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were identified, as follows:
Dimensions or Attributes

Political, Economic, Technological Advancement,
Social Desirability

Quality, Design, Prestige, Price, Technical Advancedness

Purchase
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Product-Country Images:
The Role of Country Image In Consumers' Prototype Product Evaluations

ABSTRACT
What is the relationship between a country specific image and the image of products
made in that country? What is the role of country image in consumers' product
evaluations? While many of previous studies have examined the COO effects on
consumers' overall quality perceptions of products, little work has been done on
investigating the relationship between a country specific image, its product image, and
consumers' purchase willingness.

A prototype car product, with fictitious country of origin from Germany, Italy, Korea
and Malaysia, was developed for investigating consumers' perceptions, and for defining
the role of country image in consumers product evaluations. In order to generalise
research findings to the global context, tests with the questionnaires are conducted from
320 undergraduate students in four countries (United Kingdom, United States, Hong
Kong, and Australia).

A review of the prior literature on country of origin effects, product-country images, and
models of belief-attitude provided two constructs of country of origin (COO) and
country of target (COT) as direction of this study. Finally, the literature review enabled
the development of three main questions as basis of five hypotheses as follows; (a) Are
there significant differences between consumer groups' attitudes toward a specific
country and its prototype car products? (b) Are there significant differences between
consumer groups' purchase willingness toward products from a specific country? (c)
What is the role of country image in consumers' product evaluations?

iring instruments for this study
Constructs

Country of Origin	 Country Image
(COO)	 as Beliefs

VS ___________
Country of Target 	 Product Image

(COT)	 as Beliefs
Attitude

Three sets of hypotheses were tested in this study which were concerned with country
image, product image, and purchase willingness as sub-constructs of COO and COT.
Two statistical techniques were used to analyse the data - multivariate analysis of
variance (MANOVA) and one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA).

This study contributes to the body of knowledge on country of origin in a number of
specific ways: first, prototypes, rather than existing product are employed as stimuli;
second, the construct of country of target (COT) was introduced and was conceptualised
as a complement to that of country of origin (COO); and third, the interaction between
these three elements is explored. Eventually, the finding of this research confirmed that
the COT construct and its effects are potentially very important to the study of the role
of country image and to business people exporting products from a particular COO.
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Chapter 1

Introduction: Product Images, Country Images and

Consumer Evaluations of Prototype Products

1.1 The Research Focus

What effect does the country a product comes from have on a customer's evaluations of

that product? Do customers in different countries behave differently or similarly with

regard to products from a third country? Do customers feel the same about cars from a

particular country as they do about television sets from that country, or microwave

ovens, or cans of beans, or wine? These are fundamental, but often overlooked issues

when marketers embark on implementing strategy in a new market for their products or

services. The globalisation of markets and multinational production within the last three

decades has underscored the need for greater proficiency in understanding the impact of

product-country image on cross-national consumer behaviour (Baughn and Yaprak,

1993). However, globalisation has also brought about numerous changes in the

production and marketing of consumer goods (Terpstra, 1987), which has added

significant complexity to the effects of country of origin on consumers' attitudes toward

products.

Numerous studies have been conducted on product-country images since the mid-1960s.

In general, most of these studies have found that consumers have significantly different

country images or general perceptions about products made in different countries.

However, many questions remain, according to Ozsomer and Cavusgil (1991). They

have indicated that, although we may find the existence of country of origin effects, 1 we

still do not have a clear understanding of why they exist and how they occur, because

much of the research has simply focused on product quality measures to define country

Country of origin effects are being defined in Chapter 2.
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of origin effects. Furthermore, the content of product quality 2 has not been adequately

conceptualised and appropriately measured in the research on product-country image.

"Made-in" labels are used as predictors of product quality, especially where more explicit

product information is missing (Nagashima, 1970; Relerson, 1967). Reierson (1966) and

Bannister and Saunders (1978) note that people colour their overall evaluations and

preferences by their image or stereotype of the country from which the product came.

Since the mid-1960s, a number of studies have been conducted to determine the

relationship between consumers' perceptions of a country and their attitudes toward the

products made in that country (i.e., Bilkey and Nes, 1982; Erickson, Johansson and

Chao, 1984; Han and Terpstra, 1988; Johansson, Douglas and Nonaka, 1985; Lee and

Sirgy, 1995; Oszomer and Cavusgil, 1991; Roth and Romeo, 1992). The country image

as a cue can either summarise information about product quality, or act as a halo and

influence beliefs regarding different aspects about the product. Han (1989) in his work

on the halo and summary construct perspectives of country image effects supports the

role of country image in the formation of a consumers' general perceptions of quality for

products made in a given country.

Papadopoulos, Heslop and Bamossy (1990) found that country image perceptions may

vary depending on the level of economic development of the country. Other research

(Schooler et al., 1987) has shown, for example, that consumers' negative product

evaluations based on country images constitute significant market barriers for companies

from less developed countries. Thus, while numerous studies have reinforced the salience

of country image in product evaluations, there is a general lack of investigation into the

relationship between country of origin and country of target, and between country image

and product image. More simply, might the country of origin effect be influenced by

country of target (i.e., the country in which the country of origin research is conducted,

or the target country in which a product is to be marketed)? It is also still not known

exactly (1) how country image is utilised, and (2) how product evaluations are affected

by country image. Moreover, most of the country of origin research has focused on

2 The concept of quality used in this study is one of perceived quality (see Olson and Jacob. 1972:
Zeithainl. 1988 for a review).
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reasonably well-known and accessible products, which already exist, such as televisions,

refrigerators and cars. Few, if any, have considered really new products, not yet available

on the market.

Thus, the study to be described here focuses on a review of the existing literature and

research findings regarding country of origin effects. It then outlines experiments

designed to collect data within different countries, to enable not only product-country

images to be tested further, but also to explore the notion of country-of-target, and to

test the effect of product novelty in various situations.

1.2 The Problem and Research Objectives

What is the nature of product-country image? Will country image affect a consumer's

attitude toward products, and the intentions to purchase? What are the inter-relationships

between country image, product image, country-of-target, product novelty, and

consumers attitude toward the products? Easterby-Smith et a!., (1991) argue that

researchers are not keen on self-disclosure, and they rarely explain precisely where their

ideas and questions have come from. In this study, the basic question comes from what

the relationships are between the image of a country, and the image of the products made

in that country, the country of target of the customers, and the novelty of the product.

Consumers form country images based on their prior experience and knowledge with

products from a given country. Previous researchers (Gaedeke, 1973; White and Cundiff,

1978; Eroglu and Machleit, 1989) have strongly suggested a close link between country

image as country of origin and consumers' attitude as perceptions of product quality. In

general, previous research agrees that consumers have significantly different global or

general perceptions about products made in different countries (Bilky and Nes, 1982).

The success of products from countries of low production costs (presumably under-

developed countries) in the marketplace seems to contradict some of the implications
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derived from previous country image studies (Tse and Lee, 1993). In particular, country

image studies consistently confirm that negative country images adversely affect

consumers' product evaluations. Whatever the underlying psychological mechanisms,

whether halo (Johansson, Douglas, and Nonaka, 1985), summary construct (Han, 1989)

and/or other psychological mechanisms (Hong and Wyer, 1990), the consensus is that an

unfavourable country image will negatively distort a consumer's product evaluation

across product type (Han and Terpstra, 1988).

The research problems come from the basic argument of the potential effects of country

image on consumers' beliefs concerning products from that country, and these have been

studied extensively (e.g., Anderson and Cunningham, 1972; Nagashima, 1977; Reierson,

1966; Schooler, 1965). Although numerous studies have been conducted on the issue of

country image and product image, it is still unclear how country image affects consumer

evaluations of specific products and how strong the effect is.

Most studies analysing the country of origin effects at the brand level merely report the

existence of differences in perceived quality between indigenous and foreign brands and

between foreign brands. There are few studies which have examined consumers'

attitudes toward products through the differentiation of beliefs on countries and products

(cf, HalfluiIl, 1980). Most previous research has not compared the differences between

consumer groups from different levels of economic development and from different

consumer markets - or countries of target.

Thus, the primary objectives of this study are:

• to describe the nature of product-country images,

• to determine dimensions of country image and attributes of product image,

• to identify the differences between countries of target, that is, consumer

groups' beliefs concerning a country and its products,
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• to examine consumers' beliefs and attitudes toward a specific prototype, or

new, product which purportedly comes from countries of different levels of

economic development,

• to define the effects of country image vs. specific product image on

consumers' propensity to purchase, and, finally,

• to identify whether country image acts as a halo function or summary

construct function in consumers' product evaluations.

The secondary objectives of this study are to:

• provide an in-depth review of the existing literature in this area,

• identify the differences between consumers' beliefs concerning the country of

origin when the country of origin can be a more or less developed country,

and then to

• test the relationships between country image and purchase propensity, and

product image and purchase willingness by country of origin (COO) by

country of target (COT).

To meet these objectives, it was decided that an automobile be selected for the study,

because this is a product category in which most consumers are considered likely to be

aware of the product's country of origin. Erickson et al., (1984) for example, also

examined this single product, automobiles, for which considerable information is readily

available and for which evaluations are likely to be based on some objective

characteristics. Fundamentally, an advantage of using automobiles is that the country of

origin has become an important factor in this market, and furthermore, country of origin

is relatively easy to identify for this product class. Although Johansson et al (1985)

claimed that ongoing research on country of origin is required and should utilise more

representative samples and other types of products, there are a number of studies on car

products to test country of origin effects on consumers' product evaluations (i.e., Brown

et a!., 1987; Han, 1989; Han and Terpstra, 1988; Elliott and Cameron, 1994; Johansson

et at., 1985; Erickson et a!., 1984; Etzel and Walker, 1974).
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Figure 1.1 provides an illustration of the chief steps in the process of this research.

Figure 1.1: The Research Process
(adapted frn Bryini arid wirer. i990)

Findings

Analyse Data

Collect Data

Theoretical I Methodological
Literature Review

Survey/Correlational Design

inItv1ew

/ /

erc'J

• n&ox acer't:W::

Hypotheses

Model
Conceptualisation

1
Selection of
Respondents
or Subjects

Experimental Design

1.3 Outline of Research Methodology

Although research on product-country images has been reasonably successuIil in

identifying country image effects on product evaluations (Bilkey and Nes, 1982;

Erickson et al., 1984; Johansson et a!., 1985), most published work contains little or no

discussion on the appropriateness of their research methodology (Han et a!., 1994). Key

questions are;

• Are their survey modes appropriate for product-country image research? and

• What types of response bias might have been present in their measurement of

product-country images?
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Until these methodological issues are resolved, the generalisation of previous findings

may not be warranted (Han et a!., 1994). Martin and Eroglu (1993) claimed that from a

theoretical standpoint researchers in the area of product-country image effects have

become increasingly sensitive to its theoretical and methodological dimensions (e.g.,

Jaffe and Nebenzalil, 1984; Parameswaran and Yaprak, 1987). Han (1989) also noted

that there is no validated instrument available to assess country image without tapping

into the image of products from the respective country.

The research methodology, including the rationale for selection of the product, sampling,

data collection procedures, measures, and data analysis, is presented in this study in

Chapter 4

1.3.1 Country and Product Selection

Following an analytic review of previous research 3, dimensions of country image and

product attributes are illustrated in Table 1. 1. The four dimensions of country image are

political, economic, technological, and social desirability. The five attributes of the

product are quality, design, prestige, price and technology. As previously discussed,

automobiles as a prototype product are examined in this study because they are relatively

well known to most levels of consumers.

In order to generalise research findings to a more global context (Roth and Romeo,

1992), experiments were conducted in four countries of target, namely, Australia, Hong

Kong, the UK, and the USA. Automobile products were selected as being from four

national origins4 or country of origin, namely, Germany, Italy, Korea, and Malaysia, with

the first two generally regarded as developed countries, and the latter generally regarded

as developing.

See Table 2.3 in Chapter 2 for a review.
"Ahmed ci al. (1995) argued that country of origin studies niust be conducted both in developed

countries and in newly industrialisiiig countries (NICs).
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Table 1.1
Dimensions of Country Image and Product Attributes

Country of	 DUuensions of	 Car Product	 Data Collection
Origin	 Country Image	 Attributes	 from

(Cars from5) ._______________ . .
Gcnnany	 Political	 Quality	 United Kingdom
Italy	 Economic	 Prestige	 United States
Korea	 Technological	 Technical Adv.	 Hong Kong
Malaysia	 Advancement	 Design	 Australia

________________ Social Desirability 	 Price	 _________________

1.3.2 Questionnaire Design and Data Collection

The questionnaires on country image and product image were developed based on

Nagashima's work (1970, 1977)6 which has been adapted by various researchers in this

field (i.e., Narayana, 1981; Cattin, Jolibert, and Lohnes, 1982). The questionnaire

consists of three parts - questions on country image, product image, and general

descriptive information. The questionnaires on product image were accompanied in the

experiments by an hypothetical product brochure.

In order to verif' the hypotheses, the data was collected through self-administered

questionnaires, from controlled convenience sampling groups within undergraduate

business classes at universities in the United Kingdom, United States, Hong Kong,

Australia.

1.3.3 Measurement

The format selected to measure product-country images in this study is the semantic

differential scale. The theoretical rationale for using the semantic differential scale in this

study to measure, assess, and compare the image of a concept or object is to be detailed

To minimise the subjects' overestimation or underestiinatioii the country of origin effect (Brown
et at. 1987).
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in Chapter 4. Four country image dimensions and five product attributes are measured on

seven-point semantic differential scales. Measuring instruments for each construct are

summarised in Table 1.2.

Table 1.2
Measuring Instruments for the Study

Consinicts	 Dimensions	 Measured by:

I Country Image	 Politic	 Nagashitna (1970).
Country of Origin	 as Belief	 Economic	 Halfhill (1980).

(COO)	 Technological	 Martin & Eroglu (1993)
___________________ Social Desirability	 _________________________

VS	 Product Image	 Design	 Nagashiina (1970).
as	 Prestige	 Etzel & Walker (1974).

Country of Target	 Price	 HaIfluill (1980).
(COT)7	__________________ Technology	 Han (1989)

Attitude	 Purchase Willingness	 Roth and Romeo (1992)

1.3.4 Analysis Methods

This research adopts an attribute-based approach to the identification of independent

variables for the constructs of product and country images. The ratings of the constructs

on each of the items are subsequently analysed using typically either factor or

discriminant analysis to identify the key dimensions that consumers use to distinguish the

product and country images. The statistical techniques used to test the hypotheses are,

multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) and covariance (MANCOVA) for

constructs of country of origin (COO) and country of target (COT), and one-way

analysis of variance (ANOVA) for individual comparison of independent variables. An

analysis matrix is developed of four country of origin X four country of target, which

results in 16 cells. This enables the verification and explanation of relationships between

two constructs, country of origin (COO) by country of target (COT), and sub-constructs

of country image, product image and purchase willingness as consumers' beliefs and

attitudes.

6 See Appendices B and D.
Country of target (COT) was identified in this stud y as a construct for product-country images study.
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1.4 Outline of the Thesis

What follows is organised thus: This chapter introduces the basic research objectives and

research methodology, and provides an outline. Chapter Two reviews the literature

relevant to the product-country image issues for the last three decades, which is

concisely summarised in Table 2.3, and suggests theoretical backgrounds for the role of

country image as a cue in consumers' product evaluations. Existing theoretical models of

belief-attitude and causal models, e.g., a halo and a summary construct, are reviewed.

Finally, Chapter Two summarises briefly the results of the literature review as basic

groundwork for this study.

In Chapter Three, hypotheses are developed, and an hypothesised model to interpret the

three subconstructs from the basis of the literature review in Chapter 2 is proposed.

Chapter Four discusses the nature of research, and particular methodological issues in

research design. It explains the research techniques employed in this study. This chapter

also presents initial descriptive statistics of data analyses with factor analysis for factor

loading, instrument reliability and validity. Chapter Five describes the respondent

characteristics, and tests some results using multivariate analysis of variance

(MANOVA). This chapter also summarises the results of analyses by country of origin

(COO) and by country of target (COT).

Chapter Six present the results of analysis of variance (ANOVA) for each individual

variable of country image, product image and purchase willingness. The results are

presented as tests of hypotheses, which are summarised as tables at the end of each

analysis of country of target (COT). Chapter Seven summarises the study and its

findings, and presents a discussion of the implications and conclusions of the research.

This chapter also considers the limitations of this study, implications for managers, and

suggests possibilities for future research.
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1.5 Contributions of the Research

The study is likely to explicate many aspects of how product-country images affect

consumers' attitudes towards a specific product, and it, therefore, has theoretical and

practical marketing implications. This study also intends to find a valid operational

measure which may help resolve the deficiency in our knowledge about the mechanism of

the role of country image. The research should hopefully make a contribution to the

conceptualisation of a construct of country of target (COT) based on an in-depth

literature review and the development of theory through the test of a concept of country

of target (COT) in the area. Furthermore, this study conducts tests practically for the

concept of country of target (COT), within consumer groups from four continents, and

hopefully offers useful managerial implications.
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Chapter 2

Country of Origin Effects, Products and Intentions to

Purchase: A Review of the Literature

2.1 Introduction

For the basis of this study, this chapter provides an in-depth review of the literature on

product-country image for the conceptual foundations of country of origin (COO) and

country of target (COT). It also evaluates the findings of previous studies of product-

country image issues. Previous research into these issues is analysed closely in ternis of

chronology and summarised.

A brief introduction to this chapter: First, there is an in-depth review of previous studies

on the nature of country image, country of origin, country of origin effects, the made-in

concept and the role of country image in product evaluations. Previous studies of

product-country image issues are summarised by those major factors which have been

reported to induce the country of origin effects in product evaluation: i.e., country

characteristics, consuming countries, product attributes, and subjects. Secondly, this

chapter includes a brief overview of theoretical models (cf Han's, 1989; Johansson's,

1989) and methodologies employed in the various studies which are included. Finally, a

summary will be given of the findings and conclusions of this review.

Image is shaped by mass communication, personal experience and views of national

opinion leaders (Nagasliima, 1970). For the conceptualisation of country of target

(COT), as discussed in this chapter, country image is defined as consuniers' overall

perception of a specific country which is created by national characteristics (e.g.,

Nagashima, 1970; Roth and Ronieo, 1992). Country of origin, or "made-in" label, is

defined as the country where the corporate headquarters of the company marketing the

product or brand is located (e.g., Johansson, Douglas, and Nonaka, 1985).
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2.2 Country Image

Country image has been an important research topic for many years (e.g., Bilky and Nes,

1982; Li, Dant, and Wortzel, 1995; Schooler, 1965). The growing literature on country

image has indicated that consumers hold stereotyped product-country images, which

subsequently affect their purchase decisions (Martin and Eroglu, 1993; Baughn and

Yaprak, 1991). It has been generally agreed that country image affects consumer's

product evaluations.

Johansson (1989, p.49) pointed out that in conceptual terms, the main thrust of the

studies in the area has been as "effect" studies rather than "theory" studies. Most of the

studies have described country biases and demonstrated some empirical relationships

between product-country images and the underlying determinants (Johansson, 1989;

Martin and Eroglu, 1993). Past studies generally support the conclusions that (a)

consumers hold stereotyped images of both foreign countries and their own, and (b)

these images are used as information in evaluating products of various origins (Bilkey

and Nes, 1982; Han, 1989).

Country image has been consistently identified as a multi-dimensional concept.

Papadopoulos (1993, p.8) notes that the image of countries, in their role as origins of

products, is one of the extrinsic cues that may become part of a product's total image.

One of the first studies to look at country image perceptions was Nagashima's (1970)

survey of US and Japanese businessmen. Nagashima defined country 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 (Nagasliima. 1970. p.68).

Narayana's (1981, p.32) definition of country image is quite similar - "the aggregate

inlage for any particular country 's product refers to the entire connotative field

associated i'ith that countly 's product offerings, as perceived by the consiuner"
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Furthermore, Martin and Eroglu (1993, p.193) define the country image (a broader

conceptual definition) as "the to/al of all descriptive, inferenlial and informational

beliefs one has about a jar/icular countly."

From a marketing perspective, a definition of country image which was proposed by

Roth and Romeo (1992) is:

the overall perception consumers form of products from a particular counhiy.

based on their prior perceptions of the counlrys production and marketing

strengths and weaknesses.

Bamossy and Papadopoulos (1987) summarised country images as follows:

• consumers hold stereotyped images of both foreign countries and their own;

• these images are used as information cues in evaluating products of various origins;

• the relative importance of origin cues differs according to buying situations and

product categories;

• buyers are not always aware of products' true origins but are able to express

preferences for production locations;

• "made in" images can act as a halo (e.g., evaluation of one product or sector of

activity in a given country may influence the judgement or other products or sectors

from that country);

• the extent of consumer preference for domestic vs. foreign goods varies by origin and

destination country; and

• like price, brand, and other intangible extrinsic attributes, country-of-origin may serve

as a surrogate of product quality (especially when other information is lacking and/or

in the case of complex market conditions).

As Martin and Eroglu (1993, p.193) noted, as yet, there is no validated instrument

available to assess country image without tapping into the image of products from the

respective country. Papadopoulos (1993, p.8) claims that the term of product-country

image is felt to be broader and represents niore accurately (than "country-of-origin" or

"made-in") the phenomenon under study. Thus, in this study, country image is defined as
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consumers' overall perception of a specific country which is created by national

characteristics and as one of the extrinsic cues that may become part of a product's total

image.

2.2.1 Country of Origin

A product's country of origin is used by customers to reinforce, create, and bias initial

perceptions of products (Johansson, 1993), and is usually communicated by the phrase,

"made in (name of country)" (Bilkey and Nes, 1982; Thorelli, Lim, and Ye, 1989). It

may also be used as a shortcut basis for consumer judgements without the individual

considering other information about the product (Hong and Wyer, 1989).

Products may be conceived of as an array of information cues, both intrinsic and

extrinsic. Consumers' use of both intrinsic cues (taste, design, performance; physical

product characteristics) and extrinsic cues (price, brand name, warranties, country-of-

origin; non-physical product characteristics) in evaluating products has been studied and

reported in the literature extensively. Particularly, the use of country of origin cue by

consumers is in fact growing (e.g., Han, 1989). The increasing use of country of origin

information by buyers and sellers has helped to generate substantial research interest in

product and country images.

Papadopoulos, Heslop and Bamossy (1990) outline three main explanations for this.

First, consumers oflen try to simplify information processing in today's complex

marketplace through "chunking", using product origins as surrogate indicators of

product quality and social acceptability. Second, there is heightened consumer awareness

of, and familiarity with, foreign products and the differences among them as a result of

exposure to media reports and other stimuli about foreign countries and their products.

Finally, the growing use of country image identifiers by marketers aiming to define

unique product positions against their competitors, and "buying domestic" campaigns,
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which, while aiming to protect domestic manufacturing, also highlight differences among

product origins.

Country of origin is an extrinsic product attribute that indicates the country in which a

product is manufactured and/or assembled. Although the studies by Erickson, Johansson,

and Chao (1984) and Johansson, Douglas, and Nonaka (1985) report that the country of

origin affects consumers' rating on only certain attributes of products, but not

consumers' overall evaluations of the products, the majority of previous studies indicate

the salience of country of origin in overall product evaluation.

Various research has offered a range of definitions explaining country of origin (e.g.,

Bilkey and Nes, 1982; Han and Terpstra, 1988; Johansson, Douglas, and Nonaka, 1985;

Thorelli, Lim and Ye, 1989; Wang and Lamb, 1983). In general, country of origin

reflects the home country for a company that consumers infer from brand name

(Ozsomer and Cavusgil, 1991), whereas the country of manufacture is factual

information about final point of assembly, which is manifested in the made-in label (Lee

and Sirgy, 1995).

Cordell (1992) notes that country of origin is, as an extrinsic product cue, a class of

intangible product traits which include a product's brand and price. Unlike physical

characteristics, a change in these cues has no direct bearing on the product's

performance. Since it may be difficult to interpret intrinsic cues prior to purchase, the

consumer will often resort to using extrinsic cues as the basis on which to make

inferences regarding the product. That is, the use of country of origin as a proxy and

surrogate for other information suggests that prior experience or familiarity with a

particular product class or brand may influence the impact of country of origin on

evaluations.

Thus, consumers familiar with a specific product class may be less likely to rely on

country of origin as a cue in product evaluation. Similarly, favourable or unfavourable

experience with products or brands from a specific country may colour evaluations of

other products or brands from that country (Johansson et at, 1985). For example,
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Daewoo may be crusading for the Korean automobile industry. Its success in the

European markets may create market externalities from which the industry will benefit.

Conversely, its failure may produce an enormous entry barrier for Korean automakers

later entering European markets.

Country of origin has been characterised as a multidimensional construct. Consumers

may evaluate countries' products by criteria such as price, styling, quality, or availability.

These product-traits may shift as consumers' perceptions change with increased

exposure to the country, or as the dimensions of the products from the countries

(Cordell, 1992; Nagashima, 1970, 1977). Moreover, a product's country of manufacture

has been found to serve as a "surrogate indicator" and hence is a salient dimension of

overall evaluation in the event that little else is known about the product (Cattin Ct al.,

1982; Schooler, 1965).

Country of origin can be viewed as a simplifying heuristic for product evaluations (Han,

1989; Johansson, 1989). When individuals are unable or unwilling to make an evaluation

based on intrinsic attributes, they may rely on their knowledge and beliefs about country

of origin to make inference about other product attributes (Huber and McCann, 1982;

Jacoby, Olson and Haddock, 1971; Olson and Jacoby, 1972; Olson, 1977). For example,

a consumer may know very little about an automobile's technical attributes and therefore

be unable to make appropriate evaluations based on this intrinsic information. However,

the same consumer may believe that Italy produces extremely well-designed cars. This

country stereotype would lead the consumer to infer that Fiat styling is better. It has been

well established that country of origin connotes different product images or stereotypes

in consumers' minds (Bannister and Saunders, 1978; Chao, 1989; Lillis and Narayana,

1974; Nagashima, 1970; Reierson, 1966; Schooler and Wildt, 1968; Schooler, 1971).

Chao (1993) argues that country of origin should no longer be treated as synonymous

with the " made in" or " assembled in" concept. It may include a " designed in" or

engineered in" concept. Han and Terpstra (1988) found that the country of manufacture,

as "made-in" label, has a greater effect on brand evaluation than brand name (as country

of origin). However, with the separation of manufacturing or assembly location from the
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country with which the firm or brand is associated, the term of "origin" has become

vague (Ulgado and Lee, 1993).

In this study, country of origin is defined according to Joliansson, Douglas, and Nonaka

(1985, p.389):

Country of origin is defined as the countr y where the corporate headquarters

of the company marketing the product or brand is located. Though we recognise

that the product may not necessarily be manufactured in that country because of

multinational sourcing, we assume the product or brand is identified with that country.

2.2.2 "Made In" Concept

The "made in" theme has a long history. Morello (1993) reports that "made in" labels

(Banister and Saunders, 1978; Chasm and Jaffe, 1979; Gaedeke, 1973; Li, Dant, and

Wortzel, 1995; Nagashima, 1970, 1977) have been used to identify product origins for at

least 100 years (e.g., Great Britain's Merchandise Marks Act of August 23, 1887). The

Merchandise Marks Act arose from protectionism. Its main objective was to make it

illegal to sell an article made abroad which had upon it any word or mark that might

fraudulently lead the purchaser to believe that it was of domestic manufacture. It was the

birth of the "made-in" label.

The "made in" cue elicits the image (i.e. the reputation or stereotype) commonly

attached to products from a specific country (Niffenegger, 1980). Johansson (1989)

noted that "made-in" labels are used as predictors of product quality, especially where

more explicit product information is missing (Nagashirna, 1970; Reierson, 1967). The

made-in label will influence the beliefs about the product (in line with the product quality

results) and thus be reflected in the product's perceived attribute scores (Erickson,

Johansson and Cliao, 1984).
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Li, Dant, and Wortzel' (1995) argue that a "made-in" label may just be one of the critical

information cues needed to activate consumers' country image schema. The made-in

label frequently does not directly affect product quality evaluations (Li, Dant and

Wortzel, 1995), but country image invoked by the "made-in" label does (Heslop,

Papadopoulos, and Bamossy, 1993; Yoo, 1992) (i.e., Made-in Label, as country of

origin —* Country Image — Product Quality). That is, country image has a mediating

role in product quality evaluation in the mechanism of country of origin effects.

The "made-in" label denotes the location of manufacture or assembly of a product. It

can mean manufactured-in (Cattin et al., 1982; White, 1979), assembled-in (Ahmed et

al., 1995,), designed-in (Ahmed, d'Astous and d'Almeida, 1995; Chao, 1993), or

engineered in (Chao, 1993). But, as Alimed et al., (1995), Johansson (1989) and Morello

(1993) noted, a "made in" label provides consumers with information about where

product parts were manufactured; where all subassembly occurred; and where final

assembly, such that the product was ready for the end user, happened. They also noted

that "assembled in" reveals only where final product assembly or finishing was performed

and gives no information about where the parts were made or any subassembly occurred,

although many products these days include parts and components from several countries.

Therefore, "made in" is the more definitive country of origin cue and will have greater

predictive and confidence value than "assembled in."

In consumer choice, the "made-in" concept is closely related to the country image that

has been developed by consumers. Since the "made-in" label can be an important

informational cue for consumers, country image may play a major role in consumer

responses to domestic and, in particular, foreign products and brands. Thus, the "made-

in" notion is a matter of tremendous importance in international marketing strategy, and

the "made-in" label will influence the beliefs about the product (Johansson, 1989),

especially where more explicit product information is missing (Nagashinia, 1970;

Li et al.. (1995) found that made-in label did not directly affect perception of product quality. They
operationalised Garvins taxonomy for conceptualising product quality dimensions. Garvin (1984) has
proposed eight dimensions: performance. features, reliability, durability. coiiforinance. serviceability.
aesthetics. and image, which have not been utilised by country of origin researchers.
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Reierson, 1967), and thus the "made-in" label provides a brief summary of the actual

attributes of a product.

2.2.3 Country of Origin Effects

The country of origin literature has been accused of lacking in theory building and

focusing only on operational level as opposed to construct level (Li, Dant and Wortzel

1995). As a result, there is limited knowledge about the mechanism of country of origin

effect (Hong and Wyer, 1989; Pisharodi, Yaprak, and Parameswaran, 1991). Only

recently a few theoretical models have been proposed to explain country of origin effects

on product evaluations (i.e., Han, 1989; Johansson, 1989; Obermiller and Spangenberg,

1989).

Country of origin effects have been broadly defined as any influence, positive or

negative, that the country of manufacture might have on the consumer's choice

processes or subsequent behaviour. Country of origin effect refers to how consumers

perceive products emanating from a particular country. For instance, the country cue can

either summarise information about product quality, or act as a halo and influence beliefs

regarding different aspects about the product (Janda and Rao, 1995).

The potential effects of country of origin on consumer behaviour have been studied

extensively over thirty years. While subsequent research has stressed the complexity of

the "country-of-origin" or "made-in" phenomenon, issue, effect, or cue, it has also

reaffirmed its significance and its potential impact on consumer choices (e.g., Johansson,

Douglas, and Nonaka, 1985).

The existence of the country of origin cue, to which the consumers can attach meaning,

has spawned a stream of consumer and industrial buying research on country of origin

effects. Johansson, Douglas, and Nonaka (1985) found some significant effects of the

country of origin on ratings of specific product attributes, but non-significant effects on
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overall product ratings (see also Hampton, 1977). Erickson, Johansson, and Chao (1984)

and Johansson, Douglas, and Nonaka (1985) examined country of origin effects for well-

known brands of car from Germany, Japan and the US, and found no such significant

effects on subjects' attitudes towards the brands. This may be attributable to the role of

country image as a halo. In other words, consumers do not rely on country image when

they are familiar with the products (Han, 1990).

In general, country of origin effects operate in three distinct ways. First, consumers may

simply use the country of origin cue as one of many attributes used to form product

evaluations (Hong and Wyer, 1989). Second, the country label may create a halo effect

whereby consumer's attention and evaluation of other product attributes are affected

(Han, 1989; Hong and Wyer, 1989, 1990). Finally, country of origin may be

conceptualised as a form of country stereotyping which consumers use to "fill in" missing

information that is not supplied to them (Bilkey and Nes, 1982; Hong, 1987).

Chao (1993) argues that as a result of rapid changes and development in the global

business strategic environment, product country association is no longer just a single

country phenomenon. So-called "hybrid" products, i.e. products designed in one country

but manufactured in another country, are increasingly appearing in the global

marketplace. In the context of these new realities, researchers interested in studying

country of origin effects must distinguish between the country where a product is

designed or engineered and the country where it is assembled and also adopt a research

approach where other informational cues such as brand name, price and warranty are

presented along with country of origin.

Concerned that country of origin effects constituted invisible or informal barriers to

trade, Schooler (1965) was the first to identify product bias on the basis of national

origin in his seminal work. Since then, country of origin effects have been identified in

numerous consumer studies in many different countries (Reierson, 1967; Nagashinia,

1977; Baumgartner and Jolibert, 1977); across nations at various stages of economic

development (Cordell, 1985; Gaedeke, 1973; Morello, 1984; Papadopoulos et al., 1990;
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White and Cundiff, 1978); and in industrial purchasing (Hakansson and Wootz, 1975;

White and Cundiff, 1978).

On the other hand, a number of studies have argued that country of origin effects do not

exist, or that if they do, they are of only minor significance in the wide array of influences

on the purchase decision. Johansson et al. (1985), Olson and Jacoby (1972), and

Erickson et al. (1984) all cast doubt on the significance of country of origin effects.

Country of origin effects can have negative impacts on consumer brand awareness and

choice. However, the majority of studies support the assertion that country of origin

effects do exist, although the magnitude and the mechanism of influence remains

unresolved (Elliott and Cameron, 1994). Although the country of origin effect has been

the impetus for a number of studies over the past thirty years, as far as the precise nature

of the country of origin effect is concerned, this is still unclear in that it has been found to

vary widely across product categories, respondent groups, and studies employing

different methodologies.

2.3 The Role of Country Image

The role of country image has been studied in a variety of research settings such as field

surveys and laboratory experiments. In general, the role of country image operates in

three ways. First, consumers may simply use the country image cue as one of many

attributes used to form product evaluations (Hong and Wyer, 1989). Alternatively, the

country image may create a halo effect whereby consumer's attention and evaluation of

other product attributes are affected (Han, 1989; Hong and Wyer, 1989, 1990). Finally,

country image may be conceptualised as a form of country stereotyping which consumers

use to "fill in" missing information that is not supplied to them (Bilky and Nes, 1982).

Country image is one of the extrinsic cues that may become part of a product's total

image. Country image, as an extrinsic cue, may play dual roles, both as a surrogate and
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as a summary construct (Baughn and Yaprak, 1993). Han (1989) has posited two

directions of the country image effects: as a "halo construct" (country image used to

evaluate products about which people know little) or as a "summary construct"

(knowledge about a country's products abstracted into the image of the country itself).

First, buyers can use country image in product evaluations when they are unable to

detect the true quality of a country's products before purchase (halo function). As such,

country image indirectly affects brand attitudes through inferential beliefs. Second, as

buyers become more familiar with a country's products, country image may help them

summarise their product beliefs and directly affect their brand attitudes (summary

function). Either of two views (Han, 1989) on the role of country image may explain the

role of country image in product evaluations.

2.3.1 As a halo Function

When consumer confidence in the product quality of a country is widespread, s/he is

likely to gerieralise such quality perceptions to a wide variety of products from that

country creating a halo effect (Erickson, Johansson and Chao, 1984; Han, 1989,

Hanssens and Johansson, 1991). If the consumers have little or no product information,

country image may tend to act as a halo stimulating the general concepts about the

country in the consumers' product evaluation process (Tse and Lee, 1993).

The halo view maintains that consumers use country image in product evaluation because

they often are unable to detect the true quality of a country's products before purchase.

Furthermore, because of consumers' inability to detect true quality, they may turn to

country image to infer the quality of unknown products (Huber and McCann, 1982).

Most previous studies (e.g., review by Bilkey and Nes, 1982; Johansson, 1989) argued

that consumers use the country images as a halo to infer their product evaluation. This

resembles stereotyping processes, where the country image represents the cause of
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stereotyping that initiates cognitive and/or motivational biases in affecting the subsequent

judgements. This effect can also be explained by impression formation (e.g., Hong and

Wyer, 1989) where country image may activate concepts about the country. These

concepts would then affect the interpretation of other product attributes: favourable (and

unfavourable) concepts would elicit favourable (and unfavourable) evaluations on the

other product attributes (Tse and Lee, 1993).

Country image may have direct influence on purchase intention. However, if country

image serves as a halo, it will have no significant effect on product evaluation when

consumers are familiar with products from the country (Johansson, Douglas, and

Nonaka, 1985). The halo hypothesis suggests that consumers niay consider not buying

an unfamiliar foreign brand simply because they may make unfavourable inferences about

the quality of the brand from their lack of familiarity with products from the country.

The halo hypothesis has another theoretical implication on the generality of country

image. Like halo effects in multi-attribute attitude models (Bass and Talarzyk, 1972;

Beckwith and Lehmann, 1975), consumers may tend to rate specific attributes of a

country's products in accordance with their overall perception of the products (country

image), when they are not familiar with the country's products.

Country image may serve as a halo from which consumers infer the attributes of

products. Thus, one may hypothesise that country image is more generalisable across

attributes of country image; that is, there is a stronger association between country image

and product attributes when consumers are not familiar with the country's products than

when they are (Han, 1990). Therefore, in the halo view, country image affects beliefs

about tangible product attributes, which in turn affects overall evaluation. This view has

been supported (Erickson, Johansson, and Chao, 1984; Johansson, Douglas and Nonaka,

1985).
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2.3.2 As a Summary Construct Function

Country image, like brand image, can be viewed as a summary construct. Tse and Lee

(1993) noted that, faced with daily information overloads, consumers are known to

process information by chunks as a heuristic to avoid detailed processing of each product

attribute available. In evaluating product quality, for example, Johansson (1989)

suggested that country of origin will likely be used in similar ways as brand names. This

"summary statistics" argument is consistent with Hong and Wyers' (1989) heuristic

hypothesis and Han's (1989) summary construct model.

A number of studies try to specify the boundary conditions prescribing the operation of

the above psychological mechanisms. For example, it is suggested that the more the

consumers know about the product class, the more likely they may use country image

information as a summary statistic, because with a lot of product information available, it

would be more efficient to use country image as a symbol to represent (or summarise)

sets of product attributes (i.e., Johansson, 1989). Thus chunking or the "summary

statistics" effect may operate.

The summary construct view maintains that consumers record and abstract individual

elements of information into higher order units or "chunks" (Simon, 1974). The process

of information chunking may evolve around brand name. In other words, brand image

can contains much product information as a summary construct (Jacoby, Olsen, and

Haddock, 1971). Consumers may abstract information about a country's products

because brands with identical country of origin have very similar product attributes.

Roth and Romeo (1992) noted that past country of origin research has often treated

country quality as a summary construct, rather than as a defined set of dimensions from

which quality is inferred (e.g., Hong and Wyer, 1989). In fact, country image may be the

more appropriate summary construct, of which perceived quality may be just one

dimension. Han (1989) demonstrated that when consumers are not familiar with a
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country's product, a summary construct model operates in which consumers infer

product information into country image, which then influences brand attitude.

Han (1989) summarised summary functions of country image as abstractions of product

information into country image, in contrast to inferences implied by the halo function,

and direct effects of country image on consumer attitude toward a brand from the

country instead of affecting it indirectly through product attribute rating.

2.4 Constructs of Product-Country Images

Consumers evaluate products and countries based on various attributes, but when they

do not know much about a product or a country, their evaluations may rely on substitute

or surrogate indicators; for example, economical or political attributes as country image

dimensions and quality attributes as product image dimensions.

There is a lack of agreement about country image dimensions. In order to operationalise

country image definitions, it is necessary to determine the relevant underlying dimensions

of these constructs. Country image has been consistently identified as a multi-

dimensional concept. (e.g., Jaffe and Nebenzahl, 1984; Johansson and Moinpour, 1977;

Han, 1989). Several analytic and multi-dimensional scaling studies have indirectly implied

some dimensions of country image across various countries (Johansson and Moinpour,

1977, Johansson et al., 1985).

As a result of literature review on country image, Martin and Eroglu (1993) identified

that there are four dimensions used to define the construct's domain of country image;

(1) political, (2) economic, (3) technological, and (4) social desirability. The first three

dimensions are self-explanatory and the fourth dimension, social desirability, includes

such factors as quality of life, standard of living, and level of urbanisation. Interestingly,

the literature did not indicate culture of cultural familiarity as an underlying dimension of

the country image construct.
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To examine the effects of country of origin, Han and Terpstra (1988) assessed the

association between five image dimensions (technical advancedness, prestige,

workmanship, service, and economy) and two categories (automobiles and televisions).

They found that country image ratings are not consistent across the five dimensions (e.g.,

German autos are rated high on prestige, but low on economy). This suggests that

country image is specific to the dimensions being measured. They also found that country

image ratings tend to be consistent across product categories (e.g., both Japanese autos

and televisions have moderate levels of prestige). Since country images on specific

product dimensions appear to be generalisable across product categories, Han and

Terpstra (1988) concluded that general country images may exist.

Roth and Romeo (1992) identified four country image dimensions which are

J,znovaiive,,ess, Design, Pres(ige, and Workmanship. These dimensions, being selected

based on three criteria : (1) were consistently found in previous research; (2) related to

perceptions of a country's production and marketing strengths and weaknesses; and (3)

either intuitively and/or based on previous research, are applicable to a broad range of

product categories. Finally, they defined the country image dimensions as:

In,zoi'aliveness, Use of new technology and engineering advances

Design;	 Appearance, style, colours, variety

Prestige;	 Exclusivity, status, brand name reputation

Workmanship, Reliability, durability, craftsmanship, manufacturing quality.

Consumers use various information "cues" or characteristics of products in their product

evaluations (Peter and Olson, 1987; Schellinck, 1989). Product cues are classified as

either "intrinsic" (involving the physical attributes of a product), or "extrinsic" (product-

related information not part of the physical product itself, such as brand name, price, and

country of manufacture; Olson and Jacoby, 1972).

Common extrinsic attributes include brand name, price, level of advertising, product

warranty, retail store image and country of origin. By definition, extrinsic attributes are
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outside the product. These cues serve as an index or surrogate of the overall evaluation

and presumably are based upon a belief, held by the consumer, that a reliable association

exists between the cue and the overall evaluation.

One important impression to the consumer is the product's (or brand's) quality. Cues

relevant to forming impressions of quality include (a) price; (b) product composition

characteristics such as taste, aroma, colour style, and size; (c) packaging; (d) brand,

manufacturer (i.e., corporate), and store image; (e) advertising; (f) word-of-mouth

reports; and (g) past purchase experience (Jacoby, et al., 1971).

The majority of country image and country of origin studies have been concerned with

consumers' overall quality evaluations of products, and they have frequently measured

overall product quality through a single-item scale (Li, Dant and Wortzel 1995). Those

studies were trying to identify and measure dimensions of product quality. For example,

Erickson, Johansson, and Chao (1984) have operationalised four quality dimensions:

reliability, durability, workmanship, and price. Similarly, Cattin, Jolibert, and Lohnes

(1982) have measured five quality dimensions: reliability, pricing, workmanship,

technicality, performance.

As an influential country of origin study, Nagashima (1970,1977) identified six quality

dimensions: price/value, service, engineering, advertising, reputation, and design/style.

Garvin (1984) has proposed a taxonomy of product quality composed of eight

dimensions: performance, features, reliability, durability, conformance, serviceability,

aesthetics, and image. Li et al. (1995) argue that though his taxonomy is more

comprehensive and its dimensions are more clearly defined, it has not been

operationalised and empirically confined.

Li, Dant, and Wortzel (1995) argue that country of origin researchers have not clearly

distinguished value and price from the notion of quality, and have considered value

and/or price as one dimension of product quality. Nonetheless, price, value and quality

are distinct constructs (Garvin, 1984; Zeithaml, 1988). They have also claimed that the

quality dimensions are often overlapping with one another and are not well defined.
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2.5 Methodology

Han, Lee, and Ro (1994) argue that although numerous studies have been conducted on

country image, unfortunately, the survey methodologies of these studies have never been

questioned. They also note that although the choice of an appropriate survey mode has

been investigated in depth and reported in marketing and behavioural literature (e.g.,

Maynes, 1965; Sudman et al., 1965), these country image studies contain little or no

discussion on the appropriateness of their survey methodology.

As noted by Martin and Eroglu (1993), fvon toc.tci 	 c!povt

area of country image effects have become increasingly sensitive to its theoretical and

methodological issues ( e.g., Bilkey and Nes, 1982; Jaffe and Nebenzahl, 1984, 1993;

Parameswaran and Yaprak, 1987). The literature survey by Martin and Eroglu (1993)

indicates that there is no validated scale for measuring country image per Se. Davis,

Douglas and Silk (1981) also made a criticism on the shortage of valid and reliable

measuring instruments for the country image study.

Bilkey and Nes (1982) argue that all of country image studies may not be valid, although

country of origin did influence product evaluations, because of the following

methodological limitations. First, most of the studies involved only a single cue; that is,

country of origin was the only information on which respondents based their evaluations.

A single cue study is bound to yield a significant cue effect that might or might not exist

in the real world. Second, in much of that research the respondents were given only

verbal references to products, rather than shown a tangible product.

Nebenzahl and Jaffe (1993) argue that the "country image effect" construct assumes that

country image affects consumers' perception of product attributes made in the surveyed

countries. To the degree that the observed differences result from true mean differences

among corresponding products, they reflect reality and not the country image effect.

Therefore, studies utilising mean ratings alone may provide valid measures of how



30

consumers perceive products made in different countries, but not necessarily country

image effects (i.e., Jaffe and Nebenzahl, 1988).

2.5.1 Biases in Country Image Study

The presence of an origin bias in product evaluations was established in the first

generation of "made-in" studies (e.g., Reierson, 1966; Anderson and Cunningham, 1972;

Nagashima, 1977). One's country image can develop as a result of a direct experience

with the country, such as travelling to the country. Alternatively, it can be influenced by

outside sources of information, such as advertising or word of mouth communications.

Last, it could be affected by inferences (correct or incorrect) based on past experience

such as opinions gained from using products originating in that particular country

(Martin and Eroglu, 1993). The "made in" image is naturally affected by the familiarity

and availability of the country's product, and the stereotype of that country. Some

representative products of the country influence the total product image (Nagashima,

1970). Halfluill (1980) confirmed that while consumers had preconceived notions about

foreign products, these attitudes were reaily nationa) stereotypes rather than opthkrns

about specific products.

Bias manifests itself in a variety of ways. It can be country-specific, whereby the

consumer displays a consistent like or dislike for all products from that country

(Reierson, 1966, 1967; Etzel and Walker, 1974; Kaynak and Cavusgil, 1983) or it can be

product-specific, where a particular country may rank high for one product class (e.g.,

German beer) and lower for another (Darling, 1981; Dornoff, Tankersley and White,

1974; Gaedeke, 1973). A number of studies (e.g., Bilkey and Nes, 1982; Chasm and

Jaffe, 1979; Gaedeke, 1973; Han, 1988; Nagashima, 1970, 1977; Reierson, 1966)

suggest a strong tendency for consumers in more developed countries to evaluate their

own products more favourably that do foreigners.
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For example, Daring and Kraft (1977) found that Finnish consumers rated domestic

products significantly higher than foreign goods, in spite of the fact that most of the

foreign origins in the study were major trading nations with dominant positions in world

markets. They noted that "the extremely strong relative position of Finnish product is

understandable, of course, in the light of the intense national loyalty and pride of the

Finnish people" (p.529). Otherwise, according to Li and Monroe (1992), differences in

perceived product quality between developed countries (DC) and Newly Industrialising

Countries (NIC) are due to consumer beliefs that DC's workers are more technologically

sophisticated than NIC's workers and consequently more able to make quality products.

Since Schooler's (1965) seminal study, evidence from most studies generally supports

the existence of country of origin effects. Consumers express preferences for products

from some countries over those of other countries. Those origin preferences may be

product-dependent (Etzel and Walker, 1974; Kaynak and Cavusgil, 1983), hierarchical

by country (Schooler, 1971), reflect a positive home country bias compared to similar

countries (Chao, 1989; Schooler, 1965), or reflect a negative home-country bias, if the

home country is less developed than alternative sources (Tan and Farley, 1987).

Other studies suggest a strong tendency for consumers in more developed countries to

evaluate their own products more favourably than do foreigners (Bannister and

Saunders, 1978; Bilkey and Nes, 1982; Lillis and Narayana, 1974; Nagashima, 1970,

1977). These preferences apply to industrial buyers as well (Cattin, Jolibert and Lohnes,

1982; Nagashima, 1970,1977). Generally, it has been established that products made in

different, more developed countries are not all evaluated equally (Lillis and Narayana,

1974; Schooler, 1965, 1971). Further it is suggested that a systematic bias exists since

there is a positive correlation between product evaluation and the level of economic

development of the country of origin (Elliott and Cameron, 1994).

The study by Han, Lee, and Ro (1994) found significant interactions between the survey

mode and products' country of origin. Specifically, their study examined six patterns of

response variations across survey modes implied by social desirability biases, demand

artifacts, and haloing biases (pp.153-154).
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2.5.1.1 Social Desirability Biases

As Han Ct a! (1994) noted, if social desirability biases cause response variations across

survey modes, subjects would rate surveyor's national products more favourably in

personal and telephone interviews than they would in self-administered surveys. In

addition, because social desirability biases would systematically affect subjects' ratings of

product attributes, and purchase intentions, statistical relationships among these variables

would be systematically overestimated. As a result, the relationships would be stronger in

personal and telephone interviews than they would in self-administered surveys.

Concurrently, social desirability biases would result in stronger associations among

multiple items for attribute ratings when personal interviews and, to a lesser degree,

telephone interviews are used than when self-adiiiinistered surveys are used. However,

the occurrence of social desirability biases may be selective. In other words, social

desirability biases may be more likely to occur when subjects evaluate products that elicit

strong patriotic emotions (e.g., automobiles).

2.5.1.2 Demand Artifacts

Demand artifacts occur when the subject distorts his responses in a direction to fulfil the

researchers' expectations. This systematic response error would drive up relationships

among multiple response items; thus, very strong relationships among the items would be

expected. Because demand artifacts are most likely to occur in personal interviews,

telephone interviews, and self-administered surveys in the descending order, statistical

relationships among multiple response items would be strongest in personal interviews

and weakest in self-administered surveys (Han et a!., 1994).

2.5.1.3 Haloing Biases

Haloing biases would produce strong and consistent relationships among multiple

response items because they systematically affect all response items. If haloing biases are

a major source of response variations across survey modes, self-administered surveys
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would exhibit the strongest and the most consistent relationships among multiple

response items; telephone interviews, the second strongest; and personal interviews, the

weakest (Han et at., 1994).

2.5.2 Sampling

The majority of previous studies on country image have used self-administered surveys

with convenience samples of either students or certain segments of consumers (Han, Lee,

and Ro, 1994). WaIl and Heslop (1986) and Papadopoulos, Heslop, and Bamossy (1990)

have complained of the "almost universal use of atypical populations," such as students

or small consumer samples selected in a non-random, non-representative basis.

Using a US consumer sample, Han et al. (1994) found significant differences in country

of origin effects as a function of the data collection mode used in the research (personal

interview, telephone, self-administered survey). It appeared that the data collection mode

affected social desirability bias, demand characteristics, or involvement to yield differing

responses. Wall and Heslop's (1986) findings demonstrate the need for gathering

demographic data to better understand the impact of country of origin information on

consumers' product evaluations.

Johansson (1993) notes that when the country of origin effect is inferred from estimated

relationships between variables, the use of convenience samples is not a very serious

drawback. Even if the levels of attitude items and preferences are not typical of the

population at large, the correlation between them may well be valid and accurate for the

larger population.

As Liefeld (1990) shows, the use of student samples really is not an important. Most of

big and important studies do work with samples from real-life populations (i.e., Darling,

1987; Lumpkin, Crawford, and Kim, 1985; Papadopoulos, Heslop, and Bamossy, 1990;

Schooler, 1971). Perusal of previous product-country images research (see Table 2.3)

BRUNEL UNIVERSITy LlBRAy
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shows sample size ranging from 43 (i.e., Haakanson and Wootz, 1975) to 2,220 (i.e.,

Papadopoulos, Heslop and Bamossy, 1990).

2.5.3 Questionnaire

It is difficult to assess the extent and nature of country of image impact on product

evaluations without an accurate instrument to measure it. The critical first step in the

development of the scale is to specify the domain of the construct of country image. This

involves a comprehensive review of the literature related to country of origin as well as

country images (e.g., Baughn and Yaprak, 1991; Bilkey and Nes, 982; Cattin Ct al.,

1982; Gaedeke, 1973; HalfluilI, 1980; Han, 1989; Han and Terpstra, 1988; Hong and

Wyer, 1989; Johansson et al., 1985; Johansson and Moinpour, 1977; Nagashima,

1970;1977; Narayana, 1981; Parameswaran and Yaprak, 1987).

As Webb (1992) noted, it is not possible to write a prescription that will guarantee a

perfect questionnaire. Good questionnaires, on the other hand, can be designed and good

questionnaires are those that validly fulfil the objectives of the research with the

minimum invasion of error and bias. Questionnaires may be used in a variety of contexts

in survey research: in mail surveys, telephone interviews, formal, structured interviews,

and also, but to a lesser extent, in self-administered and group-administered

questionnaires.

Questionnaire construction is of critical importance. Tull and Hawkins (1993) note that,

ultimately, a sound questionnaire requires applying applicable principles, common sense,

concern for the respondent, a clear concept of the needed information, and thorough

protest. Questionnaire construction involves seven major decision areas: (1) preliminary

considerations, (2) question content, (3) question wording, (4) response format, (5)

question sequence, (6) physical characteristics of the questionnaire, and (7) pre-test.

There are three initial considerations that need to be answered when starting out on the

construction of a questionnaire: the type of information that is required, the type/nature
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of the respondents who are to be surveyed, and the type(s) of method by which the

survey is to be administered (Webb, 1992).

Survey questionnaires are to administered to the subjects. From a theoretical standpoint

researchers in the area of country image effects have become increasingly sensitive to its

theoretical and methodological dimensions. Although Martin and Eroglu (1993) argued

that there is no validated scale for measuring country image per Se., the Nagashima scale2

is widely quoted and utilised in studies of product-country images (e.g., Cattin, Jolibert

and Lohnes, 1982; Han, 1989; Han and Terpstra, 1988; Jaffe and Nebenzahl, 1984; Lillis

and Narayana, 1974; Martin and Eroglu, 1992; Narayana, 1981; White, 1979).

Most recently, however, it has been criticised by Martin and Eroglu (1992) for using

items that may also capture country image (i.e., technically advanced/technically

backward). Kamins and Nagashima (1993) noted that Nagashima discounted this

criticism by claiming that "although one could easily characterise a country as being

technically advanced or technically backward, subjects asked to complete my scale are

given instructions that the attributes relate specifically to their perception of products

made in a given country and not their perception of a country."

Jaffe and Nebenzahl (1984) found that the set of scales used by Nagashima (1970,1977)

do not provide the same dimensions originally assumed by that author and in subsequent

studies replicating his scale items. They suggest that work is necessary to find better

scales for measuring country image. Furthermore, Martin and Eroglu (1993) noted two

questionable reasons.

First, from a conceptual perspective most of the scales presently used do not clearly

distinguish between the image objects; that is, whether it is country image or product

image that is being measured. The widely used Nagashima (1970, 1977) scale is a case in

point. The scale that is designed to measure the image of products with a foreign country

of origin includes items that also may capture country image.

2 7-point 29-item Countiy Image Scale and 7-point 20-item Product Image Scale.
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A valid scale, however, requires a precise delineation of the construct's domain. If

product attitudes are of interest, then the final scale should reflect measurement of

product-specific attributes (e.g., reliable/unreliable, expensive/inexpensive). If, on the

other hand, country image is being measured, the scale items should capture country-

relevant attributes (e.g., technically advanced/ technically backward, cosmopolitan!

ethnocentric). An accurate scale of country image needs to clearly specify the construct's

domain and to be exact concerning what is included as well as what is excluded from the

definition.

The second issue concerns the low reliability ratings of the existing scales used in country

image studies. Several researchers reported poor reliability in their efforts to validate

some of the popular scales used in country of origin research (e.g., Narayana, 1981,

Cattin et al., 1982). Their findings were supported by Jaffe and Nebenzahl (1984) who

concluded that existing image scales not only have low reliability but also are not tested

for internal consistency and stability (Martin and Eroglu, 1993).

Jaffe and Nebenzahl (1984) insisted that if two image studies have different questionnaire

format, a comparison of the results may not be valid because of the difference in the

format structures. Most image studies have employed a semantic differential or Likert-

type scale, but the questionnaires have taken two different forms. 3 In one format,

respondents rate each object (store, product, or country) separately on the basis of given

descriptors. Afler rating the first object, the respondent repeats the procedure for the

next object and so on until all objects have been rated on the same set of descriptors.

This type of questionnaire (e.g., Chasm and Jaffe, 1979; Darling and Kraft, 1977;

Flalfhill, 1980) is labelled QI in Table 2. 1.

In the second questionnaire format, labelled Q2, respondents rate all objects

simultaneously according to a descriptor. This procedure is repeated until the set of

objects has been rated for all descriptors. Studies of country image that employed this

questionnaire format include those of Bannister and Saunders (1978), Nagashima (1970,

1977), and Reierson (1966, 1967).

Another alternative format is the graphic positioning scale.
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As both alternative formats have been used in country image studies and their

measurements compared, it is tacitly assumed that the questionnaires are equivalent.

Thus, Jaffe and Nebenzahl (1984) tested whether the two questionnaire format are

indeed equivalent.

Table 2. 1

Alternative Questionnaire Formats for Comparative Image Study

Using a Semantic Differential Scale (Jaffe & Nebenzahl, 1984)

Great Britain
	

Expensive -------Inexpensive
Expensive -------Inexpensive

	
Great Britain

Reliable	 ------Unreliable
	

Israel
Exclusive ------ Common

	
Japan

Inventive ------ lmi1atie
	

Uiiited States

Israel
	

Reliable -------Unreliable
Expensive -------Inexpensive

	
Great Britain

Reliable	 Unreliable
	

Israel
Exclusive ----- Common

	
Japan

Inventive ------- Imitative
	

United States

Exclusive -------Common
United States	 Great Brilain

Expensive ------ Inexpensive
	

Israel
Reliable - Unreliable

	
Japan

Exclusive -Common
United States -------

Inventive ------ Imitative

Inventive -------Imitative
Great Britain -------
Israel
Japan

United States
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2.5.4 Measurement and Scales

In designing image studies of products and countries, an appropriated scale and

instrument to measure and record attitudes should be selected. The choice of an

appropriated scale has been investigated in depth and reported in the marketing and

behavioural literature (e.g., Hawkins, Albaum, and Best, 1974; Churchill, Jr., 1977; Peter

and Churchill, Jr., 1986; Hughes, 1967).

Measurement is the assignment of numerals or numbers to objects, events, or variables

according to rules. Rules are the most significant component of the measurement

procedure because they determine the quality of measurement (Frankfort-Nachmias and

Nachmias, 1996). Martin and Eroglu (1993) argue that there is no validated scale for

measuring country image. As Tull and Hawkins (1993, p.298) noted, measurement may

be defined as the assignment of numbers to characteristics of objects, persons, states, or

events, according to rules. What is measured is not the object, person, state, or event

itself but some characteristic of it. When objects are counted, for example, we do not

measure the object itself but only its characteristic of being present.

Furthermore, Martin and Eroglu (1993) claim that scales for country image study seem

questionable for two reasons. First, from a conceptual perspective most of the scales do

not clearly distinguish between the image objectives; that is, whether it is country image

or product image that is being measured. The widely used Nagashima (1970, 1977) scale

is a case in point. The second issue concerns the low reliability ratings of the existing

scales used in country image studies. They criticised that several researchers reported

poor reliability in their efforts to validate some of the popular scales used in country of

origin research (e.g., Narayana, 1981; Cattin, Jolibert, and Lohnes, 1982).

It is useful to distinguish four different types of numbers or levels of measurement4:

nominal, ordinal, interval, and ratio. The lowest level of measurement is the nominal

The term scales is sometimes used instead of levels ofmea,vuremenl. A scale may be thought of as a
tool for measuring; a speedometer is a scale. as is a niler or a questionnaire (Frankfort-Nachmnias amid
Nachmias. 1996, p.158). A distinction between nominal. ordinal, and interval/ratio scales or levels of
measurement was developed by Stevens (1946).
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(sometimes called calegorical) levels. Nominal levels entail the classification of

individuals in terms of a concept. These levels are comprised of numbers used to

categorise objects or events. A nominally scaled number serves only as a label for a class

or category. Ordinal levels represent numbers, letters, or other symbols used to rank

items. Items can be categorised/ordered not only as to whether they share some

characteristic with another item but also whether they have more or less of this

characteristic than some other object. However, ordinary scaled numbers do not provide

information on how much more or less of the characteristic various items possess.

Interval levels represent numbers used to rank items such that numerically equal

distances on the scale represent equal distances in the property being measured.

However, the location of the zero point is not fixed. Ratio levels consist of numbers that

rank items such that numerically equal distances on the scale represent equal distances in

the property being measured and have a meaningful zero. A ratio level of measurement is

achieved only when it is possible to attain all four of these relations: (a) equivalence, (b)

greater than, (c) known distance of any two intervals, and (d) a true zero point.

Interval/ratio levels are recognised to be the highest level of measurement because there

is more that can be said about them than with the other two types. Moreover, a wider

variety of statistical tests and procedures is available to interval/ratio levels (Bryman and

Cramer, 1990). Table 2.2 summarises some of the more important features of

measurement scales.

The increasing use of data analytic techniques capable of capturing the interrelationships

among origin country and other extrinsic cues, affect, attribute evaluations, and

outcomes has added to the richness of this research area (e.g., Johansson and Nebenzalil,

1986; Johansson, Douglas, and Nonaka, 1985). A valuable addition to this stream of

research has been provided by the inclusion of "true" levels of product attributes (such as

gas mileage) based on published sources (Erickson, Joliansson, and Chao, 1984;

Johansson, Douglas, and Nonaka, 1985). This allows examination of the impact of "true

scores" on attribute beliefs and country image effects, and a comparison of beliefs

regarding product attributes with independent measures based on product trial.
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Table 2.2

Scales of Measurement

(Churchill. Jr.. 1995. p.415)

Scales
	

Basic Comparisons*	 Typical Examples	 Measures of Average**

Nominal
	

Identify	 Mail-female	 Mode

User-nonuser

Occupations

Uiiiforin numbers

Ordinal
	

Order
	

Preference for brands
	

Median

Interval Comparison of intervals

Social class

Hardness of minerals

Graded quality of lumber

Temperature scale

Grade point average

Altitude toward brands

Mean

Ratio
	

Comparison of absolute Units sold
	

Geometric mean

magnitudes
	

Number of purchasers
	

Harmonic mean

Probability of purchase

Weight

* All the Comparisons applicable to a given scale are permissible with all scales below it in the table. For example,

the ratio scale allows the comparison of intervals and the investigation of order and identify, in addition to the

comparison of absolute magnitudes

** The measures of average applicable to a given scale are also appropriate for all scales below it in the table that

is, the mode is also a meaningful measure of the average when measurement is on an ordinal, interval or ratio scale.

Social scientists employ scales for several reasons. First, they enables researchers to

represent several variables by a single score that reduces the difficulties of dealing with

complex data. Second, scales provide quantitative measures that are amenable to more

precise statistical manipulation. Finally, scales increase the reliability of measurement. A

score on a scale is considered a more reliable indicator of the property being measured

than is a measure based on a response to a single question or item ( Frankfort-Nachmias

and Nachmias, 1996).
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Three unique forms of the itemised rating scale are commonly used to construct attitude

scales in applied marketing research studies. These are known as Likert scales, semantic

differential scales and the Stapel scales (Webb, 1992).

The Likert scales, sometimes referred to as a summated scale, require that respondents

indicate their degree of agreement or disagreement with a series of statements which are

associated with the attitude under investigation. Their responses are given a numerical

value and/or a sign which reflects the strength and the direction of the respondents'

attitude to each of the statements; thus respondents who agree with a statement will be

marked positively or with a high mark and those who disagree with a negative or low

mark. Like the semantic differential and Stapel scales, Likert scales can be analysed on an

item-by-item basis (profile analysis), or they can be summed to form a single score for

each individual (Tull and Hawkins, 1993).

The Semantic Differential scales are probably the most widely used measures of attitude,

especially for brand and corporate image investigations. Respondents have to indicate the

position of their attitude towards the object on an itemised seven-point scale. This

enables the researcher to evaluate both the direction and intensity of the respondent's

attitude towards the object. The extremities of the scale are secured by a pair of

polarised adjectives, statements, or phrases. Semantic differential data can be analysed in

a number of ways. The versatility is increased by the widely accepted assumption that the

resultant data are interval in nature. Two general approaches to analysis are aggregate

analysis and profile analysis.

The Stapel scale is a modified version of the semantic differential scale and uses a

unipolar, 10-point non-verbal rating scale with values which range from +5 to -5. The

scale thus measures both the direction and the intensity of an attitude simultaneously.

The Stapel scale differs from the semantic differential scale in that it measures how well

only one adjective, phrase etc., fits the object being evaluated. The advantages of this

technique lie in the ease of administration and the absence of any need to pre-test the

adjectives of phrases to ensure true bipolarity.
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2.6 Theoretical Models

While country image has been the subject of numerous research studies (i.e., Bilkey and

Nes, 1982) much of those research is descriptive in nature. Only recently theoretical

models have been proposed to explain the role of country image in product evaluations

(Han, 1989; Johansson, 1989; Obermiller and Spangenberg, 1989). Hadjimarcou and

Marks (1994) argue that very little empirical research has been done to test these

proposed models.

Johansson, Douglas, and Nonaka (1985) present a conceptual model linking country of

origin both to consumer evaluations of specific beliefs about product attributes as well as

to overall attitude (affect) regarding the product. Their model also incorporates a

reciprocal link from affect back to beliefs about product attributes (halo effect),

suggesting that beliefs are also influenced by overall evaluations.

Roth and Romeo (1992) strongly argued that few studies have systematically examined

what underlies a consistent or favourable match between products and countries. They

examined how consumers perceive products emanating from a particular country. Roth

and Romeo (1992) suggest a framework which matches the importance of product

category dimensions with perceived image of the country of origin along the same

dimensions. Figure 2.16 shows when product and country matches and mismatches

They proposed using Bettman's (1979) information processing framework to examine such countly of
origin effects. The proposed framework contains three major processing routes: cognitive, affective, and
normative (see Hadjimarcou and Marks, 1994. for a review).
6 Roth and Romeo (1992) have some examples of consumer product and countty perceptions regatding
the image dimensions of design and prestige. First. France may be associated with good design and
prestige, while Hungary is perceived as very weak with regard to design and prestige. Further, design
and prestige may be important features when consumers consider shoe purchases, but relatively
unimportant for the purchase of beer. A product-country match (cell I of Figure 1) would occur when the
perceived strengths of a country are important product features or benefits for the particular product
category. Hence, a product-country match for French shoes would be evident. An unfavourable product-
country match (cell II) would occur when tile important product features are not the perceived strengths
of the country. Hungarian shoes would appear to be an unfavourable match. A favourable mismatch (cell
III) would occur when the image dimensions for a country are positive, but they are not important for the
particular product category. Such would be the case for French beer. Likewise. all unThvourable
mismatch (cell IV) would occur when an image dimension is both an unimportant product feature and
not a perceived strength of the country. Hungarian beer would likely be an unfavourable inisniatch (see
Roth and Romeo, 1992, for tile findings).
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should occur. A product-country match should occur when important dimensions for a

product category are also associated with a country's image. When there is no such

linkage, a mismatch between the product category and country should exist.

Figure 2. 1
Country and Product Category Dimension

Matches and Mismatches (by Roth & Romeo. 1992)

COUNTRY IMAGE
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DIMENSIONS
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HI
Favorable

	

Not Important	 Mismatch
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Match

Iv
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The four cells in Figure 2. 1 illustrate possible relationships between consumer product

and country perceptions.

2.6.1 Belief-Attitude Models

The images of foreign nations held by people are made up of cognitive (perceived

characteristics of the nations), affective (a like or dislike of them) and behavioural (a set

of actions or behaviour towards them which the individual sees as appropriate)

components (Scott, 1965). Erickson, Johansson, and Chao (1984) based their

observations of the formulation of stereotypical images on the "belief-attitude

relationship." Their findings also show that inferred beliefs about one attribute influence

other attribute beliefs.
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There are three fundamental belief types: descriptive, inferential, and informational.

Descriptive beliefs derive from direct experience with the product. Informational beliefs

are those influenced by outside sources of information such as advertising, friends,

relatives and so on. Inferential beliefs are formed by making deductions (rightly or

wrongly) based on past episodes that relate to the current stimulus (Fishbein and Ajzen,

1975).

Etzel and Walker (1974) study the degree of congruence between general national

product stereotypes and attitudes toward specific products. They found a significant

difference between general country attitudes and specific product attitudes by country of

source. They concluded that it might be misleading to base advertising on general

national product attitudes, because specific product attitudes are more relevant. Such

differences7 between general national product attitudes and more specific product

attitudes have been demonstrated or indicated also by Gaedeke (1973), Reierson (1966),

and Nagashima (1970, 1977).

Although country of origin does not determine physical or performance characteristics, it

does influence consumers' belief and attitude structures about products. Erickson,

Johansson and Chao (1984) note that product attribute beliefs can influence as well as be

influenced by attitude toward the product, and the role of country of origin is to affect

attitude indirectly through beliefs.

Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) define an attitude as "... a learned predisposition to respond in

a consistently favourable or unfavourable manner with respect to a given object".

Probably the most familiar model linking beliefs and attitudes is the Fishbein model, in

which attitude is determined by beliefs. According to Fishbein's (1963, p.233) model, it

may essentially be stated as follows: (1) an individual holds many beliefs about any given

object, i.e. many different characteristics, attributes, values, goals, and objects are

Differences as three levels: Perceptions of all foreign products. national product stereotypes. i.e.. all
products made in Germany. and a specific tpe of product made in a specific country. i.e.. German
automobiles.
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positively or negatively associated with a given object; (2) associated with each of these

'related objects' is a mediating evaluative response, i.e. an attitude; (3) these evaluative

responses summate; (4) through the mediation process, the summated evaluative

response is associated with the attitude object, and thus (5) on future occasions the

attitude object will elicit this summated evaluative response, i.e. this attitude. Fishbein's

theory implies that an individual's attitude toward any object is a function of his/her

beliefs about the object (i.e. the probability that the object is associated with other

objects, concepts, values, or goals) and the evaluative aspect of those beliefs (i.e. the

attitude toward the 'related object'). The model is represented by

n

Ao	 (Biai)

1=1

where Ao = an individuals attitude toward the object

B! = belief 'i about the object

a! = evaluative aspect of Bi

n = the number of beliefs

Bass and Talarzyk (1972, p.93) extended Fishbein's belief-attitude model to comparison

of individuals' preference ordering of brands. The model indicates the consumer's

attitude toward the product which is the sum of beliefs about product attributes weighted

by the importance of each attribute. The model is represented by

N

Ab=	 (WiBib)

i=l

where Ab = Attitude toward a particular brand h

Wi = the weight or importance of attribute i

Bib = the evaluative aspect or belief toward attribute i for brand b

N = the number of attributes important in the selection of a given brand

in the given product category.
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The empirical results of Beckwith and Lehmann (1975) and Holbrook (1983) show that

beliefs may indeed influence attitude. These studies also show that attitude can have a

halo effect on at least some beliefs. This empirical evidence suggests the need for

simultaneous models in empirical research involving attitudes and beliefs - not models in

which influence is directed only one way. 8 Hence, the model must be expanded from a

single overall evaluation equation into a system of equations in which the effect of the

overall rating on each belief is taken into consideration (Johansson, Douglas, and

Nonaka, 1985).

The basic conceptual model has been applied to examine the impact of "image" variables,

and specifically country of origin, on product evaluations (Erickson et al., 1984).

Johansson Ct al. (1985) extended the basic model into a more complex formulation to

examine the impact of nationality and other demographic variables of respondents.

Erickson, Johansson, and Chao's (1984) model is related to country of origin image

(country image) and attitude toward the product. They note that product attribute beliefs

can influence, as well as be influenced, by attitude toward the product, and the role of

country of origin is to affect attitude indirectly through beliefs However, they also detect

a significant and direct impact of country of origin on product attribute beliefs which

include product quality perceptions. The model is presented in Figure 2.2

On testing the model, Erickson, Johansson, and Chao (1984) found that the image

variable, country-of-origin, appeared to have direct effects on beliefs and not on

attitudes. They did not find sufficient evidence to propose that the "true levels" of a

component of the product or "familiarity" with the product had a strong effect on the

subjects' evaluations. Johansson, Douglas, and Nonaka (1985) expanded Erickson,

Johansson, and Chao's (1984) model by including demographics. Their results were

consistent with earlier findings. Demographics had no effect on the relationships They

As Zajonc (1980) argued. this may not be the appropnate wa to siesi the ielalionship The possibiIft
of a halo effect implies Ihat causation could proceed in the other dincIion-re. 1mm atlitude to bthefs
(i.e.. Bcckwith and Lehiiianii. 1975: Holbrook. 1981)
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found that nationality of respondents or sex of respondents did not result in any

consistent trend or tendency in evaluation of product-country images.

Figure 2. 2

Belief- Attitude Model with Jrnage Effects
1w Ericksnn ct al., 1984

Due to the possibility of two-way influence between attitudes and beliefs, a system of

simultaneous equations is needed to represent the relationship, including one equation for

each attribute in which the belief rating for the level of that attribute is the dependent

variable. Attitude is an explanatory variables in each belief equation, and the beliefs are

explanatory variables in the attitude equation. Because of the possibility that image

variables might affect attitude as well as beliefs, these variables become explanatory

variables in each equation in the system.

Two other considerations enter into the development of the model. One is that beliefs

about the level of a particular attribute for a product alternative should depend upon the

true level for that alternative, the true level having its effect through direct experience or

communication. For the product area chosen for study (automobiles), objective values

for many of the attributes are available as published information. These objective

attribute values are entered as explanatory variable in the belief equations. In this way,
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image influences on beliefs can be viewed as biases, since the effects of the true values

are controlled for the estimation.

Another consideration is that previous research on the attitude relationship (Matlin,

1971; Zajonc, 1980) indicates that affect is influenced by both subjective familiarity (the

subjects think they are familiar with the stimulus) and objective familiarity (actual

exposure to the stimulus). Thus two variables repiesenting these effects are included as

explanatory variables in the attitude equation: self-assessed familiarity with the

alternative, and actual ownership as a measure of objective familiarity.

2.6.2 The Johansson Model

Johansson's (1989) model (see Figure 2.3) identifies two basic determinants of cue

utilisation in consumer behaviour. The model is focusing on the customer's propensity to

use a product's "made-in" label. Consumers' propensity to use "made-in" labels is

determined by two values as determinants of cue. One is predictive value which is

defined as "...the extent to which the consumer perceives or believes that the cue is

related to or is indicative of product quality (Olson and Jacoby 1972, p.174)". The other

is confidence value of the cue which is defined as "...the degree to which a consumer is

confident in his ability to accurately perceive and judge that cue (Olson and Jacoby,

1972, p.175)."

Johansson's (1989) model implies that the predictive value is influenced by perceived

difference between products from different countries (variability between countries), and

perceived difference between products from a given country (within country variability).

High between country variability and low within country variability results in high

predictive value. High within country variability and low between country variability

results in low predictive value. The model also shows that confidence value is influenced

by the country and product familiarity and whether or not the product under

consideration is "hybrid".
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Consumers are more likely to use country of origin cue when they believe that the cue is

related to product quality, and when they are confident in their ability to accurately

perceive and judge.

Figure 2.3

Determinants and Effects of the Propensity to Use "Made-in" Labels

(by Johansson, 1989)
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The determinants of the country of origin cue utilisation and the predictive and

confidence value of the cue depend on the four variables shown above. The "country

variability between" refers to the perceived difference between products from different

countries in line with the economics of the search behaviour argument. The higher this

variability, the more information is contained in the made-in label. "Country variability

within" refers to the perceived difference between products from a given country. As this

variability increases, the cue's predictive value decreases. Familiarity with a country and
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its products is shown to generate increased confidence about using the made-in label as

an informative cue.

Heimbach, Johansson and MacLachlan (1989) support Johansson's model. They found

product familiarity did increase the confidence value, which in turn resulted in a higher

propensity to use country of origin as a relevant cue. Otherwise, a limitation of

Johansson's model is the lack of intrinsic and other extrinsic cues. It is unclear how the

use of country of origin might be affected by the availability of other information.

Generally, country of origin was not found to be very important in product evaluations

when appropriate intrinsic product information is provided (Erickson, Johansson and

Chao, 1984; Johansson, Douglas and Nonaka, l98S' oc ic'dex t tom!ions w'nen

other extrinsic cues were present (Thorelli, Lim and Ye, 1989; WaIl, Liefeld and Heslop

1991).

Johansson's model identifies the two values and the four determinants of the use of

country of origin cue. Although his framework needs to be tested empirically, it can be

seen as an attempt to relate consistently some of the various determinants of the

propensity of individuals to judge products by the country from which they originate.

Eventually, Johansson model may explain some situations but does not address

availability of other information.

2.6.3 The han Models

Han (1989) developed the causal model, which is distinctive in the level of image, to test

alternative views about the role of country image in production evaluation - the halo and

summary construct views. The model points to how the levels of image may be

interrelated. Essentially, any higher-level (general) image niay ftinction as a halo for

understanding objects at a lower hierarchical level, and any lower-level (specific) image

may help to create a summary view of the next-up level of abstraction (Papadopoulos,

1993).



51

2.6.3.1 halo Construct View

Many previous studies have implicitly or explicitly viewed country image as a halo that

consumers use to infer the quality of an unknown foreign brand. This view argues that

consumers use country of origin information cue in product evaluation as they are often

unable to detect the true quality of a country's product (for example, the image of

German engineering helps to enhance the image of such an unrelated product as

Lowenbrao beer).

The halo hypothesis has two theoretical implications. First, consumers make inferences

about product quality from country image. Second, country image affects consumer

rating of product attributes (Chao, 1984; Johansson, Douglas, and Nonaka, 1985). The

halo hypothesis suggests the following structural relationships: country image —^ beliefs

—3 brand attitude (see Figure 2.4).

FIgure 2.4
halo Model (II.n, Iqn9)
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In the halo model, country image affects beliefs about tangible product attributes, which

in turn affects overall evaluation. This model has been supported (Erickson, Johansson

and Chao, 1984; Johansson, Douglas and Nonaka ,l985). Alternatively, Han (1989)

demonstrated that when consumers are not familiar with a country's product, a summary

construct model operates in which consumers infer product information into country

image, which then influences brand attitude. Eventually, the country of origin cue leads
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the consumer to greater cognitive elaboration about tangible product traits. This is

particularly true when the consumer knows the country of origin in advance of having to

make a formal product evaluation (Hong and Wyer, 1989, 1990).

The halo model suggests that consumers use country image to infer quality when the true

quality is unknown, Country image becomes a surrogate for quality when product

information is lacking (Han, 1989), when there is a lack of familiarity with the product

(Monroe, 1976), and when purchase context information is lacking (Belk, 1975). If

consumers have a high level of product familiarity, country image will have no significant

effect on consumers product evaluations as a halo.

The theoretical implications of the halo model are that consumers make inferences about

product quality from country image, and that country image affects consumer rating of

product attributes (Erickson, Johansson, and Chao, 1984; Johansson, Douglas, and

Nonaka, 1985). This view is consistent with the heuristic hypothesis proposed by Hong

and Wyer (1989, 1990).

2.6.3.2 Summary Construct View

Theoretical implications of the summary construct view are that consumers make

country image as abstraction of product information and that consumer attitude toward a

product is affected directly by country image. The summary construct view has two

implications. First, consumers make abstractions of product information into country

image (for example, German car helps to build the image of Germany), in contrast to

inferences implied by the halo hypothesis. Because consumers can construct country-

specific information by generalising product-specific information over brands or products

from a country.

Second, country image directly affects consumer attitude toward a product or a brand

from the country instead of affecting it indirectly through product attribute rating. In the

affect referral, a consumer avoids reviewing any attribute data by comparing only

previously formed global affective impressions of the options (Wright, 1975). The
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summary construct view suggests the following structural relationships: beliefs —p

country image —> brand attitude (see Figure 2.5).

Figure 2.5

Summary Construct Model (Han, 1989)
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Han does not suggest that only one of the models represents country image's true role in

product evaluation. In fact, product familiarity is said to affect the causaJ order beweea

country image, beliefs, and brand attitude. His research findings show that under

conditions of low product familiarity the halo model has the best goodness of fit. Under

this condition, brand attitudes may be indirectly affected by consumers' inferential

beliefs. On the other hand, when consumers have a high level of familiarity with the

country's products, the summary construct model has a better fit. Under this condition,

country image may summarise consumers ' beliefs about product attributes and directly

affect brand attitudes.

Although Han's views provide valuable insight into how country of origin affects

product evaluations, the models do not identify under what conditions country of origin

is an important information cue.
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2.7 A Summary of Analytic Review

According to empirical and experimental studies undertaken during the last thirty years,

country image has a considerable influence on consumers' attitude toward the product.

Evidence is found for product-country images and country image effects on products.

These research studies can be classified into four groups depending upon whether the

studies have been done on consumers or industrial users and whether they involved

specific products or not (see Table 2.3 for a review);

in general (Bannister and Saunders, 1978; Cattin, Jolibert and Lohnes, 1982; Darling,

1987; Darling and Kraft, 1977; Darling and Wood, 1990; Dornoff, Tankersley, and

White, 1974; Etzel and Walker, 1974; Gaedeke, 1973; Greer, 1971; Halfluill, 1980;

Karnins and Nagashima, 1993; Kaynak and Cavusgil, 1983; Lillis and Narayana, 1974;

Martin and Eroglu, 1993, Morello, 1984; Nagashima, 1970, 1977; Narayana, 1981;

Papadopoulos, Heslop, and Bamossy, 1990; Reierson, 1966, 1967; White, 1979);

in classes of products (Baumgartner and Jolibert, 1978; Chao, 1989; Chasm and Jaffe,

1979; Dornoff Tankerstey, and White, 1974; Etzel and Walker, 1974; Gaedeke, 1973;

Hampton, 1977; Kaynak and Cavusgil, 1983; Nagashima, 1970, 1977; Niffenegger,

White, and Marmet, 1980; Reierson, 1966);

in specfic types of products (Ahmed, d'Astous, and d'Almeida, 1995; Anderson and

Cunningham, 1972; Chao, 1993; Cordell, 1992; Chasm and Jaffe, 1979; Du Preez,

Diamantopoulos, and Schlegelmi!ch, 1994; Erickson, Johansson, and Chao, 1984;

Gaedeke, 1973; Haakanson and Wootz, 1975; Halfluill, 1980; Han, 1989; Hong and

Wyer, 1989; Johansson, Douglas, and Nonaka, 1985; Johansson and Nebenzahl, 1986;

Johansson and Thorelli, 1985; Lee and Sirgy, 1995; Li, Dant, and Wortzel, 1995;

Lumpkin, Crawford, and Kim, 1985; Niffenegger, White, and Marmet, 1980;

Parameswaran and Yaprak, 1987; Reierson, 1966, 1967; Roth and Romeo, 1992;

Schooler, 1965, 1971; Schooler and Sunoo, 1969; Schooler and Wildt, 1968; White and

Cundiff, 1978); and
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Table 2.3
Analytic Review of Selected Previous Studies on Product-Country Images

(a)	 _______________ _______________ ________________ ________________
Year	 1965	 1966	 1967	 1968
Author(s)	 Schooler	 Reierson	 Reierson	 Schooler & Wildt
Subjects	 students	 students	 students	 students
Products	 juice & fabric	 general + c1ascs general + specific 2 pieces of

sample	 of products + 26	 identical
__________________ __________________ specific products __________________ glassware
Consuming	 Guatemala	 US	 US	 US
Country(i es)	 ________________ ________________ ________________ ________________
Source	 Guatemala.	 US. Japan.	 Italy, Japan	 US . Japan
Countries	 El Salvador.	 Germany. Italy.

Costa Rica.	 France. England.
Mcxico(.flclifious Belgium. Canada.
country of origin Sweden.

__________________ labels) 	 Denmark	 _________________ _________________
Measure of	 preconceptions of Stereot ped	 subjccts attitude purchase
Evaluation	 products	 perceptions of	 change after	 preference.

characteristics	 quality (three	 being exposed to Elasticity of
based on subjects' manipulations)	 the different	 product bias

______________________ national origin,	 _____________________ media 	 ______________________
Mode of Data	 self-administered	 self- administered self- administered self- administered
Collection	 questionnaire	 questionnaire	 questionnaire	 questionnaire
Sampling	 cons enience	 convenience	 convenience	 convenience
Method__________________ __________________ __________________ ___________________
Product	 product bias and	 quality lc els	 country and store: country. price
Attributes	 predilections	 media influence:	 8-item quality
and for	 film. magazine,	 score
Country Image	 publication.
Dimensions________________ ________________ window display	 ________________
a)9 Tori,	 T	 I	 I	 T
b)'° EorA,	 E	 A	 E	 E
c)"SorM	 M	 S	 S	 M
Samjile	 200	 155	 1.000	 236
Analysis Method senianuc 	 lou-medium-high Likert's method: seven-interval
and/ or	 differential scale:	 of 3-point scale. 	 24 items	 scale (+3 to -3):
Scale used	 Tuke 's test &	 Chi-square	 5-point s/d scale: Z test
__________________ Z lest. ANOVA	 criterion	 Z value	 __________________
Relations ith	 Reierson (1966)'s
Previous	 country selection
research__________________ _________________ _________________ __________________
Findings	 product bias:	 clear e idence of 	 consuniers' per-	 many American

significant	 national	 ceptions are	 consumers are
differences in the stereo1 pes 	 changing.	 biased some
evaluations of	 related to only	 Ad and promotion foreign products
products.	 broad product	 affect country
The F7rst Study	 attribute. qua/i/v.	 image.
on product-

______________ counlry images 	 _________________ ________________ _________________

a) Tangible (T) or Intangible (I) products being evaluated.
'° b) Experimental design (E) or Attitude survey (A).
' c) Single cue study (S) or Multiple cue study (M).
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(b)	 ________ ________ ________ ________
Year	 1969	 1970	 1971	 1971
Author(s)	 Schooler and	 Nagashima	 Schooler	 Greer

_________________ Sunoo	 _________________ _________________ _________________
Sublects	 students	 businessiiicn	 adults consumer	 purchasing

___________________ ___________________ ___________________ ___________________ executives
Products	 fabric and goblet	 general and	 cloth sample.	 general

6 product classes	 desk pen and
_________________ _________________ _________________ goblet 	 __________________
Consuming	 US	 US, Japan	 US	 UK
Country(ies)	 _________________ _________________ _________________ __________________
Source	 Asia, Africa.	 US. Germany.	 US India.	 Australia.
Countries	 S. America.	 England. Japan	 Germany.	 Belgium. Canada.

W. Europe.	 & other	 Czechoslovakia.	 France. Holland.
(Not specific	 industrialised	 Chile. Nigeria.	 Italy. W/Germany

__________________ countries)	 countries	 and 6 areas	 USA
Measure of	 perceived	 stereotyped	 bias phenomena	 purchasing
Evaluation	 characteristics of	 images on "made-	 officers

__________________ the nations 	 in" products	 ___________________ perceptions
Mode of Data	 self-administered 	 self-administered	 personal	 questionnaire
Collection	 questionnaire	 questionnaire	 interview	 ___________________
Sampling	 cons enience	 convenience	 probability	 convenience
Method________________ ________________ ________________ ________________
Product	 4 areas.	 6 quality	Made-in Labels:	 quality.
Attributes	 2 age groups.	 dimensions:	 national(6) and	 engineering
and br	 quality	 price & value.	 regional(6) biases know-how
Country Image	 service.
Dimensions	 engineering.

advertising.
reputation.

__________________ ___________________ design & style.	 __________________ __________________
a)TorI,	 I	 I	 T&I	 I
b)EorA,	 E	 A	 E	 E
c)SorM	 S	 S	 M	 S
Sample	 200	 170	 866	 60
Analysis Method semantic	 20- item,	 factorial analysis semantic
and! or	 differential scale.	 7-point scale (+3	 of variance: least 	 differential
Scale used	 partially nested	 to -3)	 significant	 method

anahsis of	 difference test
___________________ variance 	 ___________________ (LSD)	 ____________________
Relations with	 Schooler (1965) Reierson's (1967) Schooler (1965).
Previous	 (fictitious region 	 finding	 subsequent
research	 of the world	 research on

labels)	 Schooler and

_________________ _________________ ________________ Sunoo (1969)	 _________________
Findings	 Not evidence bias "Made in"	 the existence of a	 significant

against the	 concept	 hierarchy in	 differences
manufactured	 comparison	 consumers'	 bchveeii the older
goods of	 between USA and perceptions of 	 and younger
developing areas	 Japan. as nation- various countries,	 purchasing
labelled	 al and product	 Supported by	 officers.
gegionally.	 stereotypes.	 Rcierson 'S (1967)

__________________ Country effect 	 _________________ findings	 __________________
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(c)	 ________________ ________________ ________________ ________________
Year	 1972	 1973	 1974	 1974
Author(s)	 Anderson and	 Gaedeke	 Lillis and	 Dornoff.

Cunningham	 Narayana	 Tankersley and
___________________ __________________ __________________ __________________ White
Subjects	 adults	 students	 adults	 adults
Products	 automobiles;	 general +	 general	 general + food.

Ford.	 product classes +	 fashion.
Volkssagen,	 special brands	 electronic and
Toyota,	 mechanical

__________________ Renault	 _________________ _________________ products
Consuming	 US	 US	 US, Japan	 US
Country(ies	 __________________ __________________ __________________ __________________
Source	 US Japan.	 US and I!	 England. France.	 US. Japan.
Countries	 W/Gerinany.	 developing	 US. Japan.	 France.

___________________ France	 countries	 Germany	 W/Germany
Measure of	 altitude; degree of opinions about	 stereotypes.	 perceptions of
Evaluation	 foreign product	 countries,	 altitudes toward	 countries and

___________________ preference 	 products	 "made-in" image	 quality of imports
Mode of Data	 self- administered self- adini nistered questionnaire 	 questionnaire
Collectionquestionnaire	 questionnaire	 ______________________ ______________________
Sampling	 cons enicnce	 convenience	 probability	 probability
Method_________________ _________________ _________________ __________________
Product	 7 socio-economic quality	Nagashima's 20 quality: style.
Attributes	 and demographic	 variables	 constniction.
and for	 variables and 4	 cheap imitations.
Country Image	 personality	 craftsmanship.
Dimensions	 ariabics	 workmanship.

___________________ ___________________ __________________ __________________ etc.
a)TorI,	 I	 I	 1	 I
b)EorA,	 A	 A	 A	 A
c)SorM	 S	 S	 S	 S
Sample	 116	 200	 131	 216
Analysis Method 24 items.	 Liked's method. 20 pairs of 7- 	 socio-economic
aud/ or	 Liked's method.	 5-point scale	 point semantic	 analysis
Scale used	 liner	 differential

discriminant	 questionnaire
______________________ anal sis, F-ratio	 ______________________ ______________________ ______________________
Relations ith	 Reierson's (1966) Nagashima's 	 revised Reierson's
Preious	 methodology &	 (1970) basic	 (1966. 1967)
research	 extended work. 	 research	 questionnaire

instrument
Findings	 The objective	 Significaiit	 Existence of	 Results indicated

variables failed to differences of 	 perceptual	 a change in
significantly	opinions touard	 differences across perceptions of
discriminate	 the quality of	 cultures relative	 imports.
foreign product	 products from the to various foreign
preference. But	 developing	 and national	 Supports
personality	 countries,	 product images. 	 Reierson 's (1967)
attributes did	 'interdisciplinary finding
yield significant	 Perspective"

_____________________ discriminators 	 ____________________ _____________________ _____________________
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(d)	 _____________ _____________ _____________ _____________

Year	 1974	 1975	 1977	 1977
Author(s)	 Etzel &	 Haakanson &	 Darling &	 Nagashutna
________________ Walker	 Wootz	 Kraft	 _________________

Subjects	 adults	 industrial	 students	 + businessmen
___________________ ___________________ purchaser	 professionals	 ___________________

Products	 general + cars.	 standard / special	 general	 general ^ 6
cameras. toys	 screw. paint and	 classes

___________________ __________________ processing tool	 __________________ __________________

Consuming	 US	 Sweden	 Finland	 Japan
Country( ics)	 __________________ __________________ __________________ __________________

Source	 US. Japan.	 Sweden. England! Finland. England, US. Japan.
Countries	 W/Gcrmanv	 W/Germany.	 France. Sweden. 	 W/Gerrnany.

France/Italy	 US W/Gcrmany. 	 England. France
__________________ _________________ (pains isc)	 Japan. USSR	 __________________

Measure of	 altitude toward	 "perceived risk	 attitude toward	 stereotyped
Evaluation	 forcign product	 __________________ "made in" label	 'made in" image
Mode of Data	 self- administered personal 	 self- administered self- administered
Collection	 questionnaire	 __________________ guestionnaire	 questionnaire
Sampling	 cons enience	 probability	 convenience	 convenience
Method ________________ ________________ ________________ ________________

Product	 12 concepts.	 country, supplier	 4 dimensions:	 6 quality
Attributes	 fragile-sturd.	 /bid	 (a) attitudes	 dimensions:
and for	 ins enlis e-	 characteristics:	 toward products, 	 price/value.
Country Image	 imilalise.	 location, size.	 (b) attitudes	 service.
Dimensions	 inferior-superior.	 price, quality	 toward marketing engineering.

tech-ads anced	 3dinsensions of	 practices. (c)	 advertising.
-backward.	 uncertainty	 desire country	 reputation.
worknsanshmp.	 name in shopping design/styling

____________________ SI) ling. same	 ___________________ (d) satisfaction	 ____________________

a)TorI,	 I	 I	 I	 I
b)EorA,	 A	 E	 A	 A
c)SorM	 S	 M	 S	 ____________

Sample	 293	 43	 303	 100
Analysis Method 5 points. 7 item	 5-point scale	 one-way analysis 	 popularised the
and/ or	 semantic	 of variance.	 use of
Scale used	 differential scale.	 F-ratio.	 Semantic

Hotelling's T	 31 Likert type	 Dilferential
statements.	 Scales

___________________ __________________ __________________ 5-point_scale	 ___________________

Relations with	 "Ernest Dichter"	 extension of
Previous	 Nagashima (
research ________________ ________________ ________________ 1970).
Findings	 the broad	 refluming the	 significant	 the aliltude

macreomeasures	 perceived risk	 different images	 change of the
of attitude not	 model	 of: (a) product	 Japanese
only may be	 attributes or	 businessmen.
misleading. but-	 qualities.
unuiecessar as	 (b) non-product	 Similar results to
well	 aspects of	 Dornoff.

marketing mixes.	 Tauikerslev. and
(c) satisfaction	 White (1974)
with "made in"

____________________ ____________________ ___________________ labels	 ____________________
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(e)	 ________________ ________________ ________________ _________________
Year	 1977	 1978	 1978	 1978
Author(s)	 Hampton	 Bannister &	 Baumgartner & White &

____________________ ___________________ Saunders 	 Jolibert	 Cundiff
SubjeCtS	 adults + students	 adults	 consumers	 industrial buyers
Products	 27 products in 3	 durable goods in	 16 products in 4 	 lift truck.

classes	 general	 product classes	 dictation system.
___________________ ___________________ ___________________ ___________________ machine tool
Consuming	 US	 UK	 France	 US
Country(ies)	 __________________ __________________ __________________ __________________
Source	 Algeria. Brazil.	 France. Italy.	 England.	 US
Countries	 Canada. Hong	 Japan. US.	 France.	 W/Germany.

Kong. Japan.	 England.	 US.	 Japan.
Pakistan. Turkey	 USSR.	 WfGermany	 Brazil
Philippines.	 W/Germany

___________________ W/Germany	 ___________________ ___________________ ___________________
Measure of	 J)erccied risk	 Stercotpes in	 J)erceivetl risk & stereotyped
Evaluation	 based on product	 perceptions	 perceptions of	 industrial buyers
_________________ origin 	 _________________ foreign products 	 perceptions
Mode of Data	 self- administered self-adniinistered 	 self- administered self- administered
Collection	 questionnaire	 questionnaire aiid questionnaire and questionnaire

___________________ mien icw 	 interview
Sampling	 cons enience	 cons enience	 probability	 probability
Method________________ ________________ ________________ ________________
Product	 degrees of risk	 reliability, value	 4 types of risk:	 country. price
Attributes	 for nione.	 absence of
and br	 appearance.	 perceived risk.
Country Image	 availabil liv.	 financial/perform
Dimensions	 standard of	 ance. ph)sical.

workmanship	 social/psychologic
____________________ ____________________ ___________________ al	 ____________________
a)TorI,	 1	 1	 1	 1
b)EorA,	 E	 A	 1'.	 E
c)SorM	 M	 S	 S	 M
Sample	 176	 224	 108	 236
Analysis Method 5-point scale.	 7- point semantic 7-point scale.	 7-point semantic
andl or	 Spence. Engel.	 differential scales ANOVA. 	 deferential scale:
Scale used	 and Blackwdll	 Dundan's	 F ratio. ANOVA

percei\ ed risk	 multiple-range
scale, two way	 test

___________________ anal) sis ofar.	 __________________ ___________________ ___________________
Relations with	 basis from	 Relerson's	 basis from	 Monroe's
Previous	 Nagashima( 1970) (1966). and	 Nagasliima( 1970) literature review
research	 . Reierson (1966.	 Nagashiiiia's	 . Reierson (1966.

1967). Schoolcr	 (1970. 1977)	 1967). Schooler
(1965.1971).	 concepts/	 (1965.1971).
Sclioolcr and	 methodology	 Schooler and

_______________ Sunoo (1969)	 _______________ Sunoo (1969) 	 _______________
Findings	 country and	 existence of	 the French	 Country effect

product groups	 stereot ped	 consumer has a	 significant for all
effected perceived images	 very strong	 products. "COO
risk	 preference for	 cue is important
independently	 domestic products in the quality

___________________ ___________________ __________________ -___________________ evaluation."
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(f 	___________ ___________ ___________ ___________
Year	 1979	 1979	 1980	 1980
Author(s)	 Chasm &	 White	 Halfluill	 Niffenegger.

Jaffe	 White &
______________________ ______________________ ______________________ ______________________ Marmet
Suh.jccts	 Industrial buyers	 purchasing	 students	 retail manager

___________________ ___________________ manager 	 ____________________ ___________________
Products	 10 product	 industrial	 general +	 6 products

categories	 products in	 cameras, toys. 	 categories in
general	 automobiles	 automobiles.

________________ ________________ ________________ _________________ foods. etc.

Consuming	 US	 US	 US	 UK
Country(ies)	 __________________ __________________ ___________________ __________________
Source	 Czcchoslovakia.	 US. France. Italy. 7 countries 	 UK. France. US
Countries	 Hungary. Poland. England.
_________________ Rumania. USSR W/Germany 	 __________________ _________________
Measure of	 stereotyped	 stereotyped	 stereotype and	 product image
Evaluation	 perceptions of	 perceptions	 attitude
__________________ "made in"	 __________________
Mode of Data	 personal	 mail	 self- administered	 s/a questionnaire
Collection	 mien iew	 questionnaire	 questionnaire	 personal drop-off

_______________ _______________ _______________ _______________ and pick-up
Sampling	 cons cnience	 probability	 convenience	 quota
Method___________________ __________________ ___________________ __________________
Product	 Quality. s(\ Ic. 	 cxpensi e.	 national image vs	 price and value.
Attributes	 workmanship.	 price. quality,	 product image	 advertising and
and br	 dependabili(. 	 technicality,	 reputation.
Country Image	 ads'. technology:	 workmanship.	 service and
Dimensions	 crcditltcrms.	 inventiveness,	 engineering.

alue for money.	 selection,	 design and style.
on time deIi eiy.	 serviceability,	 consumer profile
reputation,	 advertising. dur-
maintenance/sen i ability, reliability.

__________________ cc 	 brand recognition __________________ _________________
a)Torl,	 1	 1	 1	 1
b)EorA,	 A	 A	 A	 A
c)SorM	 S	 S	 M	 S
Sample	 68	 213	 130	 92
AnaIsis Method 9 scale alue	 12 items. 7-point 	 7 items. 5-Point	 18 items. 7-point
and! or	 ranging	 semantic	 s/d scale. F	 semantic
Scale used	 differential scale	 distribution by	 dilTereiitial scale
___________ ___________ ___________ MANOVA 	 ___________
Relations ith	 Etzel & Walker's 	 Nagashuina
Previous	 (1974)	 (1977)
research	 methodology.
___________________ ___________________ __________________ Nagashima (1970) __________________
Findings	 the qualit of(he	 existence of	 existence of	 retail managers'

products	 stereotyped	 national	 opinions varied
manufactured in	 country images	 stereotypes (rather according to the
E. European	 than opinions	 country and
countries was	 about specific	 product
inferior to "the	 products).
West".

____________________ (Stcrcot i e )	 ___________________ ____________________ ___________________
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(g)	 ______________ ______________ ______________ ______________
Year	 1981	 1982	 1983	 1984
Author(s)	 Narayana	 Caltin. Jolibert	 Kaynak &	 Morcllo
___________________ __________________ and Lolmes 	 Cavusgil	 __________________
Subjects	 adults	 industrial buyers	 adults	 students
Products	 in general	 industrial	 in general + 4	 in general

products in	 product classes:
gencial	 electronic, food.

fashion.
________________ ________________ ________________ household goods _________________

Consuming	 US, Japan	 US. France	 Canada	 Dutch, Italy
Cou n try(ics)	 __________________ __________________ __________________ ___________________
Source	 US. Japan	 US. France.	 25 countries	 Belgium. France.
Countries	 England. Japan.	 USSR Holland.

W/Germanv	 Italy. Spain. US.

___________________ ___________________ ___________________ ___________________ W/Germany
Measure of	 stereot ped	 stereot ped	 quality perception stereotyped
Evaluation	 "made in" image	 "made-in"	 - country factor	 images
__________________ __________________ concepts 	 __________________ ___________________
Mode of Data	 self- administered self- administered personal 	 self- administered
Collection	 questionnaire	 questionnaire	 interview w/	 questionnaire

structured. s/a
____________________ ___________________ ___________________ questionnaire. 	 ____________________
Sampling	 probability	 probability	 non-probability	 convenience
Method________________ ________________ ________________ ________________
Product	 qualit	 5 quality	 5 dimensions:	 evaluation.
Attributes	 recognition	 dimensions:	 reliability,	 potency.
and br	 prestige	 pricing,	 pricing,	 activity
Country Image	 production-form	 reliability,	 workmanship.
Dimensions	 evpcnsi eness	 orknianship	 technicality.

popularmt	 technicality,	 performance
___________________ functionaht) 	 performance.	 __________________ __________________
a)Torl,	 I	 I	 I	 I
b)EorA,	 A	 A	 A	 E
c)SorM	 M	 S	 S	 M
Sample	 200	 220	 197	 66
Analysis Method 20 items. 7-point 	 20 bipolar	 5-point Likert	 12 seven-point (-3
and/ or	 semantic	 dimensions.	 scale.	 to +3) bipolar
Scale used	 differential scale. 	 7-point semantic 	 scales. country-

factor analsis	 differential scale.	 basis analysis
_____________________ ____________________ factor analysis 	 ____________________ _____________________
Relations itb	 Nagashima's	 Nagashima's
Previous	 (1970) semantic	 (1970.1977)
research - 	 differential format questionnaire 	 __________________ ___________________
Findings	 most of the image cross-cultural 	 a product's	 a close

factors seem to be response bias: 	 country of origin	 connection, as
related o	 clarification of	 has usefulness for stereotypes.exists
adertising	 dimensions.	 distributors	 between attitudes
Findings were	 Findings were	 wishing to	 towards
supported by Jaffe supported by JalFe determine aiid	 countries and
and Ncbcnzahl	 and Ncben7ahl	 exploit the	 attitudes to ards
(1984).	 (1984).	 stcreotped	 their products.

___________________ ___________________ __________________ images	 ___________________
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Year	 1984	 1985	 1985	 1985
Author(s)	 Erickson.	 Johaiisson.	 Lumpkin.	 Joliansson and

Johansson and	 Douglas and	 Crawford and	 Thorelli
_________________ Cliao 	 Noiiaka	 Kim	 __________________
Subjects	 students	 students	 adults	 students
Products	 automobiles	 automobiles	 apparel	 automobiles
Consuming	 US	 US. Japan	 US	 US. Japan
Country(ies)	 ____________________ ___________________ ___________________ ____________________
Source	 Germany. Japan	 US. Japan.	 US, Italy. China.	 US. Japan.
Countries	 Gcrinaiw	 Korea. France.	 W/Germany

Japan.Hong Kong
Mexico,Taivan.

___________________ __________________ __________________ Singapore 	 ___________________
Measure of	 attitudes. beliefs, beliefs	 degree of	 a decision model
Evaluation	 familiarity	 perceived risk,	 for product

___________________ __________________ __________________ willingness to buy positioning

Mode of Data	 self- administered self- admiiiistered self- administered self- administered
Collection	 questionnaire	 questionnaire	 questionnaire	 questionnaire
Sampling	 cons enience	 convenience	 probability	 convenience
Method________________ ________________ ________________ _________________
Product	 10 car models. 	 10 car models.	 9 product	 10 car models.
Attributes	 5 attributes:	 13 attributes:	 categories.	 12 attributes:
and br	 pricc*.	 reliahilils. price,	 price/quality per- 	 reliability.
Country Image	 mileage.	 horsepoer. dniiig	 ceplion. money-	 iiorsepoer. driving

comfort. baiidlmg. 	 r	 i dFDimensions	 reliabilit3 .	 safel. acceleration, gas back guarantee. 	 gas
durabilit) .	 mllCge. ) 1 'm.	 store reputation.	 milege. styling.

	orkmanshiP.	 durabiiit.	 other warranties.	 durability.
cictir	 k	 i	 1(* 4 quality	 selection. passenger 	 country of maim-	 vor mans up. co our

	dimensions)	 comfort	 facture. brand-	 comfort
__________________ __________________ _________________ name reputation _________________
a)TorI,	 1	 1	 I	 I
b)EorA,	 E	 E	 E	 E
c)SorM	 M	 M	 S	 M
Sample	 96	 152	 1462	 152
Analysis Method	 5-point s/d scales. principal-	 5-point scale. T-	 'irue" attribute
and! or	 sequential F-tests, components factor test 	 value, perceptual
Scale used	 ordinar least	 analysis.	 maps. int'l posit-

squares (OLS).	 mnultivariate	 ioning framework
multivariate	 analysis

_____________________ anals sis 	 ____________________ _____________________ _____________________
Relations with	 basis from	 Johansson.
Previous	 Erickson.	 Douglas and
research	 Johansson. and	 Nonaka (1985)

_________________ _________________ Chao (1984) 	 ________________ _________________
Findings	 belief-attitude	 conceptual	 The risk	 Country

model	 model	 attributable to a	 stereotpes can
(multi-attribute	 (multi-attribute	 specific country	 change
frame ark)	 framework)	 tends to differ	 considerably over
Image variables	 Country of origin among the 	 time
influence belief	 to be less	 product categories
formation rather	 significant than

___________________ than attitude 	 generally believed __________________ ___________________
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(1)	 ____________________ ____________________ ____________________ _____________________
Year	 1986	 1987	 1987	 1988
Author(s)	 Joliansson &	 Darling	 Parameswaran & Han & Terpstra

__________________ Nebenzahl 	 _________________ Yaprak 	 __________________
Subjects	 adult customers	 students and	 businessmen	 adults consumers

____________________ ____________________ businessmen 	 ____________________ _____________________
Products	 automobiles	 in geiieral	 car. camera.	 TV sets.
__________________ __________________ __________________ calculator 	 automobiles
Consuming	 US. Japan	 Finland	 US. Turkey	 US
Country(ics)	 ___________________ ___________________ ___________________ ____________________
Source	 US. Japan. Korea. England. France. 	 W/Gcrmany.	 Germany. US.
Countries	 Mexico.	 Japan. US	 Japan. Italy	 Korea. Japan

W/Gcrinan.	 W/Germany
______________________ Philippines 	 _____________________ ______________________ ______________________
Measure of	 beliefs on brand / stereoty pes on	 attitudes	 beliefs
EvaluationcounUy images	 "madc-in label	 ______________________ ______________________
Mode of Data	 personal	 self- administered self- administered personal
Collection	 inlervic	 questionnaire	 guestiolinaire	 interview
Sampling	 cons enience	 convenience and	 convenience,	 quota
Method___________________ probability	 random	 ____________________
Product	 econom -status.	 13 product	 general countr	 technical
Attributes	 reliable. durable,	 dimensions,	 altitudes (GCA).	 advancement.

reasonahis pncedand br	 excIu,siectIich	 13 marketing	 general product 	 prestige.
Country Image	 Innoaiue pnde of	 practices.	 altitudes (GPA).	 serviceability.
Dimensions	 oiierhip. io cer\ ice	 5 general	 specific product	 workmanship.

cock, high qualiI. high	 attributes (SPA):	 economy
perfonnanLe good
ccorkrnaii-sliup.	 cars.
economical to nm. for	 cameras.
young PC iple	 calculators	 ______________________

a)TorI,	 1	 1	 1	 1
b)EorA,	 E	 A	 A	 E
c)SorM	 M	 S	 S	 M
Sample	 320	 1.113	 360	 150
Analysis Method 7-point bipolar 	 5-point scale.	 5-point "Likert"	 7-point Likert
and! or	 scales. factor	 31 "Likert-tvpe"	 scales. ANOVA	 scale. F-test.
Scale used	 anal) sis. joint	 statements. F-	 Hotelling's T

space mapping	 ratio. longitudi-
______________________ ______________________ nal_analysis 	 ______________________ ______________________
Relations ith	 Darling (1975.	 Davis. Douglas	 Nagashima's
Previous	 1980. 1985)	 and Silk (1981)	 (1970.1977) scale
research__________________ _________________ _________________ __________________
Findings	 Focused on h3brid significant	 the same scales	 sourcing country

products,	 different images	 may have	 stimuli have more
Significant effects on product 	 different	 powerful effects
of country of	 attributes and	 reliabilities iii	 than brand name
manufacture on	 qualities,	 different cultures	 on consumer
brand ratings,	 evaluations of bi-
Country -brand	 national products
interactions.
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(j)	 _____________ _____________ _____________ _____________
Year	 1989	 1989	 1989	 1990
Author(s)	 Han	 Chao	 Hong &	 Papadopoulos.

Wyer	 Heslop &
_____________________ ____________________ ____________________ ____________________ Bamossy
Subjects	 adults consumers	 adults consumers	 students	 adults
Products	 colour TV sets.	 TVs. VCRs.	 PC. VCR	 general

______________________ automobiles 	 stereo system	 ______________________ ______________________
Consuming	 US	 Korea. US	 US	 8 countries
Country(ies)	 __________________ __________________ __________________ ___________________
Source	 US Japan. Korea	 Brazil. US.	 W/Gcrmany.	 5 countries:
Countries	 Germany. Korea.	 Mexico. Japan.	 home. US. Japan.

__________________ _________________ Japan 	 Korea	 Sweden. Germany
Measure of	 attitude	 quality	 beliefs, effect of	 perceptions
Evaluationinformation	 _________________________
Mode of Data	 telephone	 personal	 self- administered questionnaire
Collection__________________ interview	 questionnaire	 __________________
Sampling	 probability	 cons enience	 convenience	 systematic cluster.
Method________________ ________________ ________________ quota
Product	 technical	 good sound.	 country and	 product integrity.
Attributes	 ad ancenient.	 reliability, crisp-	 2 I attributes:	 price-value.
and br	 prestige,	 clear picture.	 5 desirable,	 market presence.
Country Image	 orkmanship.	 si) lish design.	 5 undesirable.	 response.
Dimensions	 price.	 sturd	 S ambiguous. and

sen iccabmlitv	 constnmction	 6 unimportant
____________________ ____________________ ___________________ attributes 	 ____________________
a)TorI,	 I	 I	 I	 I
h)EorA,	 A	 A	 E	 A
c)SorM	 M	 M	 M	 S
Sample	 116	 240	 128	 2.220

Anal3sis method	 scen point	 6-point scale. 	 -51+5 ranging	 21 seven point
and! or	 semantic	 MANOVA	 scales	 semantic
Scale used	 differential scale, 	 differential scale
_____________ LISREL	 _____________ _____________ _____________
Relations ith	 Nagashmina's	 Reierson (1967)
Pre ious	 (1970.1977)
research	 scale Han &

Tcrpstra (1988).
Warwick &
Lininger's (1975)

__________________ procedure 	 _________________ _________________ _________________
Findings	 conceptual	 existence of	 country of origin	 longitudinal

models, role of	 s(ercot ped	 itself influenced	 stability of
country image	 product	 product e alun-	 country images

ealuation	 tIons regardless of
the additional
product attribute

_____________________ _____________________ ____________________ information 	 ____________________
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(k)	 _______________ _______________ _______________ _______________
Year	 1990	 1992	 1992	 1993
Author(s)	 Darling and	 Cordell	 Roth and	 Chao
________________ Wood	 ________________ Romeo 	 ________________
Subjects	 business	 adults,	 students	 residents

managers and	 consumers
university

______________________ administrators	 _____________________ ______________________ ______________________
Products	 consumer product 8 products md:	 beer. crystal.	 TV set

in general	 nristnatch.	 automobiles.
camera. dcc.	 leather shoes.

____________________ ____________________ typewriter. VCR. 	 bicycles, watches ____________________
Consuming	 Finland	 US	 Ireland. Mexico. 	 US
Country(ies)	 ________________ ________________ US	 ________________
Source	 US. Japan	 7 developed	 England. Spain	 Taiwan.
Countries	 countries.	 Germany. US	 Thailand. Mexico

7 less developed	 Hunga. Ireland. US Japan
countries (LDC)	 Japan. Korea.

___________________ __________________ __________________ Mexico. France 	 __________________
Measure of	 perceptions	 perceived risk. 	 willing to	 perceptions of
Evaluation	 comparing the	 preferences	 purchase	 product quality

_____________________ images 	 ____________________ ____________________ ____________________
Mode of Data	 self-administered telephone	 Self-administered telephone
Collection questionnaire	 __________________ questionnaire 	 ___________________
Sampling	 cons enience	 probabil liv	 convenience	 probability
Method_________________ ________________ ________________ _________________
Product	 13 consumer	 country of origin	 innovativeness.	 innovativeness.
Attributes	 product attributes	 effect. country	design. prestige.	 exclusiveness.
and br	 13 marketing	 class, country by	 workmanship	 stylishness for
Country Image	 practices	 brand interaction.	 Design.Workman
Dimensions	 5 consumer	 country by perfor-	 -ship. reliability.

preferences	 mance risk inter-	 durability, quality
__________________ __________________ action 	 _________________ for Product.
a)TorI,	 I	 I	 I	 I
b)EorA,	 E	 E	 A	 E
c)SorM	 S	 S	 S	 M
Sample	 1.113	 199	 316	 120
Analysis Method 5-point scale.	 MANOVA.	 LISREL:	 ANOVA:
and! or	 3 1 "Likcrt-t) pe"	 3 point scale	 factor analysis	 Hotelling's T2
Scale used	 statements.	 7-point scale	 5-point scale
___________ ANOVA	 ___________ ___________ ___________
Relations with	 Darling (1975.	 Bilke & Nes
Previous	 1980. 1985. 1987) (1982).
research	 basis from

Nagashiima( 1970)
Rcierson (1966.

1967). Schooler
_________________ _________________ (1965.1971).	 ________________ _________________
Findings	 empirical e i-	 preference biases	 Product-Country	 consumer evalua-

dence of changes	 against products	 Matches and Mis- lion of design and
in Finnish per-	 from less	 matches Frame.	 product qualities
ceptions toward	 developed	 country-product	 are influenced by
foreign products.	 countries persist.	 image dimension, price. CoD. and
"Longitudinal	 CoA.

__________________ Perspective" 	 _________________ __________________ __________________
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(I)	 ___________________________ ___________________________ ___________________________ ___________________________
Year	 1993	 1993	 1994	 1995
Author(s)	 Marlin and	 Kamins and	 Du Preez.	 Lee and Sirgy

Eroglu	 Nagashima	 Diamanlopoulos
and

___________________ ___________________ ___________________ Schlegclinilch	 ___________________
Subject(s)	 students &	 businessmen	 adults	 students
___________________ adults 	 ___________________ ___________________ ____________________
Product(s)	 in general	 in general	 automobiles	 automobiles.

watches (bi-
__________________ __________________ __________________ __________________ national brands)
Consuming	 US	 US	 Korea. Spain.	 US
Country(ies)	 ________________ ________________ France	 ________________
Source	 Nigeria. France,	 US	 Korea. Spain.	 Switzerland vs
Countries	 Korea.	 Japan	 France	 China.

Yugoslavia	 Germany vs
___________________ __________________ __________________ __________________ China
Measure of	 attitude	 "nlade-in	 preferences.	 brand prestige.
Evaluation	 perceptions	 purchase	 purchase

__________________ _________________ _________________ intention	 intention
Mode of Data	 self-administered	 mailing	 computer aided	 self- administered
Collection	 questionnaire	 questionnaire	 questionnaire'2	 questionnaire
Sampling	 cons enience	 probability	 probability	 convenience
Method________________ ________________ ________________ ________________
Product	 3 countn image	 8 attributes of	 Countn-of-origin COM favourable-
Attributes	 factors:	 Nagasliimas 20	 and 17 attributes	 ness vs brand
anti br	 political,	 product image	 on car product	 prestige on brand
Country Image	 economic.	 attributes	 evaluation and
Dimensions	 technological,	 purchase

5 social	 intention.
_____________________ desirabilities 	 ____________________ ____________________ _____________________
a)TorI,	 I	 I	 I	 I
b)EorA,	 E	 A	 E	 E
c)SorM	 M	 S	 M	 M
Sample	 200	 100	 276	 192
Anal y sis Method 14-item semantic 7-point pseudo	 Chi-square.	 MANOVA
and! or	 differential scale	 semantic	 Spearman-Rank	 7-point Likert
Scale used	 differential scale.	 Correlations	 scales

_______________ _______________ one-way ANOVA _______________ _______________
Relations with	 ChurchilFs	 Nagashuina
Previous	 paradigm	 (1970. 1977)
research_________________ _________________ _________________ _________________
Findings	 the abilit to use	 a longitudinal 	 a dollar metric	 cross- cultural

measures of	 approach. The	 scale: a conjoint - studies on COM
country image to	 image of a	 analytic approach and brand
predict the	 couutrs	 . cross-country	prestige effects
probability of	 products is	 anal3 sis
purchase	 changeable

	

___________________ bclia jour 	 __________________ __________________ ___________________

The computer-aided questionnaire is based on a proprietary IDAS (Interactive Decision Analysis
System) programme liich has been developed by the Department of Marketing of the University
of Regensberg in Germany.
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(in)	 _______________ _______________
Year	 1995	 1995

Author(s)	 Ahmed. d'Astous, Li. Dani. Wortzcl
_________________ & dA1ineida	 ________________
Subject(s)	 female adult

__________________________ constiniers	 _________________________
Product(s)	 garment "pagnc	 inciis white

____________________ ___________________ office dress shirt
Consuming	 Ivory Coast
Country(ies)	 _________________ _________________
Source	 Holland. Canada.
Countries Ivory Coast	 _________________
Measure of	 perceived quality	 consiinicrs
Evaluation	 and	 quality

__________________ purchase value 	 perceptions
Mode of Data	 self-administered
Collectiongueslionnaire	 ______________________
Sampling	 coneniencc
Method________________ _______________
Product	 design(COD).	 Gavin s eight
Attributes	 assembl (COA). 	 product quality
and br	 brand. price,	 dimensions
Country Image	 satisfaction
Dimensions	 assurance

a)TorI,	 I	 T
b)EorA,	 A	 E
c)SorM	 M	 S
Sample	 110	 776
Anal y sis Method ANOVA.	 LISREL
and/ or	 9-point bipolar
Scale used	 scales
Relations ,ith	 Ouarrara (1991) 	 Gavin's
Previous	 taxonom'
research_________________ _________________
Findings	 preference	 Made-in label did

existence on	 not directly affect
products	 product quality.
manufactured in 	 Causal path of
de eloped	 Made-in Label
countries	 Country Image>

________________ ________________ Product Quality

for specfic brands (Chao, 1989; Gaedeke, 1973; Han and Terpstra, 1988).

Country bias has been demonstrated in broadly-based consumer and purchasing manager

samples (Cattin, Jolibert, and Lohnes, 1982; Greer, 1971; Haakanssofl and Wootz, 1975;

13 1 has composed of eight dimensions: performance. features. reliability. durability, conformance.
serviceability. aesthetics. and image. See Kotler (1994) and Zeithaml (1988) for a review
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Lillis and Narayana, 1974; Nagashima, 1970,1977; Schooler, 1965, 1971; Schooler and

Sunoo, 1969; Schooler and Wildt, 1968, White, 1979; White and Cundiff, 1978).

Other product-country images research indicates that product evaluations vary

differentially within developed countries (Bannister and Saunders, 1978; Darling and

Wood, 1990; Dornoff, Tankersley, and White, 1974; Hampton, 1977; Han and Terpstra,

1988; Kamins and Nagashirna, 1993; Lillis and Narayana, 1974; Nagashima, 1970, 1977;

Papadopoulos, Heslop, and Bamossy, 1990; Parameswaran and Yaprak, 1987; Reierson,

1966; Schooler, 1971; Schooler and Wildt, 1968; Wang, 1978; White, 1979; White and

Cundiff, 1978); and between developed and developing countries (Chao, 1989; Cordell,

1992; Gaedeke, 1973; Johansson and Nebenzahl, 1986; Schooler, 1971).

Previous research has found differences in country stereotypes among different

nationalities, which may reflect a country's level of economic development, and also

prejudices in favour of "home" versus "foreign" country products (Bilkey and Nes, 1982;

Baumgartner and Jolibert, 1977; Darling and Krafl, 1977). Country of origin stereotypes

and perceptions toward foreign products are also shown to change over time for product

quality image (Damanpour, 1993; Darling and Wood, 1990; Dornoff, Tankersley, and

White, 1974; Nagashima, 1977). Advertising and promotion have been show to affect

country image (Jaffe and Nebenzahl, 1993; Nebenzahl and Jaffe, 1991; Reierson, 1967).

For example, Nebenzahl and Jaffe (1991) found that sponsorship of the 1988 Olympic

games held in Seoul, Korea led to more positive attitudes towards electronic consumer

goods made in South Korea.

Nes and Bilkey (1993) relate the country of origin cue to perceived risk (e.g..

Baumgartner and Jolibert, 1978; Cordell, 1992; Haakanson and Wootz, 1975; Lumpkin,

Crawford, and Kim, 1985; Hampton, 1977). Findings of their study lead to two main

conclusions. First, country of origin is salient for evaluating perceived product quality

and risk. Second, there is a positive relationship between product evaluations and degree

of economic development of the source country.
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HaIthill's (1980) study of American consumers' attitudes toward products made in

several countries from the basis of previous research of Etze! and Walker (1974).

Bannister and Saunders' (1978) study of consumer attitudes toward the products made

in seven countries based on work of Reierson's (1966) and Nagashima's (1970, 1977)

concepts. Gaedeke's (1973) research on similar topics was based on Relerson's (1966)

methodology.

Erickson, Johansson, and Chao's (1984) purpose was to determine whether or not the

country of origin of an automobile had any effect on subjects' beliefs or attitudes

regarding the automobiles (i.e., Elliott and Cameron, 1994). Erickson, Johansson, and

Chao (1984) presented their subjects with a list often automobiles and five attributes of

these automobiles (i.e., price, mileage, reliability, durability, and workmanship).

Johansson, Douglas, and Nonaka (1985) used the study by Erickson, Johansson, and

Chao (1984) as a basis for their research. Johansson, Douglas, and Nonaka's (1985)

manipulation added more attributes for 10 automobiles (the same 10 automobiles as in

Erickson, Johansson, and Chao's (1984) study).

Numerous articles continue to explore several aspects of product-country image effects.

The effects of product-country images on the evaluation of "hybrid" and bi-national

versus uni-national products have been addressed by Han and Terpstra (1988) and

Johansson and Nebenzahl (1986). Johansson and Nebenzahl (1986) measured in absolute

terms how much above or below a base price consumers would be willing to pay for an

identical model car manufactured in several countries.

Chao and Rajendran (1993) found that personality variables have a moderating effect of

country of origin Wang and Lamb (1983) studied the influence of environmental

conditions that exist in the product's country of origin on consumers' readiness to accept

foreign products. Other recent product-country images research has looked at the effects

of image variables on beliefs and attitudes in the multi-attribute model framework

(Erickson, Johansson and Chao, 1984; I-long, 1990; Johansson, Douglas and Nonaka,

1985).
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In summary, researchers have begun to address the questions of how and why country

image affects consumers' beliefs and attitudes toward products. This theoretical work is

encouraging in that most early product-country images research were primarily

descriptive in nature. While numerous studies found the salience of country image effects

on the product evaluations, most of those studies failed to compare the differences of

consumer groups, as different consumer markets. It is still unclear exactly how country

image is utilised in product evaluations, and what the relationships between country

image and consumers' product evaluations are.

With analytic review of prior studies on product-country images, the findings could be

summarised as three main streams:

• Theories; although a number of researchers have begun the process of developing

theoretical frameworks and theories of process for the role of product-country images

in consumers' product evaluations (i.e. historical overview by Papadopoulos, 1993;

literature review by Baughn and Yaprak, 1993; Bilkey and Nes, 1982), they are

Jacking on the theory building and focus only on operational level of country of

origin (COO), not by country of target (COT),

• Methodologies; Peterson and Johibert (1995) assessed the country of origin effect,

quantitatively, by means of a type of meta-analysis. Liefeld (1993) also applied the

meta-analysis method using 6-pairs of independent variables. Specifically, Han Ct al.

(1994) empirically examined the choice of a survey mode in country image studies.

But, there is still no validated scale for measuring country image per se (i.e., Martin

and Eroglu's argument, 1993), and meta-analysis approaches are needed (i.e.,

Liefeld, 1993; Peterson and Jolibert, 1995)

• Model conceptualisations, Obermiller and Spangenberg (1989), Johansson (1989),

and Han (1989) present models describing the process of country image and country

of origin effects. However, the study on product-country images needs further
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development of conceptual models (i.e., Han, 1989; Johansson, Douglas and

Nonaka, 1985; Erickson, Johansson and Chao, 1984).

2.8 Summary

This chapter focused reviews of the nature of country image, "made-in" issues, and

country of origin effects for the conceptual foundations of country of origin and country

of target in this study. Previous studies on these issues are summarised by those major

factors which have been reported to affect the country of origin effects in product

evaluation: country characteristics; product attributes, and consuming countries, and

subjects.

This chapter included a brief overview of theoretical models (i.e., Han's, 1989;

Johansson's, 1989) and methodologies employed in the various studies. It also evaluated

the findings of the previous studies and the models on the product-country image issues

and summarised the theoretical background concerning country of origin effects as the

Table 2.3.

Finally, an in-depth review of previous literature provided research hypotheses and a

causal model of interpretations which is to assess the role of country image in product

evaluations in the following Chapter. Chapter Three also explains the constructs of the

model.
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Chapter 3

The Hypotheses and

Model Conceptualisation

3.1 Introduction

Although previous researchers have explored country of origin effects, there is little

insight into what the role of country image is in product evaluations. This study attempts

to identify the role of country image through the measurement of consumers' beliefs

about countries and their attitudes towards products from those countries. Key questions

are. what underlies consumers' attitudes toward products from a particular country, and,

what is the role of country image - is it a halo or summary construct? Are these issues

particular to where the research is conducted (country of target), and are they influenced

by the product used as a cue?

Thus, the first part of this chapter provides the hypotheses, based on the literature reew

in the previous chapter, which are developed to test the effects of country image and

product image on consumers' attitudes toward specific products (in the form of

propensity to purchase). In the second part, a causal model is proposed to assess the role

of country image, through three sub-constructs of country of origin, (COO), country of

target (COT) and consumers' attitudes as purchase willingness.

3.2 The hypotheses

What is the relationship between the image of a country and the image of products made

in that country? Are there strong relationships between product-country images and

consumers' purchase intentions? Eventually, what is the difference between consumers'

beliefs and attitudes toward products when these consumers come from different groups?
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In general, consumers form country images based on their prior experience and

knowledge with products from a given country. Product-country image studies are

frequently concerned with country of origin effects on consumers' perceptions of

product quality.

While many previous studies have examined the country of origin effects on consumers'

overall quality perceptions of products in specific market areas, little has been done to

investigate the relationships between the image of a country and the image of products

made in that country in terms of globalised concepts and areas. The review of the

literature on the relationship between product and country images, models of belief-

attitude, and the relationship between images and attitudes, permitted the development of

five hypotheses as will be described.

Papadopoulos et at. (1990) found that country image perceptions may vary depending on

the level of economic development of the country. The major research findings are

related to the country image and prior familiarity or knowledge about the country of

origin of the product, as well as the impact of nationality, on overall evaluations of

products and evaluations on specific attributes. Johansson and Nebenzahl (1986) report

that consumer perceptions for the same product may vary depending upon wñere the

product is made. Whatever the underlying psychological mechanisms, whether halo

(Johansson, Douglas, and Nonaka, 1985), summary construct (Han, 199) and/or other

psychological mechanisms (Hong and Wyer, 1990), the consensus is that an

unfavourable country image will negatively distort a consumer's product evaluation

across product type (Han and Terpstra, 1988) and cultures (Cattin, Jolibert, and Lohnes,

1982). Most developed countries tend to have fairly clear images since substantial

information about them is available through education, the media, and other sources.

Ahmed et at. (1995) found that in general the developed countries obtain better

evaluations than the developing countries. Therefore, the following hypothesis is

proposed.

Hia: There are significant differences between consumer groups as country of

target market (COT) with regard to the beliefs about the country of origin of the

product.
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There appears to be a positive relationship between level of economic development and a

favourable degree of country image; products from developing countries are evaluated as

inferior to those from more industrialised countries (i.e., Ahmed et al. 1994; Cordell,

1992). Johansson et al. (1994) noted that products from more developed countries

generally receive more positive evaluations than products from less developed ones.

Most studies have also found significant country of origin effects and have assumed that

a negative country image is synonymous with low perceived product quality,' while the

opposite is true of a positive country image. Based on this reasoning, the following

hypothesis is offered.

Hib: Consumer groups will have significantly favourable images, as beliefs on the

country, toward the more developed countries rather than on less developed

countries as country of origin (COO).

Papadopoulos et al. (1990) found that consumers' perceptions of products may vary

depending on the level of economic development of the country of origin. Product

familiarity and country familiarity are also defined as the individual's prior knowledge

level with respect to the country and the brands in a çcoduct th 'e, ar\ anô 'Lesig,

1981). Consumers are more likely to use the country of origin cue for product

evaluations when they have high familiarity with a country's products and where there is

little variation in quality between products. According to Li and Monroe (1992),

differences in perceived product quality between developed countries and developing

countries are due to consumer beliefs that developed countries' workers are more

technologically sophisticated than developing countries' workers, and consequently more

able to make quality products. Hence, the following prediction is offered as an

hypothesis.

H2a: There are significant differences between consumer groups as country of

target market (COT) as regards their beliefs about car products from different

countries of origin

'Zeithaml (1988) dcfincd perceied quality as the corsume(s judgement about the superiority or
excellence of a product.
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Product familiarity has been defined as product related information stored in memory,

such as information about brands, products, attributes, evaluations, decision heuristics

and usage situations. Products may be conceived of as an array of information cues, both

intrinsic (i.e., physical product characteristics) and extrinsic (i.e., non-physical product

characteristics) (Olson and Jacoby, 1972; Szybillo. and Jacoby, 1974). Consumers may

consider not buying an unfamiliar foreign brand simply because they may make

unfavourable inferences about the quality of the product from their lack of familiarity

with products from the country. Schooler et al. (1987) note that consumers' negative

product evaluations based on country images constitute significant market barriers for

companies from less developed countries. Thus, the country of origin effect is negative

for developing countries (Bannister and Saunders, 1978; Bilkey and Nes, 1982; Gaedeke,

1973; Lillis and Narayana, 1974; Reierson, 1966). Most studies suggest a hierarchy of

effects among countries (Schooler, 1971; Wang and Lamb, 1983). Hence, the following

prediction is offered as an hypothesis.

H2b: Consumer groups will have significantly favourable images, as beliefs on the

car products, toward the car products from more developed countries than those

from less developed countries as country of origin (COO).

Most previous studies have exclusively relied on a single cue, the source country, in

analysing country of origin effects. Thus, marketers have been unable to evaluate the

relative importance of source country vs. other relevant cues such as brand names in

affecting consumer evaluations of products (Han and Terpstra, 1988). Country

familiarity can be defined as country related information stored in memory, such as

information about geography, location, culture, manufacturing capability, political

structure, and so forth. Erickson et al. (1984) found that the country of origin does have

a direct effect on beliefs, but not on attitudes (indirectly through beliefs). Country image

becomes a surrogate for quality when product information is lacking (Jacoby, Olson, and

Haddock,1971), and when there is a lack of familiarity with the product (Monroe, 1976).

Cordell (1992) investigated the economic level of the producer country as a determinant

of country of origin differences in the belief that consumers esteem products from

prosperous countries and derogate those from poor countries. So, country image effects
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are strong for consumers with little or no product familiarity (Johansson, 1989). The

following hypothesis is therefore postulated:

H3a: Consumers' purchase willingness will be significantly different between

consumer groups as country of target market (COT) for car products.

Consumers in more developed countries tend to regard most products made in less

developed ones as being of lower quality than most products made in more developed

countries, because products emanating from less developed countries carry a less

positive image than products from more developed countries (Gaedeke, 1973; Schooler,

1965). Cordell (1992) investigates the hypothesis that product-specific preferences are

more significant when products are from industrialised countries than from less

developed countries. A similar hypothesis is suggested, as follows:.

H3b: Consumers' overall attitudes toward the product positively correlates with

the level of economic development of the country of origin. Thus, consumers'

purchase willingness will be significantly higher for car products from more

developed countries than for those from less developed countries.

In general, it is believed that consumers consider extrinsic cues such as country of origin,

brand name, and country of manufacture as product quality indicators, and use them

more often when intrinsic attributes are not available (Huber and McCann, 1982, Olson,

1977; Olson and Jacoby, 1972). Because of consumers' inability to detect true quality,

they may turn to country image to infer the quality of unknown products (Huber and

McCann, 1982) But, if consumers have a high level of product familiarity, country

image will have no significant effect on product evaluation as an halo function. This

permits the formulation of the following hypothesis:

I-14 A strong relationship, as a halo or as a summary construct, exists between

product image and country image in consumers' product evaluations in the case

of both more developed countries and less developed countries.

Since the rnid-1960's research in this area has focused on the country of origin effects in

product evaluations without attention to the development of a construct of consumers'

group as "country of target" market (COT). Thus, in this study, another hypothesis is
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proposed, in order to examine the differences between consumer groups, in terms of

their beliefs and attitudes toward a country and its products.

H5: There are significantly different beliefs regarding a country and its products

between consumer groups as country of target market (COT).

3.3 Constructs and the Construction of Modeis

The focus of this study is to define the role of country image in the product evaluation

process using, as constructs, country of origin (COO) and country of target (COT). A

number of theoretical models have been proposed for product-country image research.

Frankfort-Nachmias Ct at. (1994) note that a concept is an abstraction - a symbol of a

phenomenon - a representation of an object or one of its properties, or of a behavioural

phenomenon. 2 Thus, in order to assess the validity of the hypotheses proposed

previously, it is necessary to develop measures of the constituent concepts. Thus, this

study adopts the two constructs of country of origin (COO) and country of target (COT)

for the specific products of prototype automobiles.

In terms of the construct of country image this research uses four dimensions of country

image - political, economic, technological advancement, and socio-culture. These items

were used in a previous study by Martin and Eroglu (1993). In terms of the construct of

product image, this study uses five product attributes: quality, prestige, technology,

design, and price. These have been used in prior research (cf. Han and Terpstra, 1988

who factor-analysed 14 items used in the previous studies of Jaffe and Nebenzahl, (1984)

and Nagashima, (1970, 1977).

A single measure of overall quality has typically been used to understand the impact of

"made-in" stereotypes (e.g., Hong and Wyer, 1989; 1990). Others have used

2 Frankfort-Nachinias et al. (1994. p.26). They also noted four functions of concepts: (a) Concepts
provide a common language. which enable scientists to communicate with one other. (b) Concepts give
scientists a perspective - a way of looking at phenomenon. (c) Concepts allow scientists to classify their
experiences and to generalise from theni. (d) Concepts are components of theories - the y define a
theory's content and attributes.
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multidimensional operationalisations of country image (e.g., Cattin, Jolibert and Lohnes,

1982; Nagashima, 1970). Some of the dimensions identified include technical

advancedness, prestige, workmanship, product integrity, price-value, and market

presence (Han and Terpstra, 1988; Papadopoulos, Heslop and Bamossy, 1990). Hence,

country of origin studies have generally operationalised image as perceptions of products

from a country: with regard to overall quality, and/or attributes, and/or of marketing and

production properties of the country (Roth and Romeo, 1990). Thus, a valid operational

measure may help resolve some of the methodological and conceptual issues raised in the

area of country image research.

3.3.1. Country Image as Beliefs

Country image plays a significant role in consumer' perceptions of products. Thus,

defining and operationalising the dimensions of country image are necessary in order to

conduct research in this area.

Nagashima (1970) describes image as ideas, emotional background and connotation

associated with a concept. He suggests that country image expresses personalised

feelings of what people know and think about a country, and it is developed by

representative products, national characteristics, economic and political background,

history, tradition, and so forth.

Martin and Eroglu (1993) argued that as yet, there is no validated instrument available to

assess country image without tapping into the image of products from the respective

country. However, such an approach seems to restrict the concept of 'country image'.

Perceptions of countries' products, as well as feelings towards their people, and the

desired level of interaction were found to be aspects of country stereotyping (e.g.,

Parameswaran and Yaprak, 1987).
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A product's country of manufacture has been found to serve as a surrogate indicator of

quality and hence is a salient dimension of overall evaluation in the event that little else is

known about the product (Cattin, Jolibert and Lohnes, 1982; Kamins and Nagashima,

1993; ScFiooler, 1965). Roth and Romeo (1992) noted that past country of origin

research has often treated country quality as a summary construct, rather than as a

defined set of dimensions from which quality is inferred (e.g., Crawford and Garland,

1988). However, country image involves symbolic meaning, and is more than the overall

quality evaluation or attributes such as technical advancedness, price-value, and so forth.

Although Roth and Romeo (1992) argued that the little research conducted to date

indicates country image is rea((y a muttidweri&toria construct, country image has been

consistently identified as a multi-dimensional concept (e.g., Cattin, Jolibert and Lohnes,

1982; Jaffe and Nebenzahl, 1984; Han and Terpstra, 1988; Johansson and Nebenzahl,

1986; White, 1979). Several analytic and multi-dimensional scaling studies have

indirectly implied some dimensions of country image across various countries (Johansson

and Moinpour, 1977; Johansson et al., 1985). Roth and Romeo (1992) used four items

to capture country image, while past research used twenty (Narayana, 1981), fourteen

(Han and Terpstra, 1988), and thirteen (Jaffe and Nebenzahl, 1984; Johansson and

Nebenzahl, 1986) items Not surprisingly, the more items used, the more factors were

found (Roth and Romeo, 1992, p.487). Along with the literature review, these four

dimensions with 14 items are used to define the construct's domain (1) political, (2)

economic, (3) technological advancement, and (4) socio-cultural desirability (e.g., Martin

and Eroglu, 1993; Nagashima, 1970, 1977). Table 3.1 shows the four country image

dimensions for the study.

Table 3.1

Dimensions of Country Image

Construct	 Dimensions	 Measured by

Country Image	 Political	 Nagashinia (1970)
Economic	 Halfhill (1980)
Technological Advancement	 Martin & Eroglu (1993)

____________________________ Soclo-Cultural_Desirability	 ____________________________
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Martin and Eroglu (1993), following Churchill's (1979) procedures to capture the

concept of country image, concluded from the results of a factor analysis and further

tests that country image has three, not four, underlying dimensions, because social

desirability is captured by the three factors of economic, political, and technological

aspects. However, in this study country image is theoretically hypothesised to have four

dimensions which includes a socio-culture construct.

3.3.2 Product Image as Beliefs

As Johansson (1989) noted, one of the intuitive notions still enjoying some popularity

among international marketers is that country of origin effects are strongest for buyers

with little or no product familiarity. The reasoning is that where little information on

product attributes is stored in internal memory, more or less relevant indirect evidence

(like country of origin) is employed to evaluate products and brands.

Recently, some research in the country of origin topic area has tested for the role of

country image and subjects' beliefs with regard to specific automobiles and their

attributes (i.e., Anderson and Cunningham, 1972; Du Preez, Diamantopoulos, and

Schlegelmilch, 1994, Erickson, Johansson, and Chao, 1984; Johansson, Douglas, and

Nonaka, 1985; Johansson and Nebenzahl, 1986; Johansson and Thorelli, 1985), because

an advantage of using automobiles is that the country of origin has become an important

factor in this market. Furthermore, country of origin is relatively easy to identify for this

product class.

Using a system of simultaneous equations with automobiles as the target product,

Johansson, Douglas, and Nonaka (1985) noted the presence of a halo effect, in that the

overall evaluation of the car appeared to influence ratings on specific attributes

Erickson, Johansson and Chao (1984) examined only a single product, automobiles, for

which considerable information is readily available and for which evaluations are likely to

be based on some objective characteristics.
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Han and Terpstra's (1988) finding suggests that though individual country images differ

between product categories, country images on specific product attributes can be

generalised across product categories. Thus, in this study, automobiles are selected for

the illustration because consumers are considered likely to be aware of the country of

origin of selected products.3

In order to measure product image in relation to consumer evaluations, attributes of

product image can be constructed through the close examination of previous product-

country image studies. Table 3.2 shows the five attributes which were identified from the

previous research.

Table 3.2
Selected Attributes of Product Image

Construct	 Attributes	 Measured by

Product Image	 Quality	 Li et al. (1995)
Prestige	 Han (1989)
Technical Adv. 	 McGee and Spiro (1991)
Design	 Nagashiina (1970. 1977)

________________________ Price 	 Niffenegger et a!. (1980)

Quality

Country of origin researchers have investigated country of origin effects on quality

dimensions (e.g., reliability, durability, workmanship) that are applicable to various

product categories, even though the preferred quality dimensions tend to be different

across studies. Overall quality measures were examined by Ahmed and d'Astous (1993),

Gaedeke (1973), Erickson et al. (1984), Hong and Wyer (1989, 1990), Johansson et al.

(1985), Kaynak and Cavusgil (1983), Li et al., (1995), Liefeld and Wall, (1993),

Reierson (1966), Thorelli, Lim and Ye (1989), and Wall, Liefeld and Heslop (1991).

Prestige

Lee and Sirgy (1995) examined prestige at the brand level of product. They found that

high prestige brands are more likely to have a higher level of perceived workmanship

In this study. the use of car products as a means of studviiig country image ignores the fact that some
automobiles have parts produced in one country and assembled in others.
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than low prestige brands. Roth and Romeo (1992) defined prestige as a country image

dimension along with innovativeness, design and workmanship. In their study, prestige

includes exclusivity, status, brand name reputation. But, primarily, prestige was

investigated as a measure for product evaluations by Han (1989), Han and Terpstra

(1988), Jaffe and Nebenzahl (1984), Johansson and Nebenzahl (1986), Narayana (1981),

and White (1979).

Technical Advancediiess

Technical advancedness is one of the product-specific attributes which is likely to be

easily transferable to product-country images. Han and Terpstra (1988) measured

country images at the level of specific product dimensions, namely, technical

advancedness, prestige, service and worknianship. Martin and Eroglu (1992) argue that

technology may also capture country image. In this study, this attribute relates

specifically to subjects' perception of car products made in a given country different to

the dimension of technological advancement for country image. Cattin et al. (1982),

Darling (1987), Han (1989), Han and Terpstra (1988), and McGee and Spiro (1991)

used technical advancedness as a product quality attribute.

Desigiz

Nagashima (1970, 1977) used design character as one of the product and one of the

country image dimensions. Niffenegger, White and Marmet (1980) measured design/style

character as one of the important aspects of product image. Otherwise, Roth and Romeo

(1992, p.480) defined design as one of the countly image dimensions along with

innovativeness, prestige and workmanship. In their study, design includes appearance,

style, colours and variety. In product-country images studies, primarily, design or styling

was investigated as a product attribute (i.e., Abmed, d'Astous, and d'Alméida (1995);

Chao, 1989, 1993; Darling, 1987; Darling and Wood, 1990; Johansson, Douglas and

Nonaka, 1985; Johansson and Thorelli, 1986; Parameswaran and Yaprak, 1987).

Price

The impact of price information on consumer perceptions of product, specifically for

price-quality relationships, has been studied rather extensively (i.e., Monroe, 1973;
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Monroe and Dodds, 1988). Price, as one of the dimensions, was found from the early

studies concerning the effects of country of origin (i.e., Cattin et a!., 1982; Niffenegger,

White and Marmet, 1980; Peterson, 1970; Reierson, 1966; Schooler, 1965; Shapiro,

1973; White, 1979). If consumer confidence in product quality from a country is low,

one would expect a stronger price-quality association. That is, consumers are more likely

to use price in product evaluations when they are not familiar with the product (Han,

1989). Johansson and Thorelli (1985) and Johansson and Nebenzahl (1986) have

attempted to determine pricing strategy based on country image affect. Eventually, price

acts as one of the key variables in consumer product evaluations.

3.3.3 Attitude Towards Product

Attitude represents a predisposition to respond to an object, not actual behaviour toward

the object. It is used to refer to an individual's preference, inclination or feelings toward

some phenomenon. Attitude plays a pivotal role in the major models describing

consumer behaviour. Churchill, Jr. (1995) notes that attitude is one of the more

important notions in the marketing literature, because it is generally thought that

attitudes are related to behaviour.

Obviously, ii lie?? an individual likes a product he will be more inclined to buy ii

i/ia! when he does 1101 like ii; u liei lie likes one hraiid more thou a/lot/ic,; he will

ieiid to buy the pnjeuied hra,,d. Attitudes may be said to be the forerunners of

behaviour.4

Etzel and Walker (1974) investigated the degree of congruence between general product

stereotypes and attitudes towards specific types of product from the same country.

Consumers revealed significant differences between general country attitudes and

specific product attributes by source country. Hafliill (1980) replicated Etzel and

Walker's study by using the same test products, countries and measuring instruments. He

also found significant differences between country image and specific product image.

Fred L. Schreier. (1963). Modern Marketing Research: A behavioural Science Approach. Belmont.
California. Wadsworth. p.273.
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Roth and Romeo (1992) predicted a consumer's purchase willingness through the

identification of product-country matches as was discussed in the previous chapter, and

Hampton (1977) indicates that perceived risk has an inverse relationship with the

willingness to buy products manufactured in developing countries. In this study, attitude

is defined as consumers' evaluation of the object, positive/neutral/negative feelings for

the product or convictions linked to a specific product. The relationship between image

and attitude can be explained by a model which was proposed by Woodruff (1961,

p. 109) as Figure 3. 1. The model implies that mental images lead to favourable or

tinfavourable attitudes toward the product or concept.

Figure 3.1
The Relationship between Image and Attitude
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3.4 Two Possible Interpretations as Models

Since the purpose of this study is to identify the role of country image through the test of

country image dimensions and product attributes in consumers' product evaluations, the

translation of the concepts into variables - attributes/dimensions on which relevant
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objects of products and countries can be measured - is needed, Thus, models could be

conceptualised as shown in Figure 3.2. Inclusion of familiarity and knowledge variables

in these models is necessary, because the variables related to familiarity emerged as

distinct through factor and reliability analyses in previous research (Johansson, Douglas,

and Nonaka, 1985; Papadopoulos, Heslop, and Bamossy, 1989).

There are two possible ways for interpreting the relationships between product image

and country image. One is that consumers use country image in product evaluation when

they are unable to detect the product quality or are unfamiliar with a country's products.

That is, country image may act as a halo for consumers' product evaluations (Model A in

Figure 3.2). For example, Erickson et at (1984) found that the image variable, country of

origin, appeared to have direct effects on beliefs and not on attitudes. The other is that

product image may help country image, as a summary construct, to summarise

consumers' beliefs about product attributes, when consumers are familiar with a

country's products. Model B in Figure 3.2 shows the summary construct function of

country image in consumers' attitudes toward the products.

Figure 3.2

Causal Relationships Among the Three Constructs

Model IA] as a halo Function

Country	 Product
	

Attitudes

Image as	 Image as
	

Tonard

Beliefs	 Beliefs
	

Produc1j

r Country 1	 Product

Image as	 J Image as

Beliefs ]
	

Beliefs

Attitudes

-U	 To ard

Products

Model [B] as a Summary Construct Function



86

Notes: Arrows show direction of influence:

shows direct affections, and

indicates indirect affections.

In the above Figure 3.2, model [A] shows that country image fulfils a halo function,

because country image as beliefs affects directly the consumers' perceptions, for product

evaluations to occur. Thus, consumers make inferences about product quality, in general,

from the country image, and they are willing to behave favourably, or unfavourably

toward products from that country.

Otherwise, model [B] shows that country image fulfils a summary construct function.

That is, consumers bring their image of product attributes as perceptions into country

image, and country image indirectly affects consumers' attitude toward products from

the country. In the model, country image as beliefs, is measured by nineteen items from

four country image dimensions, covering consuniers' general knowledge and specific

knowledge about the country (questions: Cl to C19 of country image questionnaire).

Product image as beliefs on the car products is measured with 12 items from five product

attributes (questions; P1 to P12 of product image questionnaire). Finally, consumers'

attitudes toward the car products is measured as their purchase willingness (question:

P13 of product image questionnaire).

3.5 Summary

This chapter has provided the hypotheses to be tested in the following two chapters,

developed from the literature review in Chapter 2. The hypotheses are based on three

basic questions:

• Are there differences between consumer groups' beliefs when the countries of origin

have different levels of economic development?

• Are there differences between consunier groups' beliefs regarding products which

come from countries of origin which have different levels of economic development?.
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• What are the relationships between the three sub-constructs of country image,

product image, and purchase willingness, and do they best describe country image as

a halo or a summary construct?

In the second part of this chapter, the constructs of the proposed model have been

illustrated with the sub-constructs of country image, product image and purchase

willingness. Finally the models were developed based on Han's (1989) causal models, in

order to test the hypotheses to justify the role of country image, and to interpret the

relationships amount of the three sub-constructs. One model tests the halo function, and

the other the summary construct function. In the following chapter the limitations of

previous studies in terms of methodology will be discussed, and the methodology

employed in this study will be explained. Chapter 4 will also provide an initial statistical

analysis of instrument reliability and validity.
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Chapter 4

Research Methodology

"All good intellects have repeas'ed, si/ice Bacon 'S ti/ne,

that there can he /10 real knowledge hut that which is

based on observed/acts." - Auguste Coinle (1853)

4.1 Introduction

The literature review in Chapter 2 identified the following research methodological

limitations which can be summarised as follows. First, most product-country image

studies used the single cue, particularly until the mid 1980s. Second, there is a lack of

measurement validation. It is difficult to assess the extent and nature of the country

image impact on product evaluations without an accurate instrument to measure it. As a

result, there are no integrative, conceptual models to provide the causal effects of

country of origin (COO) and the country of target (COT). Third, most of the research

has been conducted in North America and many of the previous studies have been limited

to US respondents.

Thus, this chapter discusses the limitations of methodology used in previous research and

the methodology employed in data collection for this study. The first section of this

chapter outlines the nature of research and the methodological issues in research design.

The second section presents data collection procedures, and discusses the country image

dimensions and product attributes as measures of product-country images. This section

also explains subjects and questionnaire design for the development of the prototype

automobiles experiment. The third section shows the results of a factor analysis of

variables for the establishment of instrument reliability and validity. Finally, the

procedures for hypothesis tests are presented, with descriptive statistics.
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4.2 The Philosophy of Research Design

4.2.1 Nature of Research

Easterby-Smith et al., (1991) categorise management research into three main types:

pure, applied and action research. These are distinguished primarily by the outcomes that

are assumed to emerge - although the distinctions do not hold clearly in practice. Firstly,

the key feature of pure research is that it is intended to lead to theoretical developments

with a possibility of practical implication. There are three types of outcomes, Hawthorn

Effect as discovery, Taylor's Scientific Management' as invention and Herzberg's theory

of motivation 2 as research reflection.

Secondly, applied research is intended to lead to the solution of specific problems which

could explain the event rather than simply describing things. This research, commonly, is

applied for evaluation of the process and results of particular courses of action - such as

the reorganisation of business process, or the introduction of new technology. Finally,

action research involves participants (the researcher and the researched) who are sharing

understandings through the research findings.

A laboratory experiment is the most controlled method of data collection. It is

distinguished from the field experiment, primarily in terms of environment. The

laboratory experiment is one in which an investigator creates a situation with the desired

conditions and then manipulates some while controlling other variables, while a field

experiment is a research study in a realistic or natural situation, although it involves the

manipulation of one or more independent variables under as carefully controlled

conditions as the situation will permit. That is, the analyst creates a setting for a

laboratory experiment, whereas a field experiment is conducted in a natural setting

(Churchill, Jr., 1995).

Taylor, F.W., (1947). Scientific Management. London. Harper and Row.
2 Hcrzberg. F., Mausner. B. arid Snydcrman. B.B,. (1959). The Motivation to Work. New York. Wiley.
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According to Kerlinger (1986, p.372), "field studies are nonexperimental scientific

inquiries aimed at discovering the relations and interactions among sociological,

psychological, and educational variables in real social structures." Scientific studies that

systematically pursue relations and test hypotheses, that are ex post facto, and that are

done in real-life-like situations like classrooms are also considered field studies

(Kerlinger, 1986).

There are certain advantages and disadvantages which result from the different

procedures in the laboratory type and the field type experiments. Whereas the field

experiment is typically more externally valid, the laboratory experiment is genera1y

believed to be more internally valid because of the greater control it affords. Internal

validity refers to the ability to attribute the effect that was observed to the experimental

variable and not to other factors.

External validity focuses on the problems of collecting data demonstrating that the

changes in the criterion variable observed in the experiment as a result of changes in the

predictor variables can be expected to occur in other situations. Furthermore, in the

laboratory experiment, 3 those who agreed to participate may not be representative of the

large population of consumers. Because the location of the study is atypical, those who

willingly participate in such a study may be systematically different from whose who

decline to participate (Churchill, Jr., 1995).

Prior research on product-country images can be described as demonstrational in nature;

most research was concerned with demonstrating the existence of the country of origin

effect under a variety of circumstances (Peterson and Jolibert, 1995). Ozsomer and

Cavusgil (1991) concluded that "most of the recent country of origin studies provide us

with little generalisable knowledge" (p.274). Likewise, despite the extensive amount of

It is questionable	 hether the results can be gciieraliscd to oilier populations and settings, because
laboratory experiments are more artificial than field experiments (Lynch. Jr.. 1982).

They also argue that "the construct itself is relatively ambiguous and has been interpreted and
operationalised in widely divergent ways in the literature" (p.885).

Which is an updated article of the Bilkcy and Nes work.
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research that has been conducted on the country of origin effect, a fundamental question

remains: hoii' general/sable is Ihe con/lily of or/gill ffect?

Consider the findings of single - versus multiple - cue studies. Single-cue studies of the

influence of country of origin on product perceptions and purchase intentions have been

criticised on the basis that the significant results that have been obtained are likely reflect

methodological artifacts rather than substantive differences (e.g., Bilkey and Nes, 1982;

Johansson, Douglas and Nonaka, 1985; Ozsomer and Cavusgil, 1991).

The study described here is experimental in nature. The design of this research is an ex

posi faclo (it means 'from what is done afterward.') laboratory study which used a

questionnaire to collect data from controlled sampling groups (Churchill, Jr., 1995; Katz,

1953; Kerlinger, 1986). That is, this study used controlled experimental group sampling.

The sample was both representative of the population of interest and could offer the

insight sought (Churchill, Jr., 1995; Kerlinger, 1986). The appropriateness of this sample

is discussed later in this chapter.

4.2.2 Methodological Issues in Research Design

Easterby-Smith et al. (1991, p.22) note that there are two appropriate philosophical

positions from which method should be driven; one is phenomenology, and the other is

positivism. Although it is possible to draw up comprehensive lists of assumptions and

methodological implications associated with each position, it is not possible to identiFy

any one philosopher who ascribes to all aspects of one particular view.

The key idea of positivism is that the social world exists externally, and that its properties

should be measured through objective methods, rather than being inferred subjectively

through sensation, reflection or intuition. Auguste Comte (1853) states two assumptions:

firstly, that reality is external and objective; secondly, that knowledge is only of
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significance if it is based on observations of this external reality. There are a number of

propositions of positivism as below (Easterby-Smith et al., 1991, p.23):

1. independeiice: the observer is independent of what is being observed;

2. value-freedom: the choice of what to study, and how to study it, can be

determined by objective criteria rather than by human beliefs and interests;

3. causality: the aim of social sciences should be to identify causal explanations

and fundamental laws that explain regularities in human social behaviour;

4. hypothelico-deduclive: science proceeds through a process of hypothesising

fundamental laws and then deducing what kinds of observations will

demonstrate the truth of falsity of these hypotheses;

5. operalioiialisatioiz: concepts need to be operationalised in a way which

enables facts to be measured quantitatively;

6. reduclionisni: problems as a whole are better understood if they are reduced

into the simplest possible elements,

7. generalisation: in order to be able to generalise about regularities in human

and social behaviour it is necessary to select samples of sufficient size;

8. cross-sectional analysis: such regularities can most easily be identified by

making comparisons of variations across samples.

The view that positivism provides the best way of investigating human and social

behaviour originated as a reaction to metaphysical speculation (Aiken, 1956). Kuhn

(1962) used the term of 'paradigm' to describe the progress of scientific discoveries in

practice. Most of the time, according to Kuhn, science progresses in tiny steps, which

refine and extend what is already 'known'. But occasionally experiments start to produce

results that do not fit into existing theories and patterns.6

The result of this is a 'scientific revolution' which not only provides new theories, but

which may also alter radically the way people see the world, and the kind of questions

that scientists consider important to investigate. This combination of new theories and

questions is referred to as a new paradigm - 'phenomenology' (Easterby-Smith et a!.,

6 Major scientific advances are not always produced by a logical and rational application of scientilic
method, e.g., the discoveiy of penicillin by Fleming.
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1991). Easterby-Smith et al. attempt to summarise the main differences between the

positivist and the phenomenological viewpoints (see Figure 4.1).

Figure 4. 1

Key Features of Positivist and Phenomenologica! Paradigms

Positivist paradigm	 Phenomenological paradigm

Basic beliefs	 • The world is external and • The world is socially constructed and

objective	 subjective

• Observer is independent
	 • Observer is part of what observed

• Science is value-free	 • Science is driven by human interests

Researcher	 • focus on facts	 • focus on meanings

should:	 • look for causality and • tiy to understand what is happening

fundamental laws	 • look at the totality of each situation

• reduce	 phenomena	 to • develop ideas through induction from

simplest elements	 data

formulate hpotlieses and

then test them

Preferred	 • operationalising concepts so • using multiple methods to establish

methods	 that they can be measured
	

different views of phenomena

include:	 • taking large samples	 small samples investigated in depth

or over time

Burrell and Morgan (1979) suggest that all approaches to research in the social sciences

are based on interrelated sets of assumptions regarding ontology, human nature, and

epistemology. Concerning the relationship between these issues and methodology,

Morgan and Smircich (1980) provide us with a useftil map 7 for overviewing different

research methods. They argue that the dichotomy between qualitative and quantitative

methods is a rough and oversimplified one. No research methods, whether qualitative or

quantitative, can be considered or presented in the abstract, because the choice and

adequacy of a method embodies a variety of assumptions regarding the nature of

knowledge and the methods by which it can be obtained, as well as a set of assumptions

about the nature of the phenomena to be investigated.

See Morgan & Sniircicli (1980. p.492) for a review
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4.3 Research Design with Experiments

The nature of experimental design is very different from exploratory or descriptive

designs. The classic experimental design consists of two comparable groups: an

experimental group and a control group. These two groups are equivalent except that the

experimental group is exposed to the independent variable (also termed the treatment)

and the control group is not. One measurement, the pre-test, is taken for all cases prior

to the introduction of the independent variable in the experimental group; a second, the

post-test, is taken for all cases after the experimental group has been exposed to the

independent variable. The difference in measurements between post-test and pre-test is

compared between the two groups.

This study is focusing on consumer groups' beliefs about the country and its products,

and consumers' purchase willingness. The differences between consumer groups' beliefs

of the country, its products and their purchase willingness are tested as sub-constructs of

country of origin (COO) and country of target (COT). The consumer groups come from

the different levels of economic development in countries.

Frankfort-Nachmias and Nachmias (1996) note that examining the effect of more than

one independent variable requires a large number of experimental groups and a factorial

design. Thus, by experimental test with experiments, this study investigates the

differences of COT consumers' beliefs on four countries as COO and their products. (see

Table 4.1).

In an effort to test the hypotheses presented in Chapter 3 and to generalise the findings,

the present research employed the experimental groups with 4 x 4 design. Those groups

act as a point of comparison with country of origin (COO) by country of target (COT).

By using experimental groups, the experiment involved presenting subjects with pictures,

descriptions and specifications of the car products. (see Appendix C for the experiment).
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Table 4. 1

An Experimental Design with Experiments

Country of Origin (COO)	 More Developed Countries 	 Less Developed Countries

Germany	 Italy	 Korea	 Malaysia

Consumer Groups (COT)

Europe	 United Kingdom	 UKGR	 UKIT	 UKKR	 UKMA

America	 United Stales	 USGR	 USIT	 USKR	 USMA

Asia	 Hong Kong	 HKGR	 HKIT	 FIKKR	 HKMA

Oceania	 Australia	 AUGR	 AUIT	 AUKR	 AUMA

Informational copies of the product as brochure were prepared which included key

features and specifications of the prototype car product. Data were collected within an 8

week timeframe from 4 experimental groups from each country. Subjects from four

countries were asked to evaluate 19 items of country image and 12 items of car product

attributes using a seven-point semantic differential scale. Subjects were also asked to

respond to a question of purchase willingness as their attitudes toward the products and

6 items of general! demographic content. At each session, the subjects responded to one

country and its prototype automobile products using a pseudo country of origin.

4.3.1 Selection of Products and Countries

Some of the previous research has obtained "global" product evaluations asking subjects

to rate "products from country X" generally (e.g., Nagashima, 1997), while some has

focused on specific product categories (e.g., Kaynak and Cavusgil, 1983). It is well

known that consumers classif' products into categories (categorisation) and apply

organised prior knowledge about the categories (schemas) to evaluate new products

(Meyers-Levy and Tybout, 1989).

Papadopoulos (1993) noted that proponents of the product-specific stream argue that

images vary across product categories, and therefore global evaluations are irrelevant.

The reverse argument is that category-specific origin images cannot be generalised to the
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overall image of an origin country, and that, conversely, if the product-specific argument

is carried to its logical conclusion, then the images of categories are also irrelevant in

relation to specific brands. Finally, Papadopoulos concludes that consumers have no

difficulty attaching country images to any level of products, because the origin images of

brands, companies, product categories, and all products from a given country represent

various levels of abstraction [cf. Han's (1989) views).

As Urban et.al. (1996, p.'F7) noted, really-new products shift market structures,

represent new technologies, require consumer learning, and induce behaviour changes.

Thus, the selection of a car product as a prototype for this study is based on the

following assumptions:(1) undergraduate students are likely to be. faxiac with th

product, (2) the product is important enough to undergraduate students for them to have

perceptions as product image, and (3) current brand names of car models were not used,

and a prototype model was developed so that subjects' evaluations would not be biased

by previous experiences or already formed brand perceptions.

Major research on product-country images has been conducted in mainly one country,

the United States (Han and Terpstra, 1988; Hong and Wyer, 1990; Martin and Eroglu,

1993; Wang, 1978), although some has been conducted cross-nationally (Du Preez et al.,

1994; Nagashima, 1970; Narayana, 1981; Papadopoulos et al., 1987; Roth and Romeo,

1992). For this study, the car products 8- as a prototype model - were selected from four

countries in two country categories which are in different stages of economic

development and with dispersed socio-cultural characteristics - namely, Germany and

Italy as developed countries, and Korea9 and Malaysia as developing countries' 0 (see

Table 4.1).

8 Consumers are, particularly within the automobile product category. prone to using countiy of origin
categories to streamline their decision making when the amount of attribute information is large and
otherwise difficult to integrate (Huber and McCann. 1982; Strutton et aL, 1994).

In this study, this refers to South Korea only. North Korea has not exported any branded car products
and is not recognised as a car manufacturing country in the world.
10 Two categories are adopted from the World Bank. OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development) and UNCTD (United Nations Conference on Trade and Development) based on the
level of economic development of those countries. The indicators are often expressed in GDP per capita.
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All four countries have indigenous car producers (e.g., Volkswagen in Germany, Fiat in

Italy, Hyundai in Korea, and Proton in Malaysia). Specifically, product-country images

tend to vary significantly between countries, and those images can influence consumers'

attitudes and their purchase behaviour (Cattin, Jolibert and Lohnes, 1982; Han, 1989;

Karnins and Nagashima, 1993; Nagashirna, 1970, 1977; Martin and Eroglu, 1992).

The following two criteria (A, B) are used to choose four countries as country of origin

and four countries as country of target using the OECD and EIU reports on each

country as follows;

A. Level of economic development : this indicator is often quoted as GDP per head as

shown in the reports. The three levels are;

(1) More developed countries: GDP per capita> $13,000

(e.g., USA, Germany, UK, Italy, Australia)

(2) Less developed countries: $13,000 > GDP per capita > $1,000

(e.g., Korea, Malaysia, South Africa, Hong Kong")

(3) Developing countries: GDP per capita < $1,000

(e.g., Nigeria, Zimbabwe)

B. Geographical areas European and Asian countries are selected as country of origin

for the product, and four continents, in terms of target markets, are selected as test-

places to compare the consumers' perceptions toward origin countries and their car

products, and to compare their product purchase willingness (see Table 4.2).

Indicator of 1-long Kong s GDP per head is over US$ 13.000. But the country belongs to NICs. as one
of the Asian Tiger Countries- i.e., Korea. Singapore. and Taiwan.
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Table 4.2

Country of Origin of Product and Test Countries12

Countiy of Origin	 To Be Tested

From	 GDP per capita	 In	 GDP per capita

More	 Germany	 29.500	 Australia	 19.240

Developed	 Italy	 19.100	 UK	 18.875

Countries*	 U S A	 27.505

Less	 Korea	 8.540	 Hong Kong***	 2 1.833

Developed	 Malaysia	 3.627

Countries**

Notes : 1) Figures in US$ 2) * 1995 IndIcators 	 i)	 J95'4 inuicators 4)' is uii ui INILS

Source: EIU Country Profiles

4.3.2 The Variables

What really affects consumers' attitudes toward products? What are the components of

consumer beliefs about a country and its products? It is important to construct concepts

determined by multiple item measures, or an overall evaluation of product-country

images.

It is widely accepted that "image" essentially represents a collection and judgement of

both intrinsic and extrinsic attributes of objects and classes of objects. Intrinsic attributes

can range from the components of a product to the economic indicators of a country.

Similarly, extrinsic attributes range from a product's price to an image of a country. In

order to move from the conceptual to the empirical level of images, concepts are

converted into variables. As we discussed in Chapter 2 and Chapter 3, the product-

country images are converted into variables by translating them into a set of values.

12 There are arguments about the choice of car product which could be a test of patriotism (i.e.. Strulton
et al. 1994). Thus, in this study, different countries were selected as origin countries and test countries to
avoid respondents' patriotic biased perceptions.
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4.3.2.1 Country Image

The image of country plays a significant role in consumers' perceptions of products, and

is one of the extrinsic attributes that may become part of a product's total image. Thus,

defining and operationalisation of the dimensions of country image are necessary to

conduct research in this area. A single measure of overall quality has typically been used

to understand the impact of "made-in" stereotypes (e.g., Hong and Wyer, 1989; 1990).

Others have used multidimensional operationalisations of country image (e.g., Cattin,

Jolibert and Lohnes, 1982; Nagashima, 1970).

As Martin and Eroglu (1993) argued, there is as yet no validated instrument available to

assess country image without tapping into the image of products from the respective

country. However, such an approach seems to restrict the concept of country image in

respect to consumer perceptions about countries' products, as well as feelings towards

their people. The desired level of interaction between product and country images were

found to be aspects of country stereotyping (e.g., Chao, 1989; Roth and Romeo, 1992;

Morello, 1984).

A product's country of manufacture has been found to serve as a surrogate indicator and

hence is a salient dimension of overall evaluation in the event that little else is known

about the product (Cattin, Jolibert and Lohnes, 1982; Kamins and Nagashima, 1993;

Schooler, 1965). Roth and Romeo (1992) noted that past country of origin research has

often treated country quality as a summary construct, rather than as a defined set of

dimensions from which quality is inferred. However, country image involves symbolic

meaning, and is more than the overall quality evaluation or attributes such as technical

advancedness, price-value, etc.

Although Roth and Romeo (1992) argued that the little research has indicated that

country image is a multidimensional construct, country image has been consistently

identified as a multi-dimensional concept (e.g., Cattin, Jolibert and Lohiies, 1982; Jaffe

and Nebenzahl, 1984; Han and Terpstra, 1988; Johansson and Nebenzahl, 1986; White,

1979). Several analytic and multi-dimensional scaling studies have indirectly implied
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some dimensions of country image across various countries (Johansson and Moinpour,

1977; Johansson et al., 1985).

As discussed in the previous Chapter, for this study, the country image construct is

defined by four dimensions (see Table 4.3) whose domains are (1) political, (2)

economic, (3) technological, and (4) socio-cultural desirability (e.g., Martin and Eroglu,

1993).

Table 4.3

Dependent and Independent Variables

for Country Image

Dependent	 Independent
Variables	 Variables

Political	 • environment
• civilian Vs military
• autocratic Vs democratic

Economic	 • development
• industrialisation
• market system
• environment

Technological	 • quality
Advancement	 • production system

• technological research
Socio-cultural	 • labour costs

• literacy rate
• welfare system

___________________ • living standard

Country of origin studies have generally operationalised image as perceptions of

products from a country: of overall quality, of its attributes, and/or of marketing and

production properties of the country (Roth and Romeo, 1990). Thus, a valid operational

measure may help resolve some of the methodological and conceptual issues raised in the

area of country image research.

Martin and Eroglu (1993) noted the results of the factor analysis and further tests

provided significant support for three, not four, underlying dimensions, because social

desirability is captured by the three factors of economic, political, and technological

aspects. They followed Churchill's (1979) procedures to capture the concept of country

image. However, in this study country image is theoretically hypothesised to have four
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dimensions which include a socio-cultural construct. The results of a factor analysis of

the collected data are illustrated in the later part of this chapter.

4.3.2.2 Product Image

Johansson (1989) noted that country of origin effects are strongest for buyers with little

or no product familiarity. The reasoning is that where little information on product

attributes is stored in internal memory, more or less relevant indirect evidence (like

country of origin) is employed to evaluate products and brands.

Recently, some of the research in the country of origin topic area ñas been conducted to

test for the role of country image and subjects' beliefs about specific automobiles and

their attributes (Anderson and Cunningham, 1972; Du Preez, Diamantopoulos, and

Schlegelmilch, 1994; Erickson, Johansson, and Chao, 1984; Halfhill, 1980; Han, 1989;

Johansson, Douglas, and Nonaka, 1985; Johansson and Nebenzahl, 1986; Johansson and

Thorelli, 1985).

Using a system of simultaneous equations with automobiles as the target product,

Johansson, Douglas, and Nonaka (1985) noted that the presence of a halo effect

appeared to influence ratings on specific attributes. Erickson, Johansson and Chao

(1984) examined only a single product, automobiles, for which considerable information

is readily available and for which evaluations are likely to be based on some objective

characteristics. An advantage of using automobiles is that the country of origin has

become an important factor in this market. Also, country of origin is relatively easy to

identify for this product class.

Han and Terpstra's (1988) finding suggests that though individual country image differs

between product categories, the country image on specific product attributes can be

generalised across product categories. Therefore, in this study, automobiles are selected

for the illustrations because consumers are considered likely to be aware of the country
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of origin of selected products. 13 Table 4.4 shows dependent and independent variables

for the product image.

Table 4.4
Dependent and Independent Variables

for Product Image

Dependent
Variables

Quality
Prestige

Technical
Advancedness

Design

Price

Independent Variables

• guaiity in generai
• pride of ownership
• class
• brand recognition
• advancement
• workmanship
• performance
• hchnn1niril deic

• styling
• colour
• nrice

4.3.2.3 Purchase Willingness

Some studies have investigated consumers' willingness to buy products from certain

countries. For instance, Johansson et al. (1985) suggest that previous experience with a

particular country and/or product category may influence the country of origin effect.

Roth and Romeo (1992) found that willingness to buy a product from a particular

country will be high when the country image is also an important characteristic for the

product category.' 4 Han (1989) also looked at the influence of patriotism on purchase

willingness. Thus, in this study, prediction of willingness to buy is being investigated as a

variable of consumer attitude to define the role of country image in product evaluations.

13 In this study, the use of car products as a means of studying country image ignores the fact that some
automobiles have parts produced in one country and assembled in others.
' Their findings noted that, when favourable matches exist, consumers' willingness to buy products can
be enhanced by promoting country of origin (cell 1. Figure 2.1 in Chapter 2)
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4.3.3 Subjects

Papadopoulos et al., (1990) argued that most earlier studies were not specifically focused

on the question of domestic versus foreign products, and that there were methodological

weaknesses which were often due to the inherent difficulties of conducting research in

foreign countries (e.g., extensive use of convenience samples, such as students, lack of a

transnational perspective, and inadequate conceptualisation - Bilkey and Nes, 1982).

It is rarely possible to contact all units in a population, so that a sample invariably has to

be selected (Bryman and Cramer, 1990). Moreover, in order to be able to generalise to a

wide population, a representative sample is required. As a primary objective of the study

was to define the role of country image, as country of origin effects, convenience

samples of undergraduate students are used. These samples also can be viewed as

nationally representative to compare consumers' evaluations of the prototype car

products from four origin countries.

The use of student samples in consumer research is commonly disparaged and pointed at

as reason to doubt the generalisability of research results. But Liefeld's (1993) results of

the meta-analysis do not support this view. Liefeld concluded that if the products

employed in experiments are products which students use and which are part of their

consumer realities, then the use of student samples is clearly appropriate (1994, p.148).

Undergraduate students also provide an invaluable contribution to the study, because

they are the prospective buyers in the near future and are familiar with the car products.

Undergraduate students have been commonly used in such studies in the past (Eroglu

and Machleit, 1989; Hong and Wyer, 1990; Thorelli et a!., 1989).

Sample size primarily depends upon the degree of accuracy that is needed, i.e. how

representative is the sample of the population with respect to the characteristics/

variables of interest. The accuracy will depend upon two characteristics of that

population for which the sample is to stand proxy: (a) Degree of variability in the

population: populations which have high degrees of heterogeneity require larger samples
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than those populations which are more homogeneous. (b) The presence of population

sub-groups: the sample must be large enough to allow a valid analysis of any sub-groups

that may be present in the population. The sample size of 320 undergraduate students is

adequate for this study at the 95% confidence interval (Churchill, Jr., 1995). Respondent

characteristics are shown in Table 5.1 in Chapter 5.

The subjects consist of 320 undergraduate students from 4 countries (see Table 5.1). It

consists of 80 students who are all in business study classes from the Curtin University

of Technology at Perth in West Australia, 80 second year undergraduate students from

marketing subject classes at the Hong Kong Baptist University, 80 undergraduate

students at the University of Reading in the UK, and 80 undergraduate students from the

University of San Francisco in the United States.

4.3.4 Questionnaire Design

Questionnaires are structured lists of questions which are asked directly to the

respondent to investigate their attitudes, beliefs, feelings, knowledge about countries and

products, and demographic characteristics. The questionnaire was drawn up in English.

It was not necessary to translate English into another language version and then back-

translate into English to identify errors (Douglas and Craig, 1983) because all subjects

use English as their native or official language.

The questionnaire consists of38 questions in three parts (see Table 4.5). In the first part,

each country has to be evaluated with four dimensions of country image utilising

Nagashima's seven-point semantic differential scales. The second part involved the

evaluation of five attributes of car products and purchase willingness of products using

Nagashima's seven-point scales with a visual information brochure of a prototype

automobile product. The last part included questions about product familiarity,

ownership, usage of car, and socio-demographics. The subjects are asked to circle on the

scale from 1 to 7, or to tick the appropriate box to give the best reflection of their

perceptions.
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Table 4.5

Questions on Product-Country Images

Dimensions/Attributes	 Questions
General Knowledge about the country 	 • country,

___________ _____________________________ • PETS (4)
Political	 • environment

• civilian Vs military
• autocratic Vs democratic

Country	 Economic	 • development
Image	 Beliefs	 • industrialisation
(19)	 on	 • market system

• environment
Technological 	 • quality

• production system
• technological research

Socio-cultura( • %abour costs
• literacy rate
• welfare system
• living standard

Interests on the product 	 • interests
Quality	 • quality in general
Prestige	 • pride of ownership

• class
• brand recognition

Product	 Beliefs	 Technology	 • advancement
Image	 on	 • workmanship
(12)	 • performance

_________________________________ • Technological design
Design	 • styling

• colour
Price	 • price

Attitude (1)	 Willingness	 • purchase intention
General	 Car Product &	 • knowledge. ownership etc.

(6)	 Demographic	 • sex. age

From a theoretical standpoint researchers in the area of country image effects have

become increasingly sensitive to its theoretical and methodological dimensions.

Although Martin and Eroglu (1993) argued that there is no validated scale for measuring

country image per Se, the Nagashima scale is widely quoted and utilised in studies of

product-country images (i.e., Canttin, Jolibert and Lohnes, 1982; Han, 1989; Han and

Terpstra, 1988; Jaffe and Nebenzahl, 1984; Lillis and Narayana, 1974; Martin and

Eroglu, 1992; Narayana, 1981; White, 1979).
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4.3.4.1 Development of Experiments : The Product Brochure

The experiments on the prototype car product were developed to stimulate respondents

to answer the questionnaire on product image. The brochure was based on a hypothetical

model which is being developed in a car manufacturer's engineering design centre in the

UK. The brochure consists of the text for product development, illustrations of the

model, key features of the car and vehicle specifications.' 5 The brand was named as

"XV2000" for the product supposedly coming, for the millennium, from the countries of

origin. Identical contents of the brochure were applied to all countries as country of

origin.

The text reads as follows "our brief was to develop a high performance. low environmental impact

car utilising the most ad anced technology. After 5 years of intensive research and development the

XV2000 was born. The car brings together in perfect harmony: an ultra-efficient ceramic engine which

utilises a Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) direct injection fuelling sstem. This power unit achieves near

zero emission of en ironmentall y harmful substances. Extensive use has been made of aluminium-alloy

in the chassis. suspension and both. which has resulted in a 40% weight reduction over traditional car

construction materials. Ad anced driver control s stems are integral to the design. These include: drive

by wire, head-tip displa iiistnimentation. all wheel drive and steer. and satellite navigation. The

XV2000 is designed to maximise passenger safety and conifort. The bodyshell is many times more rigid

than conventional designs. and the passenger conipartment is encased by a patented energy dissipating

system which has been shown to absorb impact much more effectiveJ than conveiitional protection bars

and crumple zones. For the drier. the veliicles advanced electronic control systems, chassis and

suspension combine to enable the utilisation of the car's high performance across a wide range of

weather and road conditions. The XV2000 is designed to minimise environmental impact. The engine is

over 75% more efficient that coiwentional engines of similar power. The extensive use of allo ys means

that 90% of the car can be economically recycled. The XV2000 provides safety and high performance

with minimum environmental impact".

The key features of the product are (a) ultra-efficient ceramic engine, (b) Compressed

Natural Gas (CNG) fuel, (c) direct injection fuelling system, (d) near zero emission

technology, (e) aluminium-alloy chassis and body, (1) active ride suspension, (g)

advanced driver control systems: drive by wire, head-up display instrumentation, all

See Appendix C for details on the vehicle specification.
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wheel drive and steer, satellite navigation, and filly electronic vehicle controlling system,

and (h) over 90% of component recyclability.

4.3.5 Data Collection Procedure

The subjects were provided with a set of questionnaires pertaining to their beliefs on the

country and its products, and purchase willingness toward the car products. In an effort

to test the hypotheses presented in Chapter 3, the present research used experimental

groups with a 4 x 4 design. By using experimental groups, we controlled most of the

intrinsic and extrinsic factors that could threaten the validity of the experiment. The

experiment involved presenting subjects with car product descriptions (i.e., a brochure

for the prototype car products). Data was collected from 4 groups from each country.

The following instructions were given on the letters to administrators to conduct the

survey properly as Appendix A.

INSTRUCTIONS

A. Subject Grouping

1. About 100 subjects (undergraduate students) should be split into 4 groups.

2. Each group consists of around 25 subjects.

3. Each group answers a particular country's questionnaire (e.g., 1 group does Korea,

another Italy and so forth) and for the product supposedly coining from that country.

As you will see, the questionnaires are actually identical, with the only variable being

the country's name, and the implicit suggestion that the experimental car we're

studying comes from that country.

B. Steps for Data Collection

First Distribute the Country Image Questionnaires

1. Distribute the questionnaires of country image,
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2. Allow about 5 minutes to answer, and then

3. Collect the questionnaires.

Now Distribute the Brochure and the Product Image Questionnaire, MAKING SURE

that each group gets the brochure and product image questionnaire that matches the

country for which they have previously answered the Country Image Questionnaire. I.E.

Korea group gets Korea brochure and product image questionnaire.

1. Distribute the brochure of the car product, and allow about 5 minutes to read it

carefully.

2. Distribute the questionnaire on product image

3. Allow about 5 minutes to answer, and then

4. Collect the questionnaires

Please apply tile same procedures to each group.

Subjects were asked to evaluate four countries on each of 19 country image items under

four country image dimensions - political, economic, technological advancement, and

socio-cultural, and its car product attributes of 12 items using a seven-point semantic

differential scales (e.g., 1=unreliable, 7=reliable). Subjects were also asked to answer the

question of purchase willingness. At each session, the subjects responded to one country

and its car product using the hypothetical product brochure with descriptions.

4.4 Data Coding and Editing

As discussed earlier, a total of 320 subjects participated in the experiment. Upon

completion of the experiment, data was transferred from the questionnaires to the

computer for further data analysis. The data was keyed in by an operator other than the

principal researcher. Prior to the data input a unique number was placed on the top right-
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hand corner of each questionnaire (i.e., AU-CG-01 or AU-PG-01)' 6 in order to identify

all entries easily. Following the completion of data entry, a cross examination was made

for data input confirmation between questionnaires and output data. With completion of

data input by sorting of country of target (COT) and country of origin (COO) on the

Excel programme, all data was transferred to the Statistical Package for the Social

Sciences (SPSS) data analysis programme for the application of various techniques.

4.5 Instrument Reliability

Reliability is defined by Green, Tull, and Albaum (1988) as the extent to which scaling

results are free from experimental error. Kerlinger (1986) defines reliability as the

accuracy or precision of a measuring instrument. Assessment of reliability of instruments

was scarce in the field of marketing research till the I 970s (Jacoby, 1976; Peter, 1979).

Peter (1979) strongly recommended a change to this trend and offered the following

solutions (p.1 6):

• develop multi-item scales to measure constructs for appropriate reliability and validity;

• use coefficient alpha to assess the reliability of measurement scales in marketing

research.

From the beginning of the 1980s, assessment of reliability of multi-item scales in

marketing research became popular (Peter and Churchill, Jr., 1986). In accordance with

Peter's (1979), Churchill, Jr.'s, (1995), and Green, Tull and Albaum's (1988)

recommendations, the country image and product image consisted of 19 and 12 items

respectively, and Cronbach's (1951) coefficient alpha, which is the most commonly

accepted formula for assessing reliability (Churchill, Jr., 1995; Jaffe and Nebenzahl,

1984; Peter, 1979) was determined for the country image and product image

instruments. The statistics generally supported the reliability of the instrument as is

shown Table 4.6, with the obvious exceptions of economic development,

16 AU stands for test Country of Australia. CG for countr y of origin from Germam PG for product from

Germany and 01 for respondents number.
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industralisation, government style and political system (a = . 65, a = . 66, a = . 59, a =

.59) for country image, and product interest and purchase willingness (a = .47, a = . 36)

for product image, respectively.

Table 4.6

Reliability Statistics Obtained from the Study

	

Country Image as Beliefs 	 Cronbach s Alpha

Development (a .87)

product quality in general
	

86

technological research
	

86

labour costs
	

86

literacy rate
	

85

	

elfare system
	

86

li ing standards
	

83

KnowIedic (a = .92)

general kno ledge
	

89

politics
	

90

economy
	

88

technological advancement
	

91

socio-culture
	

90

Economic (a = .76)

economic development 	 .65

industrialisation	 .66

economic environment	 .72

mass production system	 .78

Government (a= .73)

politic environment
	

76

government style
	

59

political system
	

59

market s stem
	

70

Ptudut Image as Beliefs
	

Conbachs Alpha

New Product (a = .90)

overall quality	 .89

pride of ov% nership	 .89

social class	 .89

(Continued)
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(Continued)

technical advancement 	 .89

wiorkinanship	 .88

performance	 .88

technological design	 .88

styling	 .90

colour	 .90

price	 .89

Interests (a = .63)

product interest	 .47

brand recognition	 .70

purchase il1ingncss	 .36

4.6 Instrument Validity

As Peter (1979, p.6) noted, valid measurement is the s/lie qua iioii of science. In a

general sense, validity refers to the degree to which instruments truly measure the

constructs which they are intended to measure. The following aspects of the country

image and product image instruments' validity were assessed: convergent and

discriminant, for the items included in the country image and product image scales used

in this study were identified from the literature.

4.6.1 Convergent Validity

Convergent validity for the country image and product image measures is provided by

the extent to which it correlates highly with other methods designed to measure the same

construct (Churchill, Jr., 1979). The regression of the constructs on a related

independent measure shows an R2 = .69 for country image, and an R 2 = .45 for product

image, significant at level of p < .01. The statistics are summarised in Table 4.7.
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Table 4.7

Convergent Validity Statistics Obtained from the Study

Multiple Regression for Cøuntrv lmae {Dcpendcnt Variable General Kncn ledge about the Cotrntry

Independent Variables 18 Variables)

Multiple R	 .83366

RSquare	 .69498

Adjusted R Square	 .67674

Standard Error	 .77l4(J

Analysis of Variance

DF	 Sum of Squares	 Mean Square	 F	 Sig. F

Regression	 18	 408.10935	 22.67274	 38.10172	 .0000

Residual	 301	 179.11252	 .59506

MultJpk Regression for Product Image (Dependent Variable, interest on the Products

Independent Variables: 2 Variables)

Multiple R	 .67256

R Square	 .45233

Adjusted R Square	 .43093

StandardError	 1.19162

Analysis of Variance

DF	 Sum of Squares	 Mean Square	 F	 Sig. F

Regression	 12	 360.04463	 30.00372	 21.13000	 .0000

Residual	 307	 435.92725	 1.41996

4.6.2 Disc riminant Validity

Discriminant validity was determined by factor analysis, under the assumption that each

of the country image factors and product image factors would not correlate very highly

with another factor from which it should have differed (Campbell, 1960). The results of

the tests supported the validity of the instruments and are shown in Table 4.8 and in

Table 4.9, respectively.
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As discussed earlier, the research instruments were developed using thirty-two variables

on product-country images and consumers' purchase willingness which were identified

from the previous literature review. Nineteen variables were used to measure country

image. Twelve variables were used to measure product image, and one variable as

purchase willingness was used to measure respondents' attitudes toward products.

4.6.2.1 Evaluation of Country Image Variables

The first application of factor analysis was conducted on the nieasurement of nineteen

variables for country images. The analysis of the country image data produced a 4 factor

solution which was subjected to principal components factor analysis. The first four

factors explained 37.2%, 15.3%, 7.3% and 6.9% of the variance, respectively. The last

fihleen factors explained only from 4.4% to .7%. Then, the four factors were rotated

using varimax rotation. These factors were named "development" of the country,

"knowledge" about the country, "economic" and "government" of the country. These

factors with constituents are presented in Table 4.8.

4.6.2.2 Evaluation of Product Image Variables

The second application of factor analysis was conducted on the twelve variables for

product images and one variable for consumers' purchase willingness. The analysis of the

product image data produced a two factor solution which was subjected to principal

components factor analysis. The first two factors explained 45.5 and 10.5% of the

variance, respectively. The last eleven factors explained only from 6.8% to 1.9%. Then,

the two factors for product image were rotated using varimax rotation. These factors

were named "new product," and "recognition." These factors with constituents are

presented in Table 4.9.



Factor 3 Factor 4

.46

.82

.79

.56

	1.40
	

1.30

	

7.3
	

6.9
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A general correlation from the factor analysis proves us that the instrument used

possesses nomological and discriminant validity - items expected to load together indeed

did so. Varimax rotation ensures that the factors are orthogonal, and are therefore

unrelated, or "distinct."

Table 4.8

Factor Loadings of Country Image Variables

Variables

Development

product quality in general

tecimological research

labour costs

literacy rate

welfare system

living standard

Kflo%led1!c

general knowledge

politics

economy

tecimological advancement

socio-culture

Economic

economic development

industrialisation

economic environment

mass production system

Government

politic environment

government style

political system

market system

Eigenvalue

Variance Explained

(n - 320)

Factor 1	 Factor 2

.77

.64

.77

.70

.67

.84

.85

.86

.89

.80

.84

	

7.07	 2.91

	

37.2	 15.3

.58

.66

.55

.78
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Variables

Table 4.9

Factor Loadings of Product Image Variables

(N = 320)

Factor 1 Factor 2

Product

overall quality	 .62

pride of ownership 	 .74

social class	 .75

technical advancement	 .73

orkmanship	 .78

performance	 .72

technological design 	 .75

styling	 .58

colour	 .59

price	 .76

Interests

product interest 	 .73

brand recognition	 .62

purchase willingness	 .81

Eigenvalue
	

5.92
	

1.37

Variance Explained
	

45.5
	

10.5

4.7 Procedures and Descriptive Statistics

Before testing the hypotheses, a brief discussion on the procedures and descriptive

statistics for the variables is in order. Table 4.10 shows an analysis matrix (4 x 4)17 which

is developed to compare the differences between two levels of economic development of

countries as country of origin and the 4 test countries which represent each continent as

country of target.

17 4x4 stands for two levels of econoniic development-More De eloped Countr y (MDC) and Less
Developed Country (LDC) as product origin country and 4 test countries from each continent. Europe.
America, Asia, and Oceania as target markets.
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Table 4.10

Analysis Matrix for Product-Country Images

and Purchase Willingness

Countiy of Origin (COO) 	 More Developed Couniries	 Less Developed Countries

Countiy of Target (COT)	 Gcrrnaiiy	 Ital	 Korea	 Malaysia

United Kingdom	 I	 IJKGR 2	 UKIT	 3	 IJKKR 4 UKMA

United Slates	 5	 USGR	 6	 USIT	 7	 USKR	 8	 USMA

Hong Kong	 9	 HKGR 10	 1-IKIT	 11 HKKR 12 FIKMA

Australia	 13 AUGR 14	 AUIT	 15 AUKR 16 AUMA

Notes: 1) More Developed Countries (MUC) Australia, (Jenuany, Italy, United Kingdom, USA

2) Less Developed Countries (LDC); Hong Kong, Korea, Malaysia

The first procedure, MANOVA with repeated measures on the country image variables

and product image variables was used for two steps of the analysis. MANOVA was used

to examine if there were significant overall differences within subjects' beliefs on

countries and their products. If significant overall differences were found, then in the

second step, the researcher looked into the univariate analyses for further examination of

significant differences in each of variables of product-country images.

The results of the multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) tests are presented in the

order of appearance of the hypotheses. For purposes of hypothesis tests, the hypotheses

presented in this study were expressed in the null form. The significance level of less than

.05 was used to reject null hypotheses and to support alternate hypotheses. Descriptive

mean statistics of the variables for country image and product image used in this study

are provided in Table 4.11 and Table 4. 12 respectively.

The second procedure, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), was used to examine

whether significant differences existed between the subject groups as country of target

(COT) which are United Kingdom, United States, Hong Kong and Australia, and

between the four product origin countries as country of origin (COO) which are

Germany, Italy, Korea and Malaysia.
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Table 4.11

Descriptive Statistics for Country Image Variables Used in this Study

VARIABLES	 Mean	 Std Err	 Median

Knowledge about the Country (Cl) 	 2.66563	 .076	 2.000

Knowledge about Politics (C2)	 2.12500	 .072	 2.000

Knowledge about Economy (C3)	 2.40313	 .080	 2.000

Knowledge about Tech. Advance. (C4)	 2.56875	 .082	 2.000

Knowledge of Socio-Culture (C5)	 2.84688	 .084	 3.000

Political Stability (C6)	 3.36563	 .079	 3.000

Government Style (C7)	 3.93438	 .086	 4.000

Political System (C8)	 3.93438	 .086	 4.000

Economic Development (C9)	 4.78750	 .072	 5.000

Industrialisation (C 10)	 4.71250	 .072	 5.000

Market System (CII)	 4.27187	 .074	 4.000

Fconomic Environment (C 12)	 4.48750	 .064	 4.500

Product Quality (C 13)	 4.88750	 .073	 5.000

Production System (C 14)	 4.6 1250	 .068	 5.000

Technological Research (C15)	 4.43 125	 .069	 4.000

Labour Costs (Cl6)	 3.62813	 .076	 4.000

Literacy Rate (C 17)	 434375	 .079	 4.000

Welfare S)stcm (C18)	 3.903 13	 .074	 4.000

Living Standard (C19)	 4.36250	 .072	 5.000

Std Dev

1.357

1.290

1.435

1.463

1.506

1.421

1.53 9

1.547

1.284

1.288

1.331

1.147

1.306

1.209

1.235

1.365

1.406

1.330

1.289

Table 4.12

Descriptive Statistics for Product liiiage Variables Used in this Study

VARIABLES	 Mean	 Std Err	 Median

Interest (P1)
	

4.49062	 .088
	

5.000

Overall Quality (P2)
	

5. 16875	 .063
	

5.000

Pride of Oiersliip (P3)
	

5. 17188	 .069
	

5.000

Social Class (P4)
	

5. 18125	 .061
	

5.000

Brand Recognition (PS) 	 3.69688	 .083
	

4.000

Teclmical advancement (P6)
	

5. 55625	 .058
	

6.000

Workmanship (P7)
	

5.25000	 .062
	

5.000

Perfonnance (P8)
	

5.2 1875	 .057
	

5.000

Technological Design (P9)	 5.42500	 .061
	

5.000

Styling (P 10)
	

5. 178 12	 .071
	

5.000

Colour (P 1 1)
	

4.978 13	 .062
	

5.000

Price (P12)
	

5. 10000	 .062
	

5.000

Buying Willingness (P 13)
	

3.478 13	 .088
	

4.000

Std Dev

1.580

1.124

1.234

1.088

1.489

1.046

1.114

1.027

1.095

1.268

1.113

1.230

1.570
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4.8 Summary

This chapter dealt with the methods used for the study. The chapter began with the

nature of research of this study. This study is an experimental ex post facto laboratory

study using a set of questionnaires to collect data from a controlled convenience sample.

An overview of methodological issues in research design was made to build up a

ftindamental understanding of research design.

The second part of this chapter illustrated the experimental research design for this study

which included selections of product and country, derivation of variables for country

image, product image and purchase willingness. It also consisted of a selection of

subjects, questionnaire design, data collection procedures, and data coding and editing.

In the third part, factor analyses were conducted for the evaluations of country image

variables and product image variables. The reliability and validity of the instruments were

also established. Finally, this chapter presented descriptive statistics and the procedures

of data analysis for the following two chapters.

In the next chapter, hypotheses will be tested through Multivariate Analysis of Variance

(MANOVA). MANOVA results will be provided in the order of country of target (COT)

and country of origin (COO), and country image, product image and purchase

willingness.
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Chapter 5

Data Analysis and Results

5.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to present research findings, as results of hypothesis tests,

of the consumer groups' beliefs on the country, its products, and their purchase

willingness toward the prototype automobiles. In the first section, characteristics of

respondents are briefly summarised. Next, as one of the main analytic procedures, the

results of multivariate analysis of variance of two constructs will be presented by country

of target (COT) and by country of origin (COO). The two constructs are explained by

sub-constructs of country image, product image, and consumers' purchase willingness of

the products.

Multivariate and univariate statistics are followed by tests for individual variables of three

sub-constructs. The first part of this section is for the tests of hypotheses 1.1.1 to 1.1.19

for country image by COT and of the hypotheses 1.2.1 to 1.2.19 for country image by

COO. In the second part, the hypotheses 2.1.1 to 2.1.12 for product image by COT and

the hypotheses 2.2. 1 to 2.2.12 for product image by COO were tested. The third part of

this section concerns the test of consumer groups' attitude toward the prototype car

products as hypotheses 3. 1. 1 and 3.2. 1. The test results are summarised as tables (see

Table 7.3 and Table 7.4 in Chapter 7). Finally, the results of post-hoc tests are also

presented at the end of this chapter.

5.2 Respondent Characteristics

Characteristics of the sample are summarised in Table 5. 1 below for quick reference.

There were 320 junior and senior undergraduate students from 4 countries who
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responded to the questionnaires. The sample consisted of 3 7.8% males and 62.2%

females. In particular, the Hong Kong sample consisted of only 20% male respondents.

While 32.2% of the subjects are 20 years old or under, 66.9% belonged to the age group

21 to 30 years, and only .9% of the sample were 31 or over.

Table 5.1

Characteristics of the Sample

Total	 United	 United States	 Hong Kong	 Australia

Kingdom

20 or younger	 32.2	 22.5	 22.5	 40.0	 43.8

	

Age (%) 21 to 30	 66.9	 77.5	 77.5	 60.0	 52.5

	

3lorOver	 .9	 3.7

Sex

	

(% male)	 37.8	 48.8	 52.5	 20.0	 30.0

Car owners

(%)	 51.9	 46.3	 81.3	 1.3	 78.8

Level of

knoledgeofcars*	 3.928	 4.125	 4.800	 2.575	 4.212

Frequency of

	

car usage*	 4669	 4.825	 6.038	 1.800	 6.012

Information seeking of

cars*	 3.341	 3.275	 4.475	 2.288	 3.687

No. of

	

respondents	 320	 80	 80	 80	 80

Note: * Mean of respondents (scale: very low or 'eiy seldom. 1 - very high or very olten. 7)

Information on car product familiarity was also collected from the respondents. The level

of familiarity of car products varied among the countries. There was also a variety of

levels of car ownership. 81.3% of United States respondents owned a car while only

1.3% of Hong Kong respondents owned cars. The level of knowledge about cars also

differs among the respondent groups. The mean of the United States group was 4.800,

Australia was 4.212, United Kingdom was 4.125, and Hong Kong was 2.575. The total

mean of the level of knowledge about cars was 3.928. This indicates that the level of

knowledge about cars is correlated with the level of car ownership.
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The mean of respondents' frequency of car usage were 6.03 8 in United States, 6.012 in

Australia, 4.825 in United Kingdom, and 1.800 in I-long Kong. The level of information

seeking about cars is 4.475 in United States, 3.687 in Australia, 3.275 in United

Kingdom, and 2.288 in Hong Kong. This indicates that the level of car usage correlates

with the level of information seeking about cars.

5.3 Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA)

The following are the results of the MANOVA tests for country image and product

image by country of target (COT) by country of origin (COO). MANOVA tests are

applied for a generalisation of the two constructs, COT and COO. These results are

presented in Table 5.2 for country image and in Table 5.5 for product image. The

detailed results of the multivariate and univariate analyses of variance for the two

constructs are shown in Table 5.3 for country image by COT, in Table 5.4 for country

image by COO, in Table 5.6 for product image by COT and in Table 5.7 for product

image by COO.

5.3.1 Country Image Tests

The primary focus of this study is to empirically identify the differences between

consumer groups' perceptions on the origin countries and their products. The

MANOVA tests on country image by COT by COO indicate a difference at the

significance level of .05. Since a null hypothesis was specified, univariate analyses were

conducted for further explanation of group differences on each of the variables of

country image. Table 5.2 shows the results of multivariate tests on country image

variables between the groups by COT by COO.
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Table 5.2

Multivariate and Univariate Analyses of Country Image Variables

Between Groups by COT by COO

I. Overall Multivariate Tests of Significance (S = 9, M = 4 1/2, N 142)

F-VALUE SIG of F

Pillais V	 .82592	 1.56348

Hotellings	 95777	 1 59193

Wilks A	 41155	 158038 '	 4XXI/

Roy's GCR	 .21349

II. Univariate F-Tests with (9, 304) D.F.
:' ...Variable

F-Value	 243

SigofF	 4G2	 /

C4

1.13372

.338

C7

1.90250

.051

Variable	 .	 ....	 cli
	

C13	 C14

F-Value
	

2261al,	 1.03568
	

1.87543	 .83135

Sig. of F	 .411	 .055	 .588

Variable
	 ::,tt

F-Value	 /
Sig. of F
	

•
•

Obviously, it is necessary to interpret the meaning of group differences on the set of

variables for the country image by COT and COO.

5.3.1.1 Country Image Tests by COT

The results of MANOVA tests for country image by COT are shown in Table 5.3. In a

table of the F distribution, the critical F for 3 and 304 degrees of freedom and alpha level

of .05 is 2.60. Thus, there are statistically significant differences at the .05 level between

the groups for each variable considered separately. Those variables are Cl, C2, C3, C4,

C5, C6, C9, ClO, C12, C13, C14, C15, C16, C17, and C18. These results are presented

with the hypotheses.
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Table 5.3

Multivariate and Univariate Analyses of Country Image Variables

Between Groups by COT

VARIABLE	 F-VALUE SIG of	 MEANS

F

UK	 US	 HK	 AU

L Overall Multivariate Tests of Significance (S = 3, M = 7 1/2, N = 142)

Pillais V	 .48509	 2.92377	 .000

Hotellings	 .60057	 2.99936	 .000

Wilks' A	 .58368	 2.96360	 .000

Roy's OCR	 .22751

II. Univariate F-Tests with (3, 304) D.F.

Knowledge about the Country (CI) 	 9 32377 '	 li)t	 2 6375	 3 2500	 2 2000	 2 5750

Knowledge about Politics (C2) 	 4 97437	 +002'	 2 0500	 2 5125	 1 7625	 2 1750

Knowledge about Economy (C3) 	 5 52991	 flO3	 2 3875	 2 8750	 2 0000	 2 3500

Knowledge of Tech. Advance (C4) 	 4 54249	 +004	 2 6625	 2 9375	 2 1250	 2 5500

Knowledge of Socio-Culture (C5)	 428551 ,	 1t	 2 8125	 3 2125	 24125	 2 9500

Political Stability(C6)	 707816	 +000	 36125	 3 9625	 3 1250	 32125

Government Style (C7)	 2.15456	 .093	 4.0750	 4.1000	 3.5875	 3.9750

Political System (C8)	 2.58453	 .053	 4.2000	 3.8750	 3.6000	 4.0625

Economic Development (C9)	 6 97100	 41flX	 4 9875	 5 1000	 4 3125	 4 7500

Industrialisation(C1O)	 757950	 ^000	 49375	 4 9750	 42125	 47250

Market System (CII)	 .90583	 .439	 4.1875	 4.4750	 4.1875	 4.2375

Economic Environment (C 12)	 5 32357	 ^QDt	 4 5500	 4 8625	 4 3000	 4 2375

ProductQuality(C13)	 430203 '	 1O	 47125	 52375	 47250	 48750

Production System (C 14) 	 6 69029	 ^000	 5 0375	 4 6375	 42250	 4 5500

Technological Research (C 15)	 4 78688	 003	 4 6750	 4 5250	 4 0500	 44750

LabourCosts(C16)	 288908	 +03	 33875	 39000	 36375	 35875

Literacy Rate (C17)	 5 44177	 00]	 4 5625	 4 6500	 4 0000	 4 1625

WelfareSystem(C18) 	 382831	 0i0	 37500	 41625	 40875	 36125

Living Standard (C19) 	 1.97210	 .118	 4.1375	 4.5 625	 4.3875	 4.3625

Note	 mdicates that the null h potheses w era rejected at 050 level

Null Hypothesis 1.1.1 There is no significant difference between subject groups'

level of general knowledge about the countnes of origin
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Alternate Hypothesis 1. 1.1 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' level of general knowledge about the countries of origin.

The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 9.32377, significant at .000. The group means were 3.2500 in

United States and 2.6375 in United Kingdom while Hong Kong was 2.2000. Therefore

the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was supported.

Null Hypothesis 1.1.2 There is no significant difference between subject groups'

level of general knowledge about the politics of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 1.1.2 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' level of general knowledge about the politics of the origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 4.97437, significant at .002. The group means were 2.5 125 in

United States and 2.1750 in Australia while Hong Kong was 1.7625. Therefore the null

hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was supported.

Null Hypothesis 11.3 There is no significant difference between subject groups'

level of general knowledge about the economy of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 1.1.3 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' level of general knowledge about the economy of the origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 5.52991, significant at .001. The group mean of United States

was 2.8750 while Hong Kong was 2.0000. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected

and the alternate hypothesis was supported.
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Null Hypothesis 1.1.4 There is no significant difference between subject groups'

level of general knowledge about the technological advancement of the origin

countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 1.1.4 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' level of general knowledge about the technological advancement of the

origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 4.54249, significant at .004. The group mean of United States

was 2.93 75 while Hong Kong was 2.1250. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected

and the alternate hypothesis was supported.

Null Hypothesis 1.1.5 There is no significant difference between subject groups'

level of general knowledge about the socio-culture of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 1. 1.5 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' level of general knowledge about the socio-culture of the origin

countries

The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 4.28551, significant at .006. The group means were 3.2125 in

United States and 2.9500 in Australia while Hong Kong was 2.4125. Therefore the null

hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was supported.

Null Hypothesis 1.1.6 There is no significant difference between subject groups

perceptions about the stability of political environment of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 1. 1.6 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the stability of political environment of the origin

countries.
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The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 7.07816, significant at .000. The group mean of United States

was 3.9625 while Hong Kong was 3.1250. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected

and the alternate hypothesis was supported.

INull Hypothesis 1.1.7 There is no significant difference between subject groups'

perceptions about the government style of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 1.1.7 There is a significant difference between subjectj

groups' perceptions about the government style of the origin countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 2. 15456, significant at .093. Therefore the null hypothesis was

accepted and the alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 11.8 There is no significant difference between subject groups'

perceptions about the political system of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 1.1.8 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the political system of the origin countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 2.58453, significant at .053. Therefore the nu(( (jpothesis was

accepted and the alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 1.1.9 There is no significant difference between subject groups'

perceptions about the level of economic development of the origin countries.
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ernate Hypothesis 1 .1.9 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the level of economic development of the origin

countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 6.97100, significant at .000. The means were 5.1000 in United

States, 4.9875 in United Kingdom and 4.7500 in Australia while Hong Kong was

4.3 125. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was

accepted.

uIl Hypothesis 1.1.10	 There is no significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the level of industrialisation of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 1.1. 10 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the level of industrialisation of the origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 7.5 7950, significant at .000. The group means were 4.9750 in

United States, 4.93 75 in United Kingdom and 4.7250 in Australia while Hong Kong was

4.2125. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was

accepted.

Null Hypothesis 1. 1.11 	 There is no significant difference between

groups' perceptions about the market system of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 1. 1.11 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the market system of the origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of .90583, significant at .439. Therefore the null hypothesis was

accepted and the alternate hypothesis was rejected.
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Null Hypothesis 1.1.12 There is no significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the stability of economic environment of the origin

countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 1.1.12 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the stability of economic environment of the origin

countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 5.32357, significant at .001. The group mean was 4.8625 in

United States while Australia was 4.2375. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected

and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 1.1.13	 There is no significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the general quality of products of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 1.1.13 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the general quality of products of the origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 4.30203, significant at .005. The group mean was 5.2375 in

United States while United Kingdom was 4.7 125. Therefore the null hypothesis was

rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 1.1.14 There is no significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the mass production system of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 1.1.14 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the mass production system of the origin countries.
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The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 6.69029, significant at .000. The group means were 5.0375 in

United Kingdom and 4.6375 in United States while Hong Kong was 4.2250. Therefore

the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 1.1.15 There is no significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the level of technological research of the origin

countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 1. 1.15 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the level of technological research of the origin

countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 4.78688, significant at .003. The group means were 4.6750 in

United Kingdom, 4.5250 in the United States and 4.4750 in Australia while Hong Kong

was 4.0500. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was

accepted.

Null Hypothesis 1.1.16 	 There is no significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the level of labour costs of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 1.1.16 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the level of labour costs of the origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 2.8 8908, significant at .03 6. The group mean was 3.9000 in

United States while United Kingdom was 3.3875. Therefore the null hypothesis was

rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.



130

Null Hypothesis 1. 1. 17	 There is no significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the literacy rate of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 1.1.17 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the literacy rate of the origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 5.44117, significant at .001. The group means were 4.6500 in

United States and 4.5625 in United Kingdom while Hong Kong was 4.0000. Therefore

the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 1. 1.18 . There is no significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the welfare system of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 1.1.18 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the welfare system of the origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 3.82831, significant at .010. The group means were 4.1625 in

United States and 4.0875 in Hong Kong while Australia was 3.6125. Therefore the null

hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 1.1.19	 There is no significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the living standards of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 1. 1. 19 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the living standards of the origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 1.97210, significant at .118. Therefore the null hypothesis was

accepted and the alternate hypothesis was rejected.
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5.3.1.2 Country Image Tests by COO

The results of MANOVA tests for country image by COO are shown in Table 5.4.

Table 5.4

Multivariate and Univariate Analyses of Country Image Variables

Between Groups by COO

VARIABLE	 F-VALUE SIG of F	 MEANS (N = 320)

Italy	 Korea MalaysiaGermany

I. Overall Multivariate Tests of Significance (S = 3, M = 7 1/2, N = 142)

Pillais V	 .88807	 6.37395	 .000

Ilotellings	 1.56766	 7.82915	 .000

Wilks' A	 .3 1490	 7.08846	 .000

Roy's OCR	 .51506

II.Univariate F-Tests with (3, 304) D.F.

Knowledge about the Country (Cl) 	 1.2088 9	 .307	 2.7000

Knowledge about Politics(C2)	 1.1537 1	 .328	 2.3250

Knowledge about Economy(C3) 	 1.75094	 .157	 2.6000

Knowledge of Tech. Advance (C4)	 4 02370	 008	 2 9750

Knowledge of Socio-Culture (CS)	 2.05734.106	 2.7375

Political Stability (C6)	 3 28590	 021'	 3 7000

Government Style(C7)	 11 09316	 '	 000	 4 1000

Political System (CS)	 11 22394	 Q01J	 4 3250

Economic Development (C9) 	 8 11790	 000'	 5 2875

Indusinalisation (C 10) 	 17 76024	 000	 54125

Market System (CII) 	 7 59313	 +000	 4 3500

Economic Environment (C12)	 1.73789	 .159	 4.7250

Product Quality (C 13)	 51 52707	 OOG	 5 6125

Production System (C14) 	 5 69267	 001	 4 7625

Technological Research (C 15)	 21 20599	 QQO	 52125

Labour Costs (Cl 6)	 4989179	 +000	 44875

Literacy Rate (C17)	 23 52920	 000.0	 50000

WelfareSystem(C18) 	 1525533	 0O()	 45875

Livmg Standard (C 19)	 25 63725	 +000	 50375

Note	 mdicates that the null h potheses were rejected at 050 level
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In a table of the F distribution, the critical F for 3 and 304 degrees of freedom and alpha

level of .05 is 2.60. Thus, there are statistically significant differences at the .05 level

between the groups for each variable considered separately. Those variables are C4, C6,

C7, C8, C9, ClO, Cli, C13, C14, C15, C16, C17, C18, and C19. These results are

presented with the hypotheses.

Null Hypothesis 1.2.1 There is no significant difference between the countries

origin with consumer groups' level of country familiarity.

Alternate Hypothesis 1.2.1 There is a significant difference between the

countries of origin with consumer groups' level of country familiarity.

The results indicated no significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of 1.20889, significant at .307. Therefore the null hypothesis was

accepted and the alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 1.2.2 There is no significant difference between the countries

origin with consumer groups' level of familiarity about its politics.

Alternate Hypothesis 1.2.2 There is a significant difference between the

countries of origin with consumer groups' level of familiarity about its politics.

The results indicated no significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of 1.15371, significant at .328. Therefore the null hypothesis was

accepted and the alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 1.2.3 There is no significant difference between the countries

I origin with consumer groups' level of familiarity about its economy.

Alternate Hypothesis 1.2.3 There is a significant difference between the countries

of origin with consumer groups' level of familiarity about its economy.
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The results indicated no significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of 1.75094, significant at .157. Therefore the null hypothesis was

accepted and the alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 1.2.4 There is no significant difference between the countries of

origin with consumer groups' level of familiarity about its technological

I advancement.

Alternate Hypothesis 1.2.4 There is a significant difference between the]

countries of origin 'with consumer groups' level of familiarity about its]

technological advancement.

The results indicated a significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of 4.02370, significant at .008. The group mean of Germany was

2.9750 while Italy was 2.2000. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the

alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 1.2.5 There is no significant difference between countries

origin with consumer groups' level of familiarity about its socio-culture.

Alternate Hypothesis 1 .2.5 There is a significant difference between countries

origin with consumer groups' level of familiarity about its socio-culture.

The results indicated no significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of 2.05734, significant at .106. Therefore the null hypothesis was

accepted and the alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 1.2.6 There is no significant difference between the countries of

origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its stability of political

environment..
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Alternate Hypothesis 1.2.6 There is a significant difference between the

countries of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its stability of

political environment..

The results indicated a significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of 3.28590, significant at .021. The group mean of Germany was

3.7000 while Korea was 3.1375. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the

alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 1.2.7 There is no significant difference between the countries of

origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its government style.

Alternate Hypothesis 1.2.7 There is a significant difference between the

countries of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its government

style.

The results indicated a significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of 11.09316, significant at .000. The group means were 4.6250 for

Italy and 4.1000 for Germany while Korea was 3.5000. Therefore the null hypothesis

was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis I .28 There is no significant difference between the countries

origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its political system.

Alternate Hypothesis 1.2.8 There is a significant difference between the

countries of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its political system.

The results indicated a significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of 11.22394, significant at .000. The group means were 4.4750 for
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Italy and 4.3250 for Germany while 3.4625 for Korea. Therefore the null hypothesis was

rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 1.2.9 There isno significant difference between the countries

origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its level of economici

development.

Alternate Hypothesis 1 .2.9 There is a significant difference between the

countries of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its level of

economic development.

The results indicated a significant difference between the countries of origin at the .OS3

level, with an F-value of 8.11790, significant at .000. The group mean was 5.2875 for

Germany while Malaysia was 4.3 750. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the

alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 1.2.10 There is no significant difference between the countries

of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its level of industrialisation.

Alternate Hypothesis 1.2.10 There is a significant difference between the

countries of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its level

industrialisation.

The results indicated a significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of 17.76024, significant at .000. The group means were 5.4 125 for

Germany and 4.7875 for Korea while Malaysia was 4.1375. Therefore the null

hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 1.2.11 There is no significant difference between the countries

of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its market system.
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Alternate Hypothesis 1.2.11 There is a significant difference between the

countries of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its market system.

The results indicated a significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of 7.59313, significant at .000. The group means were 4.8000 for

Italy and 4.3500 for Germany while Korea was 3.9125. Therefore the null hypothesis

was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis L2.12 There is no significant difference between the countries

of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its stability of economici

environment.

Alternate Hypothesis 1.2.12 There is a significant difference between thej

countries of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its stability o

economic environment.

The results indicated no significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of 1.73789, significant at .159. Therefore the null hypothesis was

accepted and the alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 1.2.13 There is no significant difference between the countries

I of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its quality of products in

I general.

Alternate Hypothesis 1.2.13 There is a significant difference between the

countries of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its quality

products in general.

The results indicated a significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of5l.52707, significant at .000. The group means were 5.6250 for
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Italy and 5.6125 for Germany while Malaysia was 4.0750. Therefore the null hypothesis

was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 1.2.14 There is no significant difference between the countries

of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its mass production system.

Alternate Hypothesis 1.2.14 There is a significant difference between the

countries of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its mass production

system.

The results indicated a significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of 5.69267, significant at .001. The group means were 4.7750 for

Malaysia, 4.7625 for Korea and 4.7625 for Germany while Italy was 4.1500. Therefore

the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 1 2.15 There is no significant difference between the countries

of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its level of technological

research.

Alternate Hypothesis I .2J There is a significant difference between the

countries of origin with consunier groups' perceptions about its level of

technological research.

The results indicated a significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of2l.20599, significant at .000. The group means were 5.2125 for

Germany, 4.3875 for Korea and 4.2500 for Italy while Malaysia was 3 8750. Therefore

the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 1.2.16 There is no significant difference between the countries

of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its level of labour costs.
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' Alternate Hypothesis 1.2. 16 There is a significant difference between the

countries of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its level of labour

costs.

The results indicated a significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of 49.89179, significant at .000. The group means were 4.4875 for

Germany, 4.2250 for Italy and 3.1750 for Korea while Malaysia was 2.6250. Therefore

the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 1.2.17 There is no significant difference between the countries

of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its literacy Tale.

Alternate Hypothesis 1.2. 17 There is a significant difference between the

countries of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its literacy rate.

The results indicated a significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of 23.52920, significant at .000. The group means were 5.000 for

Germany, 4.7000 for Italy and 4.1500 for while Malaysia was 3.5250. Therefore the null

hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 1.2. 18 There is no significant difference between the countries

of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its welfare system.

Alternate Hypothesis 1.2. 18 There is a significant difference between the

countries of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its welfare system.

The results indicated a significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of 15.25533, significant at .000. The group means were 4.5875 for

Germany, 3.9625 for Italy and 3.73 75 for while Malaysia was 3.3250. Therefore the null

hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.
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Null Hypothesis 1.2.19 There is no significant difference between the countries

of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its living standard.

Alternate Hypothesis 1.2.19 There is a significant difference between the

countries of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about its living standard.

The results indicated a significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of 25.63725, significant at .000. The group means were 5.0375 for

Germany, 4.6625 for Italy and 4.1625 for Korea while Malaysia was 3.5875. Therefore

the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

5.3.2 Product Image Tests

Table 5.5 shows the results of multivariate tests on the product image variables between

the groups by COT by COO.

Table 5.5

Multivariate and Univariate Analyses of Product Image Variables

Between Groups by COT by COO

I. Overall Multivariate Tests of Significance (S = 9, M = 1 1/2, N = 145)

F-VALUE SIG of F

Pillais V	 .43027	 1.15864	 .121

Hotellings	 .47279	 1.17277	 .103

Wilks'A	 .63718	 1.16662	 .112

Roy's OCR	 .13860

IL Univariate F-Tests with (9, 304) D.F.

Variable	 FJ.	 P3	 P4	 P5	 P6

F-Value	 1.14518	 1.42203
	

1.57890	 .94847	 1.04589	 1.69518

Sig. of F	 .328	 .178	 .121	 .483	 .427	 .089

Variable
	

P11
	

P12
	

P13

F-Value	 12I	 .	 1 61128	 94145
	

1.44634
	

1.36286
	

1.40256

Sig of F	 p2.7	 106	 489	 .168	 .204	 .186
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MANOVA tests on the product image by COT by COO indicated no significance at the

significance level of .05, and the null hypothesis was accepted. Univariate analyses were

conducted for further examination of significant differences in each of the variables of

product image, because the primary focus of this study is to identil' the differences

between consumer groups' perceptions of the products.

5.3.2.1 Product Image Tests by COT

The results of MANOVA tests for product image by COT are shown in Table 5.6.

Table 5.6

Multivariate and Univariate Analyses of Product Image Variables

Between Groups by COT

VARIABLE	 F-VALUE	 SIG of F	 MEANS (N = 320)

UK	 USA	 ilK	 AU

L Overall Multivariate Tests of Significance (S = 3, M = 4 1/2, N = 145)

Pillais V	 .32997	 2.7949 1	 .000

Hotellings	 .38505	 2.86977	 .000

Wilks' A	 .70054	 2.83395	 .000

Roy's OCR	 .18138

IL Univariate F-Tests with (3, 304) D.F.

Interest (P1)	 .92210	 .430	 4.4250	 4.4500	 4.3500	 4.7375

OverallQuality(P2)	 265031	 53375	 49125	 51250	 53000

Pnde of Ownership (P3)	 10 92800	 000	 5 4375	 5 1375	 4 5875	 5 5250

SocialClass(P4)	 707561	 001)	 53125	 51500	 47750	 54875

BrandRecognition(p5)	 1.61966	 :185	 3.6750	 3.8125	 3.8875	 3.4125

Technical Advancement (P6) 	 4 05120	 0	 5 7000	 54750	 52750	 5 7750

Workmanship (P7)	 5 16637	 002	 5 5250	 5 1500	 4 9250	 5 4000

Performance (P8)	 4 27137	 006	 54750	 5 0750	 4 9875	 5 3375

Technological Design (P9)	 3 15084	 02	 5 5625	 5 3750	 5 1500	 5 6125

Styling (PlO)	 8 11246	 000	 54250	 4 8500	 48375	 5 6000

Colour (P1 1 )	 916524	 000	 51000	 52?O0	 44500	 51625

Pnce (P12)	 8 11797	 000	 5 3375	 5 000	 46375	 54250

Buying Willingness (P13) 	 .46234	 .709	 3.5875	 3.5750	 3.3750	 3.3750

Note	 indicates that the null Ii) potheses ere rejected at 050 level
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In a table of the F distribution, the critical F for 3 and 304 degrees of freedom and alpha

level of .05 is 2.60. Thus, there are statistically significant differences at the .05 level

between the groups for each variable considered separately. Those variables are P2, P3,

P4, P6, P7, P8, P9, P10, P11, and P12. These results are presented with the hypotheses.

Null Hypothesis 2. 1. 1 There is no significant difference between subject groups'

level of interests about the prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 2. 1. 1 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' level of interests about the prototype car products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of .922 10, significant at .430. Therefore the null hypothesis was

retained and the alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 2.1.2 There is no significant difference between subject groups'

perceptions about the quality of prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 2.1.2 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the quality of prototype car products.

The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 2.65031, significant at .049. The group means were 5.33 75 in

United Kingdom and 5.3000 in Australia while United States was 4.9125. Therefore the

null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 2.1.3 There is no significant difference between subject groups'

level of feelings with pride of ownership of the prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 2. 1.3 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' level of feelings as pride of ownership of the prototype car.
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The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 10.92800, significant at .000. The group means were 5.5250 in

Australia, 5.4375 in United Kingdom and 5.1375 on United States while Hong Kong was

4.5875. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was

accepted.

Null Hypothesis 2. 1.4 There is no significant difference between subject groups'

feelings about the class of ownership of the prototype car.

Alternate Hypothesis 2.1.4 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' feelings about the class of ownership of the prototype car.

The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 7.07561, significant at .000. The group means were 5.4875 in

Australia, 5.3 125 in United Kingdom and 5.1500 in United States while Hong Kong was

4.7750. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was

accepted.

Null Hypothesis 2.1.5 There is no significant difference between subject groups'

level of recognition about the brand of prototype car.

Alternate Hypothesis 2.1.5 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' level of recognition about the brand of prototype car.

The results indicated no significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 1.6 1966, significant at .185. Therefore the null hypothesis was

retained and the alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 2.1.6 There is no significant difference between subject groups'

perceptions about the quality of prototype car products.
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Alternate Hypothesis 2.1.6 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the quality of prototype car.

The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 4.05120, significant at .008. The group means were 5.7750 in

Australia and 5.7000 in United Kingdom while Hong Kong was 4.9125. Therefore the

null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 2. 1.7 There is no significant difference between subject groups'

perceptions about the workmanship of prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 2.1.7 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the workmanship of prototype car.

The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 5.16637, significant at .002. The group means were 5.5250 in

United Kingdom and 5.4000 in Australia while Hong Kong was 4.9250. Therefore the

null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 2.1.8 There is no significant difference between subject groups'

perceptions about the performance of prototype car.

Alternate Hypothesis 2. 1.8 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the performance of prototype car.

The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 4.27 137, significant at .006. The group means were 5.4750 in

United Kingdom and 5.3375 in Australia while Hong Kong was 4.9875. Therefore the

null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.
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Null Hypothesis 2.1.9 There is no significant difference between subject groups'

perceptions about the level of technological design of prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 2. 1.9 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the level of technological design of prototype car

products.

The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 3.15084, significant at .025. The group means were 5.6 125 in

Australia and 5.5625 in United Kingdom while Hong Kong was 5.1500. Therefore the

null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 2.1.10	 There is no significant difference between subje]

groups' perceptions about the styling of prototype car products. 	 I

Alternate Hypothesis 2. 1.10 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the styling of prototype car products.

The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 8.13246, significant at .000. The group means were 5.6000 in

Australia and 5.4250 in United Kingdom while Hong Kong was 4.8375. Therefore the

null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 2.1.11	 There is no significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the colour availability of prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 2. 1. 11 There is a significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the colour availability of prototype car products.

The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of 9.16524, significant at .000. The group means were 5.2000 in
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United States, 5.1625 in Australia and 5.1000 in United Kingdom while Hong Kong was

4.4500. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was

accepted.

Null Hypothesis 2.1.12 	 There is no significant difference between subject

groups' perceptions about the price of prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 2.1.12 There is a significant difference between subject

'groups' perceptions about the price of prototype car products.

The results indicated a significant difference between the consumer grouçs at	 .Q5Q

level, with an F-value of 8. 11797, significant at .000. The cct 42S 'n

Australia and 5.3375 in United Kingdom while Hong Kong was 4.6375. Therefore the

null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

5.3.2.2 Product Image Tests by COO

The results of MANOVA tests for country image by COO are shown in Table 5.7. In a

table of the F distribution, the critical F for 3 and 304 degrees of freedom and alpha level

of .05 is 2.60. Thus, there are statistically significant differences at the .05 level between

the groups for each variable considered separately. Those variables are P2, P3, P4, P5,

C6, P6, P7, P8, P9, P11, and P12. These results are presented with the hypotheses.

I Null Hypothesis 2.2.1 There is no significant difference between countries

origin with consumer groups' level of interests on the prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 2.2. 1 There is a significant difference between countries

origin with consumer groups' level of interests on the prototype car products.
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The results indicated no significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of .144 19, significant at .933. Therefore the null hypothesis was

retained and the alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Table 5.7

Multivariate and Univariate Analyses of Product Image Variables

Between Groups by COO

VARIABLE	 F-VALUE SIG of F	 MEANS (N = 320)

	

Germany	 Italy	 Korea	 Malaysia

I. Overall Multivariate Tests of Significance (S 3, M = 4 1/2, N = 145)

Pillais V	 32251	 2 72412	 / . 000

Hotellings	 37928	 2 82677 /	 DOD

Wilks' A	 70536	 277609	 +000

P.oy's (iCR	 .196 15

IL Univariate F-Tests with (3, 304) D.F.

Interest (Fl)	 .14419	 .933	 4.5750	 4.4125	 4.4750	 4.5000

Overall Quality (P2)	 9 57403 / ' O00'	 5 5375	 5 3875	 5 0375	 4 7125

Pnde of Ownership (P3) 	 6 30000	 000	 5 5125	 5 3750	 4 8500	 4 9500

Social Class (P4)	 9 26255 '	 000	 5 4000	 5 5375	 4 7875	 5 0000

Brand Recognition (P5) 	 3 31125	 020	 3 9000	 37375	 3 8875	 32625

Techmcal Advancement (P6) 	 4 12508	 .007	 5 8500	 56125	 54375	 5 3250

Workmanship (P7)	 642775	 000	 5 6125	 5 2500	 5 1125	 4 9250

Performance (P8)	 4 80908	 003-	 5 4125	 5 4375	 5 0500	 4 9750

Technological Design (P9)	 449907	 004	 5 6250	 5 6500	 5 2750	 5 1500

Styling (PlO)	 .40309 .15 	5.1875	 5.2875	 5.1625	 5.0750

Colour(Pl1)	 515385 '	 002	 50250	 52500	 50250	 46125
E.

Price(P12)	 1340287	 000	 53750	 56000	 47875	 46575

Buying Willingness (P13) 	 .56405.639	 3.4750	 3.6125	 3.5250	 3.3000

Note	 rnthcates that the null hypotheses were rejected at 050 level

Null Hypothesis 2.2.2 There is no significant difference between countries of

origin with consumer group? perceptions on the quality of prototype car

products,	 .
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Alternate Hypothesis 2.2.2 There is a significant difference between countries of

origin with consumer groups' perceptions on the quality of prototype car

products.

The results indicated a significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of 9.57403, significant at .000. The group means were 5.5375 for

Germany and 5.3875 for Italy while Malaysia was 4.7125. Therefore the null hypothesis

was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 2.2.3 There is no significant difference between countries

origin with consumer groups' level of feelings about the pride of ownership

the prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 2.2.3 There is a significant difference between countries

origin with consumer groups' level of feelings about the pride of ownership

the prototype car products.

The results indicated a significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of 6.30000, significant at .000. The group means were 5.5 125 for

Germany and 5.3750 for Italy while Korea was 4.8500. Therefore the null hypothesis

was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 2.2.4 There isno significant difference between countries of

origin with consumer groups' feelings about the class of ownership of the

prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 2.2.4 There is a significant difference between countries of

origin with consumer groups' feelings about the class of ownership of the

prototype car products.
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The results indicated a significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of 9.26255, significant at .000. The group means were 5.5375 for

Italy and 5.4000 for Germany while Korea was 4.7875. Therefore the null hypothesis

was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 2.2.5 There is no significant difference between countries of

origin with consumer groups' level of brand recognition of the prototype car

I products.

Alternate Hypothesis 2.2.5 There is a significant difference between countries of

origin with consumer groups' level of brand recognition of the prototype car

products.

The results indicated a significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of 3.31125, significant at .020. The group means were 3.9000 for

Germany and 3.8875 for Korea and 3.7375 for Italy while Malaysia was 3.2625.

Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 22.6 There is no significant difference between countries of

origin with consumer groups' perceptions about the level of technical

(advancement of the prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 2.2.6 There is a significant difference between countries of

origin with consumer groups' perceptions about the level of technical

advancement of the prototype car products.

The results indicated a significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of 4.12508, significant at .007. The group mean was 5.8500 for

Germany while Malaysia was 5.3250. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the

alternate hypothesis was accepted.
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Null Hypothesis 2.2.7 There is no significant difference between countries of

origin with consumer groups' perceptions about the level of workmanship of the

prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 2.2.7 There is a significant difference between countries of

origin with consumer groups' perceptions about the level of workmanship of the

prototype car products.

The results indicated a significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of 6.42775, significant at .000. The group means were 5.6 125 for

Germany and 5.3500 for Italy while Malaysia was 4.9250. Therefore the null hypothesis

was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 2.2.8 There is no significant difference between countries of

origin with consumer groups' perceptions about the level of performance of the

prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 2.2.8 There is a significant difference between countries of

origin with consumer groups' perceptions about the level of performance of the

prototype car products.

The results indicated a significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of 4.80908, significant at .003. The group means were 5.43 75 for

Italy and 5.4 125 for Germany while Malaysia was 4.9750. Therefore the null hypothesis

was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 2.2.9 There is no significant difference between countries of

origin with consumer groups' perceptions about the technological design of the

prototype car products.
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[Alternate Hypothesis 2.2.9 There is a significant difference between countries

origin with consumer groups' perceptions about the technological design of the

prototype car products.

The results indicated a significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of 4.49907, significant at .004. The group means were 5 6500 for

Italy and 5.6250 for Germany while Malaysia was 5.1500. Therefore the null hypothesis

was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 2.2. 10 There is no significant difference between countries

I 
origin with consumer groups' perceptions about the styling of the prototype care

I 
products.

Alternate Hypothesis 2 2.10 There is a significant difference between countriesi

of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about the styling of the prototype

car products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the countries of origrn at the 050

level, with an F-value of .403 09, significant at .751. Therefore the null hypothesis was

accepted and the alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 2 2 11 There is no significant difference between countnes

origin with consumer groups' perceptions about the colour a%aJability of

prototype car products

Alternate Hypothesis 2 2 11 There is a significant difference between cotmtrics

of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about the colour arailabihty of tbeI

prototype car products

The results indicated a significant difference between the countries of origin at the 050

level, with an F-value of 5.15385, significant at 002 The group means were 5 25X) for
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Italy, and 5.0250 for Korea and Germany while Malaysia was 4.6125. Therefore the null

hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 2.2.12 There is no significant difference between countries

origin with consumer groups' perceptions about the price of the prototype car

products.

Alternate Hypothesis 2.2.12 There is a significant difference between countries

of origin with consumer groups' perceptions about the price of the prototype carl

products.

The results indicated a significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of 13.40287, significant at .000. The group means were 5.6000 for

Italy and 5.3750 for Germany while Malaysia was 4.6375. Therefore the null hypothesis

was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

5.3.3 Purchase Willingness Test by COT1

Null Hypothesis 3.1.1 There is no significant difference between subject groups'

level of purchase willingness on the prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 3.1.1 There is a significant difference between subjecti

groups' level of purchase willingness on the prototype car products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the consumer groups at the .050

level, with an F-value of .46234, significant at .709. Therefore the null hypothesis was

accepted and the alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Statistics are shown in Table 5.5 and Table 5.6.
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5.3.4 Purchase Willingness Test by COO2

I Null Hypothesis 3.2.1 There is no significant difference between countries

origin with consumer groups' purchase willingness of the prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 3.2.1 There is a significant difference between countries of

origin with consumer groups' purchase willingness of the prototype car products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the countries of origin at the .050

level, with an F-value of .56405, significant at .639. Therefore the null hypothesis was

accepted and the alternate hypothesis was rejected.

5.4 Post-Hoc Tests

Multivariate analyses of covariance (MANCOVA) were used to test if knowledge of

cars, car usage, information seeking about cars and ownership of cars were a covariant

of beliefs concerning country and its products. The items were the same as those in

product-country image questionnaire with the exception of the car ownership question,

which is presented in the questionnaire in Appendix D.

There were no significant covariates resulting from the multivariate test of country

image. Further univariate F-tests defined significant country image variables. Those

variables were knowledge of the country (C 1), knowledge of politics (C2), knowledge of

economy (C3), knowledge of technological advancement (C4), and political system (C8)

of countries. Regression analysis also shows similar results of significant variables which

are knowledge of the country (Cl), knowledge of politics (C2), knowledge of economy

(C3), knowledge of technological advancement (C4), political system (C8), and product

quality in general (C13) for the countries. The result shows that the consumers'

knowledge level of car products correlates to the consumers' knowledge about the

2 Statistics are showii in Table 5.5 and Table 5.7.
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country (i.e., Gi vs. Cl, C2, C3, C4, C13; G2 vs. Cl, C8; G4 vs. C2). The statistics are

summarised in Appendix G.

The same procedures applied to the test of product image. The results of multivariate

tests for product image were significant. F-value were 2.32948 for Pillais, 2.40614 for

Hotellings T2 and 2.3 6969 for Wilks A at the level of .000. Univariate F-tests defined

that most of the country image variables are significant with the exceptions of social class

of owners (P4), workmanship (P7), styling (PlO), and price (P12) of the new car

products. The result shows that the consumers' knowledge level of car products

correlates to the consumers' beliefs on the car products (i.e., GI vs. P1, P2, P3, P5, P6,

P8, P9, PlO, P11, P13; G2 vs. P11). The statistics of regression analysis are summarised

in Appendix H.

5.5 Summary

This chapter has presented the research findings of the respondents' beliefs about a

country and its products, and their purchase intentions toward automobiles as prototype

products. The differences between the subject groups' beliefs about a country, its

products and their willingness to purchase were tested using multivariate analysis of

variance and univariate F-tests.

Characteristics of respondents were briefly summarised. Then, overall multivariate tests

of significance were conducted on product-country images, by COT and by COO. The

results generally tend to be significant, and so univariate F-tests were conducted for the

variables of country image and product image, framed as null hypotheses. The

hypotheses were tested for the individual variables of the three constructs, by COT and

COO separately. In addition, post-hoc tests for general questions were made and the

results were illustrated.
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The results of the hypotheses test for country image are summarised here as below, and

are shown in Table 5.8.

• There is no significant difference between consumer groups' beliefs of COO

countries' government style (C7), political system (C8), market system (Cl 1), and the

level of living standards (C 19).

• There is no significant difference between countries of origin with consimer groups'

knowledge about the country (C 1), politics (C2), economy (C3), socio-culture (C5),

and their perceptions of economic environment (C 12).

Table 5.8

The Results of the Hypotheses Tests on Couxitr"j 1tta

by COT and COO

Hypothesis	 Country Image Factors	 Decision	 on Null Hypotheses

No	 by COT	 by COO

1 I	 Knowledge about the Country (Cl) 	 Reject	 Accept

1 2	 Know ledge about Politics (C2)	 Reject

1 3	 Knowledge about Economy (Ci) 	 Reject	 Accept

1.4	 Knowledge of Tech. Advance. (C4) 	 Reject	 Reject

1 5	 Knowledge of Socio-Culture (CS) 	 Reject	 Accept

1.6	 Political Stability (C6)	 Reject	 Reject

1 7	 Government Style (C7)	 Accept	 Reject

1 8	 Political System (C8)	 Accept	 Reject

1.9	 Economic Development (C9)	 Reject	 Reject

1.10	 Industrialisation (C 10)	 Reject	 Reject

111	 Market System (Cl 1) 	 Accept	 Reject

112	 Econonuc Environment (C12) 	 Reject	 Accept

1.13	 Product Quality (C13) 	 Reject	 Reject

1.14	 Production System (C 14)	 Reject	 Reject

1.15	 Technological Research (C 15) 	 Reject	 Reject

1.16	 Labour Costs (Cl6)	 Reject	 Reject

1.17	 Literacy Rate (C17)	 Reject	 Reject

1.18	 Welfare System (C18)	 Reject	 Reject

119	 Living Standard (C 19)	 Accept	 Reject

• However, there is a significant difference between groups by COT and by COO with

country image variables of knowledge about technological advancement (C4),
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political stability (C6), economic development (C9), industrialisation (do), product

quality (C13), mass production system (C14), technological research (C15), labour

costs (C 16), literacy rate (C 17), and welfare system (C 18).

Table 5.8 shows clearly that the hypotheses of country familiarity factors (Cl, C2, C3,

C5) are accepted by country of origin (COO) and are rejected by country of target

(COT) with exception of technological advancement factor (C4). It indicates that

consumers' perceptions of the country act differently in the consumer markets of COT.

While the country image factors of government style (C7), political system (C8), market

system (C 11) and living standard (C 19) are accepted by COT, and economic

environment (C 12) is accepted by COO, most country image factors are rejected by

COT and COO. It also imply that those country image factors (C4, C6, C9, ClO, C113,

C14, C15, C16, C17, C18) act as cues of consumers' perceptions about the country by

COT and by COO.

The results of the hypotheses test for product image and consumer willingness to

purchase are summarised here as below, and are shown in Table 5.9.

• There is no significant difference between consumer groups' brand recognition (P5),

interests (P1) and their willingness to purchase (P 13) of the prototype car products.

• There is no significant difference between countries of origin with consumer groups'

interest (P 1), styling (P 10) and their willingness to purchase (P 13) of the prototype

car products.

• Nevertheless, there is a significant difference between groups by COT and by COO

with product image variables of overall quality (P2), pride of ownership (P3), owners'

social class (P4), technical advancement (P6), workmanship (P7), performance (P8),

technological design (P9), colour (P11) and price (P 12) of the prototype car products.

Table 5.9 also shows clearly that niost of product image factors act as cues by COT and

COO in consumers' product evaluations. The hypothesis of product interest (P1) and

purchase willingness (P13) were accepted by COT and COO, because the prototype car

product is an hypothetical product. It indicates that consumers are not familiar with the

new products. While the product image factors of brand recognition (PS) by COT and
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styling (P 10) by COO are accepted, most product image factors are rejected by COT and

COO. Those product image factors are overall quality (P2), pride of ovnership (P3),

owners' social class (P4), technical advancement (P6), workmanship (P7), performance

(P8), technological design (P9), colour (P11) and price (P 12).

Table 5. 9

The Results of the Hypotheses Tests on Product Image

by COT and COO

Hypothesis	 Product Image Factors	 Decision on Null Hypotheses

No	 by COT	 by COO

21	 Interest(Pl)	 I	 cir
2.2	 Overall Quality (P2) 	 Reject	 Reject

2.3	 Pride of Ownership (P3) 	 Reject	 Reject

2.4	 Social Class (P4) 	 Reject	 Reject

25	 Brand Recognition (PS) 	 *cc	 Reject

2.6	 Technical Advancement (P6)	 Reject	 Reject

2.7	 Workmanship (P7)	 Reject	 Reject

2.8	 Performance (PS) 	 Reject	 Reject

2.9	 Teclmological Design (P9)	 Reject	 Reject

2 10	 Stylmg (PlO)	 Reject	 Atept

2.11	 Colour (P11)	 Reject	 Reject

2.12	 Price (P12)	 Reject	 Reject

2.13	 Buying Willingness (P 13)

As a follow-up procedure, in the next chapter, the hypotheses on product-country

images and purchase willingness are tested again by each individual group of COT using

one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) to compare the statistical significance between

the groups. In the next chapter, ANOVA results, as further data analyses, will be

presented in the perspective of country of target (COT) in an in-depth analysis.
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Chapter 6

Further Data Analysis and Results

6. 1 Introduction

In the previous chapter country image and product image were examined by country of

target (COT) as subjects' groups, and by country of origin (COO) as product origin

groups. Consumers' purchase willingness was also tested by COT and by COO. As a

follow-up procedure, in this chapter, the hypotheses on product-country images are

tested by each COT using one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) to compare the

statistical significance between the groups. This is to examine the role of country image

in consumers' product evaluations in their attitude toward the prototype automobiles.

Finally, this chapter presents the findings of the research on consumers' beliefs about

the country, its products and their willingness to purchase the car products.

6.2 Country Image Tests

Using one-way ANOVA, in this section, the country image of origin countries is tested

by each country of target.' The results are summarised at the end of each country of

target in tabular form, namely Table 6.1 for the United Kingdom, Table 6.2 for the

United States, Table 6.3 for Hong Kong, and Table 6.4 for Australia.

6.2.1 Country of Target: United Kingdom

Null Hypothesis 4.1.1 There is no significant difference between UK subject

groups' level of general knowledge about the origin countries.
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Alternate Hypothesis 4.1. 1 There is a significant difference between UK subject

groups' level of general knowledge about the origin countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2.2666, at p < .0875. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 4.1.2 There is no significant difference between UK subject

groups' level of general knowledge about the politics of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4. 1.2 There is a significant difference between UK subject I
groups' level of general knowledge about the politics of the origin countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2.4096, at p < .0735. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 4.1.3 There is no significant difference between UK subject

groups' level of general knowledge about the economy of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.1.3 There is a significant difference between UK subject

groups' level of general knowledge about the economy of the origin countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.3629, at p < .2606. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

I Null Hypothesis 4.1.4 There is no significant difference between UK subject

I groups' level of general knowledge about the technological advancement of the

origin countries.
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Alternate Hypothesis 4. 1.4 There is a significant difference between UK subject

groups' level of general knowledge about the technological advancement of the

origin countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.0 149, at p < .3909. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

[Null Hypothesis 4.1.5 There is no significant difference between UK subject

groups' level of general knowledge about the socio-culture of the origin

countries.

Hypothesis 4.1.5 There is a significant difference between UK subject

groups' level of general knowledge about the socio-culture of the origin

countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 3.94026, at p < .0 114. The group mean was 3.6500 for Italy while Korea

was 2.1500. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was

accepted.

I Null Hypothesis 4. 1.6 There is no significant difference between UK subject

I groups' perceptions about the stability of political environment of the origin

I countries

Alternate Hypothesis 4. 1.6 There is a significant difference between UK subject

groups' perceptions about the stability of political environment of the origin

countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 6.4242, at p < .0006. The group mean was 4.3 500 for Germany while Italy
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was 2.4500. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was

accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.1.7 There is no significant difference between UK subject

groups' perceptions about the government style of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4. 1.7 There is a significant difference between UK subject

groups' perceptions about the government style of the origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 7.7075, at p < .000 1. The group means were 5.0000 for Italy and 4.6000

for Germany while Malaysia was 3.3000. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and

the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.1.8 There is no significant difference between UK subject

groups' perceptions about the political system of the origin countries.

'Alternate Hypothesis 4.1.8 There is a significant difference between UK subject

groups' perceptions about the political system of the origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 10.6068, at p < .0000. The group means were 5.2000 for Germany and

4.8500 for Italy while Korea was 3.2000. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected

and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.1.9 There is no significant difference between UK subject

groups' perceptions about the level of economic development of the origin

countries.
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Alternate Hypothesis 4.1.9 There is a significant difference between UK subject

groups' perceptions about the level of economic development of the origin

countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 11.0152, at p < .0000. The means were 6.1500 for Germany and 5.1000

for Italy while Korea was 4.2500. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the

alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.1.10 There is no significant difference between UK subject

groups' perceptions about the level of industrialisation of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.1.10 There is a significant difference between UK

subject groups' perceptions about the level of industrialisation of the origin

countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 13.4253, at p < .0000. The group means were 6.2000 for Germany and

5.2000 for Italy while Malaysia was 4.0000. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected

and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.1.11 There is no significant difference between UK subject

groups' perceptions about the market system of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4. 1. 11 There is a significant difference between UK

subject groups' perceptions about the market system of the origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 4.5183, at p < . 0057. The group mean was 5.0000 for Italy while Malaysia

was 3.6500. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was

accepted.
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Null Hypothesis 4.1.12 There is no significant difference between UK subject

groups' perceptions about the stability of economic environment of the origin

countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4. 1.12 There is a significant difference between UK

subject groups' perceptions about the stability of economic environment of the

origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 5.3 169, at p < .0022. The group mean was 5.3000 for Germany while

Malaysia was 3.9500. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the aternate

hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4. 1.13 There is no significant difference between UK subject

groups' perceptions about the general quality of products of the origin

countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.1.13 There is a significant difference between UK

subject groups' perceptions about the general quality of products of the origin

countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 16.4800, at p < .0000. The group means were 5.9000 for Germany and

5.2000 for Italy while Malaysia was 3.7500. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected

and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.1.14 There is no significant difference between UK subject

groups' perceptions about the mass production system of the origin countries.



163

Alternate Hypothesis 4.1.14 There is a significant difference between UK

subject groups' perceptions about the mass production system of the origin

countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of .4180, at p < .7406. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 4.1. 15 There is no significant difference between UK subject

I groups' perceptions about the level of technological research of the origin I
I countries.

lAlternate Hypothesis 4.1.15 There is a significant difference between UK

subject groups' perceptions about the level of technological research of thel

origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 16 5095, at p < .0000. The group nieans were 6.0500 for Germany and

4.5000 for Italy while Malaysia was 3.8000. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected

and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4. 1.16 There is no significant difference between UK subject

groups' perceptions about the level of labour costs of the origin countries.

IA1ternate Hypothesis 4.1.16 There is a significant difference between UKj

subject groups' perceptions about the level of labour costs of the origin

countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 29.9685, at p < .0000. The group means were 4.7500 for Germany and
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3.9500 for Italy while Malaysia was 2.3500. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected

and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.1.17 There is no significant difference between UK subject

groups' perceptions about the literacy rate of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.1.17 There is a significant difference between UK

subject groups' perceptions about the literacy rate of the origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 33.4122, at p < .0000. The group means were 5.9600 for Germany,

5.6500 for Italy and 3.7500 for Korea while Malaysia was 2.9000. Therefore the null

hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.1.18 There is no significant difference between UK subject

groups' perceptions about the welfare system of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.1.18 There is a significant difference between UK

subject groups' perceptions about the welfare system of the origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 17.5721, at p < .0000. The group means were 4.9500 for Germany and

4.2000 for Italy while Malaysia was 2.6000. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected

and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.1.19 There is no significant difference between UK subject

groups' perceptions about the living standards of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.1.19 There is a significant difference between UK

subject groups' perceptions about the living standards of the origin countries.
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The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 36.1616, at p < .0000. The group means were 5.7000 for Germany,

4.5500 for Italy and 3.5000 for Korea while Malaysia was 2.8000. Therefore the null

hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Table 6.1

The Test Results of Hypotheses on Country Image and

Significance Comparison Between Groups of Country of Origin;

Country of Target: United Kingdom

Hypo- Hypo- 	 Comparison

thesis	 thesis	 Country Image Factors 	 by

No.	 Tests	 Mean

4.1.1
	

Knowledge of the Country (Cl)
	

Very little
	

Very much

4.1.2
	

Knowledge about Politics (C2)
	

Very little
	

Very much

4.1.3
	

Knowledge about Economy (C3) Very little 	 Very much

4.1.4	 ep
	

Knowledge of Tech. Adv. (C4)
	

Very little
	

Very much

4.1.5	 Reject
	

Knowledge of Socio-Culture (C5) Very little	 K<M<G<I Verymuch

4.1.6	 Reject	 Political Stability (C6)	 Unstable	 1< M <K <0 Stable

4.1.7	 Reject Government Style (C7) 	 Military	 M <K < G <1 Civilian

4.1.8	 Reject	 Political System (CS)	 Autocratic	 K <M <I <G Democratic

4.1.9	 Reject Economic Development (C9) 	 Underdeveloped	 K <M <1<0 Developed

4.1.10	 Reject	 Industrialisation (C 10) 	 Not very	 M <K <1< G Very

4.1.11	 Reject	 MarketSystem(Cll)	 Centrallyplanned M<K<G<I Freemarket

4.1.12	 Reject EconomicEnviromnent(C12)	 Unstable	 M<I<K<G Stable

4.1.13	 Reject Product Quality (C 13) 	 Very low	 M <K <1< G Very high

4 114 Me$ Production System (C 14) 	 Very little	 <M <K Very much

4.1.15	 Reject TechnologicalResearch(Cl5) 	 Verylow	 M<K<1<G Veryhigh

4.1.16	 Reject LabourCosts(Cl6)	 Verylow	 M<K<I<G Veryhigh

4.1.17 Reject Literacy Rate (C 17) 	 Very low	 M <K <1<0 Very high

4.1.18	 Reject	 WelfareSystem(Cl8)	 Verylittle	 M<K<I<G Agreatdeal

4.1.19	 Reject	 LivingStandard(Cl9)	 Verylow	 M<K<I<G Veiyhigh

Note ; G for Germany,! for Italy, K for Korea, and M for Malaysia
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6.2.2 Country of Target: United States

4u1l Hypothesis 4.2.1 There is no significant difference between United States

subject groups' level of general knowledge about the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.2.1 There is a significant difference between United

States subject groups' level of general knowledge about the origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 3.6930, at p < .0 154. The gioup mean was 4.2000 for Malaysia while

Korea was 2.6500. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate

hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.2.2 There is no significant difference between United States

subject groups' level of general knowledge about the politics of the origin

countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.2.2 There is a significant difference between United

States subject groups' level of general knowledge about the politics of the

origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 3.4323, at p < .0211. The group means were 3.1000 for Malaysia and

2.9500 for Germany while Italy was 2.0000. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected

and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.2.3 There is no significant difference between United States

subject groups' level of general knowledge about the economy of the origin

countries.
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Alternate Hypothesis 4.2.3 There is a significant difference between United

States subject groups' level of general knowledge about the economy of the

origin countries,

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 6.2116, at p < .0008. The group means were 3.9000 for Malaysia and

3.2500 Germany while Korea was 2.0000. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected

and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.2.4 There is no significant difference between United States

subject groups' level of general knowledge about the technological advancement

of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.2.4 There is a significant difference between United

States subject groups' level of general knowledge about the technological

advancement of the origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 3.663 1, at p < .0160. The group means were 3.6000 for Malaysia and

3.3500 for Germany while Italy was 2.0500. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected

and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.2.5 There is no significant difference between United States

subject groups' level of general knowledge about the socio-culture of the origin

countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.2.5 There is a significant difference between United

States subject groups' level of general knowledge about the socio-culture of the

origin countries.
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The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2.4149, at p < .0730. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 4.2.6 There is no significant difference between United States

subject groups' perceptions about the stability of political environment of the

origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.2.6 There is a significant difference between United

'States subject groups' perceptions about the stability of political environment

the origin countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of .5 137, at p < .6740. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 4.2.7 There is no significant difference between United States

subject groups' perceptions about the government style of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.2.7 There is a significant difference between United I

States subject groups' perceptions about the government style of the origin

countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 3.6123, at p < .0170. The group means were 4.6500 for Italy and 4.6500

for Germany while Korea was 3.1500. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and

the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

INull Hypothesis 4.2.8 There isno significant difference between United Sta

subject groups' perceptions about the political system of the origin countries.
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Alternate Hypothesis 4.2.8 There is a significant difference between United

States subject groups' perceptions about the political system of the origin

countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.17714, at p < .1598. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 4.2.9 There is no significant difference between United States

subject groups' perceptions about the level of economic development of the 
I

origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.2.9 There is a significant difference between United

States subject groups' perceptions about the level of economic development

the origin countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.6063, at p < .1949. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 4.2.10 	 There is no significant difference between United

I 
States subject groups' perceptions about the level of industrialisation of the

origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.2.10 There is a significant difference between United

States subject groups' perceptions about the level of industrialisation of the

origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 4.6934, at p < .0046. The group mean was 5.8000 for Germany while
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Malaysia was 4.4500. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate

hypothesis was accepted.

I
Null Hypothesis 4.2.11 	 There is no significant difference between Unitedj

States subject groups' perceptions about the market system of the originj

countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.2.11 There is a significant difference between United 
I

States subject groups' perceptions about the market system of the origin

countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the 050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2.0730, at p < .1108. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

I
Null Hypothesis 4.2.12	 There is no significant difference between Unitedi

States subject groups' perceptions about the stability of economic environment

I 
of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4 2.12 There is a significant difference between United

States subject groups' perceptions about the stability of economic environment

of the origin countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2.1092, at p < .1060. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 4.2.13	 There is no significant difference between United

States subject groups' perceptions about the general quality of products ofthel

origin countries.
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Alternate Hypothesis 4.2.13 There is a significant difference between United

States subject groups' perceptions about the general quality of products of the

origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 11.0230, at p < .0000. The group means were 5.9000 for Italy and 5.9000

for Germany while Korea was 4.3 500. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and

the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.2.14 There is no significant difference between United States

subject groups' perceptions about the mass production system of the origin

countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.2.14 There is a significant difference between United

States subject groups' perceptions about the mass production system of the

origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of3.6951, at p < .0 154. The group means were 5.1000 for Germany, 4.9000

for Malaysia and 4.7000 for Korea while Italy was 3.8500. Therefore the null

hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.2.15 There is no significant difference between United

States subject groups' perceptions about the level of technological research of

the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.2.15 There is a significant difference between United

States subject groups' perceptions about the level of technological research of

the origin countries.
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The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 4.6968, at p < .0046. The group mean was 5.3500 for Germany while Italy

was 3.9500. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was

accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.2.16 There is no significant difference between United

States subject groups' perceptions about the level of labour costs of the origin

countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.2.16 There is a significant difference between United

States subject groups' perceptions about the level of labour costs of the origin

countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 9.0704, at p < .0000. The group means were 4.7500 for Germany and

4.6000 for Italy while Malaysia was 3.1000. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected

and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.2.17 There is no significant difference between United

States subject groups' perceptions about the literacy rate of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.2.17 There is a significant difference between United

States subject groups' perceptions about the literacy rate of the origin countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.4563, at p < .2332. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 4.2.18 There is no significant difference between United

States subject groups' perceptions about the welfare system of the origin

countries.



173

Alternate Hypothesis 4.2.18 There is a significant difference between United

States subject group? perceptions about the welfare system of the origin

countries,

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2.9 180, at p < .0395. The group mean was 4.9500 for Germany while

Korea was 3.8000. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate

hypothesis was accepted.

Table 6.2

The Test Results of Hypotheses on Country Image and

Significance Comparison Between Groups of Country of Origin;

Country of Target: United States

Hypo- Hypo-	 Comparison

thesis	 thesis	 Country Image Factors	 by

No.	 Tests	 Mean

4.2.1	 Reject	 Knowledge of the Countiy (Cl) Very little 	 K <1<0 <M Very much

4.2.2	 Reject	 Knowledge about Politics (C2) 	 Very little	 1< K <0< M Very much

4.2.3	 Reject Knowledge about Economy (C3) Very little	 K <1< G <M Very much

4.2.4	 Reject Knowledge of Tech. Adv. (C4) 	 Very little	 I <K <G < M Very much

425	 Accej1 Knowledge of Socio-Culture (C5) Very little 	 K<I<G <M Very much

4 2 6	 Acccpt J Political Stability (C6) 	 Unstable	 CI<M<G Stable
•s4

4.2.7	 Reject Government Style (C7)	 Military	 K <M < G <I Civilian

4 2 8	 'Accpt Political System (C8)	 Autocratic	 KM"G <I: Democratic

4 2 9	 Economic Development (C9)	 Underdeveloped	 1K<M<G Developed

4.2.10	 Reject	 Industrialisation(C10)	 Notvery	 M<I<K<G Very

4211	 Market System (Cli) 	 Centrally planned K'<G	 I Free market

42 12 Accept Economic Environment (Cl2)	 Unstable	 K<G<M Stable

4.2.13	 Reject	 ProductQuality(C13) 	 Verylow	 K<M<G<I Veryhigh

4.2.14	 Reject Production System (C14) 	 Very little	 1< K <M <G Very much

4.2.15	 Reject Technological Research (Cl 5)	 Very low	 1< K <M <0 Very high

4.2.16	 Reject LabourCosts(C16)	 Verylow	 M<K<I<G Veryhigh

42 17 Acoapf Literacy Rate (C17)	 Very low	 iK" ( ' Very high

4.2.18	 Reject	 WelfareSystem(C18) 	 Verylittle	 K<I<M<G Agreatdeal

4219	 Apt Living Standard (C19)	 Very low	 rK	 Very high

Note : G for Germany, I for Italy, K for Korea, and M for Malaysia
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ull Hypothesis 4.2.19 	 There is no significant difference between United

I States subject groups' perceptions about the living standards of the origin

I countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.2.19 There is a significant difference between United I

States subject groups' perceptions about the living standards of the origin

countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2.2457, at p < .0898. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

6.2.3 Country of Target: Hong Kong

Null Hypothesis 4.3.1 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' level of general knowledge about the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 43J There is a significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' level of general knowledge about the origin countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of .2422, at p < .8666. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

rNuIl Hypothesis 4.3.2 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' level of general knowledge about the politics of the origin

countries.
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Alternate Hypothesis 4.3.2 There is a significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' level of general knowledge about the politics of the origin

countries,

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.6091, at p < .1943. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 4.3.3 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' level of general knowledge about the economy of the origin

I countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 41 There is a significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' level of general knowledge about the economy of the origin

countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of .14 15, at p < .9438. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

I
Null Hypothesis 4.3.4 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

I 
subject groups' level of general knowledge about the technological advancement]

lof the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.3.4 There is a significant difference between Hong Kongj

subject groups' level of general knowledge about the technological advancement

of the origin countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of .77 15, at p < .5 135. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.
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Null Hypothesis 4.3.5 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' level of general knowledge about the socio-culture of the origin

countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.3.5 There is a significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' level of general knowledge about the socio-culture of the origin

countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.1104, at p < .3502. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 4.3.6 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' perceptions about the stability of political environment of the

origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.3.6 There is a significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' perceptions about the stability of political environment of the

origin countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of .9752, at p < .4090. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 4.3.7 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' perceptions about the government style of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.3.7 There is a significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' perceptions about the government style of the origin countries.
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The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 4.0980, at p < .0095. The group mean was 4.4000 for Italy while

Germany was 3.1500. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate

hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.3.8 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' perceptions about the political system of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.3.8 There is a significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' perceptions about the political system of the origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2.8511, at p < .0429. The group mean was 4.3500 for Italy while Korea

was 3.2000. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was

accepted.

ill Hypothesis 4.3.9 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' perceptions about the level of economic development of the

origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.3.9 There is a significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' perceptions about the level of economic development of the

origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 3.3641, at p < .0229. The means were 4.7500 for Korea and 4.5500 for

Italy while Malaysia was 3.6500. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the

alternate hypothesis was accepted.
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Null Hypothesis 4.3.10 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' perceptions about the level of industrialisation of the origin 
I

I countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.3.10 There is a significant difference between Hong

Kong subject groups' perceptions about the level of industrialisation of the 
I

origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2.9695, at p < .037 1. The group means were 4.6000 for Korea and 4.5500

for Germany while Italy was 3.8000. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the

alternate hypothesis was accepted.

J
Null Hypothesis 4.3.11 There is no significant difference between Hong Kon1

I 
subject groups' perceptions about the market system of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 43.11 There is a significant difference between Hong

Kong subject groups' perceptions about the market system of the origin 
I

countries

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the 050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2.2998, at p < .0840. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 4.3 12 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

I 
subject groups' perceptions about the stability of economic environment of thel

origin countries

l Alternate Hypothesis 4.3.12 There is a significant difference between Hong

Kong subject groups' perceptions about the stability of economic environment 
I

of the origin countries.
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The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of .9554, at p < .4183. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 4.3.13 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong I
subject groups' perceptions about the general quality of products of the origin

countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.3.13 There is a significant difference between Hongj

Kong subject groups' perceptions about the general quality of products of the

origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 12.5345, at p < .0000. The group means were 5.4500 for Italy, 5.1000 for

Germany and 4.4500 for Korea while Malaysia was 3.9000. Therefore the null

hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.3.14 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

I subject groups' perceptions about the mass production system of the origin

I countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.3.14 There is a significant difference between Hong

Kong subject groups' perceptions about the mass production system of thej

origin countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of .9875, at p < .403 3. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.
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Null Hypothesis 4.3.15 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' perceptions about the level of technological research of the

origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.3.15 There is a significant difference between Hong

Kong subject groups' perceptions about the level of technological research of

the origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 5.1015, at p < .0029. The group nieans were 4.3500 for Germany, 4.3000

for Korea and 4.1500 for Italy while Malaysia was 3.4000. Therefore the null

hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.3.16 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' perceptions about the level of labour costs of the origin

countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.3.16 There is a significant difference between Hong

Kong subject groups' perceptions about the level of labour costs of the origin

countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 16.5430, at p <.0000. The group means were 4.3500 for Italy and 4.0500

for Germany and 3.7500 for Korea while Malaysia was 2.4000. Therefore the null

hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.3.17 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' perceptions about the literacy rate of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.3.17 There is a significant difference between Hong

Kong subject groups' perceptions about the literacy rate of the origin countries.
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The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2.5055, at p < .0654. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Table 6.3

The Test Results of Hypotheses on Country Image and

Significance Comparison Between Groups of Country of Origin;

Country of Target: Hong Kong

Hypo- Hypo-	 Comparison

thesis	 thesis	 Countiy Image Factors	 by

No.	 Tests	 Mean

4.3.1	 Aej*.) Knowledge of the Country (Cl) Vety little	 Very much

432	 Accept Knowledge about Politics (C2) 	 Very little	 t <U<	 Very much
4433	 Mcept Knowledge about Economy (C3) Very little 	 Very much

434	 Accept Knowledge of Tech. Adv (C4) 	 Veiyhttle	 Veiy much
4	 .

4 3 5	 Mc4pt Knowledge of Socrn-Culture (C5) Very little	 <1	 Very much
7 /. *.'43 6	 Accept Political Stability (C6)	 Unstable	 t K: Mc1 . Stable
7g, //4ftj,,//.

4.3.7	 Reject Government Style (C7) 	 MJlit	 G <K <M <I Civilian
4.3.8	 Reject	 Political System (C8) 	 Autocratic	 K < G <M <I Democratic
4.3.9	 Reject Economic Development (C9) 	 Underileve%opecl	 M <0<1 zR Developed
4.3.10	 Reject	 Industrialisation (C 10) 	 Not very	 1< M <0 <K Very
4311 FAept Market System (Cli)	 Centrallypinmed	 Free market

-	 1/
43 12	 Acce$ , Economic Environment (Cl2)	 Unstable	 "Mz	 Stable.,	 /	 ' #4.3.13	 Reject Product Quality (C 13)	 Very low	 M <K < G <I Very high
43 14 rMCt Production System (C14)	 Very little	 C<U	 J Very much

&.-	 ,/-:c ,4
4.3.15	 Reject Technological Research (Ci 5) 	 Very low	 M <1< K <0 Very high
4.3.16 Reject Labour Costs (C 16) 	 Veiy low	 M <K <0<! Very high
4317	 Apt Literacy Rate (Cu)	 Veiy low	 . MX' Verylugh

p4..
4.3.18	 Reject	 WelfareSystem(Cl8)	 Veiylittle	 M<K<G<I Agreatdeal

4.3.19	 Reject Living Standard (C 19)	 Very low	 M <G <K <I Very high

Note ; G for Gennany, I for Italy, K for Korea, and M for Malaysia

Null Hypothesis 4.3.18 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' perceptions about the welfare system of the origin countries.
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Alternate Hypothesis 4.3.18 There is a significant difference between Hong

Kong subject groups' perceptions about the welfare system of the origin

countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 3.2487, at p < .0264. The group means were 4.4500 for Italy and 4.4000

for Germany while Malaysia was 3.5000. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and

the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.3.19 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' perceptions about the living standards of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.3.19 There is a significant difference between Hong

Kong subject groups' perceptions about the living standards of the origin

countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 7.9030, at p < .0001. The group means were 4.9500 for Italy, 4.6500 for

Korea and 4.4500 for Germany while Malaysia was 3.5000. Therefore the null

hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

6.2.4 Country of Target: Australia

ull Hypothesis 4.4.1 There is no significant difference between Australian

subject groups' level of general knowledge about the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.4. 1 There is a significant difference between Australian

subject groups' level of general knowledge about the origin countries.
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The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.8985, at p < .13 70. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 4.4.2 There is no significant difference between AustraIian

subject groups' level of general knowledge about the politics of the origin

I countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.4.2 There is a significant difference between Australian

subject groups' level of general knowledge about the politics of the origin

countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of .1357, at p < .9385. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

I Null Hypothesis 4.4 3 There is no significant difference between Australian

I subject groups' level of general knowledge about the economy of the origin

I countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.4.3 There is a significant difference between Australian

subject groups' level of general knowledge about the economy of the origin

countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of .4 183, at p < .7403. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 4.4.4 There is no significant difference between Australian

subject groups' level of general knowledge about the technological advancement

of the origin countries.
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Alternate Hypothesis 4.4.4 There is a significant difference between Australian I

subject groups' level of general knowledge about the technological advancement

of the origin countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.0536, at p < .3739. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 4.4.5 There is no significant difference between AustralIanj

subject groups' level of general knowledge about the socio-culture of the origin

countries

Alternate Hypothesis 4.4.5 There is a significant difference between Australian

subject groups' level of general knowledge about the socio-culture of the origin

countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2 2222, at p < .0924 Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 4.4 6 There is no significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions about the stability of political environment of the

origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4 4.6 There is a significant difference betveen Australia

subject groups' perceptions about the stability of political environment of thej

origin countries.
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The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2.0748, at p < .1106. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 4.4.7 There is no significant difference between Australianj

I subject groups' perceptions about the government style of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.4.7 There is a significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions about the government style of the origin countries.

The results indicated no significant thiference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.9624, at p < .1268. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 4.4.8 There is no significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions about the political system of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.4.8 There is a significant difference between Australian I

subject groups' perceptions about the political system of the origin countries

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 4 4161, at p < .0064. The group means were 4.5000 for Germany, 4 4000

for Italy and 4.2500 for Korea while Malaysia was 3.1000. Therefore the null

hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.4.9 There is no significant difference between Australiani

subject groups' perceptions about the level of economic development of the

origin countries.
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Alternate Hypothesis 4.4.9 There is a significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions about the level of economic development of the

origin countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.7993, at p < .1545. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 44. 10 There is no significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions about the level of industrialisation of the origin I

I countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.4.10 There is a significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions about the level of industrialisation of the origin

countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 4. 6757, at p < .0047. The group means were 5.2000 for Korea and 5.1000

for Germany while Malaysia was 4.2000. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and

the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.4.11 There is no significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions about the market system of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.4. 11 There is a significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions about the market system of the origin countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.7896, at p < .1563. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.



187

I 
Null Hypothesis 4.4.12 There is no significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions about the stability of economic environment of the

origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.4. 12 There is a significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions about the stability of economic environment of the

origin countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1385, at p < .9367. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 44 13 There is no significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions about the general quality of products of the origin

countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.4.13 There is a significant difference between Australian]

subject groups' perceptions about the general quality of products of the origin

countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 15.9901, at p < .0000. The group means were 5.9500 for Italy and 5.5500

for Germany while Malaysia was 3.8500. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and

the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.4.14 There is no significant difference between AustraIian

subject groups' perceptions about the mass production system of the origin

countries.
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Alternate Hypothesis 4.4.14 There is a significant difference between Australianj

subject groups' perceptions about the mass production system of the originj

countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2.7237, at p < .0501. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

I
Null Hypothesis 4.4.15 There is no significant difference between Australian

I 
subject groups' perceptions about the level of technological research of the

origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.4.15 There is a significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions about the level of technological research of the

origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 3.7145, at p < .0150. The group mean was 5.1000 for Germany while

Malaysia was 3.8500. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate

hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.4.16 There is no significant difference between Australian

I 
subject groups' perceptions about the level of labour costs of the origin

I countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.4.16 There is a significant difference between Australian 
I

subject groups' perceptions about the level of labour costs of the origin

countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 8.7676, at p < .0000. The group means were 4.4000 for Germany and
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4.0000 for Italy while Malaysia was 2.6500. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected

and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.4.17 There is no significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions about the literacy rate of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.4.17 There is a significant difference between Australianj

subject groups' perceptions about the literacy rate of the origin countries.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 5.9258, at p < .0011. The group means were 4.8000 for Germany, 4.4000

for Italy and 4.1000 for Korea while Malaysia was 3.3500. Therefore the null

hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 4.4.18 There is no significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions about the welfare system of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.4. 18 There is a significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions about the welfare system of the origin countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2.5685, at p < .0605. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 4 4.19 There is no significant difference between Australian

I subject groups' perceptions about the living standards of the origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 4.4. 19 There is a significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions about the living standards of the origin countries.
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The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 4.05 17, at p < .0100. The group means were 4.8000 for Germany and

4.7000 for Italy while Malaysia was 3.6500. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected

and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Table 6.4

The Test Results of Hypotheses on Country Image and

Significance Comparison Between Groups of Country of Origin;

Country of Target: Australia

Hypo- Hypo-	 Comparison

thesis	 thesis	 Country Image Factors 	 by

No.	 Tests	 Mean

44 1	 Aitepf,i Knowledge of the Country (Cl) Veiy little	 M <C < K	 Veiy much

44 2	 Knowledge about Politics (C2)	 Veiy little	 / £ <M	 <G Veiy much

443	 Atzøpt Knowledge about Economy (C3) Very little 	 K	 f G Very much

444	 ACCeJ4 Knowledge of Tech. Adv (C4) 	 Very little	 M <L< G Very much

44 5	 M*ept Knowledge of Socio-Culture (C5) Very little	 K ,, Very much

446	 Accept Political Stability (C6)	 Unstable	 t <1(<t M Stable

447 fte$ j Government Style(C7)	 J4flitary	 Civilian

4.4.8	 Reject	 Political System (C8)	 Autocratic	 M <K <I <0 Democratic

44 9	 'ttf Econonuc Development (C9)	 Underdeveloped ' M 4i K C) Developed
4.4.10	 Reject lndustrialisation(C10)	 Not very	 M<I<G<K Veiy

4411	 Market System (Cli)	 Centrally planned M 4k G1 Free market

44 12	 Aze3 Econonuc Environment (Cl2) 	 Unstable	 ct4K Stable

4.4.13	 Reject Product Quality (Cl 3) 	 Very low	 M <K <0<! Very high

44 14	 Production System (C14)	 Very little	 1	 < 1	 Very much

4.4.15	 Reject	 Technological Research (Cl 5)	 Very low	 M <1< K <G Very high

4.4.16	 Reject LabourCosts(C16) 	 Verylow	 M<K<rG Veryhigh

4.4.17 Reject Literacy Rate (C 17) 	 Very low	 M <K <1< G Very high

4418 rAc*p	 Welfare System (C18)	 Very little	 A great deal

4.4.19	 Reject J.iving Standard (Cl 9)	 Very low	 M <K <1<0 Very high

Note; G for Germany, I for Italy, K for Korea, and M fbr Malaysia
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6.3 Product Image Tests

Using ANOVA the product image of the prototype automobile is tested by each country

of target which represents each continent as a consumer market. The results are

summarised at the end of each country of target which are Table 6.5 for the United

Kingdom, Table 6.6 for the United States, Table 6.7 for Hong Kong, and Table 6.8 for

Australia.

6.3.1 Country of Target: United Kingdom

Null Hypothesis 5.1.1 There is no significant difference between UK subject

groups' level of interests in the prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.1.1 There is a significant difference between UK subject

groups' level of interests in the prototype car products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of .6068, at p < .6 126. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

INull Hypothesis 5.1.2 There is no significant difference between UK subject

groups' perceptions concerning the quality of the prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.1.2 There is a significant difference between UK subject

'groups' perceptions concerning the quality of the prototype car products.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 8.3810, at p < .000 1. The group means were 6.0000 for Germany, 5.5000

for Italy and 5.3500 for Korea while Malaysia was 4.5000. Therefore the null

hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.
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Null Hypothesis 5.1.3 There isno significant difference between UK subject I

groups' level of feelings on pride of ownership of the prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.1.3 There is a significant difference between UK subject I
groups' level of feelings on pride of ownership of the prototype car products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 3.95 70, at p < .0112. The group means were 5 9000 for Germany and

5.8000 for Italy while Malaysia was 5.0000. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected

and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 5.1.4 There is no significant difference between UK subject

groups' feelings about social class of ownership for the prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5 1.4 There is a significant difference between UK subject

groups' feelings about social class of ownership for the prototype car products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the 050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2.1513, at p < .1007. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

INull Hypothesis 5.1.5 There is no significant difference between (1K subjectj

groups' level of recognition of the brand of prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.1.5 There is a significant difference between UK subiecti

groups' level of recognition of the brand of prototype car products

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of .4467, at p < .7203. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.
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Null Hypothesis 5.1.6 There is no significant difference between UK subject

groups' perceptions of the technical advancement of the prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.1.6 There is a significant difference between UK subject I

groups' perceptions of the technical advancement of the prototype car products

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the 050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2.9096, at p < .0399. The group means were 6.1000 for Germany while

Malaysia was 5.2500. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate

hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 5 1 7 There is no significant difference between UK subject

groups' perceptions of the workmanship of the prototype car products

Alternate Hypothesis 5 1.7 There is a significant difference between 15K subject

groups' perceptions of the workmanship of the prototype car products

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the 050 1eeL, with

an F-ratio of 4 7235, at p < .0045. The group mean was 6 1000 for Germany while

Malaysia was 5.0000 Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate

hypothesis was accepted

Null Hypothesis 5 1.8 There is no significant difference betieen UK subject

groups' perceptions of the performance of the prototype car products

Alternate Hypothesis 5.1.8 There is a significant difference between UK subjectj

groups' perceptions of the performance of the prototype car products
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The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2.0378, at p < .1157. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 5.1.9 There is no significant difference between UK subject

groups' perceptions of the level of technological design of the prototype car

products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.1.9 There is a significant difference between UK subject

groups' perceptions of the level of technological design of the prototype Carl

products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2.1765, at p < .0977. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 5.1.10 There is no significant difference between UK subject

groups' perceptions of the styling of prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.1.10 There is a significant difference between UK

subject groups' perceptions of the styling of prototype car products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the 050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.220 1, at p < .3 082. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 5.1.1 1 There is no significant difference between UK subject

groups' perceptions of the colour availability of the prototype car products
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Alternate Hypothesis 5.1.11 There is a significant difference between UK

subject groups' perceptions of the colour availability of the prototype car

products.	 :..

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 5.0267, at p <.0031. The group means were 5.4000 for Italy, 5.3500 for

Germany and 5.3000 for Korea while Malaysia was 4.3500. Therefore the null

hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Table 6.5

The Test Results of Hypotheses Product Image and

Significance Comparison Between Groups of Country of Origin;

Country of Target: United Kingdom

Hypo- Hypo-	 Comparison

thesis	 thesis	 Product Image Factors	 by

No.	 Tests	 Mean

5 11	 Level of Interest (P1)	 Very low	 M G<K <1 Very high

5.1.2	 Reject	 Overall Quality (P2) 	 Very low	 M <K <I <G Very high

5.1.3	 Reject	 Pride of Ownership (P3) 	 Little pride	 M <K <1< G Great pride

514 VAcq	 Social Class (P4)	 Lower	 K<M <I "< Upper

515	 AoceptJ Brand Recognition (P5)	 Very difficult 	 <M <K <1 Very easy

5.1.6	 Reject	 Technical Advancement (P6) Not well advanced M <1< K < G Well advanced

5.1.7	 Reject	 Workmanship (P7)	 Not very carefui	 M <I <K <G Veiycarefzz1

518 rApt1	 Performance(P)	 Veiylow	 Very high

5 1 9	 Accept	 Technological Design (P9) 	 Inutative	 M <I <I <	 Innovative

5 110	 Aecept	 Styhng (PlO)	 Unfashionable	 M	 <K<I 1?asluonable

5.1.11	 Reject	 Colour (P11)	 Very unappealing	 M <K <G <I Very appealing

5.1.12	 Reject	 Price (P12)	 Very inexpensive 	 M<K<G <1 Very expensive

Note ; 0 for Germany, I for Italy, K for Korea, and M for Malaysia

Null. -Iypothesis 5,1.12 There is no significant difference between UK subject I

groups' perceptions of the price of prototype car products.

Alternate I1vpothesis 5.1.12 There is a significant difference between UK

subject groups' perceptions of the price of prototype car products.
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The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 3.9622, at p < .0111. The group means were 5.7500 for Italy and 5.7500

for Germany while Malaysia was 4.6000. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and

the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

6.3.2 Country of Target: United States

Null Hypothesis 5.2.1 There is no significant difference between United States

subject groups' level of interests in the prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.2.1 There is a significant difference between United

States subject groups' level of interests in the prototype car products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.1448, at p < .3365. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 5 2 2 There is no significant difference between United States

subject groups' perceptions concerning the quality of the prototype Carl

products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.2.2 There is a significant difference between United

States subject groups' perceptions concerning the quality of the prototype carl

products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2.5802, at p < 0597. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.
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INu1l Hypothesis 5.2.3 There is no significant difference between United States

subject groups' level of feelings on pride of ownership of the prototype car

products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.2.3 There is a significant difference between United 
I

States subject groups' level of feelings on pride of ownership of the prototype 
I

car products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2.5811, at p < .0596. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 5.2.4 There is no significant difference between United States

subject groups' feelings about social class of ownership for the prototype carl

products

Alternate Hypothesis 5.2.4 There is a significant difference between United 
I

States subject groups' feelings about social class of ownership for the

car products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the 050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1 5902, at p < .1987. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 5.2 5 There is no significant difference between United States]

I 
subject groups' level of recognition of the brand of prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.2 5 There is a significant difference between United 
I

States subject groups' level of recognition of the brand of prototype carl

products
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The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.8174, at p < .151 1. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 5.2.6 There is no significant difference between United States

subject groups' perceptions of the technical advancement of the prototype carl

products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.2.6 There is a significant difference between United 
I

'States subject groups' perceptions of the technical advancement of the 
I

prototype car products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2.2664, at p < .0875. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 5.2.7 There is no significant difference between United States 
I

subject groups' perceptions of the workmanship of the prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.2.7 There is a significant difference between United 
I

States subject groups' perceptions of the workmanship of the prototype carl

products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.8144, at p < . 1517. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 5.28 There is no significant difference between United statesi

subject groups' perceptions of the performance of the prototype car products.
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Alternate Hypothesis 5.2.8 There is a significant difference between United

States subject groups' perceptions of the performance of the prototype car

products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2.7193, at p < .0503. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 5.2.9 There is no significant difference between United States]

subject groups' perceptions of the level of technological design of the prototype I
car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.2.9 There is a significant difference between United I
States subject groups' perceptions of the level of technological design of the

prototype car products.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 3.2985, at p < .0248. The group mean was 5.9000 for Germany while

Malaysia was 4.7500 Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate

hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 5.2.10	 There is no significant difference between United I
States subject groups' perceptions of the styling of prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.2.10 There is a significant difference between United

States subject groups' perceptions of the styling of prototype car products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of .6199, at p < .6042. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.
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Table 6.6

The Test Results of Hypotheses on Product Image and

Significance Comparison Between Groups of Country of Origin;

Country of Target: United States

Hypo- Hypo-

thesis	 thesis	 Product Image Factors

No.	 Tests

5.2.1	 .tii	 Level of Interest (Pt)	 Very low

522	 Aceept	 Overall Quality (P2) 	 Very low

5 2 3	 'Aeeept	 Pride of Ownership (P3)	 Little pride

5 24	 Aeeept	 Social Class (P4)	 Lower

52 5	 Aeeept	 Brand Recogmtion (P5)	 Very difficult

526	 Aeeept Techmcal Advancement (P6) Not well advanced

52 7	 Aeeept	 Workmanship (P7) 	 Not very careful

528	 Aeccpt	 Performance (P8)	 Very low

5.2.9	 Reject	 Technological Design (P9)	 huitative

5 2 10	 Aeeept	 Styling (PlO)	 Unfashionable

5 2 11	 Aeeept	 Colour (P11)	 Very unappealing

5 2 12 Aeeept	 Price (P 12)	 Very inexpensive

Note; G for Germany, I for Italy, K for Korea, and M for Malaysia

Null Hypothesis 5.2.11 There is no significant difference between United

States subject groups' perceptions of the colour availability of the prototype car

products

Alternate Hypothesis 5 2 11 There is a significant difference between United

States subject groups' perceptions of the colour availability of the prototype car

products+	 :

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2.4783, at p < .0676. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.
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Null Hypothesis 5.2k 1,: There is no significant difference between United

States subject groups perceptions of the price of prototype car products..........

Alternate . Hypothesis 52.l2 There is a significant difference between United

States subject groups' perôeptions of the price of prototype car products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.0601, at p < .3712. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

6.3.3 Country of Target: Hong Kong

Null Hypothesis 5.3,1. There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' level of interests in the prototype car products.	 •. . :

Alternate Hypothesis 5.3.1 There is a significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' level of interests in the prototype car products.	 .

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.33 12, at p < .2705. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 5.3.2 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' perceptions concerning the quality of the prototype car

products

Alternate Hypothesis 5.3.2 There is a significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' perceptions concerning the quality of the prototype car

products
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The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.3 872, at p < .2532. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

' Null Hypothesis 5.3.3 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' level of feelings on pride of ownership of the prototype car

products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.3.3 There is a significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' level of feelings on pride of ownership of the prototype car

products.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 3.5793, at p < .0 177. The group means were 5.000 for Italy and 4. 8000

for Germany while Malaysia was 4.1500. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and

the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 5.3.4 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' feelings about social class of ownership for the prototype car

products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.3.4 There is a significant difference between Hong Kong'

subject groups' feelings about social class of ownership for the prototype car

products.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 5.5605, at p < .0017. The group means were 5.3 500 for Italy and 4.9500

for Germany while Malaysia was 4.3 500. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and

the alternate hypothesis was accepted.
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Null Hypothesis 5.3.5 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' level of recognition of the brand of prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.3.5 There is a significant difference between Hong

Kong subject groups' level of recognition of the brand of prototype car

products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2.5992, at p < . 0583. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 5.3.6 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' perceptions of the technical advancement of the prototype card

products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.3.6 There is a significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' perceptions of the technical advancement of the prototype car

products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of .1328, at p < .9403. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 5.3.7 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' perceptions of the workmanship of the prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.3.7 There is a significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' perceptions of the workmanship of the prototype car products.
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The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of .3 134, at p < .8 156. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 5.3.8 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' perceptions of the performance of the prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.3.8 There is a significant difference between Hong

Kong subject groups' perceptions of the performance of the prototype carl

products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of .9872, at p < .4034. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 5.3.9 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' perceptions of the level of technological design of the prototype

car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.3.9 There is a significant difference between Hong Kongj

subject groups' perceptions of the level of technological design of the prototype

car products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.8 161, at p < .15 14. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 5.3.10 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' perceptions of the styling of prototype car products.
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Alternate Hypothesis 5.3.10 There is a significant difference between Hong

Kong subject groups' perceptions of the styling of prototype car products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.0417, at p < .379 1. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 5.3.11 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' perceptions of the colour availability of the prototype car

products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.3.11 There is a significant difference between Hong

Kong subject groups' perceptions of the colour availability of the prototype car

products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.3702, at p < .2583. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 5.3.12 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong 
I

subject groups' perceptions of the price of prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.3.12 There is a significant difference between Hong

Kong subject groups' perceptions of the price of prototype car products.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 8.6920, at p < .0000. The group means were 5.4500 for Italy and 4.8000

for Germany while Malaysia was 4.0000. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and

the alternate hypothesis was accepted.
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Table 6.7

The Test Results of Hypotheses on Product Image and

Significance Comparison Between Groups of Country of Origin;

Country of Target: Hong Kong

Hypo- Hypo-	 Comparison

thesis	 thesis	 Product Image Factors	 by

No.	 Tests	 Mean

5.3.1	 Accept	 Level ofhiterest (P1) 	 Very low	 Very high

5 3 2	 Acc*pt	 Overall Quality (P2)	 Very low	 M <K <G < t Very high

5.3.3	 Reject	 Pride ofOvnership (P3)	 Little pride	 M <K <G <I	 Great pride

5.3.4	 Reject	 Social Class (P4)	 Lower	 M <K <0 <I	 Upper

5 3 5	 Accept	 Brand Recognition (P5) 	 Vcr\ difficult	 M <1< G <K Very easy

5 3 6	 Accept	 Technical Advancement (P6) Not well advanced 	 K < M < <I Well advanced

5 3 7	 Accept	 Workmanship (P7)	 Not very careful 	 M <1<0 <K Very careful

5 1 8	 Accept	 Perfonnance (P8)	 Very low	 M <Q <K <1 Very high

5 1 9	 Accept	 Technological Design (P9)	 Imitative	 0 <K <lvi < 1	 Innovatl%e

5 3 10	 Accept	 Stlmg (P 10)	 Unfashionable	 G <K <M <1 Fashionable

Si ii	 Accept	 Colour(Pll)	 Veryunappealing	 0<M<K<1 Veryappealing

5.3.12	 Reject	 Price (P12)	 Very inexpensive	 M <K < (3 <I Very expensive

Note G for Gennany, I for Italy, K for Korea, and M for Malaysia

6.3.4 Country of Target : Australia

Null Hypothesis 5.4.1 There is no significant difference between Australian

subject groups' level of interests in the prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.4.1 There is a significant difference between Australian

subject groups' level of interests in the prototype car products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of .6 175, at p < .6058. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.
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Null Hypothesis 5.4.2 There is no significant difference between Austra1ian

subject groups' perceptions concerning the quality of the prototype carl

products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.4.2 There is a significant difference between Australian 
I

subject groups' perceptions concerning the quality of the prototype carl

products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 2.2018, at p < .0947. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 5.4.3 There is no significant difference between Australiani

subject groups' level of feelings on pride of ownership of the prototype Carl

products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.4.3 There is a significant difference between Australian

subject groups' level of feelings on pride of owncrship of the prototype car

products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.6013, at p < .1961. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 5.4.4 There is no significant difference between Austrahian

subject groups' feelings about social class of ownership for the prototype car

products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.4.4 There is a significant difference between Australian

subject groups' feelings about social class of ownership for the prototype car

products.
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The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 3.7212, at p < .0149. The group means were 5.9000 for Italy 5.6000 for

Malaysia and 5.6000 for Germany while Korea was 4.8500. Therefore the null

hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

[ Null Hypothesis 5.4.5 There is no significant difference between AustraIian

subject groups' level of recognition of the brand of prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.4.5 There is a significant difference between Australian)

subject groups' level of recognition of the brand of prototype car products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.9 137, at p < .1345. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 5.4.6 There is no significant difference between AustraIian

subject groups' perceptions of the technical advancement of the prototype carl

products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.4.6 There is a significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions of the technical advancement of the prototype carl

products.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 3.0963, at p < .0318. The group means were 6.1500 for Italy and 6.0000

for Germany while Korea was 5.2000. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and

the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 5.4.7 There is no significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions of the workmanship of the prototype car products.
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Alternate Hypothesis 5.4.7 There is a significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions of the workmanship of the prototype car products.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 6.2845, at p < .0007. The group mean was 5.9500 for Italy and 5.8000 for

Germany while Korea was 4.6000. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and the

alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 5.4.8 There is no significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions of the performance of the prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.4.8 There is a significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions of the performance of the prototype car products.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 5.1785, at p <.0026. The group means were 5.8000 for Italy, 5.4500 for

Malaysia and 5.4500 for Germany while Korea was 4.6500. Therefore the null

hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Null Hypothesis 5.4.9 There is no significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions of the level of technological design of the prototype

car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.4.9 There is a significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions of the level of technological design of the prototype

car products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.799 1, at p < .1545. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.
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Null Hypothesis 5.4.10 There is no significant difference between Australiani

subject groups' perceptions of the styling of prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.4.10 There is a significant difference between Australian I

subject groups' perceptions of the styling of prototype car products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of .3243, at p < .8078. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 5.4.11 There is no significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions of the colour availability of the prototype car

products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.4.11 There is a significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions of the colour availability of the prototype car

products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.1269, at p < .3436. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Null Hypothesis 5.4.12 There is no significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions of the price of prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 5.4.12 There is a significant difference between Australian

subject groups' perceptions of the price of prototype car products.

The results indicated a significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 5.9333, at p < .0011. The group means were 6.0500 for Italy and 5.6500
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for Germany while Korea was 4.7000. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected and

the alternate hypothesis was accepted.

Table 6.8

The Test Results of Hypotheses on Product Image and

Significance Comparison Between Groups of Country of Origin;

Country of Target: Australia

Hypo- Hypo-

thesis	 thesis	 Product Image Factors

	

No.	 Tests

	

5.4.1	 Acce$	 Level of Interest (P1)	 Very low

	

5.4.2	 Api	 Overall Quality (P2)	 Verv low

	

5.4.3	 Mcept	 Pride of Ownership (P3)	 Little pride

	

5.4.4	 Reject	 Social Class (P4) 	 Lofler

	

5.4.5	 Aept	 Brand Recognition (P5)	 Very difficult

	

5.4.6	 Reject	 Technical Advancement (P6) Not flell advanced

	

5.4.7	 Reject	 Workmanship (P7) 	 Not very careful

	

5.4.8	 Reject	 Performance (PS)	 Very low

	

5.4.9	 Acpt	 Technological Design (P9)	 Imitative

	

5.4.10	 Aeept	 Stling (PlO)	 Unfashionable

	

5.4.11	 Mcept	 Colour (P11)	 Very unappealing

	

5.4.12	 Reject	 Price (P12)	 Very inexpensive

Note ; G for Germany, I for Italy, K for Korea, and M for Malaysia

6.4. Purchase Willingness Tests

Using ANOVA the consumers' willingness to purchase the prototype automobile is

tested by each country of target (COT) which represents each continent as a consumer

market. The results are summarised in Table 6.9.
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6.4.1 Country of Target: United Kingdom

Null Hypothesis 6.1.1 There is no significant difference between UK subject

groups' purchase willingness for the prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 6.1.1 There is a significant difference between UK subject

groups' purchase willingness for the prototype car products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.4062, at p < . 2475. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

6.4.2 Country of Target: United States

Null Hypothesis 6.2.1 There is no significant difference between United State1

subject groups' purchase willingness for the prototype car products.

Alternate Hypothesis 6.2.1 There is a significant difference between United

States subject groups' purchase willingness for the prototype car products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.49 13, at p < .2237. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

6.4.3 Country of Target: Hong Kong

Null Hypothesis 6.3.1 There is no significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' purchase willingness for the prototype car products.
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Alternate Hypothesis 6.3.1 There is a significant difference between Hong Kong

subject groups' purchase willingness for the prototype car products.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of 1.1678, at p < .3276. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

6.4.4 Country of Target : Australia

Null Hypothesis 6.4.1 There is no significant difference between Australian

subject groups' purchase willingness for the prototype car products the new carl

products from origin countries.

Alternate Hypothesis 6.4.1 There is a significant difference between Australian 
I

subject groups' purchase willingness for the new car products from origin

countries.

The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at the .050 level, with

an F-ratio of .7260, at p < .53 96. Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted and the

alternate hypothesis was rejected.

Table 6.9

The Test Results of Hypothesis on Purchase Willingness and

Significance Comparison Between Groups of Country of Origin

by Country of Target

Hypothesis	 Hypothesis

No.	 Tests

6.1.1	 Accept

6.2.1	 Accept

6.3.1	 Accept

6.4.1	 Accept

Country of Target

United Kingdom

United States

Hong Kong

Australia

Mean

Comparison

Very unlikely	 M C< K <1 Very likely

VLry unlikely	1<6 <K<M Very likely

Veryunlikely	 M<K<Q<J Very likely

Very unllkLly	 M < I K <6 Very likely

Note ; G for Gennany, I for Italy, K for Korea, and M for Malaysia
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6.5 Summary

As follow-up procedure of multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA), this chapter

presented the results of the hypotheses tests of each consumer groups' beliefs about the

country, its products and their purchase willingness using one-way ANOVA. It was to

compare the statistical significance between the consumer groups. It also examined the

role of country image in consumers' attitudes toward the prototype automobiles which

come from the four countries. The results of one-way ANOVA results, as ftlrther data

analyses, were presented by each group of country of target (COT) for country image

and product image. Table 6.10 and Table 6.11 show the results of the hypotheses tests

about the countries of origin (COO) and its prototype products, respectively.

Table 6.10

The Results of the Hypotheses Tests on Country Image

hypothesis	 Country Image Factors	 Decision on Null Hypothesis

No	 UK	 US	 HK	 AU

4.1	 Knowledge of the Country (Cl)	 Accept	 Reject	 :::Af:

4 2	 Kno1edge about Politics (C2)	 Aeept	 Reject	 Aept	 A.ept

4 3	 Knowledge about Economy (C3) 	 Aept	 Reject	 Aept	 Aceept

4 4	 Knowledge of Tech Adv (C4)	 Aepf	 Reject	 AccI,t	 Accept

4 5	 Knowledge of Socio Culture (CS)	 Reject	 Aceepf	 Reject	 Au.ept

4 6	 Political Stability (C6)	 Reject	 Accept	 Acpt	 Auept

4.7	 Govenunent Style (C7)	 Reject	 Reject	 Reject	 :Aeep:.

4.8	 Political System (C8)	 Reject	 Acept:.	 Reject	 Reject

4 9	 Economic Development (C9)	 Reject	 Accept	 Reject	 ALupt

4.10	 Industrialisation(Cl0)	 Reject	 Reject	 Reject	 Reject

4 11	 Market System (CII)	 Reject	 Aeept	 Aept	 Acept

4 12	 Economic Envirotunent (C 12)	 Reject	 Acct.pt	 Accept	 Accept

4.13	 Product Quality (C 13) 	 Reject	 Reject	 Reject	 Reject

4.14	 Production System (C 14)	 ...:AepL	 Reject

4.15	 Technological Research (C15)	 Reject	 Reject	 Reject	 Reject

4.16	 Labour Costs (C 16)	 Reject	 Reject	 Reject	 Reject

4.17	 Literacy Rate (C 17)	 Reject	 kptY:. •pt .	Reject

4 18	 Welfare System (C18)	 Reject	 Reject	 Reject	 A.pt

4 19	 Living Standard (C 19)	 Reject	 Accept	 RejeA	 Reject
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In general, the test results indicate that consumer groups have quite different levels of

beliefs about the countries of origin. Consumer groups from the United Kingdom, Hong

Kong and Australia have no significant differences about the country familiarity factors.

Otherwise, United States consumer groups have quite different level of country

familiarity about the four origin countries. Those country familiarity factors are general

knowledge about the country (Cl), politics (C2), economy (C3), and technological

advancement (C4).

UK consumers have significantly different beliefs about the all country image items with

an exception of mass production system (C 14). They believe that Germany is the most

stable and advanced country in terms of politics, economic, and socio-cultural, while

Malaysia is the least. Conversely, US consumers show no significant differences of their

beliefs about the origin countries' political stability (C6), political system (C8),

economic development (C9), market system (Cl 1), economic environment (C 12) and

living standard (C 19). US consumers have very significant favourable beliefs about

Germany's production system (C14), technological research (C15), and welfare system

(C 18), while they believe that Germany's labour costs are the highest.

Hong Kong consumers have strong favourable beliefs about Italy in terms of its politics

(C7, C8), product quality (C13), welfare system (C18) and living standard (C19), while

they have the least favourable images of Malaysia's product quality (C13), technological

research (C15), welfare system (C18) and living standard (C19). But Hong Kong

consumers believe that Germany's technological researches are very well advanced, and

Korea's industrialisation and economic development are also advanced.

Australian consumers also have strong favourable images about Germany in terms of its

advancedness of politics, economic development and high level of socio-cultural system

while they have the least favourable images of Malaysia's political system (C8),

industrialisation (ClO), product quality (C13), technological research (C15) and living

standard (C19). Australian consumers also believe that the labour costs in Germany are

higher than any other country.
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There is a significantly different level of consumers' beliefs about industrialisation

(dO), product quality (C13), technological research (C15) and labour costs (C16),

because all consumer groups rejected those null hypotheses.

Table 6.11

The Results of the Hypotheses Tests on Product Image

and Purchase Willingness

hypothesis	 Country Image Factors	 Decision on Null Hypothesis

No	 UK	 US	 11K	 AU

5.1	 Level of Interest (.P)	 Accept	 Accept	 Accept	 Aecept..

5.2	 Overall Quality(P2)	 Reject	 Accept	 Accept.	 Accept

5.3	 Pride of Ownership (P3) 	 Reject	 Accept	 Reject	 Accept

5.4	 Social Class (P4)	 Accept	 Accept.:	 Reject	 Reject

5.5	 Brand Recognition (P5)	 Accept	 Accept	 Accept.	 Accept

5.6	 Technical Advancement (P6)	 Reject	 Accept	 Accept	 Reject

5.7	 Workmanship (P7)	 Reject	 Accept	 Accept	 Reject

5.8	 Perlbnnance (P8) 	 Accept	 Accept	 Accept	 Reect

5.9	 Technological Design (P9)	 Accept	 Reject	 Aecept	 ACcept

5.10	 Stling (PlO)	 Accept	 Accept	 Accept	 Accept

5.11	 Colour (P1 I)	 Reject	 Accept	 Accept	 Accept

5.12	 Price(P12)	 Reject	 Accept	 Reject	 Reject

5.13	 Purchase Willingness (P13)	 Accept	 Accept	 Accept	 Accept

In general, the test results indicate that all consumer groups have no different level of

beliefs about the prototype car products from the four countries of origin. In particular,

there is no significant difference in consumers' level of interest in the products. This was

indicated by the null hypotheses of consumers' product interests (P 1), brand recognition

(P5) and styling (P 10) which were accepted.

Consumers from the United Kingdom have no significant differences of belief about the

owners' social class (P4), performance (P8), technological design (P9) of the prototype

car products, while they have significantly different beliefs of overall quality (P2), pride

of ownership (P3), technical advancement (P6), workmanship (P7), colour (P 11) and
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price (P12) of the products. UK consumers have most favourable images of Germany's

product quality (P2), pride of ownership (P3), technical advancement (P6) and

workmanship (P7), but they have significant favourable beliefs in the Italian product of

colouring (P11) and styling (PlO). In general, UK consumers have least favourable

images about Malaysian products.

Otherwise, US consumers show no significant differences of their belief about all

product image factors with exception of technological design (P9). They believe

Germany has highly innovative design technology. In general, US consumers have most

favourable beliefs in Germany's car products, while they have least favourable

perceptions about the prototype car products from Malaysia.

In general, Hong Kong consumers also show no significant differences of beliefs about

the prototype car products. But, they have significantly different beliefs about the pride

of ownership (P3), owners' social class (P4) and price (P 12) of the products. The most

favourable images are of Italian products, and least favourable images of Malaysian

products.

Australian consumers also have strong favourable images about Italian car products in

terms of owners' social class (P4), technical advancement (P6), workmanship (P7),

performance (P8) and price (P 12), while they have the least favourable images about the

Korean car products of those factors.

There is no significant level of differences among the consumer groups' buying

intentions of the prototype car products, because all consumer groups accepted the null

hypothesis for their willingness to purchase the car products from the four origin

countries. Nevertheless, consumers from the UK and Hong Kong show most

willingness to buy the products from Italy, and Australian consumers intend to buy

German car products. While the United States consumers are willing to purchase

Malaysian car products, consumers from the UK, Hong Kong and Australia have least

purchase willingness of Malaysian products.
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Chapter 7 will present the summary of the study and report the findings from the data

analyses, as hypotheses tests, in Chapter 5 and Chapter 6. The results of further data

analyses are summarised in tabular formats and discussed. This is followed by the

implications of the findings and suggestions for future research as the conclusion of this

study.

The results of one-way ANOVA tests for Countiy Image are summarised with tile means of COT by
COO groups in Appendix E.
"The results of one-way ANOVA tests for Product Image are summarised with the means of COT by
COO groups in Appendix F.
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Chapter 7

Discussion and Conclusions

7.1 Introduction

This chapter summarises the findings which should help to fill some of the gaps left void

by previous research. Previous research does not clearly define the interaction between

consumer markets as country of target (COT) and the product producer as country of

origin (COO). Thus, the study described here has moved beyond single cue studies by

manipulating the constructs of country of target and country of origin. This research also

contributes to the body of knowledge on product-country image studies in a number of

specific ways: first, prototypes of a new product, rather than existing products are

employed as stimuli; second, the construct of country of target (COT) is introduced as a

complement to that of the country of origin (COO).

For the summary of findings and discussions by COT groups, geographical and

consumers behavioural aspects of countries of target are illustrated in the following

section. Hofstede' s cultural dimensions for the countries of target and the volume of car

sales within COT are summarised in Table 7.1 and Table 7.2, respectively. Finally, the

findings of this study are presented and are also discussed to examine the role of country

image in consumers' prototype product evaluations. The discussions are presented by

consumer groups as country of target and by country of origin groups of the prototype

automobiles. Next, as a conclusion, implications of the findings and possible directions

for future research are presented.

7.2 Geographical and Behavioural Aspects of COT

Major research on product-country images has been conducted in mainly one country,

the United States (Han and Terpstra, 1988; Hong and Wyer, 1990; Martin and Eroglu,
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1993), although some has been conducted cross-nationally (Nagashima, 1970; Narayana,

1981; Papadopoulos et al., 1987; Roth and Romeo, 1992). In this study, four countries

of target (COT) were selected from behavioural and geographic aspects. Those countries

are also categorised in different levels of economic development.

The cultural factor in globalisation - especially in the 'triad' of trade between US, the

Asian-Pacific region and Europe - is becoming critically important. Therefore, four

continents are selected as countries of target to test consumers' perceptions about the

country and its products, and their purchase willingness to the prototype automobiles.

Those countries from four continents are United Kingdom, United States, Hong Kong

and Australia which could be differentiated in four groups of geographical consumer

market and two levels of economic development of the country (see Table 4.2 in Chapter

4).

The consumer markets also can be frmndamentally differentiated based on cultural

characteristeics. Cultural differences in terms of collectivism-individualism are clearly

shown in Hofstede's (1983) famous study, which highlights the contrast between Asians

and Anglo-Americans in terms of their cultural orientation. These may be reflected in the

consumer values and attitudes of the four countries of target. Table 7.1 shows

summarised Hofstede's cultural dimensions for those countries of target.

Table 7.1

COT National Values for Hofstede's Cultural Dimensions

	

Country	 Dimensions

of	 Individualism (vs. 	 Large or Small	 Strong or Weak	 Masculinity vs.

	

Target	 Collectivism)	 Power Distance	 Uncertainty	 Femininity

Avoidance

United Kingdom	 High	 Small	 Weak (Village)	 Masculinity

United States 	 High	 Small	 Weak (Village)	 Masculinity

	

Hong Kong	 Low	 Large	 Weak (Family)	 Masculinity

	

Australia	 High	 Small	 Weak (Village)	 Masculinity
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The consumer groups of country of target can be differentiated as Asian and Anglo-

American cultures. The characteristics of Asian behaviour are to suit a situation, to suit a

community, harmonious, conservative, restrained, indirect, self-assured and introvert. By

contrast, the characteristics of Anglo-American behaviour are true to principles, based on

legal principles, dynamic, facing conflict, open, direct, self-confident and extrovert

(Chung, 1991).

The cultural characteristics of consumer markets are closely related to the marketing

stategy of the specific products, i.e., automobiles. Thus, the volume of car sales within

countries of target are briefly summarised in Table 7.2 with key statistics of those

countries as consuming markets of automobile products. Whilst four countries of target

have similar level of GDP per head and car parc per head (with exception of Hong

Kong), those countries of target have quite different characteristics in terms of

population, GDP, volume of new car sales and production of car products.

Table 7.2

Car Sales within the Countries of Target (COT)

Country of Target

Car Sales	 United Kingdom	 United States	 Hong Kong	 Australia

(Total Sales)	 (1.945,400)	 (8,632,900)	 (24.895)	 (488,400)

Country	 Germany	 292,811 (15.1)	 205.249 (2.4)	 11,843 (47.6)	 20,603 (4.2)

of	 Italy	 74,725 (3.8)	 597 (-)	 247 (1.0)	 159	 (-)

Origin	 Korea	 44,211 (2.3)	 184.224 (2.1)	 1.462 (5.9)	 69,017 (14.1)

(%)*	 Malaysia**	 12,452 (0.6)	 nil (-)	 nil (-)	 nil	 (-)

Key Statistics, 1995a

Population (million) 	 58	 264	 6	 18

GDP(US$bn)	 1.127	 7,081	 143	 355

GDP per head (US$)	 18.875	 27.505	 21.833	 19.240

New Car Sales ('000) 	 1.945	 8.63 3	 25	 488

Car Parc per head	 0.43	 0.56	 0.06	 0.46

CarProduction('000) 	 1,532	 6,332	 nil	 310

t'lotes: (a) 1995 Ugures; (b) '1' U/i, of lotal Sales in CU!; (C)	 1994 figure; (d) 'Estimated figures;

Source: KAMA, SMMT, EIU Reports
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Table 7.2 shows some contrasts with the findings of this study. In particular, the United

States consumers showed , the highest level of purchase willingness to Malaysian car

products, while they have the lowest level of perceptions about Malaysian cars and there

is no import volume of Malaysian car products in the United States market. It indicates

that the United States consumers' willingness to buy Malaysian cars related to their

knowledge about that country ( see Table 6.2 in Chapter 6). It also indicates that the

pattern of imports are not supported by the findings of the research (i.e., for Hong Kong

and Australian consumers), because the role of product-country images in counsumers'

product evaluations act differently in different consumer markets.

7.3 Summary of the Findings

The purpose of this study was to identify whether country image acts as a halo or a

summary construct ftinction in consumers' attitudes towards the products. To fulfil this

purpose, this study employed two concepts, the country of target (COT) and the country

of origin (COO). The COO construct was defined by previous research, while the COT

construct was developed by the author in order to examine the role of the consumer's

home market. The findings of this study are summarised by the two constructs of COT

and COO which were tested through the sub-constructs of country image, product

image, and purchase willingness.

7.3.1 Country Image Tests by COT and COO

The results of hypothesis tests on country image by country of target (COT) are

summarised in Table 7.3 (see also Appendix E). There are significant differences between

the general knowledge level of the subject groups about the four countries of origin. The

United States respondents show the highest mean scores for the factors of general

knowledge of the country (Cl; 3.2500), knowledge about politics (C2; 2.5125),

economy (C3; 2.8750), technological advancement (C4; 2.9375), and socio-culture (C5;
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3.2125), while Hong Kong respondents show the lowest mean scores, 2.2000, 1.7625,

2.0000, 2.1250, 2.4125 for the above factors, respectively.

All null hypotheses on the level of the consumer groups' (COT) general knowledge

about the countries were rejected. This means there are significant differences between

consumer groups' levels of knowledge about the countries of origin, particularly with

regard to factors of general knowledge of the country (Cl), knowledge about politics

(C2), economy (C3), technological advancement (C4), and socio-culture (C5) of the

country.

Table 7.3

The Results of Hypotheses Tests on Country Image

Country of Target
	

Country of Origin

Significa Decision Hypo- 	 Hypo- Decision Significa

nce	 on Null	 thesis	 Country Image Factors
	 thesis	 on Null	 nce

level	 Hypo- Number	 Number Hypo-	 level

thesis
	 thesis

<.05	 Reject	 1.1.1	 Knowledge about the Country (Cl) 	 1.2.1	 <.05

<05	 Reject	 11 2	 Knowledge about Politics (C2) 	 1 2 2	 Mcept	 <05

<05	 Reject	 11 3	 Knowledge about Economy (C3) 	 1 2 3	 Accept	 <05

<.05	 Reject	 1.1.4	 Knowledge of Tech. Advance. (C4)	 1.2.4	 Reject	 <.05

<05	 Reject	 11 5	 Knowledge of Socio Culture (C5)	 1 2 5	 Aept.	 <05

<.05	 Reject	 1.1.6	 Political Stability (C6)	 1.2.6	 Reject	 <.05

<05	 Apt	 11 7	 Government Style (C7)	 1 2 7	 Reject	 <05

<05	 Mcept	 11 8	 Political System (C8)	 1 2 8	 Reject	 <05

<.05	 Reec	 1.1.9	 Economic Development (C9) 	 1.2.9	 Reject	 <.05

<.05	 Reject	 1.1.10	 Industrialisation (ClO)	 1.2.10	 Reject	 <.05

<05	 Apt	 1111	 Market System (Cil)	 12 11	 Reject	 <05

<05	 Reject	 1112	 Economic Environment (C12)	 1 2 12	 Aept	 <05

<.05	 Reject	 1.1.13	 Product Quality (C13)	 1.2.13	 Reject	 <.05

<.05	 Reject	 1.1.14	 Production System (C14) 	 1.2.14	 Reject	 <.05

<.05	 Reject	 1.1.15	 Technological Research (C15)	 1.2.15	 Reject	 <.05

<.05	 Reject	 1.1.16	 Labour Costs (C16)	 1.2.16	 Reject	 <.05

<.05	 Reject	 1.1.17	 Literacy Rate (C 17)	 1.2.17	 Reject	 <.05

<.05	 Reject	 1.1.18	 Welfare System (C 18) 	 1.2.18	 Reject	 <.05

<05	 áept	 1119	 Livmg Standard (C19)	 1 2 19	 Reject	 <05
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There are significant differences between the consumer groups' perceptions of the

country, with regard to political stability (C6), economic development (C9),

industrialisation (do), economic environment (12), product quality in general (C13),

production system (C14), technological research (C15), labour costs (C16), literacy rate

(C 17), and welfare system (C 18). On the other hand, there are no significant differences

between the consumer groups' beliefs about the country image items of government style

(C7), political system (C8), market system (Cl 1), and living standard (C19).

The results of country image tests by country of origin (COO) are also summarised in

Table 7.3. There are no significant differences between COO groups with regard to

consumer groups' levels of general knowledge about the countries. Null hypotheses

concerning consumer groups' level of general knowledge on COO countries were

accepted, including general knowledge of the country (C 1), knowledge about politics

(C2), economy (C3), and socio-culture (C5) of the country. There are significant

differences with regard to technological advancement (C4) as a item of knowledge about

a country.

There are also significant differences between COO groups with regard to beliefs

concerning the country image variables of political stability (C6), government style (C7),

political system (C8), economic development (C9), industrialisation (C 10), market

system (Cl 1), product quality in general (C 13), production system (C14), technological

research (C 15), labour costs (C 16), literacy rate (C 17), welfare system (C 18), and living

standard (C 19). There is no significant difference between COO groups with regard to

their beliefs concerning the country image factor of economic environment (C 12).

The results of hypotheses tests on country image by COT and by COO would be

summarised as follows;

• country familiarity factors are frmnctional, and do act differently in the different

consumer markets of COT.

• country familiarity factors with an exception of technological advancement item are

not functional, and do not act differently for the country of origin (COO).
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• in general, all country image factors are functional in the consumer markets with

exceptions of items with regard to government style, political system, market system,

and living standard, and for the country of origin with an exception of economic

environment item.

7.3.2 Product Image Tests by COT and COO

The results of the hypotheses tests on product image by country of target (COT) are

summarised in Table 7.4 (see also Appendix F).

Table 7.4

The Resuts of Hypotheses Tests on Product Image

Country of Target	 Country of Origin

Signi-	 Decision	 Hypo-	 Hypo-	 Decision	 Signi-

ficance	 on Null	 thesis	 Product Image Factors	 thesis	 on Null	 ficance

level	 Hypo-	 Number	 Number	 Hypo-	 level

thesis

<05	 Aceept	 211	 Interest (P1)	 221	 Accept	 <05

<.05	 Reject	 2.1.2	 Overall Quality (P2)	 2.2.2	 it	 <.05

<.05	 Reject	 2.1.3	 Pride of Ownership (P3)	 2.2.3	 Reject	 <.05

<.05	 Reject	 2.1.4	 Social Class (P4) 	 2.2.4	 Reject	 <.05

<.05	 Aecept	 2.1.5	 BrandRecognition(p5) 	 2.2.5	 Reject	 <.05

<.05	 Reject	 2.1.6	 TechnicalAdvancement(PG) 	 2.2.6	 Reject	 <.05

<.05	 Reject	 2.1.7	 Workmanship (P7)	 2.2.7	 Reject	 <.05

<.05	 Reject	 2.1.8	 Performance (P8) 	 2.2.8	 Reject	 <.05

<.05	 Reject	 2.1.9	 Technological Design (P9)	 2.2.9	 Reject	 <.05

<05	 Reject	 2 110	 Styling (P10)	 2 2 10	 Accept	 <05

<.05	 Reject	 2.1.11	 Colour(PlI)	 2.2.11	 Reject	 <.05

<.05	 Reject	 2.1.12	 Price (P12)	 2.2.12	 Reject	 <.05

<05	 Accept	 2 113	 Bu)lng Willingness (P13)	 22 13	 Accept	 <05

There are significant differences between the consumer groups' perceptions regarding

the overall quality (P2), pride of ownership (P3), owners' social class (P4), technical

advancement (P6), workmanship (P7), performance (P8), technological design (P9),
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styling (P 10), colour (P11) and the price (P12) of the prototype automobiles. There are

no significant differences between the consumer groups' beliefs regarding the interest of

the product (P1) and brand recognition (P5). Those findings are related to factor 1 and

factor 2 in factor analysis results discussed in Chapter 4.

The results of the hypotheses test on product image by country of origin (COO) are also

summarised in Table 7.4 as above. There are significant differences between COO

groups regarding consumers' beliefs on overall quality (P2), pride of ownership (P3),

owners' social class (P4), brand recognition (P5), technical advancement (P6),

workmanship (P7), performance (P8), technological design (P9), colour (P11) and price

(P 12) of the prototype automobiles from the origin countries. There are no significant

differences between COO groups regarding consumer' beliefs on interest (P1) and styling

(P 10) of the products.

The results of hypotheses tests on product image by COT and by COO would be

summarised as follows;

• With exceptions of interest and brand recognition items, all product image factors are

functional, and do act differently in the different consumer markets of COT.

• With exceptions of interest and styling items, all product image factors are also

functional, and do act differently for the country of origin (COO).

• in general, all product image factors are functional in the consumer markets and for

the country of origin.

7.3.3. Purchase Willingness Tests by COT and COO

Consumers' purchase willingness (C13) was analysed by the country of target and by the

country of origin. These hypotheses (Null hypotheses 3.1.1 and 3.2.1) were accepted.

This means that there are no significant differences between groups of target and

between groups of country origin with regard to consumer willingness to purchase the
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prototype automobile products. The statistics are also summarised in Table 5.9 in

Chapter 5 and Table 7.4 in this chapter.

The test results show that there is no significant difference between consumer groups

willingness to buy the prototype car products. Furthermore, there is no significant

difference of purchase willingness by country of origin of the car producers. These are

correlated to the results of hypotheses tests of product interest (P 1), brand recognition

(P5) and product styling (P 10). Thus ftirther analyses were proceeded by each individual

COT groups by COO groups. The results of the tests were shown in Table 6.9 in

Chapter 6, and are discussed in the next section.

7.3.4 The Findings from Further Data analysis

Further data analysis was conducted in Chapter 6 using one-way analysis of variance

(ANOVA) to compare the statistical significance between the groups of country of origin

(COO) by each country of target (COT) as consumer markets. The test results of the

country image were presented by each COT in tabular form in Table 6.1 for the United

Kingdom, Table 6.2 for the United States, Table 6.3 for Hong Kong, and Table 6.4 for

Australia.

The test results of product image were also presented by each COT in tabular form in

Table 6.5 for the United Kingdom, Table 6.6 for the United States, Table 6.7 for Hong

Kong, and Table 6.8 for Australia. Finally, the test results of the consumers' purchase

willingness for the prototype automobiles are summarised in Table 6.9 in Chapter 6.

More discussions are presented in the following section.

The results indicate broadly that consumer groups have quite different level of

knowledge and beliefs as country images about the origin countries (COO). The test

results also show that consumer groups have different level of beliefs of the products

which come from the four countries of origin. However, there is no significant difference
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by country of target and country of origin regarding consumer willingness to purchase

the prototype car products.

7.4 Discussion

The purpose of this experimental research was to define the role of the country image in

consumer product evaluations. Furthermore, this study focused on the examination of

interaction between the two constructs, the country of target (COT) and the country of

origin (COO), in consumers' evaluations on the prototype automobile products. The

discussions presented follow the order of cell number in the analysis matrix presented in

Table 4.10 which is 4 x 4 design.

7.4.1 Country of Target: United Kingdom

Consumers in the UK show a higher level of general knowledge about Italy, in

comparison with Germany, Korea and Malaysia. However, they have strong favourable

country image perceptions regarding Germany's politics, economic development,

technological advancement, and higher level of socio-cultural development. UK

consumers have a lower level of general knowledge, and least favourable country image

perceptions about Malaysia. They have the most favourable perceptions of German

products, and UK least favourable perceptions are of Malaysian products. This indicates

that consumers' favourable knowledge about a country, and favourable beliefs of it are

positively correlated with their beliefs concerning the country's products.

7.4.2 Country of Target: United States

Consumers in the United States show a higher level of knowledge about Malaysia as a

country, in comparison with Germany, Italy, and Korea. They have a strong favourable
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country image of Germany's politics, economic development, technological

advancement, and higher level of socio-cultural development. US consumers have the

lowest level of knowledge and beliefs of Korea.

Consumers in the United States have favourable perceptions of German products and

Korean products, while their least favourable perceptions are of Malaysian products.

This indicates that consumers' favourable beliefs concerning a country are positively

correlated with consumers' beliefs of its products, but consumers' familiarity of a

country is not correlated with their beliefs of its products.

7.4.3 Country of Target: Hong Kong

There are no significant variations shown by Hong Kong consumers with regard to their

knowledge levels about the origin countries. Nevertheless, they have strong favourable

perceptions regarding the country image of Italy, particularly concerning politics,

economic development, technological advancement, and higher level of socio-cultural

development. Hong Kong consumers have the lowest level of favourable beliefs of

Malaysia.

Consumers in Hong Kong have the most favourable perceptions of Italian products, and

the least favourable perceptions of Malaysian products. In this case consumers'

favourable beliefs of a country are positively correlated to their beliefs concerning the

country's products.

7.4.4 Country of Target: Australia

Consumers in Australia show a higher level of knowledge about Germany, in comparison

with Italy, Korea and Malaysia. They also have a strongly favourable country image of

Germany, especially on politics, economic development, technological advancement, and
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higher level of socio-cultural development. Australian consumers have the lowest level of

favourable beliefs about Malaysia.

Nevertheless, they have the most favourable perceptions of Italian products, and the

least favourable perceptions of Korean products. In this case consumers' knowledge

level about a country and beliefs of the country are not positively correlated with the

consumers' beliefs concerning the country's products.

7.4.5 Country of Origin : Germany

Consumers as a whole, as evidenced by the subjects here, show a higher level of

knowledge about Germany's economy, politics and technological advancement than

Italy, Korea and Malaysia. They also have strongly favourable country image beliefs of

German political stability, its political system, economic development, industrialisation,

technological research, literacy rate, welfare system and living standard. They believe

that labour costs in Germany are higher than any of the three countries of origin.

Consumers as a whole also have the most favourable perceptions of German products in

terms of the overall quality, pride of ownership, technical advancement, and

workmanship. They also have favourable perceptions of German products with respect

to the owners' social class, performance, technological design, styling and colour of the

products. Consumers believe the prices of German cars are relatively expensive

compared to Korean or Malaysian products.

7.4.6 Country of Origin : Italy

Consumers as a whole, as evidenced by the subjects studied here, show a higher level of

general knowledge about the country of Italy and Italian socio-culture in comparison

with the "level" of knowledge of Germany, Korea and Malaysia. They also have strong
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favourable country image beliefs regarding Italy's government style, political system,

market system, product quality in general, literacy rate, and living standards. They

believe the labour costs in Italy are higher than in Korea and Malaysia.

Consumers have the most favourable perceptions of Italian products in terms of the

owners' social class, performance, technological design, styling and colour of the

products. They also have favourable beliefs on Italian products' overall quality, pride of

ownership, technical advancement, and workmanship. Consumers believe the prices of

Italian cars are the most expensive in comparison with German, Korean and Malaysian

products.

7.4.7 Country of Origin: Korea

Consumers as a whole, as evidenced by the subjects studied here, show the lowest level

of general knowledge about the country of Korea regarding politics, economy and socio-

culture. They also have strong unfavourable country image beliefs regarding Korea's

political stability, government style, political system, and market system. Nevertheless,

they have favourable beliefs regarding economic development, industrialisation,

economic environment, and technological research in Korea.

Consumers as a whole have the most unfavourable perceptions of Korean car products in

terms of pride of ownership and owners' social class. However, they have relatively

favourable beliefs of Korean products with regard to brand recognition and colour.

Consumers believe the prices of Korean cars are inexpensive compared with German and

Italian products.

7.4.8 Country of Origin: Malaysia

Consumers as a whole, as evidenced by the subjects studied here, show a lower level of

general knowledge about Malaysia with regard to politics, economy, and technological
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advancement. They also have strong and unfavourable country image beliefs on

Malaysian's economic development, industrialisation, economic environment, product

quality in general, technological research, literacy rate, welfare system, and living

standard. In contrast, they have relatively favourable perceptions regarding political

stability, government style, political system and market system in comparison with

Korea. Consumers believe labour costs in Malaysia are the lowest among the countries

of origin.

Consumers have the most unfavourable perceptions on Malaysian car products in terms

of the overall quality, brand recognition, technical advancement, workmanship,

performance, technological design, styling, and colour. They have relatively favourable

beliefs of Malaysian products with regard to pride of ownership and the owners' social

class in comparison with Korean products. Consumers believe the prices of Malaysian

cars are the lowest among the four countries of origin.

7.4.9 Purchase Willingness

Null hypotheses for the purchase willingness were accepted by country of target (COT)

and by country of origin (COO) as shown in Table 5.9 in Chapter 5. These hypotheses

were presented with (a) "there is no significant difference between subject groups' level

of purchase willingness on the prototype car products," for country of target, and (b)

"there is no significant difference between countries of origin with consumer groups'

purchase willingness of the prototype car products," for country of origin.

Further data analysis also shows the same results in which the hypothesis is accepted by

the four consumer groups. The hypothesis is that "there is no significant difference

between subject groups' purchase willingness for the prototype car products." The

results indicate that there is no significant difference regarding consumer willingness to

purchase the prototype car products from the four countries as shown in Table 6.11 of

Chapter 6.
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Consequently, it is necessary to look at individual consumer groups. Consumers in the

UK and Hong Kong show their higher levels of purchase willingness for Italian car

products. The United States consumers have the highest willingness to buy Malaysian

products, and the lower purchase willingness for Italian products. Consumers in the UK,

Hong Kong and Australia have the lowest purchase willingness for Malaysian products.

Australian consumers have the highest willingness to purchase German car products.

Consumers' purchase willingness for Korean car products is moderate in all COT

groups.

7.5 Implications

The findings of this study have revealed several implications for both marketing theory

and marketing practitioners. These implications are related to the relationship between

country of origin (COO) of the products and country of target (COT) as consumer

markets of the products which are associated with the consumer willingness to purchase

the products from the four origin countries.

7.5.1 Implications for Marketing Theory

Although a number of studies have been conducted to determine the relationship

between consumers' perceptions of a country and their attitudes toward the products

made in that country from the mid-1960s, most researches did not provide any reason

for not studying the relationship between country of origin (COO) and country of target

(COT). Moreover, most of this research merely studied the existence of country of origin

effects or the stereotyped images of the existing products. Thus, there is a general lack of

investigation into the relationship between country of origin and country of target, and

between country image and product image.
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The current study contributes to the body of knowledge about country of origin (COO)

in a number of specific ways; first, the conceptualisation of a construct for country of

target (COT) in which a product is to be marketed, and which is introduced as a

complement to that of country of origin; second, prototype products, rather than existing

products, are employed as stimuli to investigate consumers' beliefs and attitudes toward

the prototype products. On a methodological level, it reduces the mediating effect of

product experience and therefore potential contamination of the COO effect; third,

experimental 4 x 4 design which are consisted by the different levels of economic

development of COO and by different regions of consumer markets of COT. Thus, the

results of the study are generalisable to the global market research.

This research also provides very important evidence which the rote of ccucltcy ig

acts, as halo or a summary construct function, differently in the different markets in

consumers product evaluations. For example, in the UK and United States, consumers

have willingness to purchase the products which come from a familiar country. In

contrast, in Hong Kong, and Australian consumers are willing to purchase the products

based on their most favourable beliefs of country and most favourable beliefs of

products, respectively.

Eventually, this implication indicates that the construct of country of target (COT) is

conceptualised and could be considered as one of constructs for country of origin effect

studies.

7.5.2 Managerial Implications

In addition to their theoretical implications, there are a number of implications of the

study for practising managers for the development of global marketing strategies. First,

this study provides the results as evidence that COT does indeed matter when consumers

evaluate products. Then, the study suggests that the construct of country of target

(COT) must be considered when building the market entrance or promotional strategies
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for consumer markets. Therefore, international marketers should consider that their

marketing strategy will have to be customised to individual COT, because consumers

from target markets have quite different perceptions about the origin countries and their

products.

Second, when the country image and its product image are evaluated in different

consumer markets, marketing practitioners can use the survey instrument, which was

developed for this study, in order to find out consumers' attitudes toward their products

and in order to determine the appropriate marketing strategies for the specific markets.

Third, this study examined consumers attitudes toward the prototype car products with

an hypothetical experiment. Thus, it is useful for the manufacturers to create genuinely

new products which define rather than simply fit consumer perceptual sets, or

differentiate existing products types through technology/radical design. They also can

examine the cross-cultural consumer markets as their future markets with this type of

experiment.

Fourth, whilst limited and very recent research has been conducted on general consumers

reaction to really-new products or prototypes, little or no research has been conducted

into the effect of COO on consumer perceptions of prototypes. This is of potentially

great value to companies from different countries selling in certain markets, for such pre-

knowledge would be enable superior marketing strategies to be devised in advance of a

new product launch.

Finally, the findings suggest that, in a competitive industry such as automobiles, it would

be useful to have a baseline rating of the target market's opinion of the country in which

the product is launched or promoted. It is of interest to the marketing manager to know

if potential consumers are favourably or unfavourably biased towards the product's

country of origin in a macro sense and if these same potential consumers have similar or

differing biases towards their specific products.
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7.6 Conclusions

There is no statistical significance between consumer groups' interests on the prototype

car products. There is no statistical significance between countries of origin with

consumer groups' purchase willingness of the prototype car products. Therefore, it is

possible to examine the role of the country image in consumers' product evaluations by

country of target (COT). The final findings are summarised in Table 7.5. Table 7.5

shows that the country image acts. as both a halo ftinction and a summary construct

function in consumers' product evaluations.

Table 7.5

The Role of Country Image

in Consumers Product E'raluations

Familiarity as	 Favourable	 Favourable Beliefs	 Purchase

Country of Target Knowledge about Beliefs on the 	 on the Products Willingness of the

(COT)	 the Countiy of	 Countiy of	 from	 Products from

United	 Most Thu7 /	 Germany	 Germany	 Italy
,

	

Kingdom	 Least	 Malaysia	 Malaysia	 Malaysia	 Malaysia

United	 Most [Ma1yala	 Germany	 Germany	 Malaysia

	

States	 Least	 Korea	 Korea	 Malaysia	 Italy

Hong	 Most	 Korea	 Italy	 Italy	 1t4y

	

Kong	 Least	 Italy	 Malaysia	 Malaysia	 Malaysia

Australia Most	 Cerm*ny	 Gcmany	 Italy

Least	 Malaysia	 Malaysia	 Korea	 Malaysia

Table 7.5 can be explained based on the Figure 3.2 in Chapter 3 which illustrate the

causal relationships among the three sub-constructs of country image, product image and

consumers attitudes towards the products from that country. The table indicate that there

are significant differences between consumer groups as COT of the beliefs about the

country and its products. Consumer groups have significantly favourable beliefs toward

the more developed countries and their products rather than the less developed countries

and their products. Moreover, consumers' overall attitudes toward the products
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positively correlated with the levels of economic development of the origin countries of

products.

The results of the study provides several insights into the role of the country image about

the consumers' attitudes towards the products. This study confirms the general findings

that the stereotyping effects of country image and product image exist in consumers'

product evaluations. The most important finding of this research is that the role of the

country image, as halo function or a summary construct function, acts differently in the

different market of country of target (COT). Eventually, the above findings conclude that

the construct of country of target is conceptualised for the study of country of origin

effects.

7.6.1 Research Limitations

Several limitations may compromise the generalisability of results. As the primary

objective of this study was to define the role of country image, as country of origin

effects, undergraduate students were used as the population for this study. The subjects

consisted of 320 of junior/senior undergraduate students as convenience samples from

four countries of target (see Table 5.1). Because it is rarely possible to contact all units

in a population, a sample invariably has to be selected (Bryman and Cramer, 1990).

Johansson (1993) noted that when the country of origin effect was inferred from

estimated relationships between variables, the use of convenience samples was not a very

serious drawback. Thus, in this study, student respondents were used to study the

relationship between consumers' perceptions about the countries and its car products,

and consumers' buying willingness of the products from the countries of origin.

The use of student samples in consumer research is commonly disparaged, but Liefeld's

(1993) results of the meta-analysis do not support this view. Liefeld concluded that if the

products employed in experiments were products which students used and part of their
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consumer realities, then the use of student samples was appropriate (1994, p.148). It also

clearly is evidenced from the Table 2.3 (p.55) and Table 5.1 (p.120).

An overwhelming percentage of other studies in the country of origin area used student

samples (Bilkey and Nes, 1982; Ozsomer and Cavusgil, 1991). Undergraduate students

have been commonly used in such studies in the past (Eroglu and Machleit, 1989; Hong

and Wyer, 1990; Thorelli et al., 1989). Table 2.3 shows that major research used student

samples to examine country of origin effects with automobile products (i.e., Erickson,

Johansson and Chao, 1984; Halfliill, 1980; Johansson, Douglas and Nonaka, 1985;

Johansson and Thorelli, 1985; Lee and Sirgy, 1995; Roth and Romeo, 1992).

In Table 5.1, there is a variety of levels of car ownership. While only 1.3% of Hong

Kong respondents owned cars, 8 1.3% of United States respondents, 78.8% of Australian

respondents, and 46.3% of the UK respondents owned cars. As an average, 51.9% of

student samples owned cars. Undergraduate students also provide an invaluable

contribution to the study, because they are the prospective buyers in the near ftiture and

are familiar with car products. Undergraduate students are also important targets for

automobile manufacturers since they are likely to buy their first new car soon.

Using students as subjects is usually seen as a limitation of marketing research, because

the study to undergraduate students limited the external generalisability of the findings.

In addition, experiments using students may lead to an overestimation of country of

origin effects. However, students use cars quite often and are familiar with the

automobile products used in this study. Therefore, in this instance, the use of students as

subjects does not severely limit the results or conclusions.

Product descriptions were created to stimulate respondents to answer the questionnaire

about product image and their willingness to buy the products. To help subjects envision

the products, pictures of the prototype car were included containing the key features and

specifications of the products. But, as noted by Bilkey and Nes (1982), not having the

actual products available for subjects' consideration limits subject involvement in the

study and, therefore, becomes a limitation of this study.
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This study was carried out in four countries from four continents, i.e., Europe, North

America, Asia, and Oceania, with convenience sampling groups using only one

experimental prototype product - cars. The results must therefore be interpreted carefully

for generalisation. Because of the use of only one product, prototype automobiles, it

does not imply that other products may produce similar results. Therefore, evidence

across studies using different products should provide results that are either consistent or

inconsistent with the findings of this study.

In this sense, further research should be conducted with larger samples from more

countries as country of target (COT) and use different types of products. Furthermore,

future studies should use other respondents to examine the relationship between a

country specific image and the image of products made in that country. Other groups of

respondents may differ from students in their attitude toward products due to differences

in their lifestyles.

7.6.2 Directions for Future Research

Whilst much attention has been paid to the effect due to the origin of a particular

product, less has been paid to the effect of the country at which a product is targeted, or

sold in. Thus, as the complement of country of origin (COO), we employed the construct

of country of target (COT). In a sense COT is always present in all COO studies, but

typically latent; for the COO effect is always a relative effect: it is the perception of the

one of the other.

Thus, several implications for future research in this area were evident from the present

research. First, collecting data from more countries would strengthen the wider degree of

economic development of country of target (COT). This data would give clear

dimensions on the level of consumers such as subjects from more developed, less
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developed and developing countries. This information would also permit drawing

conclusions applicable to the globalised consumer markets.

Second, this study evaluated only one product, prototype automobiles, with consumer

groups from the four target market areas. Widening the range of products and/or

product categories under the conditions of this experiment would expand more valuable

implications and possible conclusions for marketing theory and marketing practitioners.

Third, future research should also consider substituting real general consumers rather

than convenience sampling of students as subjects. This substitution would involve a

more appropriate subject pool when considering products which would most likely not

be purchased by students. Also, non-student subjects would provide a basis for

comparing between age groups for differences in perceptions toward different countries

of origin and their products.

Fourth, Kamins and Nagashima's (1993) finding suggested that the image of a country's

products is changeable, even in a short period of time. Specifically, it has been shown

that image tends to vary significantly between countries, to influence consumer attitudes

and purchase behaviour, and also it has the potential to be changed over time (Cattin,

Jolibert and Lohnes, 1982; Han, 1989; Nagashima, 1970, 1977; Martin and Eroglu,

1992). Therefore, a longitudinal approach would be extremely useflul over a longer time

period under the condition of this experiment.

Finally, the results of this research implied that consumers' perceptions of a country and

its products were significantly different in different consumer markets. Thus, further

research should ascertain the construct of country of target (COT) through the cross-

cultural investigation of prototypes and existing products.
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APPENDIX A
Covering Letter to the Administrator

14th October 1996

Dear

Thanks for agreeing to help us with this research. We're looking at consumers' perceptions of countly-
of-origin effects both on countries and their products. Your groups' opinions will represent the opinions
of your country's (Australia's) consumers of four different countries (Korea, Malaysia, Italy and
Germany). 100 questionnaires are enclosed which consist of the 4 countries, of 25 each. Please follow
the instructions which are given below - the exercise doesn't take long - maximum half an hour.

INSTRUCTIONS
A. Subject Grouping
1. About 100 subjects (undergraduate students) should be split into 4 groups.
2. Each group consists of around 25 subjects.
3. Each group answers a particular country's questionnaire (e.g. 1 group does Korea. another Italy and

so forth) and for the product supposedly coming from that country. As you will see, the
questionnaires are actually identical, with the only variable being the country's name, and the
implicit suggestion that the experimental car we're studying comes from that country.

B. Steps for Data Collection
First Distribute the Country Image Questionnaires
1. Distribute the questionnaires of country image,
2. Allow about 5 minutes to answer. and then
3. Collect the questionnaires.
Now Distribute the Brochure and the Product Ima ge Questionnaire. MAKING SURE that each group
gets the brochure and product image questionnaire that matches the country for which they have
previously answered the Country Image Questionnaire. I.E. Korea group gets Korea brochure and
product image questionnaire
1. Distribute the brochure of the car product. and allow about 5 minutes to read it carefully.
2. Distribute the questionnaire on product image
3. Allow about 5 minutes to answer, and then
4. Collect the questionnaires
Please apply the same procedures to each group.

By the time you read this we will have called you to discuss returning the questionnaires, but
essentially, all answered questionnaires should be returned as soon as possible to:

Chan Woo Lee
Henley Management College
Greenlands, Henley-on-Thames
Oxfordshire, RG9 3AU
England, UK.

We really do appreciate your willingness to help us in this research effort. We want to publish a number
of papers based on this research, and will include you as an author(s) on the one on your country, in a
regional journal which we hope you will suggest. We will also put together a conference paper for
submission at a top marketing conference (at a really good venue) and include all the individuals in
various parts of the world who have helped us (UK, Australia, Hong Kong, South Africa, USA), as
authors. That way we all get to have a beer together

Yours faithfully,

Leyland Pitt	 Dr. Pierre Berthon	 Chan Woo Lee
Professor of Marketing 	 Tutor in Research Methodologies 	 Research Associate
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TO: Chan Woo Lee
Henley Management College
Greenlands, Henley-on-Thames
Oxfordshire, RG9 3AU
England, UK.

A Summary of Ouestionnaires

Date of Survey	 Distributed	 Collected
_____________________ ____________________	 Questionnaires	 Questionnaires

Germany	 25

Italy	 25

Korea	 25

Malaysia	 25

Total	 100

Administrator:

Survey Place
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APPENDIX B

QUESTIONNAIRE ON COUNTRY IMAGE

Questionnaire on Country Image

We are interested in your views and feelings about Germany'. To assist us, we will ask you to place a
CIRCLE on the scale from 1 to 7 to give us a number that best reflects your perception. There are no
right or wrong answers. We are only interested in your perceptions. Don't take too much time - work
quite quickly, and give us your first assessment on each item.

Answer the questions below by circling the appropriate point on the scale provided. A simple example
is provided below:

By circling on the number 4 on the scale provided, it would mean that you felt that the country had
neither a particularly poor, or a particularly good women's basketball team. If your feeling were
stronger in either direction, you might use a 1, 2 or 3, or a 5, 6 or 7.

1	 2	 3	 5	 6	 7

I	 I	 I	 I	 I
Poor women's basketball team 	 Good women's basketball team

Please ask if you have any problems.

1. In general, how would you rate your own knowledge of
Germany?	 I	

1
___________________________________________________	 Very_little	 Very much
2. In general, how much do you know about the politics of

Germany?	 3
__________________________________________________	 Very little	 Very much
3. In general, how much do you know about the economy of

Germany?	 I	 I
__________________________________________________	 Verylittle	 Very much
4. In general, how much do you know about the technological

advancement of Germany? 	 I	 ?	 3
________________________________________________________ 	 Very_little	 Verymuch
5. In general, how much do you know about the social culture of

Germany?	 l	
I	 I

_____________________________________________________ 	 Very little	 Very_much

6. What do you think about the stability of the political
environment of Germany? 	 3

___________________________________________________________	 Unstable	 Stable
7. Do you think that Germany has a military style government or

civilian style government?	 I	 1	 3
_____________________________________________________ 	 Military	 Civilian
8. Do you feel that Gennany has an autocratic political system or a

democratic political system?	 I	 I
Autocratic	 Democratic

_______________________________________________________________ 	 system	 system

(Continued Overleaf)
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(Continued)

9. What do you think about the level of economic development of
Germany?	 1

Economically	 Economically

	

______________________________________________________________ 	 underdeveloped	 developed
10.To what extent do you think that Germany is an industrialised

county?	 1	 I
Not very	 Very

	

______________________________________________________________________	 industrialised	 industrialised
11. Do you think that Germany has a centrally planned economy

or a free market economy?	 Ii

Centrally planned	 Free market

	

__________________________________________________________ 	 economy	 economy
12. What do you think about the stability of the economic

environment of Germany?	 II	 I
Unstable economic	 Stable economic

	

______________________________________________________________ 	 environment	 environment
13. What do you think about the general quality of products that

come from Germany?

	

_______________________________________________________ 	 Very_low_qualityVeryhigh_quality
14. To what extent do you think Germany employs systems of

mass production?

	

___________________________________________________________ 	 Very_little_extentVery_great_extent
15.What do you think about the level of technological research in

Germany?	 Ii	
I	 I

	_____________________________________________________ 	 Very_low_level	 Very high_level
16.What do you think about the level of labour costs in Germany?

1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7
I	 I	 I	 I	 I	 I

_____________________________________ Very low	 Very high
17.What do you think about the literacy rate of Germans?

1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7
I	 I	 I	 I	 I

_____________________________________ Very low	 Very high
18. What do you think about the welfare system (e.g. health

benefits,	 unemployment	 benefits,	 pensions	 and	 1	
i

superannuation) that Germany provides its citizens?	 I	
I	 I	 I

Provides very	 Provides a great

	

___________________________________________________________ 	 little_welfare	 deal_of welfare
19.What do you think the standard of living in Germany is?

1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7
I	 I	 I	 I	 I	 I	 I

_____________________________________ Very low	 Very high

The same questions are being made on Germany. Italy. Korea. and Malaysia.
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APPENDIX C
BROCHURE OF CAR PRODUCT

The XV2000 from Germany1:
A car for the next millennium

Our brief was to develop a high performance, low environmental impact car utilising the most advanced
technology. After 5 years of intensive research and development the XV2000 was born. The car brings
together in perfect harmony: an ultra-efficient ceramic engine which utilises a Compressed Natural Gas
(CNG) direct injection fuelling system. This power unit achieves near zero emission of environnientally
harmful substances. Extensive use has been made of aluminium-alloy in the chassis, suspension and
body, which has resulted in a 40% weight reduction over traditional car construction materials.
Advanced driver control systems are integral to the design. These include: drive by wire, head-up
display instrumentation, all wheel drive and steer, and satellite navigation.

The XV2000 is designed to maximise passenger safety and comfort. The bodyshell is many times more
rigid than conventional designs, and the passenger compartment is encased by a patented energy
dissipating system which has been shown to absorbs impact much more effectively than conventional
protection bars and crumple zones. For the driver, the vehicle's advanced electronic control systems,
chassis and suspension combine to enable the utilisation of the car's high perfonnance across a wide
range of weather and road conditions. The XV2000 is designed to minimise environmental impact. The
engine is over 75% more efficient that conventional engines of similar power. The extensive use of
alloys means that 90% of the car can be ecomomically recycled.

The XV2000 provides safety and high perlcrman cc with mliii a au en vironmental impact.

The XV2 000 - A Different Kind of Car

Key Features of the XV2000
• Ultra-efficient ceramic engine
• Compressed Natural Gas (CNG), direct injection fuelling system
• Near zero emission technology
• Aluminium-alloy chassis and body
• Active ride suspension
• Advanced driver control systems: drive by wire, head-up display instrumentation, all wheel drive

and steer, satellite navigation, fully electronic vehicle controlling system
• >90% component recyclability

(Continued Overleat)

Exactly, the same brochure of car product information from Germany, Italy, Korea, and Malaysia was
giving to the subjects.



• 4 DoorSalooa-SSeaterCapachi
• Structural Aluminham Body Pane!
Type: CNGLnglne

2.0 MPI
6 Speed semi-automatic - all wheel dr
Suipenslo.:

Stcerl.g

Brakes:

Front Seats:

_______________________	 • Active hydraulic System

_____________________ • .AS (Anti-Lock Brake System)

Rear ScaU:

Instrument Panel:
_______________	 - • Rear centre arm-rest

Body Type:

Mechanical Specification:

Trim Specification
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Fearurti

Dimensions (mml

(Continued)

XV2000 is the Green car for the Next Millennium

Vehicle

Max.Power (Ps/rpm): 	 MaLTorque (Xgm/rpin):
210/7000	 25/5000

_____________________ - • Full ndependeet Multhlnk Suspension tnitdj

• Drive-by-wire
_______________________

	

	 • 4 Wheel Steering controlled by ECU (Ziectronk Control Unit)
• Front & Bean Ventilated dIsc,

• Fully rvdlialagfrv.t seats
• Adjuztableforpo.ltloaaadhelgbt

- .AdJustable lumber support for all derivatives
• Fold forward rear seat backrest to increase load canylng capacity

• Moulded instrument panel with Integrated centre console
- . Head-up display, (HUDs)

ra.maogr	 • Impact shell - energy diulpating
• Electronic Vehicle ControllIng System
• Satellite-based Automatic Navigation System using the Global Positioning System (GPS)
• Embody Vehicle Security System
• Air Conditioning System (.oa-CPC refrigerant,)
• LCD Automatic Tilting Class 	 ________________________ ___________________
Exterior	 • Overall Length:	 4447

• Wheel base:	 2570
• Overall Width:	 1700
• Track -	 Front:	 1466

	

Rear	 1450

_______________________ • Overall Height:
Interior	 • Leg room-	 Front:	 1063

Rear

	

• Shoulder room- Front:	 1370
Rear

	

• Head room- Front:	 973

750
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APPENDIX D

QUESTIONNAIRES ON PRODUCT IMAGE & GENERAL

Questionnaire on Product Image

Please look at the brochure of a new car from Germany', and then answer the questions below
relating to the car. Answer the questions simply by circling the appropriate point on the scale provided.
A simple example is provided below:

By circling on the number 4 on the scale provided, it would mean that you felt that this car from
Germany had neither a particularly poor, or a particularly good level of after-sales service. If your
feeling were stronger in either direction, you might use a 1, 2 or 3, or a 5, 6 or 7.

1	 2	 3	 5	 6	 7
LI	 I	 I	 I	 I	 I

Poor after—sales service	 Good after sales service
Please ask if you have any problems.

1. How would you rate your own level of interest in this German
1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7car	

I	 I
____________________________________ Very low	 Very high
2. What do you think about the overall quality of this German car

would be like?	 I
________________________________________________________ 	 Very low quality 	 Very high quality
3. What is your feeling about the people who would own this

German car?	
I	 I	 I
Little pride of	 Great pride of

___________________________________________________________	 ownership	 ownership
4. What do you think about the social class of the people who

would own this German car?	 I
__________________________________________________________________ 	 Lower_class	 Upper_class
5. How easy is it to recognise the brand name of this German car?

1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7
I	 I	 I	 I	 I	 I	 I

________________________________________________________ 	 Very_difficult 	 Very_easy
6. What do you think the level of technical advancement of this

German car would be like? 	 I
________________________________________________________ 	 Not_well_advanced	 Well_advanced
7. What do you think the standard of workmanship of this German

car would be like?	 I	 I
Not very careful	 Very careful

_____________________________________________________ 	 workmanship	 workmanship

8. What do you think the level of performance of this German car
would be like?

______________________________________ Very low 	 Very high
9. What do you think the technological design of this German car

1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7would be like?	
I	 I	 I	 I	 I	 I	 I

___________________________________________________________	 Imitative	 Innovative
10. What do you think about the styling of this German car?

1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7
II	 I	 I	 I	 I
Unfashionable	 Fashionable

(Continued Overleat)
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(Conhlnued)

11. What do you think the colours available for this German car
would be like?	 il

________________________________________________________ 	 Very unappealing	 Very appealing
12. What do you think about the likely price of this German car?

1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7
I	 I	 I	 I	 I	 I

________________________________________________________ 	 Very inexpensive	 Very expensive
13. If you were intending to buy a new car, how likely would you

be to buy this new car from Germany?

_____________________________________________________ 	 Very unlikely	 Very likely

IGeneral Questions

Finally, we have a few very general questions which you need to answer in similar ways to those your
have previously helped us with.

1. How would you rate your own knowledge of cars?
1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7

I	 I	 I	 I	 I	 I
____________________________________ Very low 	 Very high
2. Flow often do you use a car?

1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7
I	 I	 I	 I	 I	 I

________________________________________________ 	 Very seldom	 Very often
3. How often do you seek out information about cars in books,

magazines, or from other people?	
Li	 I

__________________________________________________	 Very seldom	 Very often
4. Do you own a car? (Simply tick the appropriate box)	 Yes	 LI

No	 LI

5. Are you male or female? (Simply tick the appropriate box) 	 Male	 U

Female	 LI

6. Which of the categories includes your age? (Simply tick the 20 or younger 	 LI	 21-30	 LI
appropriate box)

	

31-40	 LI	 41-50	 U

	

51-60	 El	 Over 60 LI

(End of Questions)
Thank you very much for your kind co-operation.

The same questions are being made on the products from Germany. Italy, Korea and Malaysia.
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APPENDIX E

ANOVA Results for Country Image

by COT by COO

VARIABLES	 Total

Knowledge about the Country (Cl)	 2.66563 0

United Kingdom 2.6375

United States 3.2500

Hong Kong 2.2000

Australia 2.5750

Knowledge about Politics (C2)	 2.12500 0

United Kingdom 2.0500

United States 2.5 125

Hong Kong 1.7625

Australia 2.1750

Knowledge about Economy (C3)	 2.403 13

United Kingdom 2.3 875

United States 2.8750

Hong Kong 2.0000

Australia 2.3500

Knowledge about Tech. Advance (C4) 2.56875

United Kingdom 2.6625

United States 2.9375

Hong Kong 2.1250

Australia 2.5500

Knowledge of Socio-Culture (C5) 	 2.84688

United Kingdom 2.8 125

United Slates 3.2 125

Hong Kong 2.4125

Australia 2.9500

Political Stability (C6) 	 3.36563

United Kingdom 3.1625

United States 3.9625

Hong Kong 3.1250

Australia 3.2125

Government Style (C7)	 3.93438

United Kingdom 4.0750

United States 4.1000

Hong Kong 3.5875

Australia 3.9750

Germany

2.7000

2.9000

3.2000

2.3000

2.4000

2.3250

2.2500

2.9500

1.7500

2.3500

2.6000*

2.4500

3.2500

2.0500

2.6500

2.9750**

3.1500

3.3500

2.4000

3.0000

2.7375

3.0000

3.2500

2.2000

2.5000

3.7000**

4.3500

4.2500

2.8500

3.3500

4.l000**

4.6000

4.6500

3. 1500

4.0000

Italy

2.8250

3. 1000

2.9500

2. 1000

3. 1500

2.0375

2.5500

2.0000

1.5000

2. 1000

2.3625

2.8500

2.3500

1.9000

2.3500

2.2000

2.5000

2.0500

2.0000

2.2500

3.1125*

3.6500

2.9500

2.2000

3.6500

3.1500

2.4500

3.8000

3.4500

2.9000

4.6250***

5.0000

4.6500

4.4000

4.4500

Korea

2.4500

2.4000

2.6500

2.2500

2.5000

1.9875

1.8000

2.0000

2.0000

2.1500

2.1375

2.3500

2.0000

2.0000

2.2000

2.5250

2.6500

2.7500

2. 1000

2.6000

2.5875

2.1500

2.6500

2.7000

2.8500

3.1375

2.9500

3.7500

2.9500

2.9000

3.5000

3.4000

3.1500

3.3500

4. 1000

Malaysia

2.6875

2.1500

4.2000

2. 1500

2.2500

2. 1500

1.6000

3.1000

1.8000

2. 1000

2.5 125

1.9000

3.9000

2.0500

2.2000

2.5750

2.3500

3.6000

2.0000

2.3500

2.9500

2.4500

4.0000

2.5500

2.8000

3.4750

2.9000

4.0500

3.2500

3.7000

3.5 125

3.3000

3.9500

3.4500

3.3500
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Political System (C8)	 3.93438

United Kingdom 4.2000

United States 3.8750

Hong Kong 3.6000

Australia 4.0625

Economic Development (C9)	 4.78750

United Kingdom 4.9875

United States 5.1000

Hong Kong 4.3125

Australia 4.7500

Industralisation (ClO)	 4.71250

United Kingdom 4.9375

United States 4.9750

Hong Kong 4.2125

Australia 4.7250

Market System (Cli)	 4.27187

United Kingdom 4.1875

United States 4.4750

Hong Kong 4.1875

Australia 4.2375

Economic Environment (C 12) 	 4.48750

United Kingdom 4.5500

United States 4.8625

Hong Kong 4.3000

Australia 4.2375

Product Quality (C 13)	 4.88750

United Kingdom 4.7125

United States 5.2375

Hong Kong 4.7250

Australia 4.8750

Production System (C 14)	 4.6 1250

United Kingdom 5.0375

United States 4.6375

Hong Kong 4.2250

Australia 4.5500

Technological Research (C 15)	 4.43125

United Kingdom 4.6750

United States 4.5250

Hong Kong 4.0500

Australia 4.4750

4.3250**

5.2000

4.2000

3.4000

4.5000

5,2875***

6.1500

5.6500

4.3000

5.0500

5.4l25**

6.2000

5 .8000

4.5500

5. 1000

4,3500*

4.3500

4.6500

4. 1000

4.3000

4.72 50*

5.3000

5.2000

4.2000

4.2000

5.6l25**

5.9000

5.9000

5.1000

5.5500

4.7625*

5. 1500

5. 1000

4.3000

4.5000

5,2125***

6.0500

5.3500

4.3500

5. 1000

44750**

4.8500

4.3000

4,3500

4.4000

4,7625

5. 1000

4. 8500

4,5500

4.5500

4.5125

5.2000

4.6500

3.8000

4.4000

4.8000***

5.0000

4.7500

4.7500

4.7000

4.4500

4.4500

4.6000

4.6000

4. 1500

5.6250**

5.2000

5.9000

5.4500

5.9500

4. 1500

4.8000

3.8500

3.9000

4.0500

4.2500*

4.5000

3.9500

4. 1500

4.4000

3.4625

3.2000

3.2000

3.2000

4.2500

4. 725 0

4.2500

4.9000

4.7500

5.0000

4.7875

4.3500

5.0000

4.6000

5.2000

3.9125

3.7500

3.8000

3.9000

4.2000

4.4 125

4.5000

4.4500

4.3500

4.3500

4.2375

4.0000

4.3500

4.4500

4. 1500

4.7625*

5.1500

4.7000

4.2000

5.0000

4.3875*

4.3500

4.3500

4.3000

4.5500

3.4750

3.5500

3 .8000

3.4500

3.1000

4.3750

4.4500

5.0000

3 .6500

4.4000

4. 1375

4.0000

4.4500

3.9000

4.2000

4.0250

3.6500

4.7000

4.0000

3.7500

4.3625

3. 9500

5.2000

4.0500

4.2500

4.0750

3.7500

4.8000

3.9000

3.8500

4.7750*

5.0500

4.9000

4.5000

4.6500

3,8750

3.8000

4.4500

3.4000

3.8500
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Labour Costs (C 16)

	

	 3.628 13

United Kingdom 3.3875

United States 3.9000

Hong Kong 3.6375

Australia 3.5875

Literacy Rate (C 17)

	

	 4.34375

United Kingdom 4.562 5

United States 4.6500

Hong Kong 4.0000

Australia 4.1625

Welfare System (C 18) 	 3.903 13

United Kingdom 3.7500

United States 4.1625

Hong Kong 4.0875

Australia 3.6 125

Living Stardard (C 19)	 4.36250

United Kingdom 4.1375

United States 4.5625

Hong Kong 4.3875

Australia 4.3625

4.4875*

4.7500

4.7500

4.0500

4.4000

5.0000

5.9500

5.2000

4.0500

4.8000

4.5875***

4.9500

4.9500

4.4000

4.0500

5,0375***

5.7000

5.2000

4.4500

4.8000

4.2250**

3 .9500

4.6000

4.3500

4.0000

4.7000**

5.6500

4.4000

4.3500

4.4000

3.9625*

4.2000

3 .8500

4.4500

3.3500

4.6625**

4.5500

4.4500

4.9500

4.7000

3. 1750*

2.5000

3.1500

3.7500

3.3000

4. 1500*

3.7500

4.6000

4. 1500

4. 1000

37375*

3.2500

3.8000

4.0000

3.9000

4. 1625*

3.5000

4.2000

4.6500

4.3000

2.6250

2.3500

3. 1000

2.4000

2.6500

3.5250

2.9000

4.4000

3.4500

3.3500

3.3250

2.6000

4.0500

3.5000

3. 1500

3.5875

2.8000

4.4000

3.5000

3.6500

Notes: (*) indicates significant differences between groups of COO with LSD test with significance level .05.
(0) indicates that no two groups are significantly different at the .05 level.
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APPENDIX F

ANOVA Result for Product Image and Purchase Willingness

by COT by COO

VARIABLES	 Total

Interest (P1)	 4.49062 0

United Kingdom 4.4250

United States 4.4500

hong Kong 4.3 500

Australia 4.7375

Overall Quality (P2)	 5.16875

United Kingdom 5.3375

United States 4.9 125

hong Kong 5.1250

Australia 5.3000

Pride of Ownership (P3) 	 5.17188

United Kingdom 5.4375

United States 5.1375

hong Kong 4.5875

Australia 5.5250

Social Class (P4) 	 5.18125

United Kingdom 5.3 125

United States 5.1500

Hong Kong 4.7750

Australia 5.4875

Brand Recognition (P5)	 3.69688

United Kingdom 3.6750

United States 3.8 125

Hong Kong 3.8875

Australia 3.4125

Tech. Advancement (P6) 	 5.55625

United Kingdom 5.7000

United Stales 5.4750

Hong Kong 5.275 0

Australia 5.7750

Workmanship (P7)	 5.25000

United Kingdom 5.5250

United States 5.1500

Hong Kong 4.92 50

Australia 5.400

Performance (P8)	 5.2 1875

United Kingdom 5.4750

United States 5.0750

Hong Kong 4.9 875

Australia 5.3375

Germany

4.5750

4.3000

5.0500

4.1000

4.8500

55375**

6.0000

5.5000

5.1000

5 .5 5 00

5.5125**

5.9000

5 .8500

4.8000

5.5000

5.4000**

5 .5500

5 .5000

4.9500

5.6000

3.9000*

3.4500

4.5000

4.0500

3.6000

5.8500**

6.1000

6.0000

5.3000

6.0000

5.6125**

6.1000

5.5 500

5.0000

5. 8000

5.4125**

5.7000

5.5 500

4.9500

5.4500

Italy

4.4125

4.7000

4.1500

4. 1000

4.7000

5.3 875 * *

5.5000

4.9000

5.4500

5 .7000

5•375Ø**

5.8000

4.8500

5.0000

5 .8500

55375**

5.6000

5.3000

5.3500

5.9000

3•7375*

4.0000

3.6500

4.0000

3.3000

5.6125

5.6500

5.3000

5.3 500

6.1500

5.2500*

5.4500

5.0500

4.9500

5.9500

5•4375**

5.7500

4.9500

5.2500

5.8000

Korea

4.4750

4.6500

4.4500

4.4000

4.4000

5.03 75

5.3 500

4.8500

5.0000

4.9500

4.8500

5.0500

4.9000

4.4000

5 .0500

4.7875

4.8500

5.0000

4.4500

5.9000

3.8875*

3.6500

3.7500

4.2500

3.9000

5.4375

5.8000

5.5500

5.2000

5.2000

5.1125

5.5500

5.3000

5.0000

4.6000

5.0500

5.4000

5.2000

4.9500

4.6500

Malaysia

4.5000

4.0500

4. 1500

4.8000

5.0000

4.7125

4.5000

4.4000

4.9500

5.0000

4.9500

5.0000

4.9500

4.1500

5.7000

5.0000

5.2500

4.8000

4.3500

4.8500

3.2625

3.6000

3.3500

3.2500

2.8500

5.3250

5.2500

5.0500

5.2500

5.7500

4.9250

5.0000

4.7000

4.7500

5.2500

4.9750

5.0500

4.6000

4.8000

5.4500
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Technological Design (P9)

United Kingdom

United States

Flong Kong

Australia

Styling (PlO)

United Kingdom

United States

Hong Kong

Australia

Colour (P11)

United Kingdom

United States

Hong Kong

Australia

Price (P12)

United Kingdom

United States

Hong Kong

Australia

Purchase

Willingness (P13)

United Kingdom

United States

Hong Kong

Australia

5.42500

5. 5625

5.3750

5. 1500

5.6 125

5.17812 0

5.4250

4.8500

4.8375

5.6000

4.97813

5.1000

5.2000

4.4500

5. 1625

5.10000

5.3375

5.0000

4.6375

5.4250

3.478 13 0

3.5 875

3.5750

3.3750

3.3750

5.6250**

5 .9000

5 .9000

4.9000

5. 8000

5. 1875

5.3000

5.2500

4.7000

5.5000

5.0250*

5.3 500

5. 5000

4.2000

5.0500

5.3750**

5.7500

5.3000

4.8000

5.6500

3.4750

3 .3 500

3.4500

3.5000

3.6000

5,6500**

5.7000

5.4500

5.5500

5.9000

5 .2875

5.7500

4.6500

5.2500

5.5000

5.2500*

5 .4000

5.3000

4.7500

5.5 500

5.6000**

5 .7500

5.1500

5.4500

6.0500

3.6 125

4. 1500

3.0500

3.7500

3.5000

5,2750

5 .5500

5.4000

4.9(100

5.2500

5. 1625

5 .5500

4.7500

4.7000

5.6500

5.02 50*

5 .3000

5.3000

4.6500

4.9000

4.7875

5.2500

4.9000

4.3000

4.7000

3.5250

3.7000

3.7000

3.2000

3.5000

5.1500

5. 1000

4.7500

5.2500

5.5000

5.0750

5. 1000

4.7500

4.7000

5.7500

4.6 125

4.3500

4.7000

4.2500

5. 1500

4.6575

4.6000

4.6500

4.0000

5.3000

3.3000

3. 1500

4.1000

3.0500

2.9000

Notes: (*) indicates significant differences between groups of COO with LSD test with significance level .05.
(0) indicates that no two groups are significantly different at the .05 level.
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APPENDIX G

Summarised Statistics of Covariance for Country Image

VARIABLE	 F-VALUE	 SIG of

F

L Multivariate Tests of Significance (S = 4, M = 7, N = 140)

Pillais	 .24476	 .97769	 .534

Hotellings	 .26571	 .98070	 .527

Wilks	 .77498	 .97927	 .530

Roys	 .09909

II. Univariate F-Tests with (4, 300) D.F.

Knowledge of the Country (Cl)	 3.32277	 .011

Knowledge of Politics (C2) 	 3.193 18	 .014

Knowledge of Economy (C3)	 3.96077	 .004

Knowledge of Tech. Advance (C4)	 4.48036	 .002

Political System (C8)	 2.54595	 .040

IlL Regression Analysis for Within+Residuat Error Term at .9500 Confidence Intervals

Covariate	 B	 Beta	 Std Err	 t-Value	 Sig oft

Knowledge ofthe Country (Cl)	 Knowledge (01)	 .17139 .21608	 .069	 2.483	 .014

Usage(G2)	 .12424	 .21636	 .060	 2.060	 .040

Knowledge of Politics (C2) 	 Knowledge (01)	 .16502	 .21879	 .068	 2.442	 .015

Knowledge of Economy (C3) 	 Knowledge (01)	 .19187 .22869	 .074	 .2598	 .010

Ownership (04)	 .63814	 .22252	 .263	 2.425	 .016

Knowledge of Tech. Advance (C4) Knowledge (Gl) 	 .19982 .23368	 .076	 2.621	 .009

Political System (C8)	 Usage (G2)	 .17868	 .27286	 .069	 2.599	 .010

ProductQuality(C13)	 Knowledge(Gl)	 .13562	 .17765	 .058	 2.355	 .019



	.084
	

4.182	 .000

	

.057	 .3.563	 .000

	

.061
	

2.945	 .003

	

.079
	

3.031	 .003

	

.055
	

3.207	 .001

	

.053
	

3.409	 .001

	

.057
	

2.908	 .004

	

.067
	

1.995	 .047

	

.057
	

2.140	 .033

	

.049
	

3.290	 .001

	

.085
	

3.728	 .000
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APPENDIX H

Summarised Statistics of Covariance for Product Image

VARIABLE	 F-VALUE	 SIG of F

I. Multivariate Tests of Significance ( S = 4, M = 4, N = 143)

Pubis	 .37703	 2.32948	 .000

Hotellings	 .43672	 2.40614	 .000

Wilks	 .66691	 2.36969	 .000

Roys	 .18773

IL Univariate F-Tests with (4, 300) D.F.

Interest (P1)	 6.35830	 .000

Overall Quality (P2)	 4.98607	 .001

Pride of Ownership (P3)	 5.05154	 .001

Brand Recognition (P5) 	 3.81311	 .005

Technical Advancement (P6) 	 3.57568	 .007

Performance (P8)	 3.8 1603	 .005

Technological Design (P9) 	 3.07866	 .017

Colour(Pll)	 3.90625	 .004

Purchase Willingness (P13)	 3.61758	 .007

for Within+Resjdual Error Term at .9500 Confidence Intervals

Covariate	 13	 Beta	 Std Err	 t-Value	 Sig oft

Interest (P1)

Overall Quality (P2)

Pride of Ownership (P3)

Brand Recognition (PS)

Technical Advancement (P6)

Performance (P8)

Technological Design (P9)

Styling (PlO)

Colour (P 11)

Purchase Willingness (P 13)

Knowledge (Gi)

Knowledge (01)

Knowledge (01)

Knowledge (Gi)

Knowledge (G 1)

Knowledge (G 1)

Knowledge (01)

Knowledge (GI)

Knowledge (01)

Usage (02)

Knowledge (GI)

.35203

.20397

.18086

.24050

.17483

.18050

.16694

.13420

.12099

.16252

.3 1618

.38120

.3 1045

.25076

.27622

.28592

.30053

.26088

.18104

.18602

.345 15

.34457
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