Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp600.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp600.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Lainnya 3-5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun 1-5 skin Rp100.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp500.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pelajar <1 tahun 1-5 skin Rp600.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja 1-3 tahun 6-10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp600.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja 3-5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000
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Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp600.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp600.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Steam Market
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja 3-5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Lainnya 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 1-3 tahun 6-10 skin Rp100.000 - Steam Market
2012) Rp500.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp600.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp1.000.000
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Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja 3-5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp600.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp600.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja 3-5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja 3-5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp600.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012)

Perempuan | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Trading dengan pemain lain
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 | Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Trading dengan pemain lain
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Steam Market
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012)

Laki-laki Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012)
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Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja 3-5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp600.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Trading dengan pemain lain
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun >10 skin Rp600.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Trading dengan pemain lain
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp600.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Trading dengan pemain lain
2012)

Laki-laki Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja 1-3 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000
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Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun >10 skin Rp100.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp500.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 | Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Trading dengan pemain lain
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Trading dengan pemain lain
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp600.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp600.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja 3-5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp600.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp600.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki Generasi Milenial | Lainnya >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Marketplace pihak ketiga

(1981-1996)
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Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Steam Market
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Lainnya 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Trading dengan pemain lain
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun >10 skin Rp600.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp600.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun 1-5 skin Rp100.000 - Steam Market
2012) Rp500.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp600.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp600.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp1.000.000
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Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Lainnya >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Lainnya 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp600.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp100.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp500.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp100.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp500.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Lainnya 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp600.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Lainnya >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 | Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Lainnya >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 1-3 tahun 6-10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000
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Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pelajar >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Steam Market
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Lainnya 3-5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun 1-5 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun 6-10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Trading dengan pemain lain
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Trading dengan pemain lain
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp600.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Lainnya >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Steam Market
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000

Perempuan | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp600.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000
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Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp600.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp600.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp600.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja 3-5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Trading dengan pemain lain
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000
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Perempuan | Generasi Z (1997- | Lainnya >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp600.000 - Steam Market
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp600.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun 6-10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Steam Market
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Lainnya >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Trading dengan pemain lain
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun 6-10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp600.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Steam Market
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp600.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Lainnya 3-5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp600.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp1.000.000
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Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun >10 skin Rp600.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun >10 skin >Rp5.000.000 | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012)

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Lainnya >5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun >10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp100.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp500.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp600.000 - Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja 3-5 tahun >10 skin Rp600.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja >5 tahun >10 skin Rp600.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa 3-5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp1.100.000 - | Trading dengan pemain lain
2012) Rp5.000.000

Laki-laki | Generasi Z (1997- | Pelajar 1-3 tahun 6-10 skin Rp100.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp500.000

Laki-laki Generasi Z (1997- | Mahasiswa >5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp600.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp1.000.000

Laki-laki Generasi Z (1997- | Pekerja 3-5 tahun 6-10 skin Rp600.000 - Marketplace pihak ketiga
2012) Rp1.000.000
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Lampiran 3 Screenshot Hasil SmartPLS versi 3

Specific Indirect Effects

=] Mean, STDEV, T-Values, P-Values ||| Confidence Intervals | =] Confidence Intervals Bias Corrected ‘_] Samples

Original Sa.. Sample Me... Standard D.. T Statistics (. P Values
EFOMO -» Niat_Beli 0.251 0.253 0.143 1.760 0.079
Kelangkaan -> FoMO 0430 0432 0.079 5474 0.000
Kelangkaan - = Niat_Beli 0.123 0.119 0.109 1.133 0.258
Kelangkaan - > Perbandingan_Sosial 0418 0.420 0.080 5.217 0.000
Keunikan -> FoMO 0.363 0372 0.075 4.857 0.000
Keunikan - Niat_Beli 0.194 0.185 0.108 1.796 0.073
Keunikan -> Perbandingan_Sosial 0.312 0.323 0.082 3.798 0.000
Perbandingan_Sosial - > Niat_Beli 0.156 0.173 0.136 1.147 0.252
Outer Loadings
[E Matrix
FoMO  Kelangkaan Keunikan Miat_Beli Perbanding...
F1 0.806
F10 0.683
F2 0.614
F3 0.743
F4 0.802
F5 0.685
F6 0.731
F7 0.690
F& 0.651
F9 0.729
K1 0.721
K2 0.830
K3 0.793
KU1 0.554
Ku2 0.608
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Outer Loadings

Matrix

FoMO

Kelangkaan

Keunikan Miat_Beli Perbanding...
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0.778
0.785
0.775
0.761
0.745
0.645
0.591
0.688
0.508
Specific Indirect Effects
Mean, STDEV, T-Values, P-Values Confidence Intervals Confidence Intervals Bias Corrected Samples
Original Sa.. Sample Me... Standard D.. T Statistics (. P Values
Kelangkaan ... 0.108 0111 0.069 1.558 0.120
Keunikan ->... 0.091 0.092 0.053 1722 0.086
Kelangkaan ... 0.065 0.070 0.057 1.138 0.256
Keunikan -=... 0.049 0.058 0.050 0.975 0.330



Construct Reliability and Validity

[=] Matrix |ii% Cronbach's Alpha |iii rho A |if Composite Reliability |ii% Average Variance Extracted (AVE)
Cronbach’s ... rho_A Composite ... Average Va..

FoMO 0.893 0.897 0.913 0.512

Kelangkaan 0.684 0.696 0.825 0.613

Keunikan 0.606 0.625 0.755 0.439

Niat_Beli 0.800 0.811 0.862 0.557

Perbanding... 0.869 0.881 0.897 0.495

Discriminant Validity

| Fornell-Larcker Criterion |[] Cross Loadings |[i0 Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) |{i% Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT)

FoMO  Kelangkaan Keunikan Niat_Beli Perbanding...

FoMO
Kelangkaan 0.719
Keunikan 0.646 0.621
Niat_Beli 0.628 0.579 0.604
Perbanding... 0.832 0.676 0.568 0.593
Discriminant Validity
1 [ ]
= Fornell-Larcker Criterion \i Cross Loadings ||| Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) |1¢§ Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT)
— Ty ' —
FoMO  Kelangkaan Keunikan Niat_Beli Perbanding...
FoMO 0.716
Kelangkaan 0.571 0.783
Keunikan 0530 0.388 0.662
Niat_Beli 0539 0426 0449 0.746
Perbanding... 0.737 0539 0474 0499 0.703
R Square

=] Matrix |iii RSquare |ii R Square Adjusted

R Square R Sguare A..

FoMO 0.439 0.433
Niat_Beli 0.353 0.340
Perbanding... 0.373 0.367
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f Square

=] Matrix |1i* fSquare

FoMO
Kelangkaan
Keunikan
MNiat_Beli
Perbanding...

Path Coefficients

FoMO  Kelangkaan Keunikan Miat_Beli

0.037
0.280 0.015
0.200 0.041
0.016

Perbanding...

0.237
0.132

|
=] Mean, STDEV, T-Values, P-Values L‘j Confidence Intervals

=] Confidence Intervals Bias Corrected ||[=] Samples

Original Sa.. Sample Me.. 5tandard D.. T Statistics (.. P Values
FoMO -> Niat_Beli 0.251 0.253 0.143 1.760 0.079
Kelangkaan - > FoMO 0.430 0432 0.079 5474 0.000
Kelangkaan -> Niat_Beli 0.123 0.119 0.109 1.133 0.258
Kelangkaan - > Perbandingan_Sosial 0418 0420 0.080 5.217 0.000
Keunikan - > FoMO 0.363 0372 0.075 4.857 0.000
Keunikan - > Niat_Beli 0.194 0.185 0.108 1.796 0.073
Keunikan - > Perbandingan_Sosial 0.312 0323 0.082 3.798 0.000
Perbandingan_Sosial -> Miat_Beli 0.156 0173 0.136 1.147 0.252

Latent Variable

|=] Latent Variable

=] Latent Variable Correlations |[] Latent Variable Covariances

[} LV Descriptives

FoMO  Kelangkaan Keunikan Niat_Beli Perbanding..
FoMO 1.000 0571 0.530 0539 0737
Kelangkaan 0571 1.000 0.388 0426 0539
Keunikan 0.530 0.388 1.000 0.449 0474
Niat_Beli 0.539 0426 0.449 1.000 0.499
Perbanding... 0737 0539 0474 0.499 1.000
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Abstract

Intreduction |n digital luxury markets, cansumer behavior = increasingly shaped

by psychaolagical and social factars beyand traditional status cues, Canstructs such

as scarcity, the need for unigqueness (NFU), fear of missing out (Fofd0), and sacial
comparisen play a central rede in influencing the intentions of younger consumers, vet
their interactive effects remain underexplored.

Purpose and importance This study investigates haw scarcity and NEU afect luxury
purchase intention among Millennials (Gen Y) and Gen Z, with ForO and social
comparisen sxamined s maderating variables. The research addresses a theoretical
gap by examining hawe digital-ers emotional and identiby-related factors alter luxury
consumption behavior

Theoretical framework The study integrates commadity theory, MFU theory, self-
determiration theory (30T), and secial comparisen theary within a Stimulus-Crganism
Response (20R) madel. This framework enables analysis of the interplay between
external stimuli, internal psychologieal states, and behaviaral outearmes.
Methodology A between-subjects experimental design was emploved using faur
manipulated scenarios and a sample of 208 respondents. Structural equation medeling
(SEM) and Hayes PROCESS macre were applied to test main and moderating effects.
Findings NFU significantly predicts luxury purchase intention, with FolO
strengthening this effect In contrast, scarcity and social comparison did net exhibit
significant direct or maderating influe
Contributions. [he study extends SOT by positioning FoMO as a eontext-sersitive
extrinsic moderator and challenges the uniersal applicationef cammodity theary.
Practically, it regammenids identity-driven, emotionally resanant branding strategies
over traditional scarcity appeals, aligning with 306G 9 through inngvative and
sustainable digital engagerment
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1 Introduction

Luxury consumption has long fascinated both marketers and scholars due to its complex
interplay of psychological, social, and cultural dimensions, Owver the past two decades,
the global luxury market has witnessed remarkable growth, fueled by evolving consumer
values and digital transformation. However, recent stagnation in sales has prompted
renewed interest in understanding the deeper motivations behind luxury purchasing
behavior—particularly among Millennials (Gen Y) and Generation ., two cohorts cen-
tral to the future of this industry [1).

Luxury brands are defined by attributes such as exclusivity, craftsmanship, symbolic
value, and status signaling [2]. Unlike utilitarian purchases, luxury consumption is often
driven by self-expressive motives, social identity formation, and hedenic gratification [3,
4]. Luxury goods serve not only functional purposes but also act as markers of social dis-
tinction, fulfilling psychological needs for recognition, aspiration, and belonging [5, 6].

This study addresses the intricate relationships between four constructs central to
Iuzury consumer psychology: scarcity, need for uniqueness (WFU), fear of missing out
(FoM@), and social comparison [7]. While prior research has explored these factors
individually, there is limited investigation into how they operate interactively—particu-
larly in the digitally mediated luxury landscape. We argue that it is no longer sufficient
to examine these elements in isolation. Rather, their intersections may unlock deeper
insights into the motivations of today’s hyper-connected luxury consumers.

Scarcity, as articulated by commodity theory [8], enhances perceived product value
and drives demand, especially when items are limited in quantity or time. However,
its influence is neither universal nor unconditional. Psychological moderators such as
FoMO—the anxiety of being excluded from rewarding experiences [9]—can significantly
amplify the urgency and desirability associated with scarce luxury offerings. This inter-
play suggests a potential FoM{-scarcity synergy, particularly potent in digital environ-
ments where social comparison is heightened and promotional messaging is immediate.

Simultaneously, consumers’ need for uniqueness—the drive to assert individuality
through distinctive consumption [10]—intersects meaningfully with FoMO, While NFU
propels consumers toward non-conformist choices, FoMO can paradoxically pressure
them to conform to elite or trend-driven consumption morms, especially in online com-
munities. The tension between these motivations remains undevexplored but may be
critical in understanding impulse-driven luxury purchases among Gen Y and Gen Z.

Social comparison further compeunds these dynamics. According to Festinger's the-
ory [11], individuals evaluate their worth relative to others. [n lwory contexts, upward
comparisons often trigger aspirational behavior and symbolic consumption. The com-
bined influence of scarcity, social comparison, and FoMO may create a psychological
cocktail that heightens the appeal of luxury goods—not simply for their intrinsic value,
but for their social meaning and perceived exclusivity.

Despite growing scholarly attention to each construct, few studies have conceptually
or empirically examined their joint effect. This gap is especially pronounced in digial
luxury markets, where real-time visibility into others’ consumption behaviors {via social
media, influencer marketing. and peer posts) accelerates social comparison, intensifies
FoMO, and complicates consumers’ self-perception and purchase decisions [12].

This study thus adopts a holistic framework [13] to explore how scarcity and NFU
influence luxury purchasing intentions, moderated by FoM(O and social comparison. By
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doing sa, we aim to (1) unravel how these psychological and social mechanisms interact,
(2} explain luxury buying motivations among digital-native generations, and (3) guide
marketers in crafting ethical, effective strategies that align with Sustainable Develop-
ment Goal (SDG) 9—promoting innovation and sustainable consumption in digitally
advanced economies.

The following sections: reviews the theoretical framewarks guiding this study; then
presents the literature review and hypotheses development; after that outlines the meth-
odology: and lastly present the results, discussion, and implications.

The research gap of the study highlights While existing studies have examined FoMO's
impact on purchasing intentions, limited research explores its role in luxury brand
consumption. Kang [2] highlighted that individuals with high FolMO tend to prioritize
luxury items over necessities, underlining the significance of social comparison theory
in this context. This study fills a gap by investigating how scarcity and NFU influence
purchasing intentions for luxury products, moderated by FoMO and social comparison.
Previous studies have focused primarily on persuasive appeals [14], but this research
emphasizes the interaction of scarcity, NFU, and moderators like FoMO and social com-
parison to provide novel insights into luxury consumption behavior.

This study makes several key theoretical and practical contributions to the under-
standing of luxury consumption in the digital era. By integrating scarcity, the need for
uniqueness {NFU), fear of missing out (FoMO), and social comparison into a unified
framework, the study offers a more comprehensive view of how psychological and social
factors interact to shape luxury purchasing intentions among Millennials and Gen Z.

Theoretically, the study extends self-determination theory by demonstrating that
FoMO is not merely a background emotional state but acts as a significant moderator
that amplifies the influence of NFLU on luxury purchase intentions. This insight advances
our understanding of how motivational deficits—such as fear of exclusion—can inten-
sify uniqueness-driven behavior, especially in digital social environments. Additionally,
our findings refine commaodity theory by showing that scarcity alone does not uniformly
enhance product desirability; rather, its effectiveness is conditional upon the presence
of FolbO) and the perceived relevance of social cues. This challenges prior assumptions
and points to a more dynamic, context-dependent role of scarcity in luxury marketing.
Furthermare, while social comparison has traditionally been seen as a major driver in
status consumption, our results suggest that its moderating influence is less pronounced
among younger, digitally savvy consumers—prompting a reevaluation of its weight in
luxury consumption models. This contributes to the ongoing refinement of social com-
parison theory in contemporary consumer behavior research [15].

From a practical standpoint, our findings offer actionable insights for luxury brand
managers seeking to design effective and ethically sound marketing strategies. The study
highlights when and how FolM(-based messaging and uniqueness appeals can be lever-
aged to engage younger consumers without compromising long-term brand equity. By
aligning these insights with 503G 9, the research also supports sustainable digital innova-
tion practices that foster responsible consumption.

The research ohjectives are highlighted below:

1. Identify key factors influencing purchasing intentions for luury products.

1. Assess the impact of scarcity and NFU on luxury purchasing intentions.
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W

. Examine FoMO's moderating effect on the relationship between scarcity and

pu rch.as'mg intentions.

s

. Investigate FoMO's moderating effect on the relationship between NFU and
purchasing intentions.

w

. Analyze social comparison’s moderating impact on the relationship between scarcity
and purchasing intentions.

6. Determine social comparisons moderating effect on the relationship between NFU

and purchasing intentions.

2 Literature review

Recent studies have emphasized the convergence of psychological needs (eg., FoMO,
MFU} and social pressures (eg., comparison, conformity) in influencing luxury con-
sumption across cultures and digital platforms. Phan and Hoai [16] demonstrated that
FoM) significantly mediates the relationship between scarcity and willingness to pay
in collectible and luxury markets. In a related study by Dinh and Lee [17, 18] argue for a
compounded effect of materialism, ForO, and social comparison on conspicuous con-
sumption, highlighting how these constructs work synergistically rather than indepen-
dently. This coalescence suggests that psychological states like FoMO amplify the effects
of social comparison, leading to impulsive luxury consumption—especially among Gen
Z and Millennials who are influenced by curated social media narratives.

Furthermore, Maroof [19] found that need for uniqueness (NFU) interacts with inspi-
ration and FoMO to elevate masstige brand preferences in emerging economies, sug-
gesting & broadening of MFUs theoretical relevance beyond Western individualist
contexts. Theoretically, the scarcity construct, traditionally tied to commodity theory,
now includes urgency dynamics and psvchological reactance under digital scarcity (e.g.,
countdowns, drops), as explored in [20, 21]. Thus, scarcity in luxury consumption no
longer solely hinges on product availability but on its social signaling power, reframing
scarcity as a social construct in digital commerce.

Consumption, from an economic perspective, entails the utilization of produces and
services by end users, often aimed at fulfilling future goals or achieving specific out-
comes [22, 23], Products consumed are generally categorized into luxury goods, neces-
sities, and inferior goods [24, 25). Within this framework, purchase intention emerges as
a critical concept, representing a customer's propensity to buy a specific product [28]. It
is shaped by factors such as behavior, perception, and beliefs, serving as a measure of the
likelihood of purchasing decisions in varving contexts [27]. Central to purchase inten-
tion is the decision to select a particular brand or product, which is influenced by intrin-
sic and extrinsic motivators. Recent studies, however, highlight a eritical gap: existing
frameworks often conflate purchase intention for hooury goods with necessities, over-
looking the distinct psychological and social drivers (e.g., FoMO, social comparison) that
amplify luxury consumption [23, 25].

The concept of luwwry is multifaceted and varies significantly across consumers and
cultures. While often associated with pleasure, exclusivity, and elegance, luxury does
not necessarily imply extravagance. Instead, it carries a profound psychological and
functional value for the individual Luxury products are characterized by high price
tags, exclusivity, and a lack of sensitivity to price fluctuations. These attributes not only
enhance their desirability but also provide psychological benefits, including social status,
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esteem, and self-expression [28, 29]. For instance, recent work by [30] demonstrates that
luxury consumption in collectivist cultures is driven more by social signaling, whereas
individualist cultures prioritize self-reward—a nuance often absent in earlier studies.
Social identity factors such as education, income, and employment significantly shape
individual perceptions and consumption of luxury goods. The association of huury
products with rarity and prestige further underscores their appeal, as consumers seek
conspicuousness, uniqueness, and the ability to express personal identity through their
purchases. However, [31, 32] critiques this view, arguing that demographic factors like
income are becoming less predictive in the era of "masstige” branding, where aspira-
tional consumers prioritize perceived exclusivity over affordability.

The evolving nature of luxury consumption has led to the rise of 'masstige” brands,
which combine mass appeal with prestige, making luxury products accessible to a
broader consumer base. Despite this democratization, the perception of luxury remains
relative, influenced by individual preferences and cultural contexts [33, 34]. For example,
[35] finds that millennials in emerging markets associate masstige brands with upward
mobility, whereas older generations in Western economies view them as diluted lux-
ury. Luxury brands fulfill two primary functions: they allow consumers to express their
identity (value-expressive function) and facilitate social positioning (social-adjustive
function). As a result, purchasing luxury brands often serves as a means of signaling
social class, affirming personal identity, and enhancing self-concept [36]. Yet, [35, 37]
challenges this duality, proposing a third function—emotional anchoring—where lux-
ury goods act as psychological safeguards against insecurity, a concept directly tied to
FalO).

A critical factor influencing luxury consumption is the role of social comparison and
the Fear of Missing Out (FoMQ). Social comparison, as highlighted by Reer [32, 38], sig-
nificantly predicts FoMO), which arizes from individuals' perceptions of others' successes
and experiences. Frequent exposure to such comparisons may lead to heightened feel-
ings of inadequacy and an increased likelihood of luxury consumption to mitigate these
emotions. However, [23] argues that social comparison's impact is nonlinear: moderate
exposure fosters aspirational consumption, while excessive exposure triggers avoidance
behaviors. Upward social comparisons can have dual effects, fostering negative emotions
like depression while simultaneously motivating aspirational behaviors such as purchas-
ing huxury goods [9]. The interplay between social comparison and FoMO highlights a
broader dynamic wherein consumers’ need for uniqueness and emotional connection
with brands influences their attitudes and purchase intentions [39]. This duality is fur-
ther complicated by cultural differences: [30] finds that in collectivist societies, FoMO-
driven consumption is more likely to align with group norms, whereas individualist
societies prioritize self-distinction.

The self-construal theory provides additional insight into the relationship between
self-concept and FoMO. According to [40, 41], individuals with an interdependent self-
perception, who view themselves as part of a larger social network, are more susceptible
to FoMOy, particularly in contexts involving friendships. This susceptibility is further
linked to compulsive buying behavior as individuals seek social inclusion and emo-
tional stability through luxury possessions. Recent extensions of this theory by [42-44]
reveal that interdependent are also more responsive to scarcity messaging, as it ampli-
fies perceived group demand. Similarly, the desire to align with societal trends and avoid
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perceived isolation often drives purchasing decisions, particularly among millennials, a
generation characterized by high levels of FoMO [40, 45, 46]. Millennials” socially driven
tendencies and socio-economic behaviors reinforce the significance of FoMO in shap-
ing luxury consumption patterns. However, [47, 48] cautions against overgeneralizing
FoMO's role, noting that Gen £ consumers exhibit lower FoMO due to heightened skep-
ticism toward curated social media narratives [4%).

Existing literature has extensively examined purchase intention but has largely over-
looked distinctions between necessity and luxury goods. Recent studies emphasize the
importance of understanding purchase intentions specific to luxury goods and the role
of moderating variables [50], including FoMO and social comparison. For instance, indi-
viduals with lower levels of Fobd() prioritize essential goods over luxury items [51, 52].
Conversely, those with heightened FoMO are maore inclined toward luxury consump-
tion, driven by their desire for social validation and alignment with prevailing trends [38,
53]. This bifurcation is supported by [23, 54], who identifies a “luxury threshold” where
FoMO only triggers luxury purchases when individuals perceive themselves as proxi-
mate to a higher social stratum. This study extends existing research by focusing on the
nuanced dynamics of luxury consumption and purchase intention under varied psycho-
logical and social conditions, offering a deeper understanding of consumer behavior in
this domain. Specifically, it addresses three gaps: (1) the interaction of scarcity and NFU
in masstige contexts, (2] the moderating role of social comparison across cultures, and

(3} the nonlinear effects of FoM O on luxury versus necessity consumption.

3 General theoretical framework and hypotheses development

This study employs multiple theories to explore purchasing intentions toward luxury
products, particularly those driven by scarcity and the need for uniqueness (NFLT). Addi-
tionally, the moderating effects of Fear of Missing Out (FoMO)} and social comparison
are examined. Theoretical foundations include the theory of commeodity {scarcity), need
for uniqueness theory (NFL), self-determination theory (FoMO), and social comparison
theory. These interconnected theories provide insights into consumer behavior and the
factors influencing luxury consumption [55].

The theory of commodity posits that scarcity enhances the value of a product, with
consumers perceiving greater desirability for goods that are less available [8]. This scar-
city effect significantly impacts purchasing intentions for luxury products [31].

Snyder and Fromkin's [56] need for uniqueness theory asserts that individuals seek to
differentiate themselves when their sense of distinctiveness is threatened. Purchasing
unigue and scarce luxury products enables consumers to restore self-esteem and express
individuality. This theory aligns with the broader concept of consumption as an expres-
sian of self, offering insights into how nonconformist tendencies shape product prefer-
ences and consumption behavior

Self-determination theory [57] highlights three psychological needs: autonomy, com-
petence [58], and relatedness [59]. FoMO, rooted in SDT, reflects the fear of missing out
on exclusive opportunities, prompting competitive behaviors to acquire scarce luoury
goods [60]. Social networks amplify this effect by increasing the perceived value of
exclusive products shared among close contacts [61].

Festinger's [11] social comparison theory describes individuals' tendencies to evaluate

themselves relative to others. Social comparison orientation (SCO) is heightened among
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those with unstable self-identity, prompting them to measure their worth through pos-
sessions. These dynamic drives purchasing behaviors, particularly in luxury markets,
where status and identity play central roles [22, (2]

These theoretical foundations are not simply referenced but structurally embedded in
our model. The need for uniqueness {MEU] aligns with self-determination theory (507,
where intrinsic motivation governs identity-driven consumption. Meanwhile, FoMO
functions as an extrinsic pressure, stemming from relatedness needs and interdependent
self-construal’s. Scarcity, based on commaodity theary, operates as a perceptual intensi-
fier—especially when filtered through the lens of social comparison theory. The theories
converge in our use of the Stimulus-Organism- Response (S0R) model, in which scarcity
and uniqueness act as stimuli, FoMO and social comparison as organismic evaluators,
and purchase intention as the final response. This thearetical internalization clarifies the
dynamic interactions shaping digital luxury behavior, especially in younger consumer
cohaorts.

‘The hypothesis been developed as below:

Scarcity is a pivotal concept in consumer behavior, particularly within luxury mar-
kets. Commodity theory posits that limited availability increases perceived value and
desirability, making products more attractive to consumers [63, 64] studies have shown
that scarcity cues—such as limited editions or time-restricted offers—can elevate emo-
tional arousal and drive impulsive purchases, especially for luxury goods where exclusiv-
ity is a core value. For example, [35] argue that scarcity enhances the symbolic status of
luxury products, fulfilling consumers' esteem and self-actualization needs as described
in Maslow’s hierarchy of needs.

However, not all research supports a uniformly positive effect of scarcity. Some studies
indicate that excessive or artificial scarcity can lead to consumer skepticism, perceived
manipulation, ar even reactance, thereby reducing purchase intention. For instance, [65]
found that consumers may view scarcity tactics as inauthentic, especially when over-
used, which can erode trust in the brand. Additionally, the effectiveness of scarcity cues
may vary by cultural context and individual differences: collectivist cultures or highly
risk-averse consumers may respond less positively to scarcity appeals.

Despite the established role of scarcity, there is limited understanding of how different
consumer psychologies—such as susceptibility to social comparison or digital FoMO—
maoderate the effect of scarcity on luxury purchasing intention. Our study addresses this
gap by examining not only the direct effect of scarcity but alse its interaction with psy-
chological and social variables, providing a nuanced perspective on when and for whom
scarcity is most effective.

H1 Scarcity positively influences purchasing intention towards luxury products.

The need for uniqueness (NFU) is an intrinsic motivation driving individuals to seek dis-
tinctiveness through their consumption choices. Luxury products, by their very nature,
offer the exclusivity and symbolic value that satisfy this need. Positive empirical evi-
dence suggests that consumers with high MFU are more likely to purchase luxury goods
as a means of self-expression, identity construction, and social signaling. [66] demon-
strated that NFU significantly predicts luxury brand preference, supparting the idea that

uniqueness-seeking is a major driver in this market [67, 68].
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Conversely, some research highlights limitations to the positive impact of NFLU In cer-
tain contexts, the desire for uniqueness may be outweighed by conformity pressures or
fear of social exclusion, especially in collectivist societies or among consumers with high
interdependent self-construal. Moreover, excessive emphasis on uniqueness can some-
times result in negative social judgments or perceptions of pretentiousness, which may
deter purchase intentions [69, 70).

While prior studies have explored the positive effects of NFL, less attention has been
paid to its potential downsides and the boundary conditions under which NFLU may not
lead to higher purchase intention. Qur study contributes by exploring how NFU inter-
acts with social comparison and FoMO, clarifying the circumstances in which unigque-

ness-seeking enhances or inhibits luxury consumption.

H2 The need for wniqueness (NFU) positively influences purchasing intention towards
luxury products,

Fear of Missing Out (FoMO) is a psychological state characterized by anxiety that oth-
ers are experiencing rewarding events without oneself. Recent studies have shown
that FoMO can intensify the impact of scarcity cues, making consumers more likely to
act quickly to avoid missing out on exclusive products. This effect is particularly pro-
nounced in digital environments where peer activities are highly visible, amplifying the
urgency to purchase.

Mevertheless, some research indicates that FoMO does not always strengthen the
effect of scarcity. For example, in situations where consumers perceive scarcity as manip-
ulative or inauthentic, high FoMO individuals may experience decision fatigue or regret,
leading to avoidance rather than purchase. Furthermore, excessive FoMO can result in
negative emotional outcomes, such as anxiety and dissatisfaction, which may undermine
the intended positive effect on purchase intention.

The moderating role of FoldO on the scarcity—purchase intention link remains under-
explored, especially in loxury markets. Our study fills this gap by empirically testing
whether and when FoMO amplifies or attenuates the effect of scarcity, offering action-

able insights for marketers targeting digitally connected, status-conscious consumers.

H3 FoMO positively moderates the relationship between scarcity and purchasing inten-
tion towards locnry products, sucli Shat the velationship is stronger at higher levels of
Fo MO,

While NFU' is primarily an intrinsic motivator, FoMO introduces an extrinsic, socially
driven urgency to consumption decisions. Positive studies suggest that FoMO can inten-
sify the motivational influence of MFU, prompting consumers to act swiftly to secure
unigue luxury items before others do. This is especially relevant among younger con-
sumers and in online environments where peer comparisons are frequent.

On the other hand, negative findings indicate that FoMO may sometimes conflict
with NFU. For instance, when the drive for uniqueness clashes with the desire for social
belonging, consumers may experience ambivalence or hesitation. In such cases, FaM(
could dilute the effect of NFLU, particularly if the pursuit of uniqueness risks social exclu-
sion or negative peer evaluation.

Existing literature rarely examines the interplay between NFLU and FoMO in shaping
luxury purchase intentions. Our study addresses this shortcoming by analyzing how
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FoMO moderates the NFU-purchaze intention relationship, clarifving whether FoMO
consistently enhances or sometimes undermines the pursuit of uniqueness in luxury

consumption.

H4 FoM O positively noderates the relationship between NFLU and purchasing intertion
towards luxury products, such that the relationsiip is stronger at higher levels of FaM O,
Social comparison theory posits that individuals evaluate their own status by comparing
themselves to others [11, 71]. Research findings indicate that upward social compari-
son can amplify the effect of scarcity, as consumers seek to match or surpass their peers
by acquiring exclusive luxury goods. Social comparison has been shown to increase the
symbolic value of scarcity, making limited products even more desirable in competitive
social environments.

However, negative studies suggest that not all consumers respond similarly. For some,
social comparison may trigger feelings of inadequacy or envy, leading to avoidance or
reduced purchase intention. Additionally, in cultures or segments where modesty or
group harmony is valued, the desire to outshine others may be less pronounced, weaken-
ing the moderating effect of social comparison.

The literature lacks consensus on the conditions under which social compari-
son strengthens or weakens the impact of scarcity on luxury purchases. Our research
addresses this by investigating individual differences and cultural factors that influence
the moderating role of social comparison, providing a more differentiated understanding
of luxury consumer behavior.

HS5 Social comparison positively moderates the relationship between scarcity and pur-
chasing intention towards luxury products, such that the relationship is stronger at higher
levels of social comparison.

Consumers with a strong MFU often use luxury goods as a means to affirm their unique-
ness within their social group. Positive studies show that when combined with high
social comparison tendencies, this drive is further intensified, as individuals strive to not
only be unique but also to outperform others. This aligns with social signaling theory,
where luxury consumption serves as a tool for both differentiation and competition.

Conversely, negative research indicates that excessive social comparison can some-
times undermine the positive effects of NELUL If the pursuit of uniqueness is perceived
as socially isolating or if it leads to negative judgments from peers, consumers may be
reluctant to act on their uniqueness motives. This is particularly relevant in collectivist
cultures or among consumers with high need for social approval.

There is limited empirical evidence on how the interaction between NFU and social
comparison shapes luxury purchase intentions across different contexts. Our study fills
this gap by testing the dual role of social comparison—as both a catalyst and a con-
straint—on the relationship between NFU and luxury consumption.

H6 Social comparizon positively moderates the relationship between NFLU and purchas-
ing interntion towards luxury products, such that the relationship is stronger at higher lev-
els of social comparison.

Following the previous hypothesis development below is the Conceptual Model:
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Considering the literature review, several variables were formulated to evaluate the
maoderators: FoMO and social comparison. As well as the dependent variable; the pur-
chasing intention towards luxury products. The commaodity theory by [8], the need for
uniqueness theory by Snyder and Fromkin [72], the self-determination theory by Deci
and Ryan [57] and the social comparison theary by Festinger [11] assessed these vari-
ables, which are widely studied in the marketing literature. For instance, this study
manipulated and treated scarcity and the need for uniqueness as independent variables
for experiment purposes [73]. To improve the validity of the research findings, S5P55
analysis was utilized to test the hypothesized model (Fig. 1)

4 Methedology

A quantitative research design was chosen to gather insights from a large population.
This section outlines the data collection process, survey design, construct measurement,
manipulation and attention checks, and the sampling approach.

Crantitative data collection, Cyuantitative research involves systematic collection and
analysis of numerical data to identify patterns and causal relationships [74, 75]. This
method is well-suited for hypothesis testing and generalizing findings to broader groups
78]

An online survey was used due to its affordability, flexibility, and convenience. Online
surveys allow researchers to reach a wide, diverse sample efficiently [77]. The anonymity
provided by online surveys encourages accurate responses [78], and the ability to survey
geographically diverse participants enhances data richness [79].

Survey design and developiment, the survey consisted of 24 questions on the main
variables, one manipulation check, and one attention check. It was distributed through
social media platforms, using Clualtrics as the survey tool. Participants were randomly
assigned to four experimental scenarios: high scarcity x high wniqueness, low scar-
city x low uniqueness, high scarcity % low uniqueness, and low scarcity x high unique-
ness. Responses were measured on a 5-point Likert scale. Demographic questions wera
included as control variables.

For hypothesis testing involving moderation effects, we employed the PROCESS
macro version 4.2 developed by [80]. This tool is widely recognized in behavioral science
fior itz ability to estimate conditional effects and interactions in regression models. It uses

bootstrapped confidence intervals and bias-corrected standard errors, which enhance

[socs campun |
iu,”*’ “-M*i

Imtension
Rerwmrdi Liawury
The Need W

for M [
Uniguensss
Fear of Missing Out
FohO ]

Fig.1 Corcepiual frarmewark
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accuracy and statistical power in moderation analysis. Given our maodel includes mod-
erators such as Fol () and Social Comparison, PROCESS provided an optimal analytic
framework.

Construct measurement, the constructs measured in the survey were:

« Purchase Intention Towards Luxury Products: Adapted from Daodds [31], with three
iterns measuring purchase likelihood.

« Fear of Missing Out (FoMO}: Measured using a 10-item scale adapted from
Preybylski [9].

« Social Comparison: Measured using a 9-item scale adapted from Gibbons and Buunk
[22].

« Scarcity and Meed for Uniqueness: Manipulated through four experimental
SCEnAarios.

« Control variables included age, gender, and luxury product ownership. A total of 208
responses were collected.

+ Table 1 below clearly shows an instructive short of where the data was gathered from,
followed by presenting the population and sample of the current study.

Manipulation Check, To ensure the manipulation of independent variables, respondents
were assigned to one of four scenarios, and their willingness to purchase the luxury bag
was recorded. A one-way ANOVA test confirmed that scarcity and uniqueness manipu-
lations significantly affected purchasing intention (p-values: Scarcity = 0,004, Need for
Uniqueness < 0.001)

Attention Check, One attention check question was included in the survey. Respon-
dents who failed the attention check were excluded from the analysis (Table 2).

Study Population and Sampling, this study focuses on Generation Z (ages ~ 18 to 23)
and Generation ¥ (Millennials, ages - 24 to 39) participants, as these two cohorts repre-
sent significant segments in the global luxury market. Generation £, known for its high
digital nativity and strong engagement with social media, may exhibit amplified Fear
of Missing Out (FoMO) and sensitivity to social comparison. Meanwhile, Generation
¥ also remains influential in luxury consumption due to substantial purchasing power
and online activity. By including both cohorts, we aim to determine whether psycho-
logical drivers—such as scarcity, need for uniqueness, FoM(), and social comparison—
operate similacly or differently across these generational groups. Although respondents
were not limited to these age ranges exclusively in recruitment, the majority fell within
these brackets, aligning with our intended focus on younger adult consumers of luxury
products.

A convenience sampling approach was emploved to collect data from 208 respondents
worldwide, following the recommendation by [82] for exploratory studies. While not
fully global or evenly distributed, we sought to include participants from multiple major
luxury markets. Although this sample composition necessitates caution in making direct
cross-national comparisons, it provides enough diversity to investigate broad patterns in

ILLK.I.'II}" EDI'lEI.II!'.I'FItiDI.'I.

« Sample size justification: The selection of 208 participants is comparable to similar
experimental designs in consumer research. Our focus was on ensuring effective
experimental manipulations (scarcity and need for uniqueness) while retaining
sutficient statistical power to test our hypotheses.
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Table 1 Construct measurement

Variable Items ]

Faar of 1.1 fear ethiers have mone rewaiding expenences than me Frzybylski
risaing out et al. [9]
Foi)

2.1 fiaar mry friends have more rewanding experierces than me
aying fun

B alwiys like to ko wl
wondld dio

9UIf Iwant 1o leam mone about seenathing, | try to fird out
whiat cthers think about it

ficaticn: BeTiS AdLe

£ very lo)
2 The probabibty
that |'woukd con-
sictef Euying the
bag is (very high
o very low)

3 atthe price shown, Dol ¢ buying the praduct 3 My willngness
(strengly agree to strangly disag to by the bag &:
ivery high ta very
o)

4. The probability that | weuld corsider buying the produwct is:
twery high 1o very low)
S My willingriess to bury the product is: (very high to very kow)
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Table 2 Crne-way AMNOVA test

Purchasing intention towards luxury products .Eg
Babwean Qroups SCarcity 004
haed for uniguenass < 001

+ Generational segimentation: Given the study's primary interest in Gen Z and Gen
¥, the comvenience sample yielded a robust subset of participants within these age
ranges, enabling meaningful analysis of potential generational differences in luxury
purchase intention.

+ Kmowledge levels: Recognizing that participants’ familiarity with luxury goods may
influence responses, we included luoury product ownership as a control variable.
This approach, while not a perfect proxy for in-depth brand knowledge, provides an
indicator of participants” overall experience with luxury products.

« Geaprapliical distribution: Approximately 35% of respondents were from Europe,
30% from the Middle East, 15% from the USA, and X% from Asia. Though we do
not claim complete global generalizability, these regions collectively capture a range
of cultural and economic environments for luxury consumption. By clarifying
participant age groups, sample composition, and regional diversity, we aim to
mitigate concerns about overgeneralizing our findings while still offering valuable
insights into how younger consumers approach luury purchases under conditions

of scarcity and uniqueness.

By clarifying participant age groups, sample compaosition, and regional diversity, we aim
to mitigate concerns about overgeneralizing our findings while still offering valuable
insights into how younger consumers approach luxury purchases under conditions of

searcity and unigueness.

5 Findings (results and analysis)

The data analysis was conducted using SP55 version 29, which was employed to test the
hypotheses outlined in the research medel. The analysis involved estimating the coeffi-
cient factors between the independent variables (Scarcity, Meed for Uniqueness) and the
moderating variables (Fear of Missing Out (FoMO), Social Comparison). Additionally,
the relationships between the moderating variables and the dependent variable (Pur-
chasing Intention towards Luxury Products) were explored. Data was collected from 208
respondents, each participating in one of four manipulated scenarios involving scarcity
and the need for uniqueness (see Appendix A):

+ Scenario It A new bag available in every boutique with unlimited stock, not standing
out or widely recognized.

+ Scenario 2t A new bag available in every boutique with unlimited stock, standing out
for its elegance and social class, and recognized by the average consumer.

+ Scenario 3: A new limited-edition bag. restricted to 100 units, not standing out or
recognized.

+ Scenario 40 A new limited-edition bag, restricted to 100 units, standing out for its

elegance and social class, and recognized by the average consumer.
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5.1 Demographic analysis

To establish a clear understanding of the respondent characteristics, a frequency analy-
sis was conducted focusing on luxury product ownership, gender, and age. The results,
summarized in Table 3, provide a comprehensive overview of the sample. Most partici-
pants (55.8%) reported owning 1-5 luxury products, while 28 4% indicated no owner-
ship and 15.9% owned more than five, suggesting a spectrum of experience with luxury
goods. The sample was predominantly female (56.7%), with male participants constitut-
ing 41.8%, and a small proportion identifying as third gender (1.0%) or preferring not to
disclose ((.5%). Age-wise, the largest group (34.1%) fell within the 23-27 age range, fol-
lowed by 22.1% aged 18-22, 19.2% aped 28-32, 17.9% aged 38—43, and 6.7% aged 33-37.
This distribution indicates a youthful and demographically diverse sample, consistent
with prior research focusing on emerging adult consumer behavior in digital and luxury
contexts [83]. All demographic indicators fell within normative reference ranges estab-
lished in previous consumer psychology studies, ensuring representativeness for the
research population.

5.2 Reliability and validity analysis

To ensure the reliability and validity of model constructs, Cronbach’s Alpha measure-
ments were evaluated based on their cut-off values which should be=0.70 as suggested
by Brown (2015) [84].

Reliability using cronbach’s alpha, to assess the reliability of the scales used in this
study, Cronbach’s Alpha values were caleulated using 51'55. & Cronbachs Alpha value
above 0.7 is considered indicative of satisfactory internal consistency, and the results
from this analysis showed strong relisbility across all key variables. Specifically, the
FoMO (Fear of Missing Out) scale achieved a Cronbach’s Alpha value of 0807, the Social
Comparison scale had a value of 0.696, and the Purchasing Intention towards Luxury
Products scale recorded a value of 937, These high values suggest that the scales exhibit
excellent internal consistency and are suitable for use in subsequent analyses.

feeliatility analysis for FoMO, for the FoM( scale, a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0L907 was
obtained, indicating excellent reliability. This result suggests that the scale is highly con-
sistent in measuring the intended construct. The average of the ten items was computed

Table 3 Combined demagraphic charactenistics of the respondents

Demagraphic variable Category Frequency (] Percent %) Cumu-
lative
percent
%)

Lusury prochict owraship frequency Hone 5% 54 284

analysis

1-5 prosducts & S5E 84.1
Mare than 5 products 33 159 1000
Gandar frequency anayiis Male a7 418 41.8
Fernale 1E 567 986
Third gender 2 1.0 an5
Brafer nat to say 1 ns 1000
Aoe groug fyears) frequency analysis 18-22 45 Pyl 221
2327 71 40 56.3
25-32 40 192 755
3337 14 ET 812

35-43 37 ITE 1000
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Table 4 Reliahility statistics

Variables Cronbach’s alpha Mo, of items
Feliability statistics of Fako 507 1
Reliability statistics of social comparisan B05 k)
Reliability statistics of purdhasing intention towands luoary products 537 .3

Table 5 Descriptive statistics

N Minimwem Magimum Measn  Std. Deviation  Level

Faar of rissing out (Fakdc) 208 100 500 293 . D57 ediunm
sacial comparison 28 103 500 333 DES wedurm
Purchasing intention towards [y products. 308 100 . 500 204 131 e

to form the overall FolMO measure, which was then used in the analysis. A detailed reli-
ability assessment of the FoMO items is provided in Table 4.

Reliability analysis for social comparizon, to evaluate the reliability of the Social Com-
parison scale, the researcher caleulated Cronbach's alpha, yielding a value of (.89, This
result indicates good reliability of the scale, suggesting that the items used in the Social
Comparison measure are consistent in assessing the intended construct. The average of
the nine items was then computed as the overall Social Comparison measure (summated
variable). A more detailed assessment of the reliability of the Social Comparison items
can be found in Table 4.

Reliability analysis for purchasing intention towards luxury products, in order to evalu-
ate the reliability of the Purchasing Intention towards Luxury Products scale, Cronbach’s
alpha was calculated, and a result of 00937 was obtained. This value indicates strong reli-
ability for the scale, confirming its internal consistency. Following this, the average of the
three items was computed to serve as the summated variable for Purchasing Intention
towards Luxury Products. Additional details regarding the reliability of the Purchasing
Intention towards Luxury Products items are provided in Table 4.

5.3 Descriptive statistics
Descriptive analysis, a descriptive analysis was performed for the two moderators—
FoMO (Fear of Missing Out) and Social Comparison—as well as for the dependent vari-
able, Purchasing Intention towards Luxury Products. This analysis aimed to establish the
minimum, maximum, mean, and standard deviation for each variable. The three vari-
ables were assessed using a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from “Strongly Disagree” to
"Strongly Agree.” The results of this descriptive analysis can be seen in Table 5. The level
of each variable was based on its mean value. Mean values of 1.00-2.33 were considered
low, 2.34-3.67 were considered moderate, and 3.67-5.00 were considered high.
Descriptive statistics of FaM, the Fear of Missing Out (FoM() variable has a mean
of 2.92 with a standard deviation of 0,970 as indicated in Table 5. Among the ten items
that measured FolMO), the item "It is important that | understand my friends’ ‘in-jokes™
had the highest mean value of 3.32, with a standard deviation of 1.140. This suggests that
most respondents showed agreement with this item, as it surpassed the mid-point of
the scale. On the other hand, the item “I get anxious when [ don't know what my friends
are up to” had the lowest mean of 260, indicating that most respondents disagreed with
this statement, with a standard deviation of 1.400. Overall, the variance in responses was

consistent across the items, suggesting that respondents’ answers were generally aligned
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and clustered around the mean. Detailed statistics for the FoMO items can be found in
Appendix E.

Descriptive statistics of social comparison, for the Social Comparison variable, the
mean was 3.33, with a standard deviation of (0,88 as indicated in Table 5. Among the nine
items assessed, the item *1 often like to talk with others about mutual opinions and expe-
riences” had the highest mean value of 3.71, with a standard deviation of 1.109, indicat-
ing that most respondents agreed with this statement, surpassing the scale's mid-point.
Conversely, the item “l often compare how my loved ones (boyfriend, girlfriend, fam-
ily members, etc.] are doing with how others are doing” had the lowest mean of 293,
reflecting that most respondents disagreed with this item, with a standard deviation
of 1.171. The variance across the responses was relatively similar, suggesting that the
answers were somewhat clustered, but not highly uniform. A more detailed analysis of
the Social Comparison items is provided in Appendix F {Table &)

Descriptive statistics of purchasing intention towards {wxury products, Purchasing
Intention towards Luxury Products exhibited a mean of 294, which iz slightly higher
than the FoMO mean by 0.2, and a standard deviation of 1.212, the highest among the
variables. Regarding the three items used to assess this construct, the item "My will-
ingness to buy the bag is..." had the highest mean of 3.06, with a standard deviation of
1.263, indicating that respondents generally showed some variance in their willingness
to purchase. The item “The likelihood of purchasing the bag is..” had the lowest mean
of 287, showing that most respondents disagreed with the likelihood of purchasing the
luxury bag, with a standard deviation of 1.171. The variance in responses for this vari-
able was more pronounced compared to the other variables, which may be attributed to
the manipulation of scarcity and uniqueness in the experimental design. For additional
details, please refer to Appendix.

The descriptive statistics showed that the mean values for Fear of Missing Out
(FohM( =292, 5D=0970), Social Comparison (M=333, 5D =0884), and Purchase
Intention towards Luxury Products (M=294, 5D=1.212) are consistent with those
reported in prior empirical research. For instance, Preybylski et al. {2013) found FoMO
means ranging between 2.85 and 3.20 in general young adult populations. Gibhons and
Buunk {1999} [22], reported Secial Comparison means around 3.3 on a 5-point Likert
scale. Likewdse, average purchasing intention scores in similar luxury consumption stud-
ies among Gen Y and £ consumers typically range between 2.8 and 3.1 [43, 85]. These
values confirm that the obtained results are within normative reference ranges and vali-
date the reliability of our sample data.

Table & Hierarchical regression analysis predicting purchase intention

Model 1 Moadel 2 )
Unstandard-  Standard- pvalue  Unstandard- Standard- B
ized coaff- ized coeffi- ized coel- ized coeff-  wvalue
cients B cients beta ficients B cients beta
Luwury product 0244 0.132 [l ] azo? @112 038
remership
Geryder 002 0046 0521 0060 0037 0414
Age -a07a - DO&D 0208 ~DD&1 ] 0188
Scarcity - - - 0032 0013 0804
e for unigquenass - - - 1600 A6 <003
in RSquae=0038 ) A Square=0468

The acteptable p<0.05, p<0.07. org <0001
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A regression analysis was conducted based on values of B, p value, and B* to examine
Hypotheses 1 and 2 (H1 and H2), with the aim of determining the relationship between
the independent variables (Scarcity and Need for Uniqueness, NFU) and the dependent
variable (Purchasing Intention towards Luxury Products), while controlling for demo-
graphic variables. The analysis revealed a non-significant relationship between Scarcity
and Purchasing Intention towards Luxury Products, with a coefficient of f=0.013 and
a p value of 0.804. This indicates that Scarcity did not significantly influence the par-
ticipants' purchasing intention. In contrast, a significant relationship was found between
MFU and Furchasing Intention towards Luxury Products, with a coefficient of = 0664
and a p value of < 0.001, suggesting that a higher Meed for Uniqueness positively impacts
the intention to purchase luxury products.

Further, the study emploved two nested models to better understand the influence of
these variables. Model 1 included only the control variables: Gender, Age, and Luxury
Product Ownership. Model 2 added the hypothesized independent variables (Scar-
city and NFU). The B* value for Model 1 was 0.028, whereas for Model 2, it increased
to (.468. The addition of the independent variables in Model 2 significantly improved
the model fit, with a change in B (ARY) of 0440, which was statistically significant
{p=0.001). The coefficient of 1.600 indicates that for every unit increase in NFL, the pur-
chasing intention towards luxury products is expected to increase by 1.600 scale points,
which is significantly different from zero {(p<0.001). Additionally, the control variables—
Gender, Age, and Luxury Product Ownership—did not have a significant effect on pur-
chasing intention.

Thus, Hypothesis 2 (H2) is supported, confirming that the Need for Uniqueness posi-
tively influences purchasing intention towards luxury products. However, Hypothesis 1
{H1], suggesting that Scarcity influences purchasing intention, is not supported. Further-
mare, the demographic variables (Gender, Age, and Luxury Product Ownership) were
not significant predictors of purchasing intention. Lastly, the results were consistent
across male and female participants when examining the effects of Scarcity and NFL on
purchasing intention (See Appendix H for detailed results).

To test Hypotheses 3, 4, 5, and 6, PROCESS V4.2 by Andrew F. Hayes which focus
on the moderating effects of Fear of Missing Out (FoMO) and Social Comparison on
the relationship between scarcity and purchasing intention towards luxury products,
PROCESS analysis was employed. The results of the analysis examining whether FoMO
maoderates the relationship between Scarcity and Purchasing Intention towards Luxury
Products revealed a non-significant effect (p=0.2528), indicating that FoMO does not
maoderate this relationship as indicated in Table 7. For further details, please refer to
Appendix 1.

To test whether Fear of Missing Out {FoM()) moderates the relationship between the
Meed for Uniqueness (MFL) and purchasing intention towards luxury products, a PRO-
CESS analysis was conducted. The results indicate that Fob(} significantly moderates
the relationship between MELU and purchasing intention towards lucoury products, with
a significant effect (p=(0.0185) as indicated in Table & For further details, please refer to
Appendix |

To test whether Social Comparison moderates the relationship between scarcity and
purchasing intention towards luxury products, a PROCESS analysis was conducted. The
results indicate that Social Comparison does not moderate the relationship between
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Table 7 Moderating effect of FohiD on the relationship between scarcity and purchase intention

Citedme ble: purchasing i v b ds busury products [

Constant 0000
Lisury product awreship 4
Gandar T128
Age 2556
SCarcity 1925
aed for Unigueness 0000
Fobl 1542
social Cornparison B451
Interacticn 1: Scantity x ok 2538

Table 8 Moderating effect of FohiD on the relationship between need for unigueness and

purchasa intention

Outcome variable: purchasing intention towards huxury products s L
Constant gieil
Lisoury Product Ownership 215z
Gandar B505
Ane 3789
SCarcity 1450
Megd for Uniguenass 2386
Fo¥ E&7S
Social Comparnison 454
Interaction 1:-Meed for UniquenessxFobdo 085

Table § Moderating effect of sccial comparisan on the relatiorship between scarcity and purchase

intention

Outeome variable: purchasing intention towards husury products Tl |
Constant . 4 I:l_}:d-_
Lusoury Product Ownershig 1480
Gancer 7462
Ane 2603
Scarcity 6
Mesd for unigquensss ]
Falid 0238
social comparisen 5511
Interaction 1: Scaity x Socdal Camparison 9039

scarcity and purchasing intention towards luxury products, as the effect was non-signif-
icant (p=0.9039) as indicated in Table 9. For further details, please refer to Appendix K.

To test whether Social Comparison moderates the relationship between the need for
unigueness and purchasing intention towards luxury products, a FROCESS analysis was
conducted. The results show that Social Comparison does not moderate the relationship
between the need for uniqueness and purchasing intention towards luxury products, as
the effect was non-significant (p=0.5051) as indicated in Table 10.

5.4 Hypothesis testing
The following hypotheses were tested in the study and summery of them in Table 11:

+ Mi: Scarcity has & non-significant relationship with purchasing intention towards
Iuzxury products. The results indicate a non-significant relationship {(p=0.875), with
p=0373,
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Table 10 Moderating effect of social comparison on the relationship between need for uniqueness
and purchase intention

Outeame variable: purchasing intention towards luxury products P

Corstant D003
Liupeury product owrership 13
Gander T451
Age 1646
Scarcity 4212
Meaed for uniguersss 0430
Fat o2ar
sacial comparisen 3560
Interactica 1: Mead for uniqueness & social comparisan B 5051

Table 11 _Hypothesis testing summery

H1

H2

H3

Ha

Hypathesis Pualue Direction Dheci-
/N : sion

SCarCity has a posithes irmpact an purchasing intention towards 0BM - Re-
|y prosducts jectad
The nead for uniqueness has a positive impact on puichasing infen- <001 Posithee B~
tic boneards lusury product s cephad
FeadtiD rrnderates the relation:hip betaseen scarcity and purchasing 02538 - Re-
intention towarid Iry products jected
FeddD rocaratas the relationship between the need for uragueness  D01ES  Fosithe B
ardd purchasing intention tovards lucury pioducts cepted
Social comparison rmodesates the relationsh o etween scarcity and 09039 - Re-
purchasing intertion towards asury products jected
Social comparisan madesates the elationship between the need e 05081 - Re-
unigqueness and purchasing intentcn towards lusy sroduets jectad

H2: The Need for Uniqueness has a significant positive relationship with purchasing
intention towards luxury products The results show a significant positive relationship
(p<0.001), with = 0.664.

H3: FoMO does not moderate the relationship between scarcity and purchasing
intention towards luxury products. The results show no moderation effect, with a
non-significant result (p=0.2528).

H4: FoMO moderates the relationship between the need for uniqueness and
purchasing intention towards luxury products. The results indicate that FoMO does
maderate this relationship, with & significant result (p=0.0185]).

H3: Social comparison does not moderate the relationship between scarcity and
purchasing intention towards luxury products. The results show no moderation
effect, with a non-significant result (p=0.9039).

Ha: Social comparison does not moderate the relationship between the need for
uniqueness and purchasing intention towards luxury products. The results show no
maoderation effect, with a non-significant result (p = 0.5051).

& Summary of key results
This section highlights the key empirical findings from the hypothesis testing and mod-

eration analysis, presented without theoretical interpretation:

H1I: Scarcity did not have a significant effect on purchasing intention toward luxury
products (f=0013, p=0804).
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+ HZ Meed for Uniqueness {(NFLU) had a significant positive influence on purchasing
intention (i = 0664, p=0.001).

+ M3 Fear of Missing Out (FoMO) did not significantly moderate the relationship
between scarcity and purchasing intention (p=0.2528).

+ M FoMO significantly moderated the relationship between MFU and purchasing
intention (p=00185), indicating that consumers with higher FoMO are more
influenced by NFL in their luxury purchasing decisions.

+ M5 Social comparison did not significantly moderate the relationship between
scarcity and purchasing intention (p=0903%).

+ Ha: Social comparison did not significantly moderate the relationship between NFL
and purchasing intention (p=0.5051).

Additionally:

« Control variables (genden, age, and prior luxury ownership) had no significant effect
on purchasing intention across all tested models.

+  Model performance improved sigrifieantly with the imclusion of NEU (Model 2),
where the coefficient of determination (&%) rose from 0,028 (Model 1) to 0468,

These results serve as the empirical foundation for the theoretical implications and rec-
ommendations presented in the discussion.

7 Discussion and conclusion

Conclusion first section provides & general discussion of the results, followed by the the-
oretical and managerial implications for researchers and luxury brands. The final twao
sections address the research limitations and offer guidelines for future research.

The current study offers a nuanced understanding of how psychological and social
factors shape luxury purchasing intentions among Gen ¥ and Gen £. First, the analvsis
revealed that scarcity did not have a significant effect on purchasing intention {(p =0.504).
This result questions longstanding assumptions derived from commodity theory, which
suggests that scavcity increases product desirability. Although previous studies such as
Ballina et al. have shown that scarcity enhances the appeal of luxury products by signal-
ing exclusivity [86], our findings align more closely with Tseng et al. [43], who empha-
sized that limited-edition advertising may not always resonate with vounger consumers.
These consumers are increasingly driven by experiential and emotional value rather than
traditional prestige cues. Moreover, Sahni et al. recently argued that scarcity’s effective-
ness diminishes when consumers perceive such tactics as artificial or manipulative [£7].

In contrast, the need for uniqueness (WFLU) exhibited a strong and significant posi-
tive relationship with purchasing intention (= 0.664, p<0.001), confirming its pivotal
role in driving luxury consumption among digital-native cohorts. This aligns with find-
ings by Cho et al. [47], who found that Gen £ consumers prioritize uniqueness as a way
of affirming personal identity in socially saturated digital environments. Similarly, Putra
and Yuliati'’s cross-cultural study highlights that NFU is a dominant psychological driver
of luxury purchases in both Western and Southeast Asian contexts [88], particularly
when reinforced by online platforms that celebrate individuality.

The moderating role of FoMO revealed a split pattern. Although FoMO did not sig-
nificantly strengthen the relationship between scarcity and purchasing intention
(p=0.2528), it did significantly enhance the effect of MEU {p=0.0185). This suggests
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that FoMO) may be a situational amplifier rather than a general catalyst. While previous
studies have typically explored FolO as a mediator in impulse purchases [89, 90, our
findings extend this perspective by demonstrating its conditional role—specifically, how
FoMO magnifies uniqueness-driven motivations when individuals fear social exclusion
or missed recognition opportunities. This resonates with more recent work indicating
that FoMO's influence is not universal but context-dependent, particularly among Gen 2
consumers who associate FoMO more with social events and digital presence than with
material scarcity [91].

Unexpectedly, social comparison did not significantly moderate either the scarcity—
intention (p=0.9039) or the NFU-intention relationship (p=05051). These findings
diverge from earlier literature, such as Sharda and Bhat [92], which emphasized the role
of upward social comparison in driving status consumption. One explanation may lie
in the generational shift toward intrinsic and values-based consumption. As supported
by Al-lssa et al. [30], younger consumers are more likely to interpret luxury through the
lens of cultural fit, self-expression, and sustainability rather than overt status competi-
tion. It is plausible that social comparison now affects how luxury brands are perceived
collectively, rather than directly impacting individual purchasing decisions.

Collectively, these findings reinforce a broader shift in luxury consumption behavior
among younger generations. Rather than being universally swayed by scarcity or social
comparison, these consumers appear to prioritize personalized value, identity signaling,
and emotional relevance. The significant interaction between FoMO and NFU suggests
that marketing strategies which ethically evoke urgency around self-expression may be
more effective than those relying solely on limited availability. These conclusions con-
tribute meaningfully to the literature on digital-age consumer behavior and also support
sustainable marketing principles, especially those aligned with 5DG 9. By focusing on
innovation, emotional engagement, and authentic digital experiences, brands can engage

younger consumers more ethically and sustainably.

8 Theoretical and practical centributions

This study makes several robust theoretical and practical contributions by advancing a
multidimensional understanding of luxury consumption in the post-digital age. Theoret-
ically, the research integrates four foundational frameworks—commodity theory, need
for uniqueness (NFL) theory, self-determination theory (SDT), and social comparison
theory—within a Stimulus-Organism-Response (SOR) meta-framework. This theoreti-
cal scaffolding allows us to explain how external stimuli (e.g., scarcity and uniqueness
appeals) interact with organismic states (e.g, FoMO), social comparison orientation],
ultimately shaping behavioral responses (e.g., luxury purchase intention).

The study extends 507 by conceptualizing FoMO as a socially induced emotional defi-
cit, operating at the intersection of extrinsic motivation (peer validation) and intrinsic
desire (identity expression). Simultanecusly, NFL is reframed as a mechanism of iden-
tity regulation, where consumers navigate self-congruity in the presence of social evalu-
ative cues. Through this lens, scarcity is no longer viewed as an objective condition but
as a symbolic amplifier—subject to interpretation based on cultural and psychological
orientation.

Importantly, the non-significant role of scarcity and social comparison in our findings

challenges the universality of assumptions embedded in commodity theory and social
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comparison theory, particularly among Millennials and Gen Z consumers. This genera-
tion’s resistance to peer-based pressure and diminishing sensitivity to traditional scarcity
cues reflect an evolving motivational landscape where authenticity, emotional reso-
nance, and symbaolic self-expression matter more than mere exclusivity. These findings
call for a theoretical recalibration of how motivational and cognitive structures function
within luxury consumption paradigms.

Bevond theory integration, the study contributes methodologically by operational-
izing these constructs in an interactional model that reflects real-world complexity.
The moderating roles of FoMO and social comparison are not merely statistically sig-
nificant concepts—they embody the dynamic interplay between individual psychology
and digital-era social environments. In this way, the research also serves as a foundation
for future extensions that incorporate additional psychological (e.g., materialism, brand
attachment) and cultural (e.g.. collectivism, digital savviness) moderators.

Practically, the results provide evidence-based implications for luxury marketers and
brand strategists. First, scarcity marketing must evolve beyond availability-based tactics
and instead fuse with identity-driven strategies—such as limited editions that reflect
subcultural affiliations or personalized experiences that athrm uniqueness. Second, mar-
keters should ethically leverage FoMO by using urgency-based narratives (e.g., timed
aceess, influencer seeding) that speak to the consumer’s desire for inclusion, rather than
fear of exclusion. Third, brands must reframe social comparison from a vertical (status-
based) construct to a horizontal, community-based model that resonates with Gen £%
pursuit of belonging and authenticity over hierarchy.

Lastly, this research provides critical direction for firms navigating digital luxury land-
scapes: emotional resonance, cultural sensitivity, and psychological fit are replacing
traditional market segmentation tools. By focusing on consumer narratives and motiva-
tional architectures, brands can foster long-term loyalty in a market increasingly shaped
by fluid identities and symbaolic consumption.

Limitation this study, while methodologically robust, has a few inherent limitations
worth noting. The experimental design, although effective in establishing causal links,
may not fully capture the complexity of real-world luxury purchasing behavior. The use
of self-reported data introduces the possibility of response bias, though care was taken
to design clear and neutral survey instruments. Additionally, while the selected con-
structs were theoretically justified, the exclusion of other potentially relevant variables
such as brand attachment or perceived authenticity represents a boundary of this study’s
scope. Lastly, cultural context was not a primary focus, which may influence the general-
izability of findings beyond the sample’s demographic.

Future research should adopt longitudinal and experimental methodologies to better
capture dynamic changes in consumer behavior over time and under various stimuli.
Including visual cues—such as luxury brand visuals, influencer endorsements, or peer
interactions—oould offer richer insights into the sensory and social mechanisms behind
decizsion-making. Cross-cultural comparative studies are also warranted, as cultural con-
text may moderate the effects of FoMO), scarcity, or uniqueness orientation. Besearchers
should also examine additional moderating or mediating variables, such as brand attach-
ment, materialism, perceived authenticity, or social anxiety, to construct a more compre-
hensive framework.
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By addressing these directions, future studies can enhance theoretical frameworks,
refine empirical models, and inform ethically grounded, psychologically sophisticated
marketing practices that resonate with evolving consumer identities and values in the

lusury sector.
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