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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

- Over the past féw decades increased accessibility to informatioh, transportation,‘
and technOlogy coupled with competitive pressure to decrease costs and increase
quality has created a globai marketplace with new opportunities and challenges for
marketing researchers and practitioners. As markets becomé more global, country
of origin information (the country in which the product is designed or assembled, or
from which the corhponent parts are sourced) becomes increasingly important for
public policy makers, marketing vmanagers, and consumers.

Papadopoulos (1993) indicated three noteworthy developments which justify the
current relevance of additional country of origin research:

1. governments are becoming more proactive and systematic in promoting
their image abroad,

2. origins and their images have come under intense scrutiny in the context of
trade blocs attempting to determine such issues as how much value-added
activity makes a product “Made-in,” and

3. the “globalization” of business has brought on intense debate about the
merits and continuing relevance, or lack of same, of national origin
identifiers.

In light of the globalization of products, the Federal Trade Commission now
requires the automotive and clothing industries to include country of assembly and
country of components information on their “Made-in” labels, and they are
investigating the possibility of label changes for all global products. ‘With these

business practice and policy changes in mind, and in order to increase our

understanding of public policy makers’, businesses’, and consumers’ reactions to



these changes, continued country of origin research appears to be necessary and
important. | .
Country of Origin and Country Imagev -

Historically, country of origin has been interpreted to mean the country in

~ which a product is manufactured, often referred to as “Made-in.” However, country
of origin has come to represént more than a place where ‘products are manufactured.
It now refers, for many products, to multiple origin activities, inéluding assembled-
in, designed-in, components-ffom, and country of corporate headquartgrs (Ozsomer

| and Cavusgil '1.991)'

Schooler’s (1965)- seminal wofk on country of origin effects has influenced a
Steady stream of reséarch. Well over 300 articles have been published on the
subject. The reseafch on country of origin effects has found that country of origin
inﬂﬁencés ‘consumers’ evaluations of product quality, .value, perceived risk, and
willingness to purchase (see Bilkey and Nes 1982; Liefeld 1993; Ozsom_ér and
Cavusgil 1991, for review).

Country of origin researchers have found, for exampie, that consumers prefer
products (e.g., televisions) made in develbped countries such as Japan over those
from developing countries like Mexico (Damanpour 1986, 1993; Schooler 1971;
Wang 1978; Waﬁg and Lamb 1983). Couﬁtry of origin reséarchers have also found
that consumers within developed country.' frequently préfer products from their home
country, a home country .bias,« all 'else"being equal (Baumgartnef and Jolibert 1977,
Darling and Kraft 1977; Diqkerson 1986; Hooley, Shipley, and Krieger 1988; Wall,
Liefeld, and Heslop 1991). In sum, the researchers found that country of origin |

does influence product preference. But, it fails to explicate why this occurs.
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Based on country of origin research, the current research attempts to explain
* why country of origin influences product preference. Counfry image refers to the
total of ali descfiptive, inferential aﬁd informational beliefs one has about a |
particular country '(Martin and Eroglu 1993).

Thé literature on country imége effects indicated that consumérs and indu‘strial
buyers develop stéreotypical iinages of countries and/or their products. These
imageﬂs in turn affect their purchase decisions (Baughn and Yaprak 1993; Heslop and
Papadopoulos 1993; Saghafi and Rosa 1997). Han (1989) identified two specific
ways consumefs_ use country image (i.e., as halo or summary). Han fdund that
when consumers are unfamiliar with a product, they use country irnage to infer
qualify wheh true'quality’is unknown v(halo). This halo influences consumers’
attitudes toward the brand indirectly through inferential beliefs. As consumers
become more familiar with a cOuntrY’s products, country image is used to
summarize their beliefs about the product attributes ahd directly affects their attitude
towafd the brand‘ (summary).

These country of origin and country image findings have important managerial
~and theoretical ﬁnplicatiom. Ménagers must understand the implications of country
| images and their effectsvrelative to their products and those of their competitors
because country of origin effepts can create intangible barriers to new market entry

in the form of negative consumer bias toward products of foréign origin (Wang and
Lamb 1983). Supporting the aboi}e, Schbol_er, Wildt, and Jones (1987) found that
- negative country images associated with developing countries can create signifiéant

barriers to market entry.



An extreme example of this type of country of origin effect is reflected in the |
images consufners have of South Africa and China, relative to human rights and
other issues. The negative country image of these countries has created serious
~entry barriers and has significantly reduced U.S. sales of products connected to those
countries.

Other. country image Studies have fouﬁd that multi-national companies with
foreign manufacturing in countries with a negative image risk losing brand image
(Johansson and Nebenzahl 1986). Similar. studicé have found that shifting
production to.deveIOping countries influenced product quality .ratiﬁgs, purchase
infentions, and brand value (Chao 1989b;_ Johansson and Nebenzahl 1986; Schooler
and Wildt 1968). chce, international managers must un_derstand and assess the
impact of fdreign countfy imagesb associafed with their products to see how those
images affect product’ quality perceptions and product‘prefere’nces. Understanding
the effects of country images can help managers devellop‘more effective global

marketing strategies.

Identification of the Problem
A review of ‘the literature reveals some specific problems. Although,
substantial country of origin research has found that country of origin inﬂuenceé
product quality percepﬁons and willingness to purchase, it fails to explain how or
why this occurs. Another weakness in country of origin research is that it generally
assesses developéd countries and compares them to developing éountries, but it
seldom examines di‘fferences between developing countries. Global products are

frequently assembled in and receive components from developing countries.



Therefofe, reSearch"which specifically assesses differencés in these countries is
essential.

The countryvimage literathre provides more insight about why country of origin
influences 'quality perceptions and purchase decisions, and how country image is |
used (e.g., halo for unfamiliar products and summary for farniliar product), but the
literatﬁre fails to explain- how images are formed and whatvdimensions make up the
country image construct.

Specifically, country image research is limited in thfee areas. First, existing
country image research has failed to i)fovide’ a valid and reliable means of measuring
the construct. Most measures of “cquntry image” were built upon the seminal work
of Nagashima (‘197(‘),' 1977) and We“ré construcfed based on intuition and logic with
no testing for validity or reliability (Erickson, Joﬁansson, and Chao 1984; Lillis and
Narayana 1974; Nagashima 1970, 1977; White 1979). In attempts to validate these
country image scales, researchers have concluded that existing scales not only have
low reliability, but also the scales wére seldom tested for internal consistency and
stability (Cattlin, Jolibert, and Lohnes 1982; Jaffe and Nebenzahl 1984; Narayana
1981). | |

Second, the existing scales do nof clearly separate country image from product
iinage. Nagashima’s origiml.(1970, 19‘77) six dimensions of coﬁntry imége, price
& value, sérﬁce & engineering, advertising & reputation, design .& style, and'
consumers’ profile are moré product imége than cduntry irnage specific. A valid
scale requires precise definition of the constructs domain (Churchill 1979). If
country image is the construct to be measured, then the diinensions and scale items

should attempt to capture country relevant attributes like economics, politics, and

5



culture. It is difficult to evaluate the impact of country image on product
evaluatidns ‘with'out an accurate instrument of measurement. | The research to date
has not done this, and is limited in that respect.

Finally, the few existing scales with formal analytical procedures or specific
country image dimensions focus exclusively on superpower comparison of countries
like the U.S., Germaﬁy, and Japan where country images are well developed and :
product familiarity is common place (Martin and Eroglu 1993; Heslop and
Papadopoulos 1993). It is not known if existing measures of country image are
generalizable to develqping countries wheré informétion about and consumer
experience with the country, people, and_pfoducts is limited.

In sum, the country of origin and country image liter'ature has not explained
how country images are formed, nor has it provided researchers with a valid and

reliable scale for measuring the construct.

Purpose of the Stud&

The purpose of this study is to increase understanding of country.-of origin
effects by examining how country images are formed. ThiS_study incorporates a
model, an adaptatich of the Brunswick’s Lens model (Urban and Hauser 1993), that
explains and predicts how iinages are déVeloped. AlsQ this study definés the‘count'ry
image construct and develops a scale. to measure it. The scale development will help
uncover potential cduntry image variablés consﬁmeré ﬁse to make judgerhents about
‘products with foreign 6rigins. Specifically, this research f‘o}’cuse‘s on identification of
country image dimensions that influence perceived pfoduct quality and willingness to

buy products assembled in or. out sourced from developing countries. Such a study



makes it possible for managers to understand and predict consumers’ reactions to
outsourcing and/or assembly in developing countries before< they invest financial and
other resources in foreign projects.

The results shéuld be of interest to academicians and managérs who study and
apply marketing strategies related to direct foreign investment, -publicity, sales, and
advertising in an ihternational business environment. At this time, insights on
country image are limited to specific countries included in any given study. Highly
industrialized countries like the U.S., Japan, Germany, and vFrance are commonly
used. Without furiher research, one would have to generalize from these countries
to infer country of origin effect on China, Ireland, or Polahd. 'fhis study is
interested in developing country images and their inﬂuence on quality perceptions
and willingness to purchase because these countries are the néw frontier for global
sourcing and assembly. |

The spéciﬁc objectives of this study are:

1. Develop a multi-dimensional scale to measure the country image construct.

2. Explain willingness‘ to purchase imported products based on country image
for the country of origin.

3. Determine the relative importance of each dimension of cbuntry image in
explaining willingness to purchase.

4. Determine how the importance 7'of each dimension of country image differs
over product categories.

5. Identify objective measures of economic development (e.g., GDP and
standard of living) that explain country image.
Contributions of the Study
" This study should make an important contribution to existing marketing

research and has meaningful implications for public policy makers, managers, and



consumers. Understanding sow country image influences product attributes and its
subsequent influence on buyer’s decision making is vital in today’s global market
place, yet it has received little attention in the country of origin literature. This
study makes a contribution to the country of origin research in that it provides
insight and understanding about iiow U.S. buyers react to a developing country’s
products.

Although this study does not directly provide information about conSumer
awareness of muiti—country origin products, it ,does address the issue of consumer
perceptions about made-in USA claims, and the related advantages and disadvantages
of new labels fOr certain U.S. brands. This information may assist public policy
makers in developing appropriate legislation regarding new labels for multi-origin
products with implieations for future government involvement in campaigns -
promoting made-in USA across industries like the previous clothing industry’s
“crafted with pride in the USA” promotional campaign.

Marketing researchers have found that negative country images associated with
developing countries can reduce sales and increase barriers to market entry
(Schooler, Wildt, and Jones 1987; Wang and Lamb 1983). Understanding
consumers’ reactions to developing conntries’ assembly or components could help
public poliey m}akers deter’rnine Whether or not manufacturers are currently
misleading consumers in promotions, and if so what action _should‘be taken to
protect them. New iegislation for firms and educational programs for consumers
may emerge. Managers who understand and can predict consumers’ reactions to

foreign assembly or components for specific countries and the effect of those



reactions on various product categories will be able to develop strategic advantages
andbetter marketing strategies to reduce entry barriers and increase sales.

If consumer awareness of foreign country assembly or components decreases
product quality ratings ‘and willingness to purchase U.S. brands, then managers of
those brands may consider promoﬁng U.S. symbols, flags, colors, names and so on
to create a stronger U.S. and‘ brand association early on in the develépment of the
product image.‘ For sfrong U.S. brands like IBM or Hewlett Packard, developing
country assembly-and souréing' may' be of less concern to consumers. Therefore,
managers can devote more time and attention to the develbpment of strategies related
to competition, taxes, duties, trade zones, legal resfrictions, pdlitical climate,
culture, and so on, because these factors are what tfuly dictate where companies
must source components arid assemblé the product.

Country of origin researchers have found that global companies with foreign
manufacturing in countries with negatiVe images risk damaging brand image, quality
perceptions, and purchase intentions (Chao 1989b; Johansson and Nebenzahl 1986;
Schooler and Wildt 1968). This study is important because it may provide some
detail for -strategic improvement of brand loyalty, awareness, image and perceptions
of quality.

The 'iniplications for buyers, both consumer and business, include the
possibility of new labeling réquirements providing greater information to assist
decision making. Automobiles and clothing, for éxample, have recently been
required to provide this information. If more product categories are required to
follow suite, buyers will in time become more familiar with the additional

information. Thus, buyers’ ability to use the new information should improve.
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Although limitations exist, as they do in all studies, the findings quite likely
provide marketing researchers, public policy makers, marketing managers, and
business and individual buyérs useful information. Therefore, this study is important

and necessary.
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CHAPTER 11
LITERATURE REVIEW

Country of ‘Origin

This chapter examines country of origin, country image, and interrelated
literature, and introdﬁces a model (Brunswick’s Lens) that explains how country
images afe developed and which dimen.éions of country image have the greatest
influence on product choice.

It is important that the country of originbliteraturg be reviewed because it forms
the foundation of knowledge ﬁpon which further advances can be made. The
country of origin literafure review also helps define and clarify the domain of the

country of origin, country image, and product preference concepts. The country
=

as the basis for the development of the country image scale.

In connection with the literature review.process, this study uncovers gaps or
question marks which need to be answered, expands the country of origin and
countfy image literature, and strengthens the existing theory base.

The following sections. of the country of origin literature review. are explained
as follows: (1) define the concept, (2) justify the ixnportance of country of origin as
an information cue, (3) explaiﬁ what is measured -as the outcome of country of
origin, (4) discuss how country of origin effects differ across product categories, (5)
reveal the limitations of country of origin studies, and (6) examine the economic

development dimension of the concept.
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Country of Origin Concept

. The research on country of origin is substantial. In these studies a variety of
country of origin definitions exist. Simply put, country of origin refers to the
country where the product is manufactured, often communiéated by the phrase
“Made-in” (Bilkey and Nes 1982). Besides the specific country, the term has been
used to denote anything from a city, to a state, a couhtry, a geographic 'region, a
continent, or, in the casé of global productg, the world.

Others, howéver, have 'suggested that country of origin refers to country where
corporate headquarters are located (JohanSson, Douglas, and Nqnaka 1985). Tﬁis
definition implies that com&y of origin refers to the country w1th which the
company is associated, and it contends, for ex_ample, tﬁat some brands are
automatically associated with some coﬁntries (e.g., Hénda and'Sony with Japan and
IBM and Levis with the U.S.).

Ozsomer and Cavusgil (1991) pointed out thét with the recent global |
developments, separating the location of the manufacture of the product from the
country with which the company is associated is an important distinction which must
be made. This is important, but it should also be pointed out that other distinctions
also exist; th_ét is, the origin of component parts of the product, the origin of design,
and the origin of assembly, and so on.

In sum, country of origin has been historically intefpreted to mean the country
in which a prodﬁct is manufactured, ofteh refefred to as “Made-in.” However,
countfy' of origin has come to represent more than a place where products are

manufactured. It now refers, for many products, to multiple origin activities,
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including assembled-in, designed-in, components-from, and country of corporate

headquarters.

-~ An Important Information Cue -

In many situations consumers rely more on extrinsié cues than intriljsic cues to
make purchase decisions (Zeithaml 1988). This section develops the foundation and
justification for studying country of origih — an important extrinsic information cue
which consumers use to evaluate products and make purchavsé decisions.

Cduntry of origin is an imPoftant produét, attribute which consumers use to
evaluate prodﬁcts. Broadly speaking there are vtwo’ kinds of product attributes:

v(1) intrinsic and (2) extrinsic. Cox’s (1962) study demonstratedv ‘that consumer
purchase decisions are often made under Qarying- degrees of uncertainty regarding
the product and ifs attributeé. A product may be ?iewéd as é kfariety of information
cues. A consﬁmer’s task in evaluating products includes using thése various cues as
the basis for making judgements about the product' (Cox 1962) )

Researchers have suggested that product preference or-choice is often
determined by product quality evaluations. Product quality evaluations are
frequently based on extrinsic cues like price and brand (Olson 1977; Rao and
Monroe 1989). Other researchérs have suggested that produgt‘preference or choice
is determined by a product quality evaluation process which includes intrinsic cues
like features, form, and function (Bettman 1979; Fishbein and Ajzen 1975; waard
and Sheth 1969). Olshavsky (1979) combined these two research perspectives on

perceived quality and decision making, suggesting that two relevant preference
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formation strategies exist. He termed these two perspectives, decision n‘laking-based |
(intrinsic cues) and surrogate-based (extrinsic cues).

When decision making-based preference formation is used, a consumer
establishes or changes his/her preference for a product based on one or more
criteria. These criteria are primarily based on intrinsic cues. Intrinsic cues are
physical product characteristics that cannot be changed without altering f.he nature of
the product itself, inclﬁding taste, smell, texture, form,‘ and function (Zeithaml
1988). These intrinsic cues offer explicit 'informatibn conééming product quality.
Olshavsky (1979) explains, on the ofher hand, that the second type of this product
evaluation behavior is surrégate-based pfeferénce formation. . In surrogate-based

_preference foﬁnation the consumer fdrms an vo‘verall evaluation of the product based
on extrinsic cues. Olson and Jacoby (1972)’ dcfined extrinsic cues as related to, but
not a part of the physical product. Because extrinsic cues areb “Qutside” the product
they tend to act as surrogates, indexes, or summaries of the overall product quality.
Essentially, consumers assume thafé reliable ‘éssociation exists between these cues
and the quality of the product. Examples of extrinsic cues are brand, price,
warraﬁty, retail store, and country of origin. Olshavsky (1979) suggested that the
characteristics of consumers, the market place, the social énvironment, and the
physiéal environment determine whether a sﬁnogate-based"‘(extrinsic cﬁes) or a
decision making-based (intrinsic cue) preferenée stra‘tegyb will be used.

Zeithaml’s (1988) means-ends model relating price, quality, and value provides
additional insight about when intrinsic‘ and extrinsic cues are used; Zeithaml
proposed that cohsumers use intrinsic cues more than extrinéic cues: (1) in pre-

#

purchase situations when intrinsic cues are search-attributes, (2) when intrinsic cues
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have high predictive value, and (3) at the point of vconsumption; On the other hand,
the researcher proposes, that consumers are more likely to use extrinsic cues over
intrinsic cues: (1) when intrinsic cues are not available, (2) when the quality of the
product is difficult to evahiate, and (3) when the evaluation of the intrinsic cues
demands more time and effort than the consumer believes is worthwhile.

In support of Zeithaml’ s latter prooosition, reSeaichers have found that when a
simple decision is rriade, intrinsic information may be easily accessed and processed.
However, when the intrinsic attribute information becomes difficult to process,
decision making becomes more cotnplex. To handle complex processiiig tasks,
consumera frequently attend to only a few of the tnany attribute cues in the bundle in
an attempt to reduce the cognitive proce_ssing.‘ Heuristic or mental shortcuts simplify -
the task (Bodenhausen and Lichtenstein 1987; Bodenhausen and Wyer 1985;‘ Alba
and Hutchinson 1987). One such strategy is to look for extrinsic cues, “summary
statistics” like brand, which encompass all or most of the attributes (Hoiwvard‘ and
Sheth 1969; Johansson 1988). Johansson (1988) argued that country of origin is
another such summary statistic. Other researchers agreed (Olson and Jacoby '1972),.

In sum, researchers have found that consumers frequently use extrinsic
attribute information in many situations to evaluate ptoducts and make choices based
on those evaluations. Country of origin researchers have shown that colintry of
| origin is an extrinsic attribute vtzhich is as important ‘or ’more important than other
dominant extrinsic cues like brand or price when it comes 0 perceived quality and |
purchase choice. In this era of increasing international trade and globalization of

products, continued research on the couiitry of origin cue is vital.
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Influence on Product Evaluations
This section introduces the common dependent véri_ables used invcountry of
origin studies and the categories of products affected by the cue. Since Schooler’s
(1965) pioneering work on developing country stereotypes and their 'inﬂuénf:e on
purchase evaluationé, many studies- have investigated couhtry of origin effects.
These studies invériably find that whén a buyer becomes aware of the cQuntry in
Awhich a product is produced, purchase evaluations are affec‘:ted.., Specifically, the
literature revealed_that th¢ depehdent variables ﬁsed- in these studies are rating scales
for perceived quality, risk, valué, likelihood of purchase, or willingness to purchase
(Bilkey and Ne‘s‘1982; Liefeld 19,93;_]0ﬁans'son 1993; Ozsomer and Cavusgil 1991).
Bilkey and Nes (1982), for example, reviewed 25 studies dating from 1965 to

1979. They found that country bf origin influenced product evaluations in all of the
25 studies they reviewed. Later reviews on country of origin support thé findings of
bBilkey and Nes (Baughn and Yaprak 1993; Liefeld 1993; Ozsomer and Cavusgil
1991). Researchers have also found that the country of origin cue affécts
evaluations of: products in general (Anderson and Cunnixigham 1972; bBannistebr and
Saunders 1978; 'Darnorff, Tankersley,‘ahd White 1974; Gaedeke 19_73‘;,' |
Krishnakumar 1974;-Li111s and Narayana 1974; Nagashima 1977; Reierson 1966;
Wang 1978; White 1979), classes of products (Chao 1990; Dornoff, Tankersley, -and
Whité 1974, Etzel and Walkér 1974, Gaedéke 1973; Kaynak ahd Cavusgil 1983;
Nagashima 1970), specific types of products (Cordell 1991; Chasin and Jaffe 1979;
Halfhill 1980; Hampton 1977; Roth and :Romeo 1992; Schoqler 1965, 1971;

Schooler and Suno 1969; Schooler and Wwildt 1968; Tonberg 1972; White and
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Cundiff 1978) and specific brands (Cordell 1991; Gaedeke 1973; Hand and Terpstra
1988; Kincaid 1970; Tse and Gorn 1992; Uglado and Lee 1-99“3; »Yaprak 1978). |
In surn, count_ry‘of origin influences a variety of brands and 'prodrlcts. The
most common measuree of country. of origin effect are perceived product quality and
willingness to purchase. This study includes both perceived quality and willingness
to purchase as meésures of a broader concept called product preference beCause in
the country im;ige literature review we find that there are dimensions of country
- image like human rights, co"nﬂict; or politics that logically shodld not directly “
influence perceived qualityratings, yet it is very likelyi that bthey will haVe direct
influence on consumers’ willingness to purchase products from those countries.
- Entry barriers and reduction in sales related to political events in South Africa and '

China are anecdotal illustrations of just such an effect.

Effects Across Products

This section justiﬁes our selection of products to be used in the study and aids
 the development of related hypotheses. Heslop, Liefeld, and Wall (1987) compared-
single-cues (country of origirr_ only) to multi;cues (cbﬁntry_ of origin, brzrnd, and
price) in an experiment using tangible producte — shirt, wallet, and telephone.
~ They found,‘using a consumer sdmple, that the country of origin'effect on prqduct
quality ratings was stronger when country of origin was presented witht)ilt the other
cues. And although the effect was not as strong, a significent country of origin
effect was found for the wallet and the telephone when price and brand were
included. The strongest of the two effects was for the telephone. The product

quality rating of the shirt, interestingly enough, exhibited no significant country of
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“origin effect. . One explanation the researchers offered for these different product
findings was that as product complexity increases, the ability to make judgments
decreases. Therefore, consumers become more dependent on extrinsic information
like brand and country of origin for cémplex products.

Similarly, in other multi-cue research, couﬁtry of origin had a significant effect
on product evaluations for complex, infrequér_ltly purchased products (Han and
Terpstra 1988; Heslop, Liefeld, and Wall 1987). These effects éppear less
important for simple producfs (Ettenson, Wagner, and Gaeth 1988; Heslop, Liefeld,
and Wall 1987; Hester ‘and Yuen 198.6). Liefeld’s (1993) twenty-two study, meta-
analysis found that the ‘magnitudé of the country of origin effect appears to be
related to the nature of the product. Specifically, the efa values (a measure
summarizing the magnitude of the strength of rélatiohship between variables
associated with ‘the F-statistic) were larger for technically complex products, fashion-
oriented products, and expensive products. Thcrefqre, it is expected that country
image will have a greater influence on expensive technically complex products like
conipuicrs or cellular pﬁones than on simple inexpensive products like shirts ‘and

wallets. Both computers and wallets are included in the study.

Limitations of Country of Origin _Stuvdies}

In this section .the Iimitétibns of the éountry of origin‘studies are éxplained with
| specific attention to the limitations of single-cue (i.e., country of origin bue only)
research. | This section of review points out first, that new country irnage scale

development is needed, and second, depending on the purpose of the study, that
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single-cue studies, which do not include price, brand or other variables of interest,
are appropriate and important. Hence, this section justifies our research.

" In the following section we review country of origin studies whic}h'used
multiple-cues like pricez,. brand and country of origin, and _'find thét in these studies
country of origin effect isv still significant, ‘and as important or more important than
other cues in affet:ting perceived quality and willingness to purchase.

Althnugh this rééearch hasfdund that country of origin doeshave a nigmficant
- influence on product evalnations, many of the"studies prior to 1‘9"82 have been highly
criticized for methodological weztknesses (Bilkey and Nes 1982; kJohansson, Douglas, '
“and Nonaka 1985; Ozsomer and Cavusgil 1991). ‘These weaknesses’ include intefnai
and external validity issue_s related to three concerns. First, many of the country of
origin research results were not consistent. Béttnian (1979) nfféréd a general -
explanation about inconsistent findings. He suggested that the order or the format of
the infortnation presentation can greatly influence how the information is proccssed.
Jaffe and Nebenzahl (1984) founct that country image studies used two different |
formats based on Naga_sh'nna’s (1970) original scale.  The two formats‘-tested were
not equivalént and the tesearchers contend that finding better .-scale‘s fof measuring -
country image is necessary. :

Second, and pe'rhaps most importantly, in most of the studies’, the only
information given to respondents was the country of origin. The usé of a single-cue
may create problems for external validity. A single-cue is likely to bias the réSults;
artificially inﬂating the magnitude of the country of origin effect (Bilkey and Nes

1982; Johansson, Douglas, and Nonaka 1985; Liefeld 1993).
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There is little doubt that any study which attempts to measure country of origin
effects, independent of other cues, on buyers’ ultimate purchese vchoices,’ may
overestimate its importance. This is true not only of country of origin cues, but also
of brand, price, or any other intrinéic’ or extrilisic cues. However, single-cue and
multi-cue country of origin studies are both irn[iortant, and before a single- or multi-
cue study is decided.upon, the objective of the study inust be carefully considered.
Both approaches can be useful, but each has a different purpose. If the researcher’s
objective is to study inputs to origin images or to compare the general images of
various nations, as is the case with this study, then a single-cue study is appropriate.
If the researcher is concerned with identifying how origin is prdcessed in relation to
other cues, then a multi-cue study is apbrepriate (Papadopoiilos 1993). The purpose
of this study is concerned with the former and therefore a single-cile approach, one
that does not include brand, price, and other extrinsic or intrinsic cues seems

applicable.

Multi-Cue Studies

This Seetion of the literature review explains that the country of origin effects
remain str(‘)n‘gv despite the inclusien' of other cues. After the Bilkey and Nes (1982)
country of origin review, which pointed out the 1imitations of single;cue studies,
many cotmtry of origin studies began to include multiple extrinsic cues like price,
brand, service, retail outlet, salesperson, advertising, and warranty in their research
(Chao 1989a; Ettenson, Wagner, and Gaeth 1988; Han and Terpstra 1988; Heslo;i,
Liefeld, and Wall 1987; Hulland, Todino, and Lecraw 1996; Wall, Liefeld, and

Heslop 1991; Johansson and Nebenzahl 1986; Schooler, Wildt, and Jones 1987;
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Thorelli, Lim, and Ye 1989; Tse and Gorn 1992; Uglado and Lee 1993). This
stream of research often found that the country of origin effects Were diminished
when other attribute information was included (Hong and Toner 1989; Wall, Liefeld,
and Heslop 199l).

However, other country of origin studies which included cues like price and
brand found that country of origin effects remained strong despite the inclusion of
other cues. For example, Kincaid’s (1970) research on brand and country of origin
effects found, for a wide variety of brand name products (i.e., brand name razor
blades, typewrlters, cars, and TV sets),l that brand ratings differed significantly when
it was made known that the brand was of vforeign origin. Tse and Gorn’s (1992)
study provides some support for country of ori‘gin"irnportance: in foreign product
evaluations. These researchers manipulated country of origin (Japan vs. Indonesia)
and brand name. (Sony vs;.unlcrlown) for a stereoi’s‘ystem. Their findings suggest
tllat brand does not override a negative country of origin effect and that country of
origin was equally important to brand in product evaluations and even more enduring
than brand when before and after evaluations were conducted.

-~Wall, Liefeld, and Helsop (1991) tested the effect oflcountry of origin labeling
on consumer’s» evaluations of product quality, purchase riak, perceiued va1ue, and
likelihood of purchase in a multi-cue (country of origin, price, and brand), multi-
~ product (shirt,. leather wallet, and telephone) experirnent.’ They. found country of
origin was more important in influencing product quality perceptions than were price
or brandt Price was more important in perceiued value as‘sessments. Brand, on the

other hand, was not found to be significant except in a few product-specific cases.
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The researchers did concede, however, that much of the variation was not accounted
_foriby the variables in the experiment.

Han and TerpStra (1988) evaluated uni-natiorial and bi#natidnal products (TVs
and cars made in Korea, Japan, Germany, and the U.S.). Using a within sﬁbjects
experimental design,v théy found that brand name and ;:ountry of origin both
influence consumer pefceptions of quality, but for bi-natioﬁal products country of
ofigin stimuli had a stronger effect than brand- name. It apI‘)eavrsff'rom aboye
research that there are many cues which inﬂuénce quality pérceptions. In the
extrinsic cue domain, price, brand, and c_ountry of origin all pléy an important role.
It is not ‘clear‘ which cueb is most important, but it is .v‘ery clear that couhtry of origin
-~ plays a vital rolej in qﬁality pérceptiOns énd willingné-ss to puré:hase. Both single-cue

and multi-cue studies confirm its importance.

Developed Country Evaluatidns

- This section is important because it introduces one of the essential dimensidns .
of country image, economic development. It also pbints out that country of origin
' research fails to éxplain what other dimensions (e.g., culture or politics) influence
perceived qual_ity. and willingness to purch;ise. The Tiananmen’square incideht, for
example, though it had little relevance to eqonomic development, had a profound
effect on U.S. consumers willingness} to purchase products from China.-

Also, by éohsidéring o.nly‘ one dimension, the reéehréh- to date essentially

lumps all developing countries into one category and makes little attempt to explain

perceived differences across these countries. However, global sourcing and
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assembly are ‘increasingly accomplished in developing countries, thus research
specific to these countries is important and necessary.

Country of origin researchers have found that country of origin influences are
pervasive for producte from developed countries. But unlike the rather consistent
negative stereotype for products from developing countries, pioducts made in
developed countries are not necessarily perceived to‘ be alike or equal when it comes
to quality, value, risk, zind other product chaiacferistics (Bannister and Saunders
1978; Dornoff, Tankersley, aﬁd vahite 1974; Hampton 1977; Johansson, Douglas,
and Noneka 1985; Kincaid 1970; K’rishnakumar 1974; Lillis .aneI Narayana 1974,
Nagashima 1970, 1977; Reierson 1966, 1967; Schooler 1971; Schooler and Wildt
1968; Tonberg 1972; Wang 1978; White and Cundiff 1978; Yaprak 1978).
vDamanpour (1986, 1993), for example, surveyed U.S. consumeis’: attitudes towards
products from developed countries. American consumers pereeived ;‘Made in Great
Britain” products as being expensive, traditional, luxury items, reliable, and slightly
above average when it comes to quality and technical sophistication, designeci for an
older, upper class, male population. French products were perceived as exclusive,
very expensive,' technically advaliced, but not ‘pa‘rticularly innevative or well
advertised, and made for the voung, upper cless, male and femalle populatioﬁ. West‘
German products were pereeived as not too expenSive, yei'they scored high in
workmanship and recognizable brand names. They were' e.‘onsidered‘to. be very
reliable, innovative, technically advanced, and made for the young, middle class
male eonsmner. Japan’s products were perceived to be inexpensive, reliable,
necessary items which exhibit good workmanship and technological ‘sophistication, ‘

made for the young, lower and middle elass, male and female consurrier, and
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produced for worldwide consumption. In the area of price and value, U.S. products
were ranked second behind Japan, and not perceived to be as reliable as Japan or
Germany. And U.S. ‘products were pe;ceived to be made more for domestic rather
than international consumption.

Papadopoulos’ (1993) review of country of origin research foﬁ_nd that product
images are formed by means of past experience vwith the prod‘uct,v other products
from the same country, and irnages of the couﬁtry and people. The country of
origin research to date, however, has not_e.yxam'ined»the later.(i.e., images of country
and people). Yet, for developing ’eoﬁntries experiehce with the broduct or other
products from the same cduntry is unlikely because in most cases this inforrﬁation,
until recently witﬁ seme lebel changes, has been hidden from the consumer. Thus,
perceptions of country and people becomes the vital and eésential means of

evaluating products from those countries.

Developed Countfy Home Bias

The literature in this seetion of the review indicates that consumers have a
positive bias for home products. The literature fails to explain this finding as it -
relates 'to' global produets. Future research questione emerge. Forv ex‘ample,‘ how
will consumers react to products ‘with a home brand and foreign assembly? .Which
is more important: b_rand, assembly, design, or component‘origin? Although this
study does ﬁot directlyb answef these questioﬁs it dOeS provide more detailed insight
- into U.S. consumers’ attitudes eoncerning various developing countries.
" A large number of country of origin studies suggest that for developed

countries, and in some cases for developing countries a bias or preference for
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domestic products exists (Baumgartner and Jolibert 1977; Darling and Kraft 1977,
Dickerson 1986; Hooley, Shipley, and Krieger 1988; Lillis and Narayana' 1974;
Nagashima 1970; Schooler 1965; Wall, Liefeld, and Heslop 1991). Schooler (1965)
found that Guatemalan students perceived Grlaremalan juice and fabric to be of better
quality than juice or fabric made in Mexico, El Salvedor, or Costa Rica. Althouglr
a home country bias is nor likely to exist for all products and in all sitﬁations,
Hooley, Stripley, and Krieger (1988) found some degree of “home country

: preference” for the developerl countries of France, Germany, ’Fr'nland, Holland,
Japan, and the U.S. Wall, Liefeld, and Heslop (1991) found that Canadian-made
products were perceived by Canadian consumers to be of higtrer quality than their

| Japanese, Italian, Hong Kong, or Taiwanese produet counterpart (but, not

- statistically different from U.S. made products). Similarly, Haakansson and Wootz
(1975), sampling Swedish purchasing agents, found that Swedes gave higher quality
ratings to domestic products over the same products manufactured in Germany,
Italy, and France.

There is, however, some evidence that these domestic preferences can change
over tirne. Dornbff, Tankersley, and White'(1974) using longitudinal analysis
mapped the irnprovement of the Japaneee image and the deterioratiorr of the U.S.
image. They found domestie prefererlces changed. U.S. consumers began to favor
certain Japanese products over domesticS. | Erickson, JohénSSo’n, and Chao (1984)
found, for example, that U.S. consumers’ perceptions of automobile quality were
significantly more favorable for Japanese automobiles tharr for U.S. automobiles.

Developed country preferences can fluctuate or change. over time, but
Papadopoulos, Heslop, Graby, and Avlontis (1987) found, although home country' is
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not always first choice for all products, a bias favoring products from home country
always exists. Levin, Jasper, Mittlestaedt, and Gaeth’s (1993) study, which
examined U.S. consumers’ attitudes towards U.S. and Japanese automobiles, to
some extent, supports the hom¢ country pfeference theory. They found that U.S.
consumers gave higher ratings to Japanese cars and Workgrs, yet most enddrse the
“Buy American” COncépt. Respon‘dents gave preferéntial rankings to companies
which employ mostly American Workers. They found that a products’ country of
origin appearé to influence feelings of nationalism, and‘th}is nationalism‘ dominates in
the pre-purchase decision phase of the buying process.

Heslop and Papadopoulds’ (1993) study is one of the largéSt international
marketing studies ever conducted and it summarizes much of the research on the
subject of home coﬁntry preference. 'Consumer surveys were carried out with a
" team of nine noted researchers in eight countries. A sumrhated .score of a 21-item
product attitude scale across eight coﬁntries allowed for a thorough analysis of
whether or not consumers _alWays (or even usually) pbref‘erre.d domestic produéts.
Their conclusion suggests that a universal domestic preference is simplistic and~
larg_el‘yb erroneous. If it does exist it is vsus‘ceptible tov_ attack over time. Of the eight
countries tésted only France and Germany expresséd va clear preference for domestic
products. The Netherlands rénked Jépanese products to be just as good as their
own. American aﬁd British réspondents gave japanesc pfoduct_s higher brankings. In
Canada, domestic and American products were tied, but behind Japan. And Greek
and‘Hungarian respondents rated their products at the bottom of the list.

The factors affecting domestic preference appear to be: (1) the degree of

nationalism (e.g., French and German consumers are known for their strong national
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sentiments — Canadians are not); (2) the level of industrialization — domestic
preference will be lower where production technology is less advanccd; (3) the
market development — domestic preference will be lower in “open” economies; and
(4) the level of perceived economic vulnerability — domestic preference will be
higher if consumers believe foreign products thréaten domestic economy. Thus,
domestic brand managérs should carefully consider those factors which influence
domestic preference in order to develop strategies which could influence domestic
consumer choice and brand »equity. Local producers have no guaranteed special
status, but all else being équai, a domestic preference can quite possibly be created
via promotional activities like Made-in-the-USA campaigns which may provide
domestic produéers a strategic advantage over foreign competition.

Therefore, brahds considered to be U.S., like Hewlett Packard, Black &
‘Decker and IBM, all else being equal, may hold a cbmpetitive advantage over their
foreign counterparts with domestic consumers. However, global products may dilute
if nét dissolve the domestic preference advantage depending on consumer awareness
and expectations. Global products are also more likely thén_not to be assembled-in
or outsourced from countries where labor is cheap. Hence-it'is‘ essential that
researchers begin to understand how consumers view these “developing countries.”
The existing literature is quite. lirniféd in this regatd. Coimtry of origin research to
date has lumped almost évery country other than' the ‘Super industrialized powers’
into one category.’ Surely, Singapore’s country image is different than Mexico’s on

some dimensions (e.g., cleanliness or productivity).
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Deveiopihg Country Stereotypes

The most consistent finding in country of origin research is that products
manufactured in developing countries, with rare exception, are rated lower for
product quality and higher for perceivéd risk than are products from developed
countries (Gaedeke 1973 ;b Han 1989; Krishnakumar 1974; Papadopoulos, Heslop,
Szamosi, and Ettenson 1997; Reierson 1966; Saltzmer 1966; Schooler 1965, 1971;
Schooler and Sunoo 1969; Schooler and Wildt '1968‘). There is, however, little
research that e‘xplains why country of origin cues hai'e such an effect, nor is there
much country of origin resea-rch which considers ofh‘er country image dimensions
besides economics. This section justifies the need for more research and helps build
a foundation for this fesearch.

Krishnakumar (1974) found, for example, sampling students from Taiwan and
India attending U.S. univcréities, that subjects discriminated against their own
country in favor of products from developed countries. Hampton (1977) found that
consumers attached higher perceived risk to American products manufactured outside
the U.S. than they did to American products manufactured within the U.S. ‘He '
discovéred that an inverse relationship existed between perceived risk and a
country’s economic dévelopinent. Country of origin research has foﬁnd that typical
low perceived risk products like laundry soép 6r oranée juice, if manufactured in
developing countries, can becéme high percéiifed risk products. Alden, Hoyer, and
Crowley (1993), for example, found that consumers’ perceived purchase risk for
Crest toothpaste wés significantly higher when the product was made in Mexico as
opposed to the U.S. Hampton’s (1977) study did find, however, a few product

exceptions. Hand-held calculators made in Hong Kong and freeze-dried coffee made |
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in Brazil scored lower on perceived risk than did coffee and calculators made in
America, suggesting that developing countries can change a stereotypical image for
specific products, and perhaps product categories, and products in general if the
country/people image is strategically managed and promoted.

Gaedeke (1973) found that U.S.-made products like_ food, electronics, and
textiles were rated higher on product quality than were products from various
developing countries of Asia and South America. Also, specific brands were rated
lower on product quality when it was revealed that the country of origin was a
developing country as opposed to no£ mentioning any éountry of origin. These
findings confirm that if new iabels are mandated by the FTC, U.S. brand equity for
companies Who és’se‘mble-in or source from dé\?eloping countries will suffer.

A limited number of studies have offered explanations for the developing
country bias. These researchers suggest that the countries’ economic, cultural,
social, and political systems could bé thé cause bf the phenomenon (Tonberg 1972;
Wang 1978). These eXplanatory country image variables are not always consistent
across countries. Researéhers found that for many Eastern European countries
(“Made-in U.S.S.R.” was the least favorite of the seven Eastern European countries
analyzéd) that the negafi\}e bias towardks pfoducts from those countries wﬁs étronger
than their degfee of econdmic deVelopmenf should indicate (Bannister and Suanders
1978; Chasin and Jaffe 1979; Darling and Kraft 1977). In ()the'r‘ words, even
developed countries can receive lower product quality ratingé and have higher
perceived product purchase risk if the political climate is unstable or incompatible
with domestic_country views. Chasin and Jaffe (1979) found that unfavorable

attitudes and emotions connected to the social, economic, and political systems of
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communist countries are transferred to the products made in those countries. It
makes sense that this would apply to other countries as well.

These findings reinforcé the notion that once stereotypes for countries are
created they are difficult to change. There is some evidence that over time
economic developmént"combined with strategic promotion can change a country’s
perceived image (Jaffe and Nebenzahl 1993; Nebenzahl and Jaffe 1991; Reierson
1967). The dramatic improvement of the Japanese image over the last fifty years is
the premier example of a country,vwith an image for building cheap trinkets, turning
into an economic power nouse with an image for building some of the highest
quality products in the world (Brunner, Flaschner, and Lou 1993; Damanpour 1993
Dornoft, Tankersley, and White 1974 Nagashima 1977). Other countries are

-beginning to have similar success by taking advantage of international events as a ‘
means of changing stereotypes and pvroniotingv a new image to the world. Nebenzahl
and Jaffe (1991) found that for South Korea, the 1988 Olympic games held in Seoul
resulted in a more positive attitude toward consumer electronics made }in that |
country. On the other hand, “spectacular” international e\rents can quickly change -
consurners’ attitudes towards products in a negative direction. Brunner, Flaschner,
and Lou’s (1993) longitudinal study found, following the June 1989 Tiananrnen
Square incident, that consumers attitudés about Chinese nroduct quality and purchase
intentions decreased significantly.

Some recont studies have suggested that nations might do well to view
themseives as “products” (Chao 1989a, 1990; Graby 1993; Wee, Lim, and Tan
1993). Graby (1993) points out that France is well aware of the importance of

building its country image to increase export market penetration, and that promoting.
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this image requires tl1e adoption of the view that countries, insofar as export markets
are concerned, essentially are corporate entities. A specific -committee, titled
“Comite Image France,” has been formed to promote France’s image abroad.
Collaborative induslry-govemment programs for the promotion of national image
| must address three basic mafketing questions: (1) what do we need to convey, (2) to
whom do we need to convey it, and (3) how do We convey it? |

With this in mincl, countries, particularljnewly developing countries, must pay
close attention to the creation and promotion of the desired image, including
managing where possible international events which can create immediate positive or
negative reactions. Japan has set the stanclard for other countrles to follow. And
despite limited economic development, couotries like South Korea, Hong Kong,
Singapore, and Brazil have had some suceess in changing and creating positive
product quality perceptions, albeit product specifie, by carefully _managing and
promoting their country images abroad.

This study helps uncover the specific dimé:nsiohs which influence coﬁntry ‘and
people images and help explain how consumers form these images. Thus, the study
has rich implications for developing countr_ies .who want to improve their country
imége and eubsequ.ent_ly the image of their products and for managers of companies
of who now are or sooﬁ w1ll be assembling-in or sourcing-from developing
countriee. Economie,' social, and political systems a“long with international events

appear to influence consumers’ country image formation.
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Individual Difference Variables

This section creates the foundation for individual difference variables to be
used in the sfudy. vThe findings for demographic influences are inconsistent and
inconclusive, but ethnocentric différences and travel appear to have a more
;:onsistent effect. Thus, the latter two variables are ilnportant and included in the
measurement instrurnent as individual difference nariables. |

Demographic variables like age, sex, race, and education and personality
variables like dogmatism and cbnsérvatism have been studied as they relate to
foreign produéts (Anderson and Cunnin‘gham 1972, Dnmoff; Tzinkersley, and White
1974, Damanpour 1986, 1993; Schooler and S(unoo‘ 1969; Schoolér 1971; Tonberg |
1972; Wang 1978). “The results are not consisfent. For example_, some studies have
found that older people gave foreign products higher ratings fhan younger people did
(Schooler 1971; Tonberg 1972). This is the opposite bf tht might be expected.
Other studies found no such age effect (Schooler and Sunoo 1969; Wang 1978).
Similarly, some studies found that consumers with higher levels of education rate
foreign products more févorably than do those consnnlers with limited education
(Anderson and Cunningham 1972; Dornoff, Tankersley, ;,and_White 1974, ’Wang‘
1978). Tonberg’s (1972) study, on the other hand, found no such relationship.

More recently country of drigin studies hane inéluded personality or individual
difference variables like patrioﬁsm,-nationalisrn andbethnbccnt_rism and the findings
have been more consistent. Han (1988), for example, found that patriotic responses
played a‘Sig_nificant role in product choice. His research ’sugges‘ted that
advertisements aimed at arousing consumers’ patriotic emotions (e.g:, ads decrying

job loss caused by foreign imports) would influence domestic product purchase.
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Daser and Meric’s (1987) study supports Han’s proposition. They found that
consumers in geographic regions hard hit by alleged impert—induced job loss
responded positively to “Buy American” advertisements. In addition to the above,
many studies support Shimp and Sharma’s (1987) research on consumer
ethnecentrism, - defined as beliefs held by consumers‘about‘ the appropriateness and
morality of purchaSing foreign made products. Shimp and Sharma developed a valid
and reliable scale (CETSCAl,E) for measuring consumer ethnocentrism. They
found. that highly ethnocentric consumers believed purchasing foreign products is
inherently wrong. To-them, it hurts the local eeenomy, causes jebloss, and is
clearly unpatrietic. Respondents who rated. high on the scale were found to be
selectively accenruating'positive attributes for domestic producté while screening out
those attributes for foreign products.

Although studies on the relationship between demographic variables and
country of origin have often met with conflicting results, the findings on personality
variables, particularly nationalism and ethnocentrism, appear to be quite consistent.
Ethnocentric consumers are quite susceptible to the influences of country of origin.
They have a definite preference for home country products and a strong bias against
products from foreign counrries (both developing and developed foreign countries).
If new labels provide fereign country information about assembly or sourcing, then
highly ethnocentric consdmers’ c_ountry/people’ irnages can bev 'affeeted by their bias.

Another related individual difference variable is the consumers’ knowledge and
experience with the country itself. PapadOpoules and‘ Heslop (1986) studied the
effect of foreign travel on consumer evaluations of products from those countries.

They found, for example, that while non-visitors to Japan gave high marks for
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Japanese electronic and automobile quality, visitors gave higher ratings than non-
visitors to goods which have not yet gained global recognitibn like fashion apparel.
Travel to Gfeat Britain was found‘to offset some of the negative beliéfs about
economic and labor problenis. Visitors to the U.S. and Sweden, on the other hand,
tended to have more negative images of those countries than did non-visitors.

Hence, with increasing global stabiliiy, d‘ecreasingvtravel costs, and increasing
availability of information, country/péoplé.stereotypes and images will continue to
be important to marketing résearchers becauée of their impact on the purchase

decision process.

Product 'Famil_iarity

Country of origin researchers havé also found fhat product familiarity
: influenced the country of origin effect (Han 1989; Heimbach, Johansson, and
MacLachlén 1989; Hong and Wyer 1989; Johahséon 1988; Johansson, Douglas, and
Nonaka 1985; Johansson and Nebenzahl 1986; Yaprak 1978). A common definition
of product familiarity includes the consumer’s prior knowledge level and subjective
product experience (Park arbld‘ Lessig 1981). The number of product-related
expefienc'es is often measured by self—répo’rted ratihg scales vand pfevious ownership
(Alba and Hutchinson"'1987; Bettfnané_nd Park 1980).

According to one argument, When_consume_rs are unfamil}ia‘lr with a product’s
attributes because of limited éxperience with thé product or whcn more explicit
information on product attributes is unavailable, then the cduntry of origin cue often
has a significant impéct on product quality evaluations (Nagashima 1970; Reierson

 1967). - The reasoning is that.when product information stored in internal memory is
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scarce, then relevant indirect evidence, like country of origin, is used to evaluate
products and brands (Johansson 1988). In such cases, country of origin cues are
used as substitute or surrogate indicators of overall quality. Researchers found, in
product categories where specific product inforrnation had not reached adequate
levels of diffusion into.tire market, that country of origirr cues significantly
influenced purchase behavior.

On the other hand, Heimbach, Joharlsson, and MacLachlan (1989) found that
when consumers have considerable product familiarity, courrtry of origin has a
significant influence on product‘ qualiry ev'al'uations.v Johansson and Nebenzahl
(1986) found ‘th:at‘ the correlation between self-assessed knowledge about product
class and ceuntry of origin irrrportence was signiﬁeant and in a kp‘ositive direction.‘

‘Similarly, the Johansson, Douglas, and Nonaka (1985) study found a positive
interaction effect for self-reported product farrriliarity and country of origin
influence. These results suggest consumers who are knowledgeable or familiar with R
a brand or a product are more likely to use country of origin cues in their‘
evaluations than are those wﬁo are less familiar.

~ Johansson (1988) offered one explanation for why corrsumers who are
knowledgeable and experienced with a product use country of origin. He suggested
that it relates to the simpiified type of information processing that many consumers
employ (Wrightf19.75'). That is, in order to hendle cemplex irrformation, consumers
frequently use only a few of the multiple attributes which make up the total bundle |
evaluated. Alba and Hutchinson (1987) suggested rhat consumers typically try to
reduce the cognitive processing required for making decrsions. One way to

accomplish this is to use a summary statistic which circumscribes all or most the
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attributes. Howard and Sheth (1969) suggested that brand name is the best known of
these summary statistics. Country of origin is certaixﬂy another of the these
summary statistics (Johansson 1988).

With regard to the apparent product familiarity par_adox (i.e., are country of
origin cues used more by c0nsufners who havé more product familiarity or less?),

* Han (1989) suggests that the country of origin cue may play a dual role. His model
refers to situaﬁoﬂs involving high anci_ low productkfailmiliarity.‘ In both cases country .
of origin infor’mat‘ion may be used by cons'umers.. When cbnsurm:rs are unfamiliar
with a product, ‘the halo efféct ‘suggested'that consumers use country image to infer
quality when t;ﬁe quality 1s unknown. Country‘» image becémes a surrogate for other
attributes when information is lacking, when there is lack of farhiliarity with the
product, and when purchase context information is lacking (Belk 1975;’Jacoby,
Olson, and Haddock 1971; Monroe 1976). When coﬂsurners are highly familiar
with a product, Han (1989) said that consumers “chunk” individual elements of
information into higher units in order to simplify complex information processing.

In this’situatio'n country image acts as a summary statistic.

The country of origin literature suggested that hélo or summafy perceptions for
highly devélopeci countfies will have a bositive effect on purchase‘ evaluations, while
for developing countries, there will be a negétiv"e effect oﬁ purchase evaluations. -
The limitation in the country of origin research' stream va.gair_l is in its simplistic
single dimension categorization. Logically, oth¢r country imagé factors besides
economic development should affect purchase evaluations, and all developing
countries are unlikely to be perceived in the same way. If, for examplé, a certain

brand of computer is made in Scotland and another brand is made in Mexico, then
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consumer product quality ratings and willingness to purchase may not be equal.
This study expands the existing research by examining country 'differeiices within the

economic dimension.

Country of Oi'igin Models

Theoretical models have been deveIOped to explain country of origin effects
(Han 1989; Johansson 1988; Obermiller and Spangenberg 1989). The Han (1989)
model has already been discus‘sed:in the product familiarity section of this study.
The other fwo models contend that the made-in label influences attitudes (i.e.,
cognitive, affective, and behavioral processes). |

The Obermiller and Spangenbeig (1989) model, for exzimple, suggested that
country of origin influences behavior (change in intentions) through eithei cognitive,
affectiile, or normative processes. In the cognitive process, “the most likely
process,” consumers will use origin 1abé1s io evaluate other attributes.- And though
the affective and iiormative process are less likely to be used by consumers, all th_ree
share one common variable. That is, allvare mediated by the clarity of the origin
label. A specific threat, the researchers said, to clarity of the oiigin label is multiplé
Counirie,s of origin. |

The Johansson (1988) model created a framework for understanding
consum¢rs’ propensity to use “Made-in” labels. The propciisity to use country of
origin labels is inﬂuénced by the ﬁredictiilé value and the confidence value of‘ the
cue. The confidence value of the cue is defined as the degree to which the
individual has confidence in the labeling in question. Johansson proposed that

~ country/product familiarity and hybrid products influence the confidence value which
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in turn influences the propensity to use the made-in label. With hybrids, Johansson
suggested that consumers will be confused as to whether or not the product was
actually manufactured in the country printed on the label.

Both models (Johansson 1988; Obermiller and Spangenberg 1989) argue that
the reduction of clarity and confusion caused by global products with multiple
origins may reduce the propensity to use the made-in label. This may be true, but
because both studies were written before the most recent FTC investigations and
subsequent change in label content requirements, these reseafchers did not take into
account that the new‘ giobal product labels would Iikely increase cl'arity and decrease
confusion because the new labels clearly list'assembly and sourcing country origins.

More importantly, neither rvnodéli hﬁs attempted to‘ explain how consumers
develop attitudes and images of the origin couﬁtries. Yet understanding how éountry
images ,are‘ developed and what dimensions are;usedlto form‘th_osbe images is
essential for predicting how consumefs react when presented with label or other
promotional information about foreign country assembly or sourcmg. In the
marketing literature a varietyb of multi—attribute'modeis have beeﬁ used effectively for
many years to help explain how consumers develop attitudc?é towards objects or
products (Anderson 1974;‘ Fishbein and Ajzen‘1975). It is"'proposed here that a
multi-attribute model could help explain how consumers develop attitudes about

people and countries where assembly and sourcing is likely to occur.

Integrative Model
In the country of origin literature, models have béen developed which attempt

to explain under what circumstances country of origin affects purchase evaluations
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(Berger and Cote 1997; Han 1989; Johansson 1988; Obermiller and Spangenberg

1989). However, research which explains how images of countries are developed
| and how those images influence purchase evaluations, is not available. In thé

following section a model is developed which helps fill this important gap in the

existing country of origin literature.

Multi-Attribute Models

" The extan.t’ country of origin ‘r‘esear‘ch firihly established that consumers hold
certain attitudes about countries and these attif_udes influence the purchase decision
process. A number of different mﬁlti-attribute models have begr.l developed to help
explain how consumers form attitudes toward objects. In the marketing literature,
two traditional inulti—attribute models dominate much of the attitude reseairch — that
is, Fishbein’s attitude — toward the object 6r adding modei (Fishbein and Ajzen
1975) and And_erson’s averaging model (Andersoh 1974). Both‘models have made
unique predictions about how consumers form perceptions given limited informatioﬁ.
The Fishbein model contended that consumers add attribute information and
identified three factors that predict attitudes: (1) salient beliefs or attributes that are
important, (2) strength of belief that the object has a particular attribute, and (3) the
evaluation of each of the salient attributgs. The Anderson' model suggésted that
consumers average information on attributes in order to form an:overall rating of the
product. Evidence on the‘ “aVeraging VErsus ‘add':ing” problem IS mixed. Fishbein’s
adding model, for example, predicted that the response to a stimulus described by
two highiy Valued attributes will be greater than the response to the same stimulus

described by only one highly valued attribute. Anderson, on the other hand,
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predicts that the two responses should be equivalent (under averaging, when one

attribute is “removed” all weight “shifts” to the remaining attribute).

Brunswick’s Lens Model

Urban and Hauser’s (1993) research on new product development offers
additional insight into how product attributes are used to form product perceptions.
Building on a consumer-behavior mbdel known as the Brunswick’s Lens model (see
figure 1), these researchers argued‘ thaf consumers form their preferences for
products based on subjectiye’ perceptions. They use these subjective perceptions as a
“lens” for filtering the complex set of cues they receive about the product based on
its objective featﬁres or physical attributes. In other words, an objective feature like
leather interior might influence a subjective perception like luxury or comfort which

in turn influences preference which influences choice.

Product Category
" Objective Indicators | | Country y | Consumers’ Attitade
‘of a Country - " Image > to Product '
» Geograhic Location » Economic Development » Willing to Purchase
“» Economic Indicators » Labor : : ’
» Politics » Politics ¢ » Perceived Quality
» Environment » Work Culture
» Vocational Training
» Environment
» Conflict
Marketing Mix Variable

Figure 1. Brunswick’s Lens model.
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Based generally on common multi-attribute models and specifically on Urban
and Hauser’s (1993) research, this study propdses that objective country' indicators
are related‘td consumers’ perceptions or images of countries. Consumers’ country
images are related to consumers’ ’éttitudes tbwards products, specifically perceived
quality and willingness to purchase. The impact of country ixﬁage on product
attitudes is moderated by product category.

In order to map the physical attributes, secondary data are gathered. For
example, Howe (1974) categorized 148 countries into four stages of economic
development based on'population, per capita GNP, life expectancy, litéracy, and so
on. Before gathering the'bbjectivev data, an understanding of the subjective attributes
consumefs use in forming country and’peoplexpefceptions was necessary. This was
accomplished by collecting information from consumer focus groups and by
reviewing various related literatures. The focus group daté and the specific
attributesv selected are discussed in the methods section, and a foundation for
understanding potential country image dimensions is developed in the following

section on country images.

Country Image
While the research on country of origin is substantial, the more specific
research on country image is brief and limited. In the following section the
marketing and other relevantvliteratures are examined in order to develop a working
definition of country image, and to gain a better understanding about the multiple

dimensions of the country image construct.
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Country Image Concept

The term image refers to an organized_representation of an object in an
individual’s cognitiv¢ system. Image is an inferred construct which includes not
only the individual’s conception of the object at present, but also the individual’s
view of its past and future. Thus, associated with the image of an object, would be
various specific m‘erhories and expectations,. various generalized beiiefs and opinions'
about the object (Kelman 1965).

How consumers conceptualize objects, speciﬁcally products, is an important
part of consumer behavior research. Papadopbulos (1993) explained some of the
valuable functiohs of images: |

the classification of objects; |
the development of element hierarchies;
the understanding of objects through the many cofreiations among them;
assessments about the substitutability of objects; |

the symbolization of elements or objects and of the bundles of attributes
that characterize them, which facilitates recall;

their use as input to syllogisms, or personal “theories” of causality--which,
in turn permit us to interpret phenomena and act on or react to them;

their dynamic nature, which makes it possible to change these “theories” of
causality as the world evolves--while also making it difficult to discriminate
between cause and effect; and perhaps most importantly, '

their use as the basis for strong explanation of, and therefore strong chains
of beliefs about, objects and their attendant phenomena.

As listed, one of the many important functions of hﬁages is classification.
Consumers classify producfs into categorigs and use past experiehce and knowledge
about the categories to make product evaluations (Meyers-Levy and Tybout 1989;
Sujan 1985). Many of these categorizations are based on objective attribute

evaluations.
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The stereotype that all Japanese cars are reliable is based as much on inference
as it is on objective observation of reality (Maheswaran 1994). Though thése
stereotypes are often biased, they can play a valuable vpart in providing coherence,
sifnplicity, and prédictability in complex decision situations (Taylor 1981).

Papadopoulos (1993) adds that his partial listing of the function of images helps
explain their important role and the influence they can have in daily life. The imége

vof objects results from people’s perception of them. Given the basic definition of
perception as “the meaning we attribute to things,” and since people act on what
they believe is.true, “objective reality” plays a lessor role in human affairs than

“perceived reality.”

Country Image Definition
Nagashima (1970) ‘was one of the first marketing researchers to examine
country image. He defined the term éountry image as:
the picture, the reputation, the stereotype that businessmen and
consumers attach to products of a specific country. This image is
created by such variables as representative products, national
characteristics, economic and political background, history, and
traditions (Nagashima 1970, p.68).

This study uses Nagashima’s definition of couljtry 1image, but points out that
virtually all post-Nagashima country image research mgasurés country image by
focusing almost exclusively on the representative product variable. Dimensions like
price and value '(e. g., reasonably/unreasonably priced?), service and engineering,

advertising and reputation (e.g., recognizable/unrecognizable brand names?), and

design and style, were commonly used measures of country image (Cattlin, Jolibert,
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and Lohnes 1982; Jaffe and Nebenzahl 1984; Nagashima 1970, 1977; Narayana
1981; Roth and Rorheo 1992; White 1979). .

Besides focusing on representative products, these studies are limited in that
they only examined highly developecvi‘ countries like Japan, United States, Germany,
and England. For htghly developed countries, representative prodhcts may be well
established. HoWever, today’s global products are generally assembled-in, with
components-from countries like Malaysia, Intiia, or Mexice where U.S. consumers
are far less liicelyb to have knowingly experienced representative products.

This lack of familiarity with fepres‘ehtative preducts from‘developing countries
in part reflects chrrent’ eorporate strategy. Chrysler; for example, is unlikely to
announce that a particular model is assembled in Mexico, because of the negative
image, unless required by law to do so. Recent FTC regulations, however, now
require automakers to reveal the country of asse_rhbly and the country which supplies
the major percentage of component parts.

Therefore,kunderstanding images of developing countries is important. The
dimensions that make up these images are likely to exist ohtside the representative
products dimension. To this extent the existing count'ry, of origih and country image
research is lirhited andicb)utdated. |

Martin and Eroglh _t1993) defined country image as the tetal of all descriptive,
‘inferential,bandv informationa1 beliefs one has about a particular country. Based on
that definition, this study fills a gap in the country image research and examines in
more detail Nagashima’s defirlition of country image by measuring the effect of
other country image variables like national characteristics, economic and politieal

background, history, and traditions. These variables are more likely to explain
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differences across developing countries than are the previous scales related to

representative product variables.

Country Image Dimensions

This research has identified ten marketing studies that assessed country image
based'essentially on Nagashima’s (1970) original Country image study. The
dimensions used to measure country image were basically associated with product
perceptions as opposed to people and country perceptions, and developed countries
rather than developing countries (Cattlin, Jolibert, and Lohnes 1982; Han and
Terpstra 1988; Heslop and Papadopoulos 1993; Jaffe and Nebenzahl 1984;
Johansson and Nebenzahl 1986; Nagashima 1970, 1977; Narayana 1981;
Papadopoulos and Heslop 1986; White 1979).

Attitudes about the countries and people producing the products have seldom
been included in the research on country image (Heslop and Papadopoulos 1993).
The notable exception to this are the studies by Martin and Eroglu (1993) and Wang
and Lamb (1983). Wang and Lamb (1983) categorized thirty-six countries into three
levels of political and economic development and six cultural regions. Using an
analysis of variance method, these researchers found that willingness to buy foreign
products was associated with political, cultural, and economic dimensions of the
country. Specifically, the findings indicated that respondents were most willing to
buy products from highly economically developed countries and politically free
countries with a European, Australian, or New Zealand culture.

Martin and Eroglu (1993), based exclusively on U.S. consumer images of

Japan, developed a scale which included economic, political, technical, and social
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désirability (which included items concerning quality of life, standard of living, and
level of urbanization) dimensions. The social desirability dimension was not
uncovered m the factor analysis. One éxplanatipn for this could relate to thé _c'ountry
under investigation. In other words,’ quality of life might not be an important factdr
in consumers’ country images of super'powers like Japan with high s'téndér’ds of
living, but for developing countries this factor may be an inﬂuenfiai dimensioﬁ of -
country image.

Heslop ahd,Papadopouloé’ (1993) eight-developed countfy image ‘stu'dy
measured country image following the vbasic dimensions of Nagaslﬁma’s (1970)
product attimdéé. HoWeve‘r; unlike most post-Nagashima studies, these fescarchers
included some épecific dimensions 'Oh cOunt;y and people attitudes. vBased on those
dimensions, they found that good products appear’ to come from well—managed;
technologically advanced cbuntries with hardworking people who have refined taste,
are likable, trustworthy, and ad1hire& for theﬁ role in world politics.

Also, in the Heslop and Papadopoulos study, culture was not defined as simple -
geographic regions (as it was in Wang and Lamb 1983), but was measured using | ‘ |
scale items referring to questions about peoples’ refined thste, trustwdrthiness, hard
work, and likeei'bléness:. | -

Whether or not these economic, polifical, social, and cultural dimensions‘ hold
for developing countries remains to be tested by this study. In order to buildv on
these few marketing Hstudies, énd in an attempt to gain more .iﬂsight into the
dimensions of country image this study also reviews other non-marketing literatures

related to country image.
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Other Literature Bases

-Given the limitations of marketing research in this area, this study includes
literature bases outside of marketing in order to confirm and more fully develop the
dimensions that make up country imagé_. |

In a cross-cultural psychology study, Forgaé and O’Driscoll (1984) found that
there are psychological links between a person’s perception of a country and his or
her values, beliefs,‘ attitudes, andbehavior. These perceptions and attitudes that
people have about other natiqns can inﬂuenc¢ economic decisions like purchase
choice. This is consistent with the country of origin and country »image literature.
Previous taxonomic studies in psycholdgy, political science, and sociology have
found that individuals tend to focus on variables like; €5) degrée of economic
devélopment, 2) 1eye1 of education, (3) affluence, (4) size, (5) population dénsity,
and (6) political orientation when building country images (Russett 1967; Sawyer
1967; Woliver and Cattell 1981). |

Within the social-psychology literature the following dimensions, :though minor
variations exist depending on the countries included in the study, are quite consistent
with the above literature. The dimensions that are associated withvcouﬁtry or
“internatidnal” image include economic development, political ciimate, cultﬁral
development and geographic location, race or ethnicity, and affect for a country or
peopie (Forgas and O’Driscoll 1984; Jones and Ashmore 1973; Kélman 1965;
Robinson and Hefner 1967; Wish, Deutsch, and Biener 1970).

Kelman’s (1965) book on the subject of international behavior summarizéd
much of the early research on national image formation. In addition to the

aforementioned economic, political, and cultural dimensions, he concluded that
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international image development is connected to cross-national contact, _intemationél
cvents, and international conflict.

In support of the international conflict dimension, Driver (1962) found that
country irhages became more concentrated, simplified, and evaluative as conflict
between the countries i_ricreased. In thé marketing lite_rature, Papadopoulos and
Heslop’s (1986) study suppbrts Kelman'’s cr'oss-nati'obnaI contact effect on country
image. They found that consumers who had fraveled to a country had different
views from those who had not. Travel was clearly a factor which influenced
country image formation. The marketing literature ’also provides. support for
Kelman’s,interl‘lati(.)nal events dimensiéns. Brunnef, Flaschner; ahd Lou (1993)
found that the tragic June 1989, suppres‘si'on of thé pro-democré¢y demonstration by
the Chinese government, the Tiananmen Square incident, influenced China’s couhtry
image. The event appears to hav¢ eroded sales for Chinese pr’qducts above and |
beyond that related to U.S. sanctions. On the ofher hand, the 1988 Olympic games
in Seoul helped create a more positive country image for South Korea, and the event
appears to be associéted with an increase in U.S. sales of South Korean products

(Jaffe and Nebenzahl 1993).

Focus Groups

In agidition to the marketing and nqn-markefiﬁg litgfature r'eview,.focus groups
were conducted v;/ith 148 markefing.. students in three élas'séé ét' two separate western
universities in order to identify the most current dirt;ensions of country ﬁnage.
Respondents were asked what they would like to know about the countries

assembling or sourcing components for products that they might be buying, and what
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things might influence their perceptions of quality or willingness to purchﬁse
products from those countries.

| The focus group responses were listed by frequency and were organized into
likely categories. The respondents’ answe;s showed concern for economic
development (ability to be innovative, and use high t_echnqlogy)-and political climate
(freedom and fair trade). Unlike any of the dimensions in the literature bases, the
respondents also éonsistently ,wanted to knov&f about the labor environment and
human rights (plant conditions, pay, hours wbrked, child labor, and general
treatment of workers), and énvironméntal protection (water and air péllution, and

animal rights).

Selected Dimensions

In summary, based on the marketing and non-marketing literature and the focus
groups,' economic development, politics, and éulture consistenﬂy emerged as
important dimensions of country image. The non-marketing literature also
emphasizes conflict, that is the exfent to which countries share commonalities, agree
on important issues, and like each other, as a vital part of country image. The focus
group discussibns revealed that econOmi‘cs,xpolitics, _and cb:ulture‘ were meaningful,
but responses also uncovered two other vital dimensions of interest: labor
environment and environmental protection.

Six dimensions ‘(ééonomics, politics, culfure, conﬂict; labor, and environment)
are included in this smdy as representative of the important dimensions of country

image. The operationalization of these dimensions, the definitions, and the scale
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items to be included will be explained in greater detail in Chapter III, the methods

section of this study.

Research Hypotheses
Four hypotheses have been based on country of origin, marketing and non-

marketing country image, multi-attribute, and Brunswick’s Lens research.

Willingness t(v)’ Purchase and Perceived Quality

Thoughv never tested using the six country image dimensions of this study or
with develop-irig countries per se, the marketing (Bilkey and Nes. 1982; Liefeld 1993;
Johansson 1993'; Ozsomer and Cavusgil 1991; Schooler 1967) and the non-marketing
(Forgas and O.’Driscoll 1984; Jones and Ashmore 1973; Kelmari 1965; Wish,
Deutsch, and Biener 1970) literature indicated that country image influences “
willingness to purchase and perceived quality, and that some country image
dimensions like economic development may have a stronger influence on willingness
to purchase and perceived risk than others. Therefore, it is hypothesized that:

H;: Willingness to purchase is positively related to country image.

"Hy,: Percgived quality is positively related to country image.
H,: :The dimensions of country image will differ 1n the streriglh of their
‘relationship to willingness to purchasq.

Product‘ Categories

The study contends that predictability of the scale and relative importance of -
the dimensions will differ over product categories. Country of origin research has
found that country of origin influences are relatively positive for products from

economically developed countries and negative for products from developing:
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countries (Bilkey and Nes 1982; Ozsomer and Cavusgil 1991; Schooler 1971;
| Séhooler and Wildt 1968; Heslop and Papadopoulos 1993).

Heslop, Liefeld, and Wall (1987) investigated a number of products (e.g.,"
shirts, billfolds, and telephones) in a developed country versus developing cbuntry
experiment. The researchers found a signjficant différence between countries in
product quality rétings for telephones. (i.e, a tcchnicél product), bﬁt product quality‘
ratings for shirts exhibi.ted no sighjﬁcant country of origin effect. The researchers
concluded that the country of 'ofigiri efféct becomes more powérful as product
complexity and risk increases; and as purchase frequency of thé product d_ecréasés.

Similarly, othe‘r‘country of origin réscarch_ found a signjﬁ‘cvant cbuntry of
origin (economic dimensibn) effect on préducf evaluations | f'orvcomplex, infrequently
purchased products. These effects, however, appear less important for simple
products (Ettenson, Wagner, and Gﬁeth '1988; Han and Tefpstfa’ 1988;‘Heslo‘p,
Liefeld, and Wall 1987; Héster and Yuen 1986). Liefeld’s (1993) twenty-two study,
meta-analysis found that the magnitude of the country of origin effect appears to be
related to the nature of the product. Specifically, the eta values (a measure
summarizing the magnitude of the strength of relationship between variables and
associated with the F-statistic) were larger for technically complex products, fashion-
oriented products, and experiéive produCts.v For these products the country of origin
had a significant influence on perceived ‘quz>11ity and willingness to purchase.
‘Therefore, it is hypothesized that:

H,: The relationship between willingness to purchase and country image will

be stronger for technologically complex products than for
technologically simple products.
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~ Economic Development and Country Image
Naturally, some variability in objective i(nowledge, and individual differences
in the interprefation of what those objective measures should be, mayvexist. None
the less, one the most consistent and pervasive findings in the country of origin
literature is that economic developmenf inﬂuencesb purchase choice. This study
“examined how objective measures of a country’s economic development related to
subjective meaéures of country image.

The extant country of origin researchers firmly established that consumers hold
certain attitudes about countries and these attitudes influence the purchase decision
process (Bilkey and Nes 1982';‘ Ozsomer and Cavusgil 1991; Heslop and
Papadopoulos 1993). 'In the marketing literatﬁre, two traditional multi-attribute
models dominate much of the attitude research (Anderson ‘1974; Fishbein and Ajzen
1975). Both models make unique predictions about how consumers form perceptions
giveﬁ limited information. The Fishbein model contended that consumers add
attribute information to form th¢ir overall attitude toward the object. T_hé Anderson

- model suggested that consumérs average information én attributes in order to form
an Qverall ratiné of th¢ product. Whether averaging or adding, both models»iprovide
the theoretical foundatidn for explaining how ¢ountr‘y4 iﬁlages are formed. In other
words, attitudes about a coﬁntry come from a“co'mposite of a variety of country
| attributes. The relevant country image dimensions héve been identified through
focus groups, and marketing and non-marketing literature bases.

Urban and Hauser’s (1993) research offers additional insight into how product
attributes are used to form product perceptions. Based on a consumer behavior

“model known as the Brunswick’s Lens, Urban and Hauser theorized that consumers
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form their preferences for products 'based on subjective perceptions. They use these
subjective perceptions as a “lens” for filtering the complex set of cues they receive
about the product based on its objective features or physical attributeé; That is,
objective attributes of country image form the basis for the subjective pergeption of
country image attributps. For example, based on complex objective info.rmétion
about Gross .Natidnal Product (GNP), Per Capita Income; and Gross Export Sales
information ahd 50 on, consumers develop simpliﬁed subjective"p’erceptions about
the country. 'Hypothesis four is based on the ’ﬁmnswick’s Lens ‘and, Multi-Attribute
theory. It is hypothesized that:

H,: Country image is positively related to objective indicators.

These four hypotheses have been empirically texted with the results reported in

Chapter IV.
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CHAPTER I
RESEARCH METHOD

This chapter explains the methods used to examine the dimensioos of country
image and the affect coﬁntry image has. on consumers’ willingness to purchase
foreign products. The chapter conSists of five sections:‘ ) tho product seloction,
(2) the country selection, (3) the two sfages of data collectioo, (4) the scale
development, and (5) the analytical methods used to develop the scale and test the

research hypotheses.

Product Sele_étion
The review of the literature indicated that expensive products, fashion

products, and technoiogically complex products are most fnﬂuenéed by country
image effects (seo review, Bilkey and Nes 1982'; Liefeld 1993; Papadopoulos 1993).
A long list of products within the above three product categories havve been »used in
the country image literature. Of that list personal computers and refrigerotors were
selected for this study based on a survey about technologically complex products.
Further 'd'etaijls on the survey and produot and seléction are given in the Section

connected with testing Hypothesis 3.

Country Seléction
Most country of origin and country image studies have focused on
industrialized countries and superpowers like the U.S., Germany, and Japan. As
mention in this study, current attention is being focused on developing countries for

outsourcing, assembly, component parts, design, and so on. Leong and Tan (1990)
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surveyed one hundred and seventy top executives from the U.S., Germany, and
Japan. They concluded that although North Amerjca would continue as the most
important geographic region for corporate activity, Asia, Central America, and
Eastern Europe would continue to be very attrgctive areas of foreign investment.

The fall of éommunism and an increasing number of international trade
agreements like N AFTA, increase the likelihood of furthér trade activity witﬁ these
countries. Thus, geographic regions consistent with the above, and, in an attempt to
reflect current trends and possibilities for global t;ade, country selection was based
on three ge_ographic regions (countries were restricted to developing economies):

1. Pacific Rim (China, S. Korea’,JSingaporg)v

2. Europe (Spain, Poland, Gre‘ece). B

3. South America (Mexico, Brazil, Peru).

Data Collection
Data were collected in two stages. Th¢ first set of data is used to develop a
valid and reliable country image scale. The second set of data is used to test the
research hypotheses.

'- The.first’ set of data were collected by surveys 'administe‘red to undergraduate
business students at a mid-western uﬂiversity. In bqth marketing and non-marketing
research, student respondents are commonly used for scale dévelopment. The
method is considered reasohable and appropriate for th:is’ type of research (Malhotra
1981; Zaiéhowsky 1985). Previous country of origin researchers who used similar

methods and techniques have reported sample sizes which rahge from 100-250
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respondents (Daménpour 1993; Erickson, Johansson, and Chao 1984; Lillis and
‘Narayané 1974, Nagashimii 1970, 1977, White 1979).

Hair et al. (1995) rec;ommended that the researcher not factor analyze a sample
of less than 50. The preferable sample size would exceed 100 respondents. And as
a general rule, the research should include, as a minimum, at least five times as
many observations és there are varizibles. This study has approximately 40
country/people ijhage variables. chcc, a reasonable sample‘size would includeA :
about 100 res_p’ondents..repo;vting' on two co’ﬁntries ‘each for two hundred
observations. |

Each respondent was askéd to answef questions (39’items) relatéd to the six
country image dimensions for two se‘paratebcoﬁntries. Thébsurvbey included two
questions on willingness to purchase a wallet or a computer.

In the first study the cour_ltricsv of Ching, Scotland;,Mexicov, South Africa, |
Russia, and Singapore were exaﬁined. This selectioh of developing coﬁntries
created a broad geographical cross section of countries which are currently or likely
in the future tb be involved in assémbly and sourcing. The diversity of countries
also diffused specific individual bias for one particular region or ;o_untry.

'In ‘the'sebcond roﬁnd of data collection, surveys wére hand delivered to church
groups, clubs, and other org'aﬁizations willing to participate in the study. Because of
the length of the questionnaire (about 15-20 minutes tbv complete) this method of
administration was selected over other survey methods.

To reduce fatigue and boredom and increase response rate, the number of
questions in the 'original student survey were reduced when the second data

collection occurred. Assuming the country image scale met requirements for
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appropriateness, reliability, and variance explained, the highest loading item for eacﬁ
of the six country image dimensioﬁs was kept for the second survey. This created
approximately 8-10 questions for each country. As mentioned in the country
selection section, three different countries were included in each survey (9 ceuntries
“in all from three regions — Asia, Latiri 'Ameriea, and Europe — with differing levels
of economic develoﬁinent). The variety of geographic areas and countries as
included to create a broad cross-,sectionel perépective and allow for some couﬁtry
differences in economicdevelopment. ThUS,._Fhe‘ se(_:ond survey (2 country sets)

included about 75 questions per survey.

Scale Development
The importance of proper scaie development has been emphasized by a number
- of researchers (e.g., Chufchill 1979; Jacoby 1978; Peter 1981). Churchill contended
that many of the existing measurement problems could be eliminated if multi-item
measures were used. To develop multi-item measures, Churchill suggested that
initially the domain of the construct must be defined (a limitation of existing country
image studies), then sample items are to be generated by examining various

literatures, conducting experience surveys and focus group interviews.

Dimensions of Country Image

Follewing Churchill’s (1979) admonition to specify the domain of the |
construct, the first critical step in scale development, we undertook a comprehensive
review of literatere on country of origin and country image. This process revealed
six dimensions of the multi-dimensional construct, country image: (1) economic

“development, (2) political environment, (3) labor environment, (4) work culture,
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(5) environmental preservation, and (6) international conflict. Next, the initial 39
scale items associated with the six dimensions were generaied by conducting focus
group interviews, and reviewing the literature (i.e., country of origin and country
image literature, and other related literatures)’.‘

~ In the focus group interviews, 148 undergraduate marketing students in three
separate classes at two different mid-western ilniversities participated. The‘fcicils
group participants were asked, “If a well-known brand name product were
assembled in-or had components sourced from countries unrelated to brand name
conntry, what would you like. to know about those countries? - What would influence
your perceptions of quality? What might influence your willingness to purchase?”
Their responses generated a long list of inieresting questions. " The questions most
frequently listed were oriented towards the labor environment, that is human rights
issues (i.e., labor laws, standarcl of living, Working conditions,’ é_tc.), work cultufe
(i.e., education, training, trustworthy, reliable, work ethic, and so on),
environmental issues (i.e., sanitation, pollution controls and environmental -
awareness, etc.), politics (fair trade, democratic, stable, friendly, and so on), and
ecohomics (technological advancement and global distribution).

One of the unique contributions of this study is its focus on couniry and people
images vs product images. The country of origin iésearch includes some product
image scales (Erickéon, Johansson, and Cliao 1984; Lillis and Narayana 1974;
Nagashima 1970, 1977; Wang and Lamb 1983; White 1979). In all, these scales
were built upon the seminal .work of Nagashima (1970, 1977). These scales were

often based on logic and intuition with very limited testing for validity or reliability.
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The few with formal analytical procedures developed product image dimensions
based strictly on superpower comparisons of countries like U.S., Germany, England,
France, ahd Japan. Nagashima’s (1970, 1977) study included price/value,
service/engineering, advertising/reputafion; design/style, and consumers’ profile.
Although Nagashima’s éoale items were product image based, some of his
dimensions apply to this country/people image study of dei}eloping countries. For
example, the price/value dimensioh asks a question about proouct reliability. This
could easily be asked about the reliability of the people. »Similarly, the service/en-
 gineering dimension asks questions about technical advancem‘enty, meticulous
workmanship, and inizentiveness. These items apply ao much or more to coun-
try/people images as they do to product images and henco are included in the scale.

Studies specifically related to country and people dimensions of country image |
are rare in the country of origin literature. The notablé exception is Wang and
Lamb’s (1983) study. Although no soale was developed, the researchers discovered
through country comparisons that economic, political, and cultural environment
influenced country/people image which influenced willingness to buy foreign
products.

The non-marketing literature revealed not only economic, political, and culture
dimensions of country image, but also an international conflict dimension (Driver
1962; Forgas and :O’Drisooll 1984; Jones and Ashomore. 1973; Kehnan 1965;
Robinson and Hefner 1967; Russett 1967; Woliver ahd Cattell 1981). |

Based on the focus group interviews, the marketing and non-marketing (i.e,
psychology, social and cultural psychology, and political science) literature, the

following six anticipated dimensions or summary variables, economic development,
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labor environment, political environment, work culture, environmental preservation;
and cross-national conflict, and 39 scale items are listed below and operationalized

in the questionnaire using seven point Likert—type scales which range from 1 to 7.

Economic Development

| Economic devélbpmént refers to a country’s ability to effectively manage its‘
resources; It has to do with the 'effi‘c"ient production, distfibutiOn, and consumption
| of wealth. It denotes the countfy"s cai)acity for creating a standaird of living for its
citizens that is competitive with other countries. Thé literature and focus groups
suggest that this dimens\im of coUntfy image coﬁld be vope'rationz‘ilized by focusing

on:

Highly developed economy?

~ Well managed economy?
Average citizen wealth? :
Highly industrialized economy (vs. agr1cu1tura1 economy)"
Technologically advanced?.
Powerful economy?
Modern economy?

Labor Environment

Labor enviromngnt refers to the conditions under which the work is performed.
It inélﬁdés the basic hﬁmah -rigl‘lts of workers and dendtes ﬂle genér‘al.attitude of
government towards labor rights, compan.ies’. treatinént of labor, and the working
environmcnt generally. The literature and focus groups suggest that this dimension
of country image could be operationalized by focusing on:
High regard .for human/worker rights?
‘Working conditions clean and comfortable?
Working conditions very safe?

Workers well paid for their work?
Short work hours each day?

T R S
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6. Workers treated very well?

7. Non-exploitation of labor (child, elderly, prison etc.)?

8. Standard of living?
Political Environment

Political environment refers to a country’s form of government and the
policies, laws, ruies, and regulations which gﬁide the countries’ decisions. The laws
and policies p‘lay an important role in the interaction between its people and other
countries. The literature and focus groups suggest that this dimension of country
~ image could be operationalized' by focusing on:
Highly admired for role in world politics?
Political system is very stable?
Very peaceful government?

Amount of personal freedom?
Politics similar to the U.S.?

W bh W =

Work Culture

Work culture denotes the basic values and beliefs that a people have about
physical and mental effort. It refers to the workers efficiency and productivity. It
includes the common characteristics and traits of the people, their way of life. The
literature and focus groups suggest that this dimension of country image could be
opérationalized by focﬁsing on:
Very well trained? .
Very hardworking?
Very trustworthy?
Very admired?
Very well educated?

Pay close attention to detail?
Very reliable?

Nonkwer=
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Environmental Preservation

Environmental preservation refers to a country’s awareness of the global
consequences of pollution and the vital need for protection of the environment. It
also includes the creation of policies aﬁned at reducing air, water, and soi1 pollution.
The focﬁs groups sugéest that this dimension of country image éould be
operationalized by focusing on:
| Very concerned aboﬁ\f the environment?
Very high standard for pollution control?
Aggressive effort to protect the environment?

Non-exploitation of environment (animals, oceans, etc.)?
Clean air and water?

SRR

International Conflict

Conlflict suggests that two entities are antagonistic, incompatible, or in
opposition to each other. International conflict results when two nations have an
incompatible or contradictory mixture of économic, ideological, and power
differences, and their reSulting strategies and modes of resolution (Kelman 1965).
The focus groups suggest that this dimension of country image could be
operationalized by focusing on:
Fair trade practices with the U.S.?
People very friendly?
Similar values and beliefs?
Very likeable people? ‘
Government cooperative with ours?

Economy compete with ours for jobs?
Very dependable military ally?

NN A WN

Global Measure
In order to test relative importance of the different dimensions a global scale is

required. In the country of origin literature, overall evaluation of country image
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influence was frequently based. on questions pertaining to willingness to purchase
(Bilkey and Nes 1982; Liefeld 1993; Ozsomef and, Cavusgil 1991). Urban and
Hauser’s (1993) adaptation of the Brunswick’s Lens Model explained that subjective
perception inﬂﬁencés product preferenée. This study suggests that preference could
be measured by Williﬁgness to purchase. Thereforé, questions on consumers’

willingness to purchase foreign products are included in the survey.

Analysis
The following se(:t‘ionve.xplains the methods of analysis used to examine the

objectives and test the hypotheses.

Factor Analysig

Based on reséafch objective #1 of the study, factor analysis, the multivariate
technique concerned with t;1e identification of data structﬁre was selected as the
appropriate tool for understﬁnding the underlying items and dimensions or factors
which relate to country image scale development.

Before factor analysis is performed, the appropriatenéss of using factdr analysis
should be considered. This can be detéfmined by using Kéiéer’s measure of
sampling adequacy. Hair ef al. (1995) says an MS}A score of 0.70 “middling” or
above indicates that fabtor analysis is appropriate. , Tﬁe scale _should meet .this initial
- criteria before the study proceeds. |
- To assess the vquality of the instrument, Churchill (1979) said that a coefficient

alpha is absolutely the first measure one should calculate. A coefficient alpha is

calchlatcd for each of the dimensions. For early stages of research, reliabilities or
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coefficient alphas of 0.50 to 0.60 are sufficient (Nunnally 1978). The scale met the
minimum requirement to be considered reliable. |

After checking‘for reliability, Churchill (1979) recommended that items which
produce a_substantial drop in .the item—to—total dTT) correlations should be deleted.
This is applied in the analysis.

Overall, there are 39 country/people. scale items for each country. R-factor
analysis wasv‘used to evaluate consistent dimensions within the scale. Specifically, |
Principal Components Analysis with Varirnax rotation was used. Factoring was
stopped when additional factors no longer 51gn1f1cantly reduced the explalned
variance. To determme the number of factors to be 1nc1uded in the factor analys1s a
minimum eigenvalue cr1terlon ofone and Cattell’s Scree Plot Test was used.

To be included in a factor Gorsuch (1983) recommended that items loadlng on
one factor. should have a loadmg of at least 0.30. Hair et al ( 1995) suggests that
factor ‘loadlngs of 0.40 are considered important, and loadings of 0.50 are

considered oractically significant. If the loadings of the items in the different factors
are very'close (crossload), then the items should be excluded from all factors. Items
th;it do not meet this criteria were elim‘inated. Then, the factor loadings were

examined to interpret and name the factor dimensions.

Regression Analysis.

The Brunswick’s Lens model provitles a structure by which to explain how
 consumers tlevelop country irnages and hovt' a country’s objective attributes inﬂuence '
consumers’ perceptions of attributes. The combination of these perceived attributes

~ influences preference (measured by a seven point bipolar adjective question on
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willingness to purchase). Multiple regression analysis is the appropriate method for
analyzing a research problem where a single metric dependent variable is thought to
be related to one or more metric independent variables. Thus, multiple regression
analysis was used to analyZe the relatienship between dimensions of ceuntry' image
(independent variables) nnd willingnessto purchase (a dependent variable), and to
test Hypothesis 1, llypothesis 2, and Hypothesis 3.

Hypothesis 1 is supportecl 1f the cofrelation coefficient (r) is positive and |
statistically significant. The cbffelation eoefficient indicates thestrength of the
relatic‘)nship between the dependent and ihdependeht variable(s). It was exzimined.
The coefficient of detennination (léz) wavs. also ‘examined to explain the explanatory
power of the regression equation er how well country image predicts willingness to
purchase. An F-test was calculated to see if the overall relationship was statistically
significant. ‘}.

Hypothesis 2 is supported if the beta coeffieients differ among themselves in
magnitude. The beta coefficient allows for direct comparison between the regression
coefficients and their explanatory power on the dependent variable (willingness to
purchase‘). The beta c‘oefficients were tested to see if they were signi'ficantly
different from each othe_r. The M-test was applied as the statistical test commonly
used to test differences in iegression eeef_fieients. |

Hypothesis 3. is supported if the coi'relatiOn coe»‘fticients (r) for willingness to
purchase technologically complex products is larger and significantly different from
the correlation coefficients (r) for technologically simple products. Fisher’s.z
Transformation is the appropriate technique for testing the difference between

correlation coefficients (Cohen and Cohen 1975).
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Multiple Analysis of Variance

Hypothesis 4 proposed that a pdsitivé relationshipbexists between cbuntry image
and objective indicators. Hypothesis 4 is tested using multiple analysis of variance.
Mulﬁple analysis of variance is the correct procedure for testing situations where the
fesearcher desires to measure the differen;es for two or more metric dependent
vériables (cdunti'y image dimension_s) based. on a set of categorical independent
variables (region and economics). If main effects of region and economies are

significant at the multivariate level, then H, is supported.
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CHAPTER 1V
ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

This chapter reports fhc results of data analysis designed to study the research
questions and test thehypotheses developed in Chapfer .III;. The data analyzed in
this chapter were:‘co'llected in two stages.._ First, pre-test data were collected to
create a valid and reliable measure of the country image construct'.‘ Then, main
study data were coilected to. tevst the reé'earch hypotheses.

The results of the pre-test analysis are pre_sented first. The report includes data
collection and sample size, approp,riateness of factor arialysis,‘ reliability aﬁalysis,
and factor anaiysis (brin;:ipalv component. and éomrﬁon factor analysis with varimax
rotétion). The results of the main study analysis are presén_ted next. These include

analysis, Fisher’s z transformation, M-test, and multiple analysis of variance.

Pre-Test Study

Country Image Scale”Deve‘lopment

To develop b'ett’er'n‘leasures of marketing constfucts,‘ inulti-item measures
should be used. Mulﬂti-’ite':m measures tend to increase reliability and decrease
measuremenf error. (Churchill 1979). The first four steps of Churchill’s (1979)
procedure for develop‘ing better measures iﬁcludes: (1) specify the domain of the
construct, (2) generate sample items, (3) collect data, and (4) purify the measure.
The specification of the domain and how the sample items were generated have

alreadyb been explained in Chapters II and III. Hence, they are only briefly
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mentioned here. However, data collection and purification of the measurse are
explained in detail.

The domain of country image included six dimensions, économic development, |
lqbor environment, po_litical environment, work culture, environmental ‘protection,
and conflict. The dimensions and the 39-items used in the pre-test study to measure
the dimensions are Based onextensiVe research in both the marketing and non-
marketing literatlire, and on focns group interyiews with 148 undergraduate
marketing students from two rnid-western uniVersities. The initial items were
carefully re\tiewed and the statements ‘or Cjuestions i;vere caution_sly examined and
edited SO that the wording wculd be as precise as possible. ’i‘he study esSentially
followed Churchill’.s (1979) method for specifying the domain and generating sample
items.

,Vli)at'a Collection

The pre;test data were collected from a group of 107 undergraduate business
students in three separate classes (two marketing and one accountingclass) at a mid-
western university campus (the focus group and pre-test group respondents were not
the same group).: Student respondents are commonly used for scale 'deyelopment in
both marketing and non-marketing research, and tiie method is considered reasonable
and appropriate for pre-tests of this kind (Maltiotra 1981; Zaichowsky 1985).

The student Sainple was relatively diverse across dernographic and
socioeconomic characteristics. Such information is provided in Table 1. This study
has 39 items and 107 student respondents. Each respondent was asked to answer
questions about two separate countries (China and Scotland, Mexico and’ South

Africa, or Russia and Singapore). This created a total of 214 country observations.
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TABLE 1 -

PRE-TEST SAMPLE PROFILE

: Marital . e
Age Gender Status » Income Citizenship

20-34(76%)  Female 49%)  Single (43%)  $0-24,999 38%)  U.S. (87%)
35.49(24%)  Male (51%)  Married (53%)  $ -49,999 (42%)  Other (13%)
Divorced (4%) $ -74,999 (20%)

For scale deéign and analysis, pre,__viouébountry of origin and coimtry image
researchers haVc used similar data covlleycation me.thodé and have reported similar
sample sizes raﬁging from 100-250 respéndents (Damanpour 19§3; Erickson,
Johansson, and Chao 1984; Nagashima 1970, 1977). Hair ez al. (1995)
recommended that the researcher not faétor analyze a samplé size of less than 50
(preferably more than 100), and as general rule, the research should inc':llude at least
five times as many observations as there are variables. This study exceedé these

recommendations.

Scale Dimension Analysis
To determine the appropriafeness -of using factor analysis, Kaiser’s measure of
sampling adequ‘acy MSA) can be“used. VH‘air et al. (1995) suggested that 0.90 or
above is “marvelous”, 0.80 or above is “meritorious,” and 0.70 or abdvc is
“middling.” Analysis of the pre-test data for this Study shows an overall MSA of
0.92 or f‘marvelous,” band individual variables range from 0.74 to 0.96. Thus,

factor analysis is appropriate.
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Factor analysis was used to determine whether or not the 39 country image
scale items reﬂect the country image dimensions as anticipated. The 39-items weré
analyzed using principal components and common factor analysis with varimax -
rotation to determine the number of factors and représentative items to be retained.
'The latent foot or eigénvalue greater than 1.0 criterion a:id the scree plot test
criterion were examined to help determine when factors cjcase to add significantly to
the amount of variance‘ explained. Both ';he eigenvalue and the scree plot test
criterion indicate that seven factors should be retained rather than the originally
postulated six fac‘tors.b |

The scree test .Cfiterion is ﬁsed to idefltify the optimum kmimber of factors that
can be extractgd befofe the 'ainount of unique vafiénce begiﬁs to dominate the
common variance; The scree test is derived by plotting the »eigenvalu'e_s against the
number of factors in order of extraction. The pbint at whiéh the curve first begins
to straighten out indicates the maximum number of factors to be extracted (Hair ez
al. 1995). In this study the curve begins to straighten out at approximately six or
seven.

' Latent roots or eigenvalues represent the column sum of Squared loadings for a
factor or the amount of variance accounted for by the factor. The rationale for using
eigenvalues is that 'any iﬁdiVidual factbr should acéouﬁt for the variance of at least a
single variable» if it is :to be fetained (Hair et al.‘ 1995). The eigenvalues for the
seven retained country image factors are provided in Table 2. Based upon the
eigenvalue greater than one and scree plot criterion ‘seven country image factors

were selected. The results of factor analysis are presented in Table 3.
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TABLE 2

EIGENVALUES FOR COUNTRY IMAGE SCALE

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

14.31 | 3.24 2.85 1.84 . 148 - 133 1.4

The Seven Dimensions

Churchill (1979) Suggésted that .items‘ which produce a sub,stantiai or sudden
drop in the itém-toétotéi (ITT) corrélations _shpﬁld nof bbe used. B_ased on Churchili’s
recommendation, three items should not be éonsidered for the main study: (1)
w1thln the labor environment dimension the ITTs ‘for‘ sevé_n items range between
0.81 — 0.62, but the Wbrk IOng:hOurs item (ITT = (0.42) répresents a sudden drop;
(2) within th¢ political enviromﬂent vdimension the ITTS for four items range
betWeen 0.68 — 0.58, but the admired for role in world politics item (ITT = 0.40)
represents a sudden drop; and (3) within the conflict dimension the ITTS for seven
items range between Q.7O — 0.55, but the competgs with us for jbbs item (TT =
0.32) représenfs a ‘suddta‘n drop. The dimensions uridérlinéd in Table.3 represenf
these three iterﬁs.

Hair et al. (1995) suggested that factor loadings of 0.40 are considered
impértant, and loadings of 0.50 are considered practically significant. Gorsuch
(1983) recommended that.fac_tors which load highly on more than one variable be

deleted.
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TABLE 3

PRE-TEST COUNTRY IMAGE FACTOR ANALYSIS

FACTOR - FACTOR FACTOR FACTOR FACTOR FACTOR FACTOR

1 2 ‘ 3 4 5 6 7
E - 086536 0.19726 ~ 0.23410 0.16648 0.19043  0.04138 .0.07296
" E 0.83430  0.22979 O'.22955 0.11358  0.19690 0.01666  0.13426
E - 0.82621  0.32999 0.22470  0.14670 0.12478  0.05470  0.10775

Eexploit =~ 0.65897 022818 0.15280 0.19468 0.20645 0.05954  0:14507
0.62398 036213 0.19812 0.18850 0.09835 = 0.07016 0.21697
0.35340 0.74841 0.16912 0.26098 ~ 0.08884  0.08547  0.10621
0.33299  0.71827  0.30027 0.23058 0.17274  0.03658  0.06662
0.24810  0.68998 0.21130 0.23020 . 0.29778 0.01436  0.14646
0.19644 0.64585 0.16578 0.26543 020613 0.01884 -0.03011
0.32643  0.62014 025479  0.10289 0.30390 -0.06459  0.12136
0.10445 0.46824 0.03607 0.21569  0.04380 -0.09273  0.20909
0.34091 0.43509 ~ 0.31528 0.00841 0.31905 -0.01353  0.19749
0.12970 0.09457  0.77965 0.10493 -0.01365 0.04747  0.33277
0.19769  0.14666 0.76022 0.13929 0.11987  0.07342  0.03390
0.17259  0.30246 0.71163  0.09443  0.09729  0.19563  0.00772
0.00834 0.02821 0.68143 0.11632 0.10873  0.02753  0.16236
0.27868° 0.09504  0.65875 -0.08335 -0.01787 0.14138  0.08982
0.33954 027616 0.53880 0.06606 0.44076  0.26540 -0.07269
0.28144 0.44164 0.47759 -0.00864 -0.26850 - 0.10554  0.01321
0.12762 . 0.14801 . 0.09669 0.76860 0.21535 -0.05031  0.08207
0.11143 ~ 0.10764 0.03394 073583 022152  0.09593 . 0.09467
0.08640 0.07455 0.14659 0.54263 0.20455 021732  0.08659
0.15088  0.11064 ~ 0.15194 * 0.51320.  "0.41397 0.03080  0.20741
0.10583  0.29831 0.11306 0.51263 - 0.20888  0.09259 -0.12604
0.24304 0.16677 0.04095 0.48289 -0.04541 0.19684  0.03119
0.29112  0.18045 0.09652 0.41744 -0.02516 0.34192  0.26129
-0.10196 024458  -0.17251 _ 0.35718 -0.00513  0.07518  0.08944

0.21648  0.12798  0.23759 _ 0.25218  0.16387 -0.07133  0.22675

0.21933  0.28015 0.05571 0.41479 0.60028 -0.01114  0.03653
0.28921 0.29616 0.12085 0.19458 0.58529 0.07192 0.17715
(CONTINUED NEXT PAGE)
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TABLE 3

PRE-TEST COUNTRY IMAGE FACTOR ANALYSIS

FACTOR

FACTOR FACTOR FACTOR - FACTOR FACTOR FACTOR
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

P 0.25153  0.19651  0.01850  0.32930  0.55801 0.13935  0.10829
P 0.05688  0.19038  0.19889  0.36265  0.55764 -0.05574  0.05152 .
C 0.10790  0.04257 0.10997 0.17626 0.09983  0.77442  0.13057
C. -0.03936 -0.04_927 © 0.09268  0.16158 -0.00707  0.71983  0.05659
C 0.17340  0.05797 021755 0.07451 0.11139  0.57123  0.37607
L 014044 0.36746 -0.02684  0.09972  0.12256 -0.43734 0.21803
C 0.15652 022754  0.34884 0.15246 0.07264  0.37573  0.59758
C 0.28864 0.15031 023633  0.17303  0.19777  0.16536 ~ 0.55566 -
C 0.25693  0.28061 . 0.35516 - 0.11858 0.24196  0.52451

0.13157

For this analysis, items with loadings of less than 0.40 or those loading highly

on more than one factor were not retained for the main study. Except for the items

with sudden drops in item-to-total correlations, the remaining 36-items exceed factor

loadings of 0.40. Some items do cross-load on other factors. Those four items with

. cross-loadings exceedihg 0.40 are underlined in Table 3. These items were removed

from th_ev» main study.

The first factor includes five items. This is clearly a environmental dimension.

Factor loadings range from 0.87 — 0.62. All items should be considered for the

main study. This factor accounts for an average of 59.2 percent of the variance.

The second factor includes eight items (seven items if the “LHOURS” item is

dropped). The items appear to represent the labor environment dimension. Factor
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loadings rahge from 0.75 — 0.44. This faCtor.accoﬁnts’ fq; an average of 12.0

percent bf the variance. .

The third factor includes seven items. The factor répresents the ecorionﬁc

‘ dévelopment dimension of th¢ coﬁntry image scale. u Factor loadings range from 0.78
— 0.48. Faétor three éccounts for ’10.4 percent of the varianc_:e.

The fourth fzictor includes éight itemé (seven items if the “CNCMPETE” item is
dropped). The items appear ti‘)'repre‘sentv the conflict dimension. Factor loadings
rangé from 0.77 — 0.36. This faé_tor accoﬁnts for an average of 6.k5 percent of the
variance. |

The fifth factor includes five items (four itéms_if the “PADMIRE” item is
drbpped). The items vappear fo represént the p'biiticai environment dimension.’
Factor loadings range from 0.60 — 0.16. This factor accounts for an avérage of 4;6 ‘
percent of the variance.

The wbrl; culture was initially considered to be a single dimension, however,
factor analysis suggests that consumers perceive two dimensions. Factor six
includes three items (i;e;, hardworking, reliable, and pay aftention to detail). These
three-items repir‘ese'bnbt the work culture dirlnensio‘n.‘; They accbunt for 3.9 percent of
the variance. The factdr loadings range from 0.77 — 0.57.

Factor seven includes ‘t”ﬁree itéms (i.e;, ‘wellvtr>a‘ined, admired, and well
educated). This dimerfsioﬂ, from here on, w111be reférreﬁ td as “vocatibnal
training” and will be rétained along with the other six country image dimensions. It
-accounts for 3.4 percent of the variance. The fabtor loadings range from 0.56 —

0.53. A summary of the above is presented in Table 3.
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In the main study survey it was necessary to include approxin‘latelyl forty-five
additional questions beyond the existing cduntry image questions. Also, the main
study survey included countfy image questions for two countries. The length of the
main study survey could create response problems associated with fatigue and
~ boredom. Hence, for the main study it_ was decided that only the threé items with
the highest facto_r loadings on each of the seven country image factors would be |
retained (21 items in all). This action both reduced the lehgth of the scale and

strengthened the internal cdnSistency as discussed in the following section.

Internal 4Con‘sistency

To ensure the quality of the}countr‘y imagev scale, 21 of the original 39 items
- from the preéfest data weré retained and the data re-analyzed for interﬁal consistency
(réliability). The recommended measure for internal consistency is coefficient alpha
— the first measure one shoﬁld éalculate to assess the quality.‘ of the instrument
(Churchill 1979). Although determining an overall measure of internal consistency
for a multi-dimensional scale is not particularly meaningful (Peter 1979), Churchill
(1979), explained that a coefficient alpha should be calculated for each individual
dimension.. | |

The results of the coefficient alpha analysis for the 21 item, sevén dimension
country imag_e scale ar¢ pro\}ided in Table 4 ‘The C‘rv(')nb‘ach’s coefficient alphas for
the seven counfry imzige dimensions ranged from 0.78 to 0.96.

As comp#red to other studies on country image, these coefficient alpha values
are very acceptable and meet the guidelines recommended by scale development

researchers (Churchill 1979; Nunnally 1978; Peter 1979). In fact, for early stages
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of research, Nunnally (1978) suggested that reliabilities of 0.50 to 0.60 are
sufficient. The scales in this study appears to meet or exceed the initial

requirements for reliability.

TABLE 4

COEFFICIENT ALPHA FOR COUNTRY IMAGE DIMENSIONS

DIMENSIONS (21 items total) R VCOEIFFICIENT ALPHA
"Economic development (3 items) ‘ : : 0.84
Labor environment (3 items) o | , ' 0.87
Political environment (3 items) = o v 0.78
Work culture (3 items) : e 0.79
Vocational trainirig (3 items) ' S 0.85
Environmental.aWareness (3 items) o 0.96
Conflict (3 itens) | | 082

In summary, factor analysis was deemed appropriate. Factor analysis revealed
seven country image dimensions instesd of the six dimensions originally postulated.
Essentially, the work culture dimension was split into two more specific dinie'nsions: .
work culture (value and v_believe in hard w0rl_<, paying_\ attention to detail and
reliability) and vocational ‘trainingi(well trained and edﬁcated). For the mairi study
survey, 21 of the (;riginal 39 scale items were seleétéil for rétention. Reliability
analysis demonstrates that these 21 items are internally consistent and reliable. A
second factor analysis was performed on the seven dimension, 21 item country

image scale. The factor patterns and loadings remained stable and consistent with
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the original analysis except for the “CDETAIL” item in factor seven. It cross loads
on factof 4. The results are provided in Table 5. ,The seven'dimensions and 21

-items are included in the construction of the final instrument.

TABLE 5

21 ITEM COUNTRY IMAGE FACTOR ANALYSIS

FACTOR FACTOR . FACTOR ° FACTOR FACTOR FACTOR FACTOR
1 S 2 3 4 5 6 7

EEFFORT  0.88412 021473 0.16828 0.17708 0.18133 0.06405  0.14371
ESTNDS 0.84178 020350 022276 0.17178 021618 0.02185  0.08665
ECONCER  0.80340  0.15892 1021460 0.15161  0.31861  0.05665  0.14467
PFREE 021508 0.73172 0.12554 0.04296 0.24806 0.00522  0.17130
- PPEACE 0.22477  0.63415 0.14167 0.03863 0.20155 0.16686 0.08838
PSIMILAR 007516  0.61319  0.06710 020052 -0.17301  0.00998  0.18879
CTRAIN 0.12637 0.10881 0.71909 030148 0.19331 0.28818 0.05694
CADMIRE  0.23725 0.18757 0.66397 0.17592 0.08709  0.07066  0.15144
CEDUCATE 0.22270 0.11689  0.65991 026010 0.22710 0.16083  0.13344
CDETAIL  0.12518 0.07233  0.51517 0.15527 0.03622 0.49555  0.08411
ETECH 0.16447 001782 029664 0.80021 0.11508 0.10443  0.01845
EMODERN ~ 0.24285 0.11355  0.10295 0.74325  0,14525 0.11630  0.13603
EINDSTRY  0.02976  0.13076  0.18130  0.69677 0.05474  0.04951 -0.00660

LSAFE 033741  0.19548  0.22506 0.11826  0.73399  0.05945  0.20983
LTREAT 025177 037189 020393 0.19826 0.66940 0.02516 0.11511
LKIND 0.21154 031529 0.08680 0.11772 - 0.66100 0.00684  0.12436

CRELIABL  0.11501  0.12502 0.18365 0.09095 0.04538 0.85930 0.05394
CHARDWK -0.04991 0.00074 0.10714 0.07437 -0.00105 0.75212  0.12411
CNcoop 0.09867 0.48628 ~ 0.09980 0.11000  0.12916 0.00784  0.64690
CNFAIR 0.05627 0.49367 0.12288 0.06666  0.09536 1 0.12356  0.57079
CNLIKE 0.17535 0.08312 0.12068 0.00891 0.15743  0.16774  0.52474 .
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MAIN STUDY

Data Collection »

Surveys were distributed to a variety of respondents in a large western city.

The convenience sample included an elementary school (faculty and staff), a city

organization (judges, attorneys, clerks, and staff), é light manufacturing company

(owners, managers, and employees), and two neighborhoods (one upper-middle and

one lower-middle income group). The Variety -of different orgaanatidns and groups

- were deliberately chosen to create a diverse sainple of respondents. A drop-off and

pick-up method was used to distribute and collect the sufveys. In total, 250 surveys

were distributed to the above groﬁps. Of these, 176 surveys were picked up or

returned. This represents a response rate of 70.4%. All returned surveys were

correctly and completely filled out. An inquiry into the reasons for non-response

revealed a general lack of motivation. Non-respondents consistently commented, - “I

planned to fill it out, but became too busy with other things.” Given the 70.4%

response rate, non-response bias doesn’t appear to be a problem.

The respondents are d‘emographica”lly, quite diverse, The resul;s are provided

in Table 6.
TABLE 6
MAIN STUDY SAMPLE PROFILE
CITIZEN- MARITAL
SHIP AGE GENDER "STATUS INCOME EDUCATION
U.S.(100%) 16-29(36%) Female (49%) Single (15%) $-24,999(25%) H. School (13%)
Other 30-49(45%) Male (51%) Married (79%) $-59,999 (39%) College (39%)
50-up (19%) ’ Divorced (6%) $-89,999 (29%) Graduate (32%)

$-above (7%)

Post-grad (16%)
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Survey Design

Three regions, Latin America, Asia, and Europe were included in the study.
As explained in Chapters II and III, these regions were éhosen because they
represent some of the currently popular areas fnr manufacturing -and assembly. The
stndy. is interested in the influence of economic development on country image.
Hence, for each region three countries were selected based on three different levels
of economic developrhgnt (high,’mediu_m, and low): Mexicn, Brazil, and Peru;
Singapore, South Korea, and China; and .Spavin, Greece, and Poland. |

Of the original 39 iterns in the pretest study, 21 were retained fof the main
~study. The 21 items or questions about cOuntry image‘from the pre-test study were |
included vf(’)r each of the nine countries in the main sfndy. Also, 18 qUestidns about
willingness to purchaée, perceived quality, and feelings concerning computers and
refrigerators made‘in those conntries were inéhided in the survey. Three questions
about consumer ethnocentrism, four questions concerning perceived knowledge
relevant to countries and products, four questions abont travel and friends or
relatives from related conntries, two questions about pérceived product complexity,
and six d¢mographic questions were included in each survey creatingla total of 97
questions per survey. - |

To control effects relafed to region bias or country éombination, nine country
combinations or sets of éurvéys weré constructed as fOlans: (1) Mexico/S. Korea, -
(2) Mexico/China, (3) Singapore/Greéce, 4) Singapore/Pofand, (5) Spain/Brazil,

6) Spain/PerLi, (7) S. Korea/Peru, (8) Greece/China, and (9) Brazil/Poland.
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Main Study Country Image Factor ‘A‘nalysis
The main study follows the same procedures for analysis as outlined in the pre-
test study section. Kaiser’s measure of sampling adequacy (MSA) for the main
study was 0.87, appropriate for cdnductiﬁg factor analysis. Factor analysis was
perfofmed ‘on the main study data to ¢nsure that thescale items work together and
form con'sistentsubglroups which représent the dimensions disc'o_vered in the pre-test.
v The main study factor analysis resﬁlts wsre' sinﬁlar to those of thé pre-test study.

The internal reliability was also very high, and is reported next. "

Reliabilify Tests :

As mentiahed in‘t_he pretest study section, :measures_ Shouldf be reliable and
valid. The use of mﬁltiplé items in a scale is an important'm'eans of increasing |
reliability (Churchill 1979). The main study includes multiple item scales to |
, measure the country image dimensions, wiliihgness to purchase,‘ perceived quality,
and affect. To test the reliability of the main study measures, reliability analysis

(Cronbach’s alpha) was performed.

‘- Country : Iinage Measures
| Smtistical analysis was usé_'d fo test the reliabiiity of the seven thfee_—item,
seven-point, Likert type (strongly agree/strongly disagfeé) scales. The analysis
shoWs that the reliability coefficients for the seven méasﬁfCS' of the .covuntry image
| dimensions exceed values of 0.65, indisating high internal consistency’ for each set
of items (Nunnally 1978). Reliability coefficients (Cronbach’s alpha) are

summarized in Table 7.

80



TABLE 7

RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS FOR COUNTRY IMAGE DIMENSIONS

SCALES ' o CRONBACH’S ALPHA
Environment (3 items) ' | 0.93
Economy (3 items) ; ; - 0.79
Labor conditions. (3 itém) : - : - 0.91
Politics (3 ite_:m‘s)‘ - . 0.83
Conflict (3 items) | S 0.78

~ Work culture (3 items) . o . 0.9
Vocational traiﬁing (3 items) o 0.85

. Willingness to Pﬁrchase

The willingness to purchase scale used in.this study was bqsed on an existing
marketing- scale which reported a reliability co'effiéient of 0.95. The construct was
assessed via a three-item seven-point, semantic differential scale anchored with
adjectives‘probable/improbable, likely/unlikely, and poSsible/impossible. The ’r.esults _
of the analysis of the scale indicated a reliability coefficient of 0.971 for willingness
to purchase a computer and 0.980 for .willingnessfto pufchase a refrigeratof (see

Table 8). These results meet or exceed acceptable standards for reliability.

Perceived Quality

‘The perceived quality scale used in this study was created from existing
~ marketing scales which report a reliability coefficient of 0.88 and 0.84 for the two
products examined (Petroshius and Monroe 1987). In this study, the perceived

quality construct was assessed via a three-item, seven-point, semantic differential
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scale anchored with adjectives dependable/undépendable,_ good quality/poor quality,
and reliable/unreliable. The results of the analysis indicated a reliability coefficient
of 0.979 for computers and 0.978 for refrigerators (see Table 8). These results meet

~or exceed acceptable standards for reliability.

TABLE 8

RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS FOR DEPENDENT
MEASURES OF COUNTRY IMAGE

CRONBACH’S ALPHA 'CRONBACH’S ALPHA

_ SCALES | - COMPUTER REFRIGERATOR
Willingness to purchase (3_ items) - 097 0.98
Perceived quality (3 items) ' 0.98 : : 0.98

Affect (3 items) o 0.96 0.98

Affect |

_Thé feelings scaie used in this siudy was developed from existing marketing
; sc;ales which ieport reliability eétimates ranging from 0.89 to 0.95. In this study,
the‘ feelings abqut purchases construct was assessed via a three-item seyeﬁ-point
- semantic differential scalé aricliored vi/ith adjectives proud/not proud, excited/not
excited, and confident/not confident. The results‘ iIidiCate*a reliability coéfficient of
0.960 for computefs and O,977v for computefs' (see 'I‘able 8). Tiiése results meet or

- exceed acceptable standards for feliability.
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Tests of Hypotheses

The statistical analysis methods and statistical findings for each hypothesis are
presented in the following sections.
Test of Hypothesis 1: Effects of Coun,’gry Image on:Willingness to Purchase and‘
Perceived Quality _

H, proposed that willingness to purcirase is positively related to country image.
H,, proposed _tha'f perceived quality is positively related to courrtry image. Multiple
regression ‘analysis is the statisticél technique used to test H,, i.e., analyze the
relationship between willingness to purehase, a single metric dependent variable, and .
eountry image -'with its seven metric irldependent_ variables. It is also used to test
H,,, i.e., analyze the relationship between perceived quality,‘ a “single metric
dependerlt variable, and country 'irnege with its seven metric‘ independent variables.

Multiple regression models Were used to assess the»relarienships in an equation
ef the form:

WP = B,+B,X,+......B.X,
where WP = ‘the mean of the three item willingness to purchase scale, X; to X; =
the meane of the three item, seven dimension ceuntry_image'scales;
PQ = By+B X, +...... B7X7‘~

where PQ = rhe‘ meén of the three item perceived qilaiity scale, X; to X; = the -
means of the three item,’ seven-dixrierisien country image scale. |

. The two regression models included analysis of two products, computers and
refrigerators, creating four regression equations in all. The results of the bmultiple

regression analysis for H, and H,, for the two products are summarized in Table 9.
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- TABLE 9

EFFECT OF COUNTRY IMAGE ON WILLINGNESS TO PURCHASE AND
PERCEIVED QUALITY RESULTS OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION

Variable  nu R Adj R F | Sig F . @) t Sig ¢
Willingness 0.2 025 17.64  0.00
Environment. - - B R | | 0.06 0.76 0.44
Economie :* . . . 041 58  0.00
Labor S 008 -0.88 038
Politics - SR S 008 0.8 041
Confict | 005 055  0.58
Work cultﬁre B | 030 3.8 0.0

 Training S 020 228  0.02

Willingness 038 013 812 - 0.00
Environment - 0.04 053 0.9
Economic o o 022 306 0.0
Labor | 006 058 057
Politics D , 002 022 083
Conflict e N ST 164 0.10
‘Work Culture e T 023 284 000
Training R 005 054 057

~

~ (continued next page)
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TABLE 9

EFFECT OF COUNTRY IMAGE ON WILLINGNESS TO PURCHASE AND

PERCEIVED QUALITY RESULTS OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION

Variable Multi R Adj R " F SgF o) . Sig ¢
" P. Quality 059 034 2594 000 |
Environment O.‘16 2.58 0.01
Ecdnomic 0.33 5.68 0.00 |
Labor 0.05 -058 0.6
Politics 000 003  0.98
Conflict 0.02 024  0.81
 Work Cvultu’r‘e‘ 027 395 0.0
 Training a 0.26 345  0.00
R P. Quality 047 © 020 1364 0.00
Environment | 002 032 072
Economic - 0.23 3.73 0.00
Labor 001 013  0.89
R poitics 001 -0.13  0.90
Conflict - | 0.14 1.63 0.10
Work Culture 019 269  0.00
Training 020 255 0.0

The results shown in Table 9 _indicdtes that the four multiple regression models

(willingness to purchase computer, willingness to purchase refrigerator, perceived

quality of computer, and perceived quality of refrigeratbr) had reasonable explan-

“atory power. Adjusted R values range from 0.34 to 0.13. All four regressions

were able to explain a significant amount of the variance in the dependent variables.
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The F-statistics [F(7, 345) = 17.64, F(7,345) = 8.12, Fb(7,345) = 25.§4, and
F(7,345) = 13.64] for the four regressions ‘were significant at the 0.01 level,
indicating that country image is a good predictor of willingness'to purchase, and
country image is a good predictor of perceived quality. Thus, support is obtained
for H; and H,,. |

Ethnocentrism, product familiarity, and country fémiliarity were included as
control variables. - Covariate analysis’ reQealed only a very slight increase in the
amount of va;iance explained. |
Test of Hypothesis 2: Couiitry Image Dimensions will Differ in the Strength of
Their‘Relationship to Willingness to Purchase

H, proposed that the diineﬁsions of country image will differ in the strength of
their relationship to‘willingness to purchase. An exarhination of the beta coefficients
from the four multiple regressions in Table 9 indicate thaf the coefficients are
different from each other suggesting support for H,. The résulté are summarized in

Table 10. Analysis of the beta coefficients indicates that economic, work culture,

TABLE 10

' BETA COEFFICIENTS

‘WP(COMP) - WP (REFRG) - PQ (COMP) i’Q (REFRG)

Environment .06 .04 16 02
Economics . AL v 220 SR < L 23
Labor o8 06 05 01
Politics - -.08 -.02 00 -0l
Conflict .05 17 02 .14
Work Culture - 30° 23° 27 19°
Training 200 .05 26° 20°

2 Significant at p < 0.01.
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and training factors have a strong impact willingness to purchase computers and
refrigerators, and perceived risk associated with those products.

Test of Hypothesis 3: The Relationship between Willingness to Purchase arrd
Country Image will be Stronger for Technologically Complex Products than for
Technologically Simple Products o

H, proposed that the relationship between willingness to purchase and country |
image will be stronger- for technologiealiy ‘complex products‘.:than for ‘technologically
stmple products. Personal computers were selected as the technologically complex
product and refrigerators were selected as the technologically simple product.
Product selection was based on a survey'in'wlrieh twenty-one business studenté were
asked to rate fifteen different products on“'technologieal‘ complexity. The scale
rarrged from 1-not Qery complex to 7-very complex. Tlte mean score for personal
_ computers was 5.14 and 2.48 for refrigerators [t = 9.28 (19, 1), p = 0.0001].
Other products like ﬂashlights had lower mean vscores than refrigerators, but
refrigerators were much closer in price to computers. Hence, potentiaI confounding
effects of price were decreased by the refrigerator product vselecti‘on.

In the main study; manipulation checks demonStrated that the manipulation of
the'two products was succeesful. The mean value for'.perceptiovns’ of techrrological
complexity computers was 5.84 and was 3.81 for ‘refrigerators [r = 18.96 (344, 1),
p = 0.0001].

, Fisher’s z transformation was the statistical technique used to test H,. Fisher’s
z transformation is the appropriate technique for testing the difference between two
correlation coefficients (Cohen and Cohen 1975). Multiple R (the correlation

coefficient in simple regression) indicates the strength or degree of the association
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between the depehdent and independent variables. Thus, if the Multiple R for
willingnesé to purchase a computer and willingness to purchase a refrigerator are
significantly different, then support for H; will exist. The Multiple R for willingness
to purchase a computer (0.52) and willingness to purchase. a refrigerator (0.38) are
reported in Table 9 and used in the folléWing equation.

To test the statistical hypothesis that the Multiple Rs are different (H,: Multi

R, = Multi R;). The following formula was used:

zZ, = Z
. 1 2
zZ =

NE=RE=

Multi R, and Multi R, are converted_ or transformed into Fisher’s z functions

(z; and 7). In sOlving thé formula, Z was fouﬁd to be 2.37. The null hypothesis is
rejected. Therefore, vthe difference between the Computer Multiple R and the
refrigerator Multiple R is statistically significant at fhe 0.05 levei. This statistically
signiﬁéant result pfovidés support for H;. Country image inﬂﬁence on product
choice depends on the technological complexity of the product.

Test of Hypothesis 4: Country Image is Positively Related to Objective
Indicators : ' '

H, proposed that coﬁntry image is positivély rélated to objective country
indicators. In other wo_fds, cénsUmers'devéIop their pberceptions or images of
countries based in part on exposure to existmg Objeétive ’inforrnétion. |

Secondary (objective) data were collected on some of the dimensions of country
image. For example, gross domestic product perv capita data could be used by

consumers as an objective indicator of a countries’ economic or work
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- culture/productivity dimension (World Fact Book 1996). The type of g;)vemment a
country ‘has could be used to represent an objective indicator of that country’s
political dimension (World Fact Book 1996). Illiteracy rate of a country could be
used to represent an objecti\}e indicator of the cOuhtry’s vocational training
dimension (Statistical Abétract of the World 1994). CO0, emiss’iovnvs. (in million tons
of cafbon/annum) Coﬁld be used to represenf an objective indiqatorvof country’s .
environmental ahﬁenSion (Pianet :Managel‘nent 1993). |

Mﬁltivariate analysis of .variance (MANOVA) is the statistical teﬁhnique used
to test H,, (i.e, analyze objective i’nformat-ion influence on col.lnt,,rsr-'image formation).
In the MANOVA analysis, the seven country image dimensions Wére_used as the
metric depéndent variables. Geographié region ahd econémic vd‘evelopment were
used as the catego’ribcal" independent variables. Each of the two independent variables
were sepataied into three categories: geographic region»—— Laﬁn America, Asia,
and Euro‘pe; and economic development — high, medium, and low. This
arrangement resulted 1n a 3 X 3 between subjects ‘factorial design.

MANOVA results indicate a significant ovefail interaction effect between
regioﬁ -andv'vecon_‘omics (mulfivariate F = 3.03, p > 0.001), and a significant.overall
main effect for region (inultivariate F=1692,p > 0}.001) and economics
(multivariate F = 3.69, ‘p >-.0.0‘01). The findings demantrate that the combination
of objective regi‘on‘ and_bélcon'omic indicators héVe a significant influence on
consumers’ ‘ovverall perception of a country’s image as proposed in H,. Similarly,
‘objective region and economics indicators have an individual influence on
éohsumers,’ ove:all impression of a country’s image. Thus, support is obtained f(‘)r»,

H,. The results are provided in Table 11.
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TABLE 11

COUNTRY IMAGE IS POSIT IVELY RELATED TO
OBJECTIVE INDICATORS MULTIVARIATE AND
UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

VARIABLES' MuLTI-F UNI-F DFS P-VALUE
Region | 16.92 o 8;337 0.001
Environment R 12.13 1344 £ 0.001
Economic | | 41-757 15344 0.001
Labor o 1650 1344 0.001
Politics o 1954 1;344 0.001
Conflict ' » 1669 ;344 0.001
Work Culture 19.08 . 1:344 0.001
Training 2063 . 1;344 0.001
Econonnies o 3.69 8;337 0.001
Environment 307 1;344 0.047
Economic 4.81 1;344 0.009
Labor 3.09 1;344 0.047
Politics , 1197 1;344 0.001
* Conflict | 8.80 1;344 0.002
Work Culture -~ = . . SRR S 1;344 0.899
' Training 557 1344 0.004
Region X Economics o33 - 8:337 0.001
Environment ’ 222 1;344 0.067
Economic L - 342 1’;3’44 0.009
Labor 0.89 15344 0.473
Politics | 39 1344 0.004
Conflict 3.67 1;344 0.006
Work Culture 1.04 1;344 0.389
‘Training 224 1;344 0.064
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Based on Table 11 results, regional country comparisons can be made. For
interpreting the results in this section it is importapt to note that the 21 country
‘image scale items were reverse-scored. That is, 1 equals strongly agree and 7
equals strongly disagree. Hence, a low’rnean ecore implies that respondents
perceive the countrydimension in a positive or complimentary way.

The pattern of the mteractlon between Ob]eCtIVC indicators of economy and
region are cons1stent and S1gmﬁcant at the umvarlate level for country image
dimensions of economy (univariate F = 3. 42> P > O 009), polztzcs (univariate
F = 3 92 p > 0.004), and conﬂlct (umvarlate F = 3. 67 p > O 006). Univariate
interaction effects are margtnally s1gmﬁcant for environment and vocational training
(p > 0.067 and p > 0.064 respectively).

The arithmetic means for,interpreting the country image jdimensions with
significant interaction effects (economical, political, and conflict) are provided in
Table 12, and the graphs of the interaction means is provided in Plots 1, 2, and 3.
The meana for the economy dimension indicate that yvhenthe consumers analyze
regions m the high economy category, they perceive lower levels of technological
advancement and modern industry fof Latin Axnerfca than they do for Europe or
Asia. This is not the caee in the mediurn economy category for Latin America and
Europe. The meane for the politics dimension indicated thatwhen consurners
analyze regions in the high economy category they perceiv‘e lower levels of freedom
and democracy for Latin America than they do for Europe or Asia. This is not the
case in the medium economy category for Asia and Latin America. The meana for

the conflict dimension indicate that when the consumers analyze regions in the high
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TABLE 12

MEANS FOR COUNTRY IMAGE DIMENSIONS
WITH SIGNIFICANT INTERACTION EFFECTS

ECONOMIC POLITICS ~ CONFLICT
REGION REGION REGION

Asia Europe LAm. Asia ‘Europe LAm. | Asia Europe LAm.

¢ High 394 467 536 |425 373 489 | 407 342 414

O Med 373 453 451 | 461 382 446 321 363 393

Low 3.85 442 . 560 | 556 441 - 475 501 . 3.95 4.03

Note: A lower mean score implies a more positive perception of the country image dimension.

écbnomy category they perceive lower levels of cooperatiori and .fair trade for Latin
America than they do for Europe or Asia.

The main effects of region are also significant at the univariate level for all
country image dhnensions: environment (univariate F = 12.13, p > 0.001),
economic (univariate F = 41.57, p > 0.001), labor (univariate F = 16.50,

p > Oﬂ.(')Ol), politics (uhivariate F = 19.54, p > 0.001), conflict (univariate

F =16.69,p > 0.001), worI; culture (univa;iate F’= 19.08, p > 0.001),>and
training (uhivariaté‘ F = 20.63, p: > 0.001). The mﬁm effecfs of economic are also
significant at the univariate level for all couhtry image dimensions except}‘ work
culture: environment (univariate F = 3.07, p > 0.047), economic (univariate

F = 4.81, p > 0.009), labor (um'variafe F = 3.09, p > 0.047), politics (univariate
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F = 11.97, p > 0.001), conflict (univariate F = 8.80, p > 0.002), work culture
(univariate F =.0.11, p > 0.899), and training (univariate F=557,p> -0.004).
The results of the univariate tests are summarized in Table 12. |

- The means for interpreting the region main effects follow a consistent pattern
indicating that Latin America’s image rates lower than Europe or Asia for all |
dimensions exc,ept'g:é‘nﬂict and politics. The marginal means for the univariate main
effects of regi(.)n‘and economics for eaéh of the seven country image dimensions are

provided in Table 13.

" TABLE 13

MEANS FOR COUNTRY IMAGE DIMENSIONS — MAIN EFFECTS

REGION ~ EcoNOMICS .

| Asia  Europe  L.Am. High Med  Low

®  Environment 4.77 4.47 5.20 492 461 490
Economics 3.84 4.60 5.19 4.64 4.30 4.69
Labor ] 4.90 4.42 5.26 481  4.70 5.04
Politics 4.80 3.97 470 425 429 490
Conflict 436 3.65 402 382 387 431
Work Culture 3.2 3.83 395 364 362 367
Training a2 438 495 4.64 424 447

Note: a lower mean score indicates a more positive perception of the country image dimension.

The means for the regional effects indicate that U.S. consumers perceive Latin

American countries to be less concerned about the environment, have a lower
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- economy, have less concern for labor conditions, have lower levels of peaceful,
democratic politics (about the same as Asia), have more conflict with the U.S. (less
than Asia, but more than Europe), and have poorer trained and less reliable workers
than their European or Asian counterparts.

The pattern of the 'jmeans for the economic effect in_dicates that consumers rate
the high economic’country category (Mexice',_Singapore,v and Spain) lower on |
- vocational training and environ_rtlental cOhcern than the medium (Brazil, South
Korea, and Greece) or low (Peru, China, and Poland) eco'nomic.cOuntry categories.
Consumers rate the low ecotlemic c0untry ‘category lewer on eco;nomi'cs, labor,
politics, and hlgher on conflict than the hlgh or medlum country categorles There
was no main effect for work culture. One explanatlon for high economic countries
rating lower on envirbnmental concern is that consumers may ‘.perceive these
emerging countries as trying desperately to cotflpete with devefot)ed countries at any
cost with little regard for environment control or pollution.

The MANOVA results for the interaction and mailt effects of region and
economy are statistically significant at the multivariate level, and at the univariate
level in many cases as explained above. To capture practical significance separate
from the statistical tests, Hair er al. (1995) suggest that_ effect size should be
examlned Cohen (1977) defines effect size as the degree to which the phenomenon
is present in the populatlon or the degree to whlch the null hypothesis is false. The

formula for calculating effect size is:

Effect size = F(df between) —
F (df between) + df within
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The findings indicate that the degree to which the phenomenon is present in the
population is minimal for the interaction effect and main effect of economy, but
greater for the main effect of region. The effect size for the interaction and main

effects of region and economy are provided in v'fable 14.

 TABLE 14

EFFECT SIZE FOR MULTIVARIATE ‘LEVEL
- INTERACTION AND MAIN EFFECTS

 Effect Size

Region X Economy . ..066

Region R 264
Economy 072

In conclusion, the results of our analysis indicate sﬁpport for the hypotheses'of
the Study. Table 15 summarizes the findings of the data anélysis with regard to

these hypotheses.

TABLE 15
SUMMARY OF HYPOTHESES

HYfOTHESIS' SUPPORT
o v FOUND
H,: Willingness to purchase is positively reléted to country image. Yes
H,,: Perceived quality is positively related to country image. ) Yes
- H,: The dimensions of country iliiage will differ in the strength of their Yes

relationship to willingness to purchase.

H;: The relationship between willingness to purchase and country image .~ Yes
will be stronger for technologically complex products than for
technologically simple products.

H,: Country image is positively related to objective indicators. . Yes
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In this chapter the ;esearéﬁ findings of the study are summarized and
discﬁssed. Further, theOrét_ical, public policy, and managerial implications are
presented, the lirnitafions of the study a“re' identified and considered, and the
directions for,fqture research are addressed. |

Reseﬁrch Findings and Conclusions

Over the ‘pas‘t couple of decédes technblogy and competition have created a
globai marketplace where individual compapjés design, bsource components,
manufacture, and éssemble products in a variety of countries. Developing éountrieé
- now have ready access to the latest technology and informa;ion which increases their
ability to provide quality outputs for many of these production processes at relatively
low cost. Hence, déveloping countries are.becoming popular targets for many
comparﬁes seek_ing competitivé advantages relevant to those production processes.

Country of origin researchers have shown that consumers have identifiable
images of ~couhtries, and these country images can influence purchase decisions.
Most country image resea;ch has, however, focused On superpower comparisons ahd
devéloped countries.

The primai'y pﬁrpose of this study was to examine country hhage effects for
developing countries. Specifically, the study proposed to carefully analyze the
dimensions that make up a country’s image, develop a scale to measure country
image, examine how country images are formed, and study what inﬂuenc¢ country

image has on willingness to purchase and perceived quality.
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The country image literature has focused almost exclusively on economic
dimensions and product experience dimensions of country image relevant to
developed countries and superpowers. These dimensions may be lessmeaningful for
developing countries because they have weak.‘ economies and few recogmzable
products. .Thus, we examined other literatures for relevant country image
dimensions. The non—marketing literatlire indicated :that politica_l,_ labor, and conﬂict
diniensions are part of eountry images. For Ipotential dimensions not mentioned in
the literature, _conSumerr fo.cus" groups were eondueted. The focush‘ groups confirmed
the importance of the dimensions presented in ’the literature, bui jaiSo indicated that
environmental issiies, and the treatment of workers were imporiaht elements of
country image. The combinetion of‘ marketing, non-marketing, and focus group
information indicated that at least six distinct dimensions made up the country image
construct. These included economic development, laborenvironment, political
environment, work cnlture, environmental protection, énd conflict.

The results of the study indicated that consumers perceived the work culture
dimension as two separate categories. One dimension is associated with the kind of
training and education provided to the work 'foice. The seeond» dimension included
attitudes, values and beliefs that the workforce has ‘towards the work itself (e.g.,

- hardworking, reliable, and attention‘to detail). |

Overall the results ‘of our study are consistent with our predictions. The results
indicate that seven country image dimensions are vital and necessary factors that
should be included in any instrument designed to measure country image. The
results also support our hypothesis that country image has an important influence on

consumers’ willingness to purchase products and perceptions of quality. These
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findings are timely and vital to marketing managers because increasing consumers’
perceptions of product quality and consumers’ willingness to purchase products is a
fundamental goal of any marketing strategy. B

These results also proyide interesting insights into what factors make up
consumers’ perceptions of countries and vyhich of these faotorshave_the greatest
impact on willingness to purchase arid quality perceptions. The study proposed that
the: seven country image dimensions would differ in the strength'of their influence on
willingness to purchase. The results .of the study support our conjecture.
C‘onsumers’ perceptions of a country’s e.conomic 'deveIOpment hada vstrong influence
on yvillingness to purchase as the country image literature indicated (Bilkey and Nes
1982; Papadopoulos 1993; Schooler 1971), but work culture and vocational training
also had a strong inﬂuence on willingness to purchase as 'indicated by the focus
groups and non-marketing literature (Kelman 1965; Woliver and’ Cattell 1981). This
~is an important discoyery because, although it may be difficult for developing
countries to make quick increases in economic standing, they can take immediate
action on education and training programs. Both training and work culture can be
effectively added to promotional campaigns for counuies'inwrested“in attracting new
companies and improvingconsumers’ perceptions of their country.

The results of the study also supported our proposition that country image has
a stronger impact on certain product categories (e.g., technology and fashion) than
on others (Liefeld 1993). The study findings indicated that country image had a
stronger influence on consumers’ willingness to purchase computers than
~refrigerators. These findings provide intriguing insight into how consumers use

country image information and which products are more likely to be affected by a
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shift in production or assembly to developing country. Before a company commits
the financial resources to direct foreign investment, managers must carefully weigh
the impact of the investment with the implications of this study.

Other than by experience \vwvithbexis_ting products, the literature ha‘s‘ failed to
explain how country images are formed. For many deve_ldping countries where
developed country consumers have little experience with their v.products, product'
experience is of little practical st;afegic value. An important finding of our study,
one that separafes our research from others in this area, is support for our propoSal
that consumers’ country images’are developed by exposure to existing objective
information. | | |

The results indicate for example that objective .information about economies
(i.e., per capita GDP‘:); and region (Asia, Latin America, and Europe) have a
significant impact on overall cduntry image.- formation. The study also found that the
‘combination bf objective indicators like region and economies can have a strong
impact on overall country image development.

Objective regional information had a significant individual effect on each of the
seven éoﬁntry 'irnage dimensions. Speciﬁcally; Latm America’.s image rated lower
than that of Europe or ’Asia on ;111 country image dimensions except politics and |
conflict. These results have méaningful impl_ications for ‘co'unt_ries and companies in
the context of pfomdtiOﬁal campaigns and vs.tr’a.teg'iés.ﬂ

For éxample, the results in this study have already demonstrated the irhporta_rlt
influence that economics, work culture, and vocational training have on perceived |
quality and willingness to purchase, and the specific findings about region indicate

~ that global companies planning to use developing countries in design, aSsembly,
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-sourcing and so on would be better off choosing developihg European or Asian

coyntries than those of Latin America.

Implicaﬁons
The results of this study have many timely and useful implications for public

policy makers, marketing mangers, and researchers.

Public Poiicy Implicafions

A dilemina for public policy makers is the".c‘urrent “Made;in” labeling law. In
light of the reélity- of a global econémy, tﬁe Federal Trade Cofninission is currently
investigating, proposmg, and in some cases implementing changes to the existing
:“Made in USA” bllabeling laws. |

For example, ih an apparent bow to pressure from gldbal_ companies, the
Federal Trade .‘Com'mission has bpropoéed a n'er ‘stahdar_d that would ‘allow' more
fiﬁns to claim ‘;Made_iﬁ USA” as long as no more than a quarter of the content is
made outside the'country. Also, labeling rules for products‘ sold domestically are
much more conservative with regard to percent content than are those for exported
products.‘ In»_additi.on to the.abové,, certain industries like the ‘automobile and
clothing industries hav’e‘ been singled out and are now required to include the percent
>of foreign component.'partsv and aésembly iﬁformétion on their product labels.
Naturally, these indtistriés beliéve they héve'be:en uﬁfairly targeted. |

The Federal Trade Commission’s lack of sound planning or execution with
regard to “Made-in” labeling, and the inconsistency of existing policies is creéting

increasing confusion and conflict between domestic and foreign manufacturers.
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The‘ study findings contain important information for public policy makers.
For example, the study results show that country image influences willingness to
purchase and perceived quality. This finding has importarit implications for
domestic and foreign companie.s‘. A generic North American Free Trade Zone label,
for example, could create a very differenf perception of quaiity than one which
informs the consumef of more speéific’country content (e.g., eighty-five percent of
the major componént parts come from Puerto Rico and seventy-five percent of the
assefnbly comes erm'Mexico). In fact, the results of the study démonstrate that
consumers generally have more negaﬁve images of Latm American countries than
that of their Asian or Eﬁropean counterpa_rts.v Hence, companies with product
contéﬂt from cerféin regioné may have an advantage bver oﬁers ‘depending on the
requirements of th'e'labeling policy.

The study results indicaté fthat} count;y image has more influence on consumers
for ceﬁain product categories like tcchﬁology and fashion. These findings have
important strategic ﬁnﬁlications for public policy makers investigating the effects of
varidus labeling policies for specific industries like automdbilé and cb:lothing.v Any
change in policy, our study implies, could have sérious conséquent:es for one
industry while having little i_inpact‘ bn.anOther.

Our study findings dembﬁstrate that objectivé country information influences
consumers pefcebtiohs bofv cOuntrieS and these Airnagesihave significant ir_lﬂuence on
| product choice. This implies that public policy makers shquld plan and collect
accurate objective data, and ':.carefully }plvan ‘pvolicy decisions about presenting or
withholding collected information because it could have significant effects for

domestic business and foreign trade partners. For example, promotional campaigns
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which present this kind of information to the public could be used as a subtle form
- of protectionism, creating trade barriers for foreign countries which don’t comply

with domestic policy or reciprocate with fair and equal trade practices.

Managerial Irhplicatio‘n‘s: .

Since the. North American Freg bTrade Agreement went into effect Some three
years ago, many U.S. companies héVC éohsidéfed or have.implefnented cost-saving
moves to Mexivéo. Other indicators,‘ like UTS. diréct foreign infzest_ment which has
more than tripled since 198‘2?>v(D:'ep.a'rtment of Commérce 1996), denote the growing
number of U.S. companiés using foreign country resoﬁrces for developing their
products. In the futufe, to remain competitive, more and more ‘companiés will be
required to conduct busmess globally.

The results of oﬁr study have important managerial irnplications for companies
ﬁsiﬂg foreign country resources and‘for th(l)s:e.companies who choose to maintain
exclus‘ive U.S. product content. For example, understanding which dimensions
influence consumers percepfions of countries and knowing that country images
influence perceptions of quality and willingness to purchase is extremely valuable to
marketing managers. | The 'fesﬁlts of this Study indicéfe that‘co‘nsumers’ purchase
decisions are affected by tﬂeir perceptions of a couritry’s envirpnmentél concern and
policies, economic s‘t(énding‘, treatment of labor,.politiqal system, fair trade practices,
and workers. Marketihg mahagérs can usé fhis iﬂformatioh to 'pro’mote the positive
aspects of the seven country image dimensions, ignore or hide negative connotations,
or exploit negative areas of their competitors. For example, China’s Tiananmen

Square incident had significant influence on U.S. purchase (Brunner, Flaschner, and
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Lou 1993) of Chinese products. Ménagers who understand the implications of these
findings can take pro-active strategic and tactical action.

| The results of the study imply that countries seeking to increase direct foreign
investment, accelerate exports, irhpreve ‘foreign'currency reserves, and modernize
their economy might do well to view themselves as “pfoducts,” promoting strong,
relevant positive country image dimensions. Graby (1993), for example, contended
that France is well aware of the importahce bof building country irnage to increase its
export market penetration. A speeitic- cOmmittee, “Comite Image France” has been
formed for the purpose of promoting Frances irnatgeabroad. The results of our
study have implications concerning which ceuntry image dimensions U.S. consumers
use. France cohld use the information for ‘strategic marketyplanning and pfomoting
of their image. Developing countries with similar economic goals might be well |
advised to develop similar strategies.

This research also implies that “Made-in” label importance is often
misunderstood. That is, cohhtry' image itnportance is often associated with “Made-
in” labels, but the notion.is misguided because, while the argument that labels
frequently go unnoticed may be accurate, ,the‘ logic that follows; that country origins
and images are unimportant', is incorrect. Noticing l‘abels is not the point.
Consumers will not notice a ptoduct’s brand harne, price, country origin, or any
other cue for that matter until mafketing managers execute effective pfomotien
designs to _emphasize or hide information cues. |
Papadopoulos (1993) pointed out a variety of ways that marketing managers

can promote country image cues: (1) embed them direetly into the brand name
(e.g., Alitalia airlines or Columbian .coffee); (2) suggest them indirectly through
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brand name and association (e; g., Toyota or Lamborghini); (3) indicated them in the
compnny name; (4) promoted them expressly as part of the brand unique selling
proposition (e. g.,.“BMW: engineered in Germany”); or (5) express them as part of
the packagé design (e.g., Reebok has a symbol .o-f and English flag on its box). -

The findings from this study imply that products manufactured in developing
countries of Eurone nnd Asia have a ‘better‘, im‘ageb than those from Latin America.
Thus, managefs ‘may want to find ways to promote European and Asian connections
to brénds while hiding or de-emphasizing those associated nvith Latin American.

product content.

Theoretical Implications o

Country image researchers agree that theoretical development is still lacking in
this aren of study. In recent years, a small number of researchérs havé initiated the
process of developing a theoreticalb framework for understanding, explaining, and
predicting the rdle of country image in the consumer purchase decision process
~ (Chao 1990; Johansson, Douglas, and Nonaka 1985; Johansson 1988; Han 1989;
Hong and Wyer: 1989; Obermiller and Spangenberg 1989; Zeithaml 1988).
However, continued thedret'idal work is needed to increase our ‘understanding of the
complex and dynamic process of country image effect on donsumer choice.

The findings of this'study advance é‘n understanding of the} choice process and
add to the existing theoretical framework by defining the country image construct,
the first step to developing a sound theoretical conntry image framework. The
previous literature failed to clearly define the country iInage construct. Much of it

focused on product dimensions rather than country and people dimensions. This
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study develops a more concise definition. The findings from our study indicate fhat
there are at least seven country image dimensions that consﬁmers use when making
i)urchase decisions. Future researchers should empirically test our findings to
confirm and refine the country image construct further.

This study also significantly adds to the theoretical framework building process
by providing an e‘xisting theory [Brunswick’s Lens (see Urban and Hauser 1993)] to
explain consumers’ information processv in fhe ¢ontext of country image. The results
of the study iﬂdicéte that cotiSﬁmers’ perceptions of coﬁntries are influenced vby
exposure to existing objecﬁve. information. Future -r‘esearchérs _sﬁoﬁld consider
- building on country image _rese‘arch_ by addingmBrunswick’,s Lens theory to the
overail country’ ir’n‘agc‘: tﬁéory framework. |

Finally,v our study adds support to the 'growing body of empirical evidence that
country images do influence coﬁsumers’ -percepfions of quality arid willingness to
p_urchase‘. The results of the study demonstrate that country images have ’a
significant effect on quali_ty perceptions and willingness to purchase refrigerators and
computers. |

~ Limitations

’The“ﬁndings of the stLidy have valuable theore’tic;ﬂ, .managerial, and public
policy.implications. However,‘ théSe findings should be viewed with caution because
of the eXploratorsr natﬁfe of thé study and the 1inﬁtation§ prééented in the following
secfion. '. ‘

The purpose of fhis study was to identify how’countryb images are formed,
develop a better measure of the construct by more precisely defining its dimensions,

;-
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and predict how country image influences willingness to purchase and perceived
quality.

The results of the study generally support our hypotheses, but the findings are
limited in that the study focused .exclusively on country image, therefore the
magnitude of the country ﬁhage affect on willingness tov purchase and perceived
quality, independent of other cues, may tend to be overestimated or overemphasized.
Practitioners and future researchers sﬁould consider the impact of the combination of
other cues like price, brand, retail outlet and so on along with coimtry image.

Some methodological liInitations and concerns aBout sampling and
measurement exist. Szirripling adequacy of the target products raises some questions.
* That is, only two producfs Were included in the stﬁdy — computers and
refrigerators. In the context of products, other resééréhers have come to the same
conclusions as we did (see review, Liefeld 1993); however, the’.results of this and
most other country image studies are limited in that only descriptions of products as
opposed to actual, tangible prociucts were used. Physical products should be
incorporated into future studies to increase the external validity of the results.

With regard to the sampling of subjects, some rcsearchers ha\}e pointed out that
most studies use atypical populations like students or small consumer samples
selected in a non-randdm, non-representative basis. Chao (1990) expressed concern
that regionai différencés may affect the research outcomes. ‘Hence, for this reason
and others related to state by state differences, regional différences in the study
sample may exist, and these differences could affect the research findings.

The study also focused exclusively on U.S. consumers. Thus, the research

findings are limited to U.S. consumers’ images of regions and countries, and the
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study dbes not wish té imply that it represents‘ the images foreign consumers may
hold concerning the countries under investigation in this research project.

The measurement scale has some limitations. To begin with, most country of
origin and country image reé,earch hés focused on product dimensions of country
image. This studyi is ﬁnjque in that it focuses exclusively on country and people
dimensions as av-m'eans of measuriﬁg'country image. There are no other studies
which support the inclusion of all se;/en' dimensions included in our study.

; _ Another potential lifhitation of the study is that the survey itself Was quite long
and with no particular ‘incentive to 'fill it out accurately, respondents may have )
become lazy ahd marked long strings of similar responses without carefully reading
and consideringa"each quesﬁon. These measurement weaknessesI could affect the ‘
findings of the study.

Relatedly, region was not included in the measuremerit of country irnage as a
speéific dimension. Region was included as a objective indicator. Results indicate
that- region significantly influence the déVclopment of country image. Region may
' need to be included in the subjective measurement of future country image research
as an eighth dimension.

Some‘ limitations regarding country selection should be considered. The
country selections were lixﬁited by design to only hine ‘developing countries, but
developed COuntriés an’d sﬁperpowers should bé eXainined in futuré research to
ensure that the country dimensions and scale items remain stable. For developed
and superpower countries with well known products (e.g., Japan), a product image

dimension would be an important country image factor.
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Examining developing countries exclusively creates some potential problems
which could have influenced the economic findings. That ‘is., the breadth of the
economic difference between these countries is very narrow, and consumers may
have had difficulty recognizing or perceiving subtle economic differences between
countries in the same region [e.g., Mexico (GDP/eapita = $7,900) and Brazil
(GDP/capita = $5,580)]. Consistency across regions was also limited. For
example, in the medium economic category ‘for the Asia regien, South Korean
GDP/capita is $11,270. In the medium economic eategery for Europe, Poland’s
GDP/capita is $4,920. Thus, regional comparisons may have limitations which
could affect the resulls. | |

To make the design of the study manageable,v only nine countries, three per
region, were selected for the study. Restricting-the .svtudy to: a small number of
countries made it difficult to match countries as in the eeonomic case, but also with
- regard te- other objective indicators that could not be included. For example, there
were not enough eountries to create categories and match objective infOrmétion‘ on
objective indicators of environment protection. The sfnall number of countries also
created potential problerns in that very strong c,onéumer rea_ctions foWards one
country (e.g., China is freqn_ently in the news) could bias the Vresults of the entire

region, thus, affecting the results of the study generally.

Future Research Directions
The study, it is hoped, will stimulate future interest and research in country
image — a very timely subject with a host of questions and problems yet to be

answered by marketing researchers or implemented by marketing managers. Much
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theoretical and empirical research remains to be done in this growing field before the
effects of country image can be fully understood.

With the increasing attention given to trade zones, trade barriers, global
products, and labeling laws, conceptual and empirical studies whinh focus on current
managerial and public policy problems with regard to understanding and predicting
country image effects are urgently ne'eded.‘ Research about U.S. and other nations’
patriotism (Han 1988) and ethno‘centrisln (Shimp and Sharma 1987), offers timely
opportnnities fnr researchers to link consumer willingness tov puichase or resistance
to purchase to national loyalty. Réséaich ’exnmining how hjghly ethnocentric |
consumers’ country hnages differ from less ethnocentric consumnrs between
countries and aéioSs nntions might also vbe,addressed. In the same vein, future
research vmight cxamirié nationalism as a time-specific cons;rugt. That is, does it
intensify during particular incidenCe_s related ’to’ the country image dimensions? For
example, does an incident like the Tiananmen square situation heighten human rights
interests; do these strong perceptions affect other country image dimensinn like
‘environment, work culture, politics, etc.; and what inlpact do these time specific
incidences have on purchase_ decisions? |

The limitations of this stndy also point to future research directions worthy of
consideration. Fufu're résearcliérs ‘r;nay éonsidér experiments which combine other
extrinsic cues lii(é brand, price, and warranty alnngV'With nounti'y image information
to see whether or not country image influence on willingness to purchase and
_perceived quality is diminished. Future research should consider the impact of
specific dimensions like environment, politics, conflict, work culture, and vocational

training -on purchase choice in conjunction with other extrinsic cues. For example,

110



how do individual cues like brand or price, and combinations of cues affect
perceptions of these dimensions, and with what consequence for purchase decisions.

Future researchers may address the sampling limitation issues of this study.
For example, do regions like “Rust Belt” states perceive foreign countries differently
than other regions where. the ecdnomy is healthy?

Researchers may want to tackle issues relevant to cross cultural studies. For
example, how do effects of country image dtffer between U.S. and Japanese
consumers when they evaluate eonﬂict and politics for China? Researchers may also
want to examine how foreign consumers perceive the U.S. based on ttle country
image dimensions. In many cases, country irnage researchers have tended to focus
on imports. Futtlre researchers sheuld increase emphasisorr eountry image as it
applies to U.S. er{pqrts. The research implications for global promotion strategies
could be quite revealing and meaningful.

The development of the country image scale is exploratory. Factors or
- dimensions to be included were taken from a variety of research streams, including
focus group. reaction_s. Differences between the pretest and main study indicate that
further researeh could be dpne. Researchers may address other types,‘()'f statistical -
analysis like confirmatery factor ‘analysis to increase our understanding of the
country image construct and improve upon the eXisting rrleasurement instrument.‘

This study.only eXatnined two prodtlcts. Future researelrers rrray consider
tracking acceptance of foreign products across product types. The results of this
- study indicated that country image does have a greater influence on certain product
categories than others. Consumers may have positive regard for certain countries

and products generally, while maintaining negative images for some specific
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products. Future researchers should not hesitate to examine the affects of country
image on other product categories and specific products.

With the future of the “Made in USA” labels in disarray, researcher may
coriduct studies which assess consumer éwareness of foreign country components
sourcing, and assembly 6f certain prodﬁcts with and without various labels. Post-
purchase vintercept studiés could facilitate upderstanding of “Made-in” label
awareness, avndbprcSVide Vinsight into consumérs’ understanding of the current incréase
in foreign prqduct content and its effect on purchasev decisions. Future research
should study consumers’ .a'wafeness of multiple count;y content in the products they
currently purchase. If new labels were ‘inqluded, would consumérs notice or use the
new informafiori ‘ir.l the pufchase -décisi'or; processes?

As mentioned, future researchers must always keep in mind that whether or not
labels are noticed or go uﬁnoticed is far less important than ré‘seérch which advances
our undefstaﬁding, explanation, and prediction of how consumers process couﬁtry _
irhage information because consumer awareness 6f foreign country content
information will always depend, for the most part, on a how effectively companies

or countries choose to promote country images to consumers.

Conclusibn‘
The explosive growth 1n globalization over recent_décade_s has become one of
the most pervasive influences in business tddziy (i)arling'and Afnold 1988). As
consurnérs increasingly become exposed to products and partial content of products

from foreign countriés, and as domestic firms continue to expand their opportunities

112



overseas, issues related to country image become ever more salient (Baughn and
Yaprak 1993).

This study was concerned with three main issues: (1) developing a better
measure of the country image construct, (2) understanding how consumers develop
country ixnages, and (3) predicting the influence of c;ountry-hnage 6n consumers’
purchase decisions.

The results of the study led to tllrée main conclusions: (1)' country image
inciudes at Ieasf seven or more country and ‘people specific dilnerisions (economic,
environment, politics, laborb,_.ccﬂ)nﬂict, >Wor‘k cultufe, and vocationai training); (2)
consumers use objective information as paft of the proceés of building country
images; arllld (3)'debveloping country images have a significant influence on

consumers’ perceptions of product quality and willingness to purchase products.
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PUBLIC OPINION SURVEY

The purpose of this survey is to find out what a person thinks about a certain country.
Your participation is very important. Ultimately this research can help businesses and
individuals make better choices. ’

There is no need to write your name on the survey. Your responses will remain
anonymous and confidential. You will be asked a series of questions. There are no
right or wrong answers. Circle the one that most closely represents your honest
opinion or impression. We are only interested in how YOU perceive the country.

We will ask you to rate 2 different countries. The questions will make it clear which
country is being discussed. Consider the following example:

Circling # 1 would mean you have a strong nnpresswn that the average Chinese
citizen is very wealthy.

In Singapore the average citizen is very wealthy?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 b 6 7  Strongly disagree

Circling # 7 would mean you have a strong impression that the éverage Chinese
citizen is NOT very wealthy.

In Singapore the average citizen is very wealthy? o
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 b) 6 7  Strongly disagree

Circli'ng # 4 would mean you have a strong impression that the average Chinese
citizen is in between very wealthy and NOT very wealthy.

In Singapore the average citizen is very wealthy?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Strongly disagree

This survey will take about fifteen minutes to complete. Please give it your full
attention.

PLEASE answer all questions. Incomplete surifeys cannot_bé used.

Thank you very much. 'Your‘ time and participation is greatly appreciated.
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SINGAPORE:

1.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

16.

Singapore has a highly developed economy?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

The average Singapore citizen is very wealthy? v :
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Singapore’s economy is very well managed?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Singapore is a highly industrial economy (as opposed an agricultural
economy)" - . : ,
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Singapore is technologically very advanced? ,
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Singapore has a very powerful economy? .
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Singapore’s economy is very modern? :
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Singapore is véry kind and considerate when it comes to its citizens’ and
workers’ rights? -
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6. 7 Strongly disagree

For most Smgaporlans, workplace condltlons are very clean and
comfortable? v
Strongly agree 1 2. o3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Workplace conditions in Singapore are generally very safe?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Singapore’s workers are generally very well paid for their time?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Singapore’s workers are generally very well treated?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Smgapore is unlikely to exploit labor (child, elderly, pnson, etc )?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

The average Singaporian worker puts in very short hours each day? ‘
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

The average Sihgaporian worker has a very ‘high standard of living.
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

The Singapore government and pohtlcal system is very similar to ours
(U.S.)?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree
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17.
18.
19.
20. (

- Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree
21. | |
22,
23.
24.
25.
26.
-27.
28.
29.
30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

Singapore is highly admired for its role in world politics? -
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 b) 6 7 Strongly disagree

Singapore’s political system is very stable?
Strongly agree 1~ 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Singapore is a very peaceful country?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Singapore’s citizens have a great deal of freedom (many rights)? .

Singapore’s workers are generally very reliable?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Singapore’s workers are generally very hardworking?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Singapore’s workers are generaliy very well educated?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 b) 6 7 -Strongly disagree

Singapore’s workers generally pay very close attention to detail?

Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6. 7 Strongly disagree
Singapore’s workers are génerally very well trained?

Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Singapore’s workers are generally very admired?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 . 7 Strongly disagree

The Singaporians are generally very trustworthy? :
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

~Singapore is very clean?
. Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Singapore is very concerned about the environment?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

The Singapore mamtams very hlgh standards for pollutlon control?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Singapore makes an aggressive effort to protect the environment?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Singapore would never explbit the environment (animals, forests, oceans,
resources etc.)?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Singapore’s trade practices with the U.S. are very fair?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Singaporians are generally very friendly? _ ;
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree
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35s.

' 36.

Singapore’s values and beliefs are very similar to ours (U.S.)?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

I like Singapore’s people very much?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree
37. Singapore’s government is very cooperative with ours?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree
38. Singapore’s economy does NOT compete with ours for jobs?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 b) 6 7 Strongly disagree
39. Singapore is a very dependable ally?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree
- 40. Would you be willing to buy a computer made-in Singapore? _
Very willing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not very willing
41. How would you rate the quality of a computer made-in Singapore?
Very high 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not very high
42. Would you be willing to buy a shirt made-in Singapore?
Very willing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not very willing
43. How would you rate the quality of a shirt made-in Singapore?
Very high 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not very high
RUSSIA:
1. Russia has a highly developed economy?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree
2. The average Russian citizen is very wealthy?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree
3. Russia’s economy is very well managed?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree
4. Russia is a highly industrial economy (as oppoSed an agricultural economy)?
Strongly agree - 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree
5. Russia is technologically very advanced? ’
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree
6. Russia has a very powerful economy?
Strongly agree 1 - 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree
7. Russia’s economy is very modern? _ v
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 b) 6 7 Strongly disagree
8. Russia is very kind and considerate when it comes to its citizens’ and

workers’ rights?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

130



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24.

25.

26.

For most Russians, workplace conditions are very clean and comfortable?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Workplace conditions in Russia are generally very safe?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Russian workers are generally very well paid for their time?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Russian workers are generally very well treated? -
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 b) 6 7 Strongly disagree

Russia is unlikely to exploit labof (child, elderly, prison, etc )? _
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 b) 6 - 7 Strongly disagree

The average Russian worker puts in very short hours each day?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 b) 6 7 Strongly disagree

The average Russian worker has a very high standard of living.
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 - 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

The Russian government and political system is very similar to ours (U.S.)?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 b) 6 7 Strongly disagree

Russia is highly admired for its role in world politics? o
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 b) 6 7 Strongly disagree

Russia’s political system is very stable?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 b) 6 7 Strongly disagree

Russia is a very peaceful country? o
Strongly agree 1 2 3 - 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Russian citizens have a great deal of freedom (many rights)? _
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 b) 6 7 Strongly disagree »

Russia’s workers are generally very reliable? '
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 b) 6 7 Strongly disagree

Russia’s workers are generally very hardworking?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Russia’s workers are generally very well educated?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 b) 6 7 Strongly disagree

Russia’s workers generally pay very close attention to detail?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 . Strongly disagree

Russia’s workers are generally very well trained?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 - 4 b) 6 7 Strongly disagree

Russia’s workers are generally very admired?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 b) 6 7 Strongly disagree
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27.
28.
29.
30.
| 31.

32.

33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.

43.

The Russians are generélly very trustworthy?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 b) 6 7 Strongly disagree

Russia is very clean? | ‘
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Russia is very concerned about the environment? :
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

The Russians maintains very high standards for pollution control?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Russia makes an aggressive effort to protect the environment?
Strongly agree 1 =~ 2 3 4 b) 6 7 Strongly disagree

Russia would never exploit the environment (animals, forests, oceans,
resources etc.)?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Russia’s trade practices with the U.S. are very fair?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Russians are generally very friendly?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 b) 6 7 Strongly disagree

Russia’s values and beliefs are very similar to ours (U.S.)?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

I like Russian people very much?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 b) 6 . 7 Strongly disagree

Russia’s government is very cooperative with ours?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 b) 6 7 Strongly disagree

Russia’s economy does NOT competé with ours for jobs?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Russia is a very dependable ally?
Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree

Would you be willing to buy a computer made-in Russia? =~
Very willing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not very willing

How would you rate the quality of a computer made-in Russia?
Very high 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not very high

Would you be willing to buy a shirt made-in Russia?
Very willing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not very willing

How would you rate the guality of a shirt made-in Russia?
Very high 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not very high
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Would you please take just a few more minutes to answer the following. Please .
circle the appropriate response.

1.

2.

Your age group: 19 or younger 20-34 34-49 50-64 65 or older
Gender: Female Male
Marital status:  Single Married Divorced/Separated/Widowed
Annﬁal Family Income:

0-24,999 25,000-49,999 50,000-74,999 75,000-99,999 100,000 and above
Citizenship: U.S. Other
Education completed:

High school ~ Some college  College graduate  Post-graduate
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PUBLIC OPINION SURVEY

The purpose of this survey is to find out what a person thinks about a certain country.
Your participation is very important. Ultimately this research can help businesses,
and individuals make better choices.

There is no need to write your name on the survey. Your responses will remain
anonymous and confidential. You will be asked a series of questions. Circle the one
that most closely represents your honest opinion or first impression. There are no
right or wrong answers. We are only interested in how YOU perceive the country.

FOR EXAMPLE:

In answering the questions on the following pages, you will be asked to give your
opinion about 2 different countries. The questions will make it clear which country is
being discussed.

Consider the following example:
In China the -average:citizen is very wealthy. ‘ ,

Strongly agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly disagree
Circling # 1, on thé above scale, would mean you have a strong impression that the
average Chinese citizen is very wealthy.

Circling # 7, on the above scale, would mean you have a strong impression that the
average Chinese citizen is NOT very wealthy.

Circling # 4, on the above scale, would mean you have a strong impression that the
average Chinese citizen is somewhere in between very wealthy and NOT very
wealthy.

You are not limited to #1, #7 or #4. Feel free to select any _nurnber on the scale to
express your opinion. But, please select only one number per question.

This survey will take about fifteen minutes to completé.' PLEASE allow yourself
enough time to fill it out completely and without interruption. PLEASE answer all
questions. Incomplete surveys cannot be used.

Thank you very much. Your time and participation is greatly appreciated.

02-01-06
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Section I. Please consider your impression of Mexico. Indicate your response to the
following questions by circling the number that comes closest to your true feelings.

Strongly Strongly
Agree Disgree
1. Mexico makes:an aggressive effort to protect-the environment. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. Mcxico maintains very high standards for pollution control. 1 2 3 4 5 67
3. ‘Mexico is very.concerned about the environment. 1 2 3 4 5 67
4. Mexico is technologically very advanced. 1 2 3 4 5 67
5. Mexico’s. economy is mostly industrial (not agricultural). 1 2 3 4 5 67
6. Mexico’s economy is very modern. 1 2 3 45 67
7. 'Workplace_:,conditioxrs-iir-‘MexiCo are:generally very_safe‘.. | 1 | 2 3.4 5 67
8. Mexico is very considérate‘of its workers. | 1 23 4 5 67
9.. Mexican workers.are: genérally’ very well treated. 1 2 3 4 5 67
10. Mexico’s government/political systém is very democratic. 1 2 3 45 67
11.. Mexico is a very peacefﬂl;(':ountry._ ' 1-2.3 4 5 67
12. Mexican citizens have a great deal of freedom (many rights). 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. Mexicb’s ‘government: is very-cooperative with ours. - 1 2 3 4 5 617
14. Mexico’s trade practices with the U.S. are vér.yb fair. 1 2 3 4 5 67
15. I like Mexico Very much. - | 1234567
16. Mexican workers are generally very hardworking. 1 2 3 4567
17.. Mexican workers are-generally very reliable. 1 2 3 4 5 67
18.  Mexican workers generally pay: very close attentiontodetail. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
19. iMex_-ican workers are generally very admired. 1 2 3 4 5 67
20. Mexican workers are generally very well educated. 1 2 3 4 5 67
21. ‘Mexican workcrsvare‘ generally;v‘ery well trained. - | 123 45 67

Assume you are currently considering the purchase of a personal computer:

22. Please indicate your general willingness to purchase a computer made in Mexico:
Very likely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unlikely
Very probable 1 "2 3 4 5 6 7 Very improbable
Very possible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very impossible

23. Please indicate your general perception of a computer made in Mexico:
Very dependable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very undependable
Very good quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very poor quality
Very reliable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unreliable
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Section I. Mexico--computer (cont.)

24.

Please indicate how you might feel if you purchased a computer made in Mexico:

Very proud 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not very proud
Very excited 1 2 3 4. 5 6 7 Not very excited
Very confident 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not very confident

Assume you are currently considering the purchase of a refrigerator:

25.

Please indicate your general willingness to purchase a refrigerator made in Mexico:
Very likely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unlikely
Very probable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very improbable
Very possible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very impossible

26. Please indicate your general perceptivonv of a refrigerator made in Mexico:
Very dependable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very undependable
Very good quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 - Very poor quality
Vei'y reliable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unreliable

27. Please indicate how you might feel if you purchased a refrigerator made in Mexico:
Very proud 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not very proud
Very excited o1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not very excited
Very confident 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not very confident

-

Section II. Please consider your impression of China. Indicate your response to the following

questions by circling the number that comes closest to your true feelings.

W o N v AW b

— e
L

Strongly Strongly
’ _ Agree Disgree

China makes an aggressive:effort to:protect the enviromheht. 1.2 3 4 5 617
China maintains very high standards for pollutioncontrol. =~ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
China is very concerned about the environment. 1 2 3 45 617
China is tééhnologically very advanéed 1 2 3 4 5 6717
_China”s‘economy is:mostly -industrial (not':eragricuitural).- : 1 2 3 4 5 67
China’s economy is Very modern. o ' 1 2 3 4 5 617
Workplace conditions .in‘China-are generally very safe. 1 2 3 4 5 67
China is very considerate of its workers. 1 2 3 4 5 67
‘Chinese workers: are ‘generally -very -well treated. 1 2 3 4 5 67
China’s government/political system is very democratic. 1 2 3 4 5 67
China is a very peaceful country. 1 2 3 4 5 67
Chinese citizens have a great deal of freedom (many rights). 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

137



Section II. China (cont.)
13. China’s government is very cooperative with ours.
14. China’s trade practices with the U.S. are very fair.
15. 1like China very much. -
16. Chinese workers are generally very hardworking.
17. Chinese workers are generally very reliable.
18. Chinese workers generally pay very close attention to detail.
19. Chinese workers are generally very admired.

20. Chinese workers are generally very well educated.

ot Pk p—t p—t et p—t ot — p—t
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21. Chinese workers are generally very well trained. .

Assume you are currently considering the purchase of a personal computer:

22. Please indicate your general willingness to purchase a_computer made in China: -
Very likely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unlikely
Very probable . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very improbable
Very possible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very impossible

23. Please indicate your general perception of a computer made in China:
Very dependable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very undependable
Very good quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very poor quality
Very reliable 1 2 -3 4 5 6 7 - Very unreliable

24. Please indicate how you might feel if you purchased a computer made in China:
Very proud 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not very proud
Very excited 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not very excited
Very confident 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not very confident

Assume you are currently considering the purchase of a refrigerator:

25. Please indicate your general willingness to purchase a_refrigerator made in China:
Very likely -~ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unlikely
Very probable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very improbable
Very possible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very impossible

26. Please indicate your general perception of a fefrigefator made in China:

Very dependable 1 2 . 3 -4 5 6 7 Very undependable
Very good quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very poor quality
Very reliable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unreliable

27. Please indicate how you might feel if you purchased a_refrigerator made in China:
Very proud 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not very proud
Very excited 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not very excited
Very confident 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not very confident
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Section III. Please take a few more minutes to consider the following questions. Indicate
your response to the following questions by circling the number that comes closest to your
true feelings.

Strongly Strongly
Agree Disgree

1. Americans.should buy American-made products instead of imports. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. Only products that are unavailable in the U.S. should be imported. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3.  Buy-American-made products. ‘Keep -America working.. 1234567

4. Compared to the average consumer, how would you rate your knowledge about
computers. :
Very knowledgeable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Not at all knowledgeable

5. Compared to the average consumer, how would you rate your knowledge about
refrigerators. . . ’
Very knowledgeable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7- 8 9 Not at all knowledgeable

6. Compared to.the average consumer, how would you rate your knowledge about Mexico.
Very knowledgeable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Notat all knowledgeable

7. Compared to the average consumer, how would you rate your knowledge about China. .

Very knowledgeable 1 2 3 -4 5 6 7 8 9 Notat all knowledgeable

8. Have you ever traveled to Mexico? Yes =~ No
8a. Do you have friends or relatives from Mexico?  Yes No
9. Have you ever traveled to China? - Yes No
9a. Do you have friends or relatives from China? Yes No
Please give your opinion about the technological complexity of the following products.
Not very Very
complex complex
10. Computer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. Refrigerator 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12. You were born in: 19 ‘ 13. Gender: - Female Male |

14. Citizenship: U.S. Other 15. Marital status: Single Married Divorced/Widowed/Other
16. Annual family income: $0-29,999. $30,000-59,999 $60,0000-89,999 $99,000 and above

17. Education completed: High school Some college College graduate Post-graduate
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ENVIRONMENTAL INDICATORS

CO2 EMISSION " % POPULATION
(IN MILLION TONS OF WITH ACCESS TO SAFE
CARBON/ANNUM) DRINKING WATER
Mexico 78 : 71
Brazil 610 ' 96
Peru not available 61
Singapore 40 , 78
S. Korea 29 78
China 380 72
Spain 73 ' 100
Greece 20 97
Poland 56 not available

(“Planet Management,” Oxford University Press: New York 1993)
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POLITICAL INDICATORS

TYPE OF GOVERNMENT

Mexico

Brazil

Peru

Singaporeb

'S. Korea
China
Spain
Greece

Poland

Federal Republic (operating under
centralized government)

Federal Republic

- Republic

Republic (w/in a commonwealth)
Republic

Communist State

Parliameniary Moharchy
Parliamentary

Democratic State

(“The World Fact Book,” Central Intelligence Agency: Washington D.C. 1996)
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VOCATIONAL TRAINING INDICATORS

ILLITERACY RATE (15 YEARS & OLDER)

Mexico _ 12.7
 Brazil ' 18.9
Peru .' ' 14.9
‘Singapore ' ‘ 11.1
S. Korea 3.7
China - 26.7
Spain ’ _ ) ' - 11.6
Greece » R - 6.8
Poland ’ 15.0

(“Statistical Abstract of the World,” Martin A. Réddy> Editor. Gale Research Inc./International
Thomson Publishing Co.: New York 1994). '
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ECONOMIC AND WORK CULTURE INDICATORS
(COUNTRY GDP/CAPITA)

Americas Asia Europe

Canada 22,760 Hong Kong 24,530 Belgium 18,040
Vcnezuelé - 8,670 Singaporé 19,940 Austria . 17,500
Argentina 7,990 Israel : 13,880 Italy 17,180
Mexico 7,900 | Taiwan 12,070 Finland 16,140
Puerto Rico 7,050 S.Korea 11,270 Ireland 14,060
Chile 7,010 S. Arabia 9,510 Spain 13,120
Brazil 5 ,580 Malaysia 8,650 Portugal 10,190
CostaRica 5,050 Thailand -~ 5970 Greece 8,870
Columbia 4,850 China 2,500 Czech 7,550
Panama 4 ,670 Phillippines 2,3 10 Hungary 5,700
Peru 3,110 Pakistan 1,930 Poland 4,920
Guatemala 3,080 India 1,360 Turkey 4,910
Jamaica 3,050 Vietnam . 1,140 - | Russia 4,820
Bolivia 2,370 Nepal ‘ ‘ 1,Q6O Romania 2,790
Honduras 1,820 | Bangladesh 1,040 Bolivia | 2,370

Cambodia 630

(“The World Fact Book,” Central Intelligence Agency: Washington D.C. 1996)
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PUBLIC OPINION SURVEY
Relax, this is not a test.k There are no right or wrong answers. vSimpIy circle the answer that
most closely represents your opinion or impression. :

You will be asked to rate a number of products on their technological complexity. For
example:

An electric pencil sharpener might be very low on complexity. Thus, you might circle a 2:

Not very complex ' Very complex
1 2 3 -4 .5 6 7

Please rate the following their technological complexity.

Not very ' Very

complex ' complex
1. Answering machin¢ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. Cellular telephone ' 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. Wrist watch 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. Personal computer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. Clock radio 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. Video player 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. Automobile 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8. Big screen television I 4 5 6 7
9. Flashlight 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. Hair dryer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. Washing machine 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12. Compact disc player 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. Micro wave oven 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
14. Refrigerator 1 2 3 4. 5 6 7
15. Heart pacemaker 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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OBJECTIVE AND PERCEPTIVE INDICATORS

8yl

Country GDP/cap Il.rate Co, vov/;::ttse.r Politics: Environ Econ Labor Politics Conflit W. Culture Training
Mexico 7,990 127 - 178 71 R 5.51 536 542 4.88 " 4.14 3.84 5.21
Brazil 5,580 18.9 610 96 R 4.87 4.51 | 4.94 4.46 3.92 3.88 4.70
Peru 3,110 14.9 ,‘na 61 R 522 560 534 - 475 4.03 - 4.19 4.98
Singapore 19,940 11.1 | 40 78 R 4.82 394 4.89 4.26 4.07 3.21 4.42
S.Korea 11,270 3.7 29 78 R 4.87 373 482 '4.61 4.04 3.21 3.97
China 2,500 26.7 380 72 C 4.65 3.85 5.04 - 5.55 5.01 3.00 3.73
Spain 13,120. 11.6 73 100 P 4.51 4.67 4.23 3.73 3.42 395 4.47
Greece 8,870 . 6.8 .20 97 | 4.08 453 4275 3.8 3.63 3.76 4.00
Poland 4,920 150 - 56 ‘na D 4.81 4.42 474 = 4.41 3.95 3.75 4.67
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