0.308 0.285 0.218 0.21
PSC 0.164 0.275 0.076 0.133 0.306 0.173
SF 0.251 0.399 0.126 0.227 0.288 0.236 | 0.534
Table 2A: Discriminant validity-Fornell Larcker
CC CPI Gl GN MM PM PSC | SF
CcC 0.872
CPI 0.314 0.945
Gl 0.248 0.37 0.909
GN 0.096 0.367 0.497 0.944
MM 0.137 0.46 0.375 0.268 0.923
PM 0.43 0.291 0.264 0.206 0.2 0.946
PSC 0.147 0.27 0.076 0.129 0.299 | 0.167 [0.953
SF 0.226 0.38 0.121 0.213 0.277 | 0.224 0.5 ]0.925

Overall hypotheses testing

There are two intermediate variables in the study’s model, namely generational identification (GI)
and generational norm (GN). All the five predictors were linked to GI and GN. The results of path
analysis are presented in table 3. In this study, CC (p=0.008), MM (p=0.00) and PM (p=0.024) were
found to have positive and significant relationship with Gl. It means the hypotheses H1la, H6a and
H7a were supported. Further, MM (p=0.00), PM (p=0.024) and SF (p=0.025) were found to have
significant positive relationship with GN (Table 3). It means hypotheses H1b, H5b and H6b were
found significant. Considering the above findings, it is evident that the other hypotheses were rejected
except the mediation analysis that is being discussed as follows.




Table 3: Path coefficients

Constructs Sample 32?/?;?52 T statistics P values Conclusion
mean (M) (STDEV) (|O/ISTDEV|)
CC->aGl 0.155 0.056 2.67 0.008 Supported
CC->GN -0.022 0.057 0.423 0.672 Not supported
Gl -> CPI 0.251 0.062 4.016 0 Supported
GN -> CPI 0.243 0.059 4.132 0 Supported
MM -> Gl 0.349 0.054 6.504 0 Supported
MM -> GN 0.213 0.061 3.431 0.001 Supported
PM -> Gl 0.14 0.066 2.148 0.032 Supported
PM -> GN 0.147 0.065 2.257 0.024 Supported
PSC -> Gl -0.068 0.059 1.213 0.225 Not supported
PSC ->GN -0.023 0.063 0.397 0.692 Not supported
SF -> Gl -0.006 0.06 0.104 0.917 Not supported
SF ->GN 0.139 0.062 2.246 0.025 Supported

Apart from the direct effects between constructs, the current study examined indirect and total effects,
which are the consolidation of direct and indirect effects in structural model (Hair et al., 2019).
Mediation table presents the mediation effect of GI and GN. Based on the obtained results, Gl fully
mediate the relationship of MM and CC with CPI (Table 4). Gl did not mediate the relationship of
PSC, PM, SF with CPI. Similarly, GN mediate the relationship of MM and PM with CPI. In addition,
GN did not mediate the relationship of CC, SF and PSC with CPI.



Table 4: Mediation effect

Specific indirect effect

Sample | Standard T statistics
Path mean deviation p values | Conclusion
(M) (STDEV) (|O/STDEV))

MM -> Gl -> CPI 0.088 0.027 3.212 0.001 Mediation
PSC ->GI->CPI | -0.017 0.016 1.125 0.261 No mediation
PM -> Gl -> CPI 0.035 0.019 1.866 0.062 No mediation
CC->GN->CPI | -0.005 0.014 0.414 0.679 No mediation
SF -> GN -> CPI 0.035 0.019 1.753 0.08 No mediation

MM ->GN ->CPIl | 0.052 0.02 2.501 0.012 Mediation
PSC -> GN -> CPI .006 0.016 0.382 0.703 No mediation
SF -> Gl -> CPI 0 0.015 0.101 0.92 No mediation

CC->Gl ->CPI 0.039 0.018 2.099 0.036 Mediation

PM -> GN -> CPI 0.036 0.018 1.983 0.047 Mediation

Conclusion:

In the ear of changing market dynamics where the consumers are going through the transformation,
experimentative and quality conscious, the marketers need to keep the pace and must fall in line with
the customers’ expectations intelligently. The buying behaviour of consumers is reflecting the clear
and loud message intertwined with their purchasing pattern that they are now more vocal, expressive,
demanding and above all see them selves as a relevant entity. Unlike, the past where the customers
were offered what was considered ‘right’ for them, the customers are becoming the catalyst and also
main force to decide the future of the market. However, it is worth noting fact that each and every
trend, purchasing pattern is subject to the though evaluation and review. So is the case with the
counterfeit purchase intention amongst the youngsters. The examination of the reasons and rationales
behind the inclination towards counterfeit product purchase is imperative so that the companies and
adjust and prepare accordingly. The fact that counterfeit products do not have the legal sanction but
still have the significant presence in the market. This gives the dent on the profit margins of the
organizations that are spending much to track the pulse of the customers. This research is based on
the work of Khan et al. [38], to revisit and extend the suggested findings. It was assumed that
youngsters’ generational identity gets the thrust and ultimately forms the generational norms. The
finding shows that market mavenism is taken in to consideration by the youth as relevant source of
information. Generally, youth do not rely completely on the information provided by the marketers.
There are chances of green washing and other issues. Like the use of nano-silver and nano-titanium
dioxide that provide the clothes anti-bacteria properties and sun protection. Now this information
might not be considered true and hence the youth will explore his/her source of information. The
results shows that market mavenism effect the generational identity of the youth leading to counterfeit
product purchase intention. Simultaneously, market mavenism also effect the generational norms
persuading the youth to go for CPI. Further, the cool consumption that reflects the autonomy,
rebelliousness and/or sometimes moral deviance [42] [43], motivates the youth to follow the fashion
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trends or habits that makes them feel associated with certain group membership. In the similar lines,
the results shows that cool consumption leads to counterfeit purchase intention through generational
identity.
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