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Introduction

INDIA’S LPG movement (1991)
has brought many big changes in

our economy. Foreign Direct
Investment has reached its new
heights. Globalization reduced
import duties that have paved the
way for numerous global
companies to enter our domestic
market. As a result of which Indian
consumers are provided with a hub
of goods to choose from (both
global and local). The gradual and
progressive shift towards
liberalization of our economy in the
past few decades is the major factor
behind today’s globalization
success along with the entry of
foreign brands. The Middle-class
chunk which is nearly 320 million
constitutes one-third of our present
population has been receiving a
good share of income and is now
making rational decisions in their
final product purchase.

Decision-making is a very
complex phenomenon. While

making a decision a consumer is
usually overloaded with a variety
of information about the product.
These informational cues can be
intrinsic or extrinsic. Intrinsic cues
include taste, performance, quality,
etc. which can’t be evaluated until
a product is purchased and used by
a consumer (Bredahl, 2004).
Because of these limitations a
consumer heavily relies on
extrinsic cues like brand, price,
Country of Origin (COO), etc.
which are considered as cognitive
shortcuts for intrinsic cues.
Ozsomer and Cavusgil (1991) said
COO is the country where the
corporate headquarters of the
product company is situated, it is
the native place of a company.
COO infers the quality, reliability,
nobility, etc. of the product in
consumers’ mind and gets easy
acceptance and many a time it is
associated with the brand name
also. Firms use the favourable image
of the COO to gain an advantage
in the marketing of their products.

With advancement in satellite
communication, outreach of TV,
easy internet access, and increased

educational level, consumers
worldwide are aware of variety of
products and services. For
example, perfumes (Chanel) of
France are considered best,
whereas handbags (Louis Vuitton)
of Italy are famous, in automobiles
Japan is the priority, Rugs of
Afghanistan, automobiles of Japan
and Germany. COO affects
consumer perception as an
indicator of quality, a symbolic and
emotional connection, and a
linkage of social and personal
norms of host and home country.

Rationale
In-depth knowledge of all

dimensions of COO should be
gained to obtain a better
understanding of this complex
phenomenon which plays a vital
role in understanding the attitudes
and beliefs of Indian consumers to
evaluate foreign vs local products
in terms of differentiating features.
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particular product. Perceived
quality is the consumer perception
of overall superiority or quality
with respect to its intended use
(Aaker, 1991). Apart from the
COO, other extrinsic cues such as
brand name, retailer reputation,
warranty, and price also have an
impact on perceived quality.
Schooler and Wildt (1968) found
that in some cases the impact of
COO on product judgement to an
extent can be neutralized by price
concessions. To overcome negative
COO image, price can be an
effective tool.

COO is not just an indicator for
the quality of the product
(cognitive) (Hong and Wyer, 1989,
1990; Li and Wyer, 1994) but also
relates to symbolic and emotional
value (affective) (Askegaard and
Ger, 1998; Batra, Ramaswamy,
Steenkamp and Ramachander,
1999) and in some cases, Shimp and
Sharma (1987) relates it to pride,
identity, social and personal norms
(normative) and autobiographical
memories of a country. On affective
level, emotional/symbolic
connotations towards a particular
country can be formed through
direct experience, word of mouth,
travel, mass media, etc. COO also
has a normative association such as
a particular country may be taken
as an endorsee of its politics,
actions and practices (Leonidou,
Palihawadana, and Talias, 2007)
and in response to this consumers
punish those countries by
boycotting their products (Smith,
1993). Negative COO can be
weekend by using positive mental
imagery.

A consumer’s perception of
COO image influences the
perception of the brand from that

country only when a consumer is
fully familiar with the brand’s
COO. If both brand name and COO
information is available to a
consumer then he relies more on
COO if brand name is unknown or
if he had not personally used that
brand. Consumers does not
associate themselves with COO if
they are very familiar with the
brand. If a country has a positive
image than it can charge a
premium price for its products
(Aaker, 1996; Keller, 1993).

A consumer relies more on
country stereotypes when other
product-related information is not
available. Johansson, Ronkainen
and Czinkota (1994) found that if a
consumer has a negative COO
stereotype in his mind, then it can
act as an impregnable barrier in
marketing and positioning their
products in the global market.
Older ones as well as less educated
people usually exhibit strong
ethnocentric attitudes.

Lampert and Jaffe (1998) found
that Country image can be used as
an asset when it has a favourable
image and as a liability in reverse
case. This phenomenon is known
as Image Crystallization which
says the more consistent and
unified the image of the country
has across brands, the higher is the
level of its crystallization. Bettman
(1979) in Information Processing
Theory says that in decision-
making consumers faces limitation
on their capacity to process
information as they are overloaded
with huge relevant plus irrelevant
information simultaneously. A
consumer uses product cues to
form beliefs and evaluate a product
by minimizing the processing effort
involved in the final purchase

decision. Schooler (1965) in his
article titled ‘Product bias in the
central American common market’
says according to Bounded
Rationality a consumer hardly
makes perfect decisions. They
decide on the basis of the situation
they are in and with limited piece
of information available. The
relevance of COO labelling has also
blurred due to different country of
parts (COP), country of
manufacturing (COM), country of
assembly (COA).

Economically advanced and
politically free country products
are evaluated more favourably
than under-developed ones,
indicating a significant association
between development level and
evaluation of product (Hampton,
1977; Krishnakumar, 1974;
Schooler, 1971; Tongberg, 1972;
Wang, 1978). Consumers recognize
that the production of high-
performance technical products
require proficient and skilled
manpower that can be easily found
in advanced countries. Consumers
are ready to pay price premiums
for developed countries’ products.
This belief may change over time
with direct experience of product
quality. Mostly this belief is
product specific but, in many cases,
can be generalized to other product
categories as well. Consumer’s
perception for a particular country
product also changes over time
with changes in the degree of
market sophistication and
manufacturing infrastructure like
earlier China’s products were not
considered of that much quality but
now this trend has been changing.

When a consumer is presented
with a COO cue along with other
extrinsic cues such as price and
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brand then its effect can be
observed in 2 ways. Halo effect,
wherein a country name triggers
feeling that may be transferred on
the product to infer its quality
(product attribute) prior to its use
especially when product is
unfamiliar but had no effect on
overall product evaluation (Han,
1989). This effect is more
prominent when product
information is lacking or missing
(Erickson, Johansson, and Chao,
1984; Johansson, Douglas, and
Nonaka, 1985).

Summary effect, wherein a
country image directly affects
consumers’ attitude towards the
brand of a country instead through
product attribute ratings especially
when the product is familiar to the
consumer (Han, 1989; Hong and
Wyer, 1989).

Other explanatory variables
are origin country’s cultural and
political climate, workmanship,
technological advancement,
industrialization, innovations,
design, prestige and belief system
and cultural similarity (Han 1990;
Papadopoulos, Heslop, and Beracs
1989; Tongberg, 1972; Wang, 1978;
Wang and Lamb 1983; Yaprak and
Parameswaran 1987). Attitudes
towards the product of a particular
country ranges from product to
product.

Maheswaran (1994) said when
product information is
unambiguous than the experienced
people based their choices on
specific product attribute while less
experienced ones focus more on
COO or when there is ambiguous
information both relies on COO as
an indicator of quality. Gurhan-
Canli and Maheswaran (2000)

found that the extent to which this
cue is used depends upon the
involvement as well as the
motivational level of a consumer.
Highly motivated relies on
specific product attributes
whereas low motivated uses COO
as a quality indicator. COO does
matter when a consumer has low
involvement in the product
purchase but in the presence of
other extrinsic cues its
significance decreases and brand
becomes the determinant factor.

According to the Theory of
Planned Behaviour COO
information has no direct influence
on overall product evaluation
rather it infers some product
attributes first (product quality)
which then determines the overall
product attitude and eventually the
final purchase intention. COO acts
as a surrogate to infer product
quality, reliability, performance,
prestige and all other
characteristics which cannot be
directly evaluated.

Preference for local products is
high when that nation has deep
feelings of national pride and
patriotism (Baumgartner and
Jolibert, 1978; Nagashima, 1970;
Reierson, 1966; Wall and Heslop,
1991), when their nation is
threatened by foreign products
(Heslop and Papadopoulas, 1993)
when product serviceability is
good in their nation (Han and
Terpstra, 1988) and when foreign
products are unfamiliar to them
(Alder, Hoyer and Crowley, 1993;
Ettenson, Wagner and Gaeth,
1988;). COO favourable attitude is
modified when a consumer
receives additional product related
information.

Older ones, females, more
educated, higher-income strata
people consider foreign origin
products on higher terms than
younger ones, males, less educated
and lower-income strata people
(Anderson and Cunningham, 1972;
Dornoff, 1974; Schooler, 1971;
Tongberg, 1972; Wang, 1978).
Anderson and Cunningham (1972)
found a negative association
between dogmatism and
inclination for alien products and
services. Maheswaran (1994) said
that novices use COO to judge a
new product and give least
importance to other attributes of
the product.

Moderators
Prior experience, consumer

expertise, product category,
familiarity with the product class,
product warranty, brand
reputation, involvement and
motivational level, product
complexity, price, brand name,
retailer reputation, product
warranty, trust moderates the
impact of COO on purchase
intention.

Conclusion
Favourable source country

perception leads to favourable
inferences about product attributes
(quality) and subsequently leads to
favourable evaluations.
Demographics of a country
somewhere moderate the effect of
COO on product evaluation. Major
moderators are product familiarity
and involvement level during
purchase. It is a comprehensive
phenomenon that has many
antecedents but the important ones
are the development level of a
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country (Country Image) and the
ethnocentric attitudes of the people.

REFERENCES

1. Aaker, D. (1991), Managing
Brand Equity: Capitalizing on
the Value of a Brand Name,
Free Press.

2. Aaker, D. (1996), Measuring
Brand Equity across Products
and Markets, California
Management Review, 38(3),
pp. 102-20.

3. Alder, D., Hoyer, W., and
Crowley, A. (1993), Country of
Origin, Perceived Risk and
Evaluation Strategy, Advances
in Consumer Research, 20,
pp. 678- 683.

4. Anderson, W., and
Cunningham, W. (1972),
Gauging Foreign Product
Promotion, Journal of
Advertising Research, February,
pp. 29-34.

5. Askegaard, S., and Ger, G.
(1998), Product-country
Images: Toward a
Contextualized Approach,
European Advances in Consumer
Research.

6. Batra, R., Ramaswamy, A.D.,
Steenkamp, J.B., and
Ramachander, S. (1999), Effects
of Brand Local/Non-Local
Origin on Consumer Attitudes
in Developing Countries,
Journal of Consumer Psychology.

7. Baumgartner, G., and Jolibert
(1978), The Perception of
Foreign Products in France,
Advances in Consumer Research,
5, pp. 603-605.

8. Bettman, J. (1979), An
Information Processing Theory

of Consumer Choice, Reading,
MA: Addision-Wesley.

9. Bredahl, L. (2004), Cue
Utilization and Quality
Perception with Regard to
Branded Beef, Food Quality and
Preference, 15 No. 1, pp. 65-75.

10. Dornoff, Ronald, J.,
Tankersley, C., and White, G.
(1974), Consumers’
Perceptions of Imports, Akron
Business and Economic Review, 5,
pp. 26-29.

11. Erickson, G., Johansson, J., and
Chao, P. (1984), Image
Variables in Multi-Attitude
Product Evaluations: Country-
of-Origin Effects, Journal of
Consumer Research, 11, pp. 694-
699.

12. Ettenson, R., Wagner, J., and
Gaeth, G. (1988), Evaluating
the Effect of Country of Origin
and the ‘Made in the USA’
Campaign: A Conjoint
Approach, Journal of Retailing,
64(1), pp. 85-100.

13. Gurhan, C., and Maheswaran,
Z. (2000), Cultural Variations
in Country of Origin Effects,
Journal of Marketing Research,
37(3), pp. 309-317.

14. Hampton, G. (1977), Perceived
Risk in Buying Products Made
Abroad by American Firms,
Baylor Business Studies,
October, pp. 53-64.

15. Han, C. (1989), Country Image:
Halo or Summary Construct?
Journal of Marketing Research,
26, pp. 222-229.

16. Han, C. (1990), Testing the Role
of Country Image in Consumer
Choice Behaviour, European
Journal of Marketing, 24(6),
pp. 24-39.

17. Han, C., and Terpstra, V.
(1988), Country-of-Origin
Effects for Uni-national and Bi-
national Products, Journal of
International Business Studies,
19(2), pp. 235-255.

18. Hong, S., and Wyer, R. (1989),
Effects of Country-of-Origin
and Product-Attribute
Information on Product
Evaluation: An Information
Processing Perspective, Journal
of Consumer Research, 16,
September, pp. 175-87.

19. Johansson, J., Douglas, S., and
Nonaka, I. (1985), Assessing
the Impact of Country of
Origin on Product Evaluations,
Journal of Marketing Research,
22(4), pp. 388-396.

20. Johansson, J., Ronkainen, I.,
and Czinkota, M. (1994),
Negative Country-of-Origin
Effects: The Case of the New
Russiaa, Journal of International
Business Studies, 25(1), pp. 157-
76.

21. Keller, K.L. (1993),
Conceptualizing, Measuring,
and Managing Customer-
based Brand Equity, Journal of
Marketing, 57, pp. 1-22.

22. Krishnakumar, P. (1974), An
Exploratory Study of the
Influence of Country of Origin
on the Product Images of
Persons from Selected
Countries, Ph.D. Dissertation,
The University of Florida.

23. Lampert, S., and Jaffe, E.
(1998), A Dynamic Approach
to Country-of-Origin Effect,
European Journal of Marketing,
32(1-2), pp. 61-78.



40 FOCUS WTO • July-September 2021 (Vol. 23 No. 3)

ARTICLES

24. Leonidou, L., Palihawadana,
D., and Talias, M. (2007),
British Consumers’
Evaluations of US Versus
Chinese Goods: A Multilevel
and Multi-Cue Comparison,
European Journal of Marketing,
41(7/8), pp. 786-820.

25. Li, W., -K., Monroe, K., and
Chan, D.-S. (1994), The Effects
of Country of Origin, Brand
and Price Information: A
Cognitive-Affective Model of
Buying Intentions, Advances in
Consumer Research, 21, pp.
449-457.

26. Maheswaran, D. (1994),
Country of Origin as a
Stereotype: Effects of
Consumer Expertise and
Attitude Strength on Product
Evaluations, Journal of Consumer
Research, 21(2), pp. 354-365.

27. Nagashima, and Akira (1970),
A Comparison of Japanese and
US Attitudes toward Foreign
Products, Journal of Marketing,
34, January, pp. 68-74.

28. Ozsomer, A., and Cavusgil, S.
(1991), Country of Origin
Effects on Product Evaluations:
A Sequel to Bilkey and Nes
Review, AMA Educators
Proceedings, 2, pp. 69-77.

29. Papadopoulas, N., and Heslop,
L. (1993), Product and Country
Images: Impact and Role
in International Marketing,

The Haworth Press Inc.,
pp. 3-38.

30. Papadopoulos, N., Heslop,
L., and Beracs, J. (1989),
National Stereotypes and
Product Evaluations in A
Socialist Country, International
Marketing Review, 7(1),
pp. 32-47.

31. Parameswaran, R., and
Yaprak, A. (1987), A Cross-
National Comparison of
Consumer Research Measures,
Journal of International Business
Studies, 18(2), pp. 35-49.

32. Reierson, C. (1966), Are
Foreign Products Seen As
National Stereotypes? Journal
of Retailing, 42, pp. 33-40.

33. Schooler, and Robert, D. (1965),
Product Bias in Central
American Common Market,
Journal of Marketing Research, 2,
November, pp. 394-397.

34. Schooler, R. (1971), Bias
Phenomena Attendant to the
Marketing of Foreign Goods in
the US, Journal of International
Business, pp. 71-80.

35. Schooler, Robert, D., and
Wildt, A. (1968), Elasticity of
Product Bias, Journal of
Marketing Research, 5,
February, pp. 78-81.

36. Shimp, T., and Sharma, S.
(1987), Consumer
Ethnocentrism: Construction
and Validation of the

CETSCALE, Journal of
Marketing Research, 24(3),
pp. 280-289.

37. Smith, and William, R. (1993),
Country–of-Origin Bias: A
Regional Labeling Solution,
International Marketing Review,
10, pp. 4-12.

38. Tongberg, R. (1972), An
Empirical Study of Relation-
ships between Dogmatism and
Consumer Attitudes toward
Foreign Products, Ph.D.
Disseration, The Pennsylvania
State University.

39. Wall, M., Liefeld, J., and
Heslop, L. (1991), Impact of
Country of Origin Cues on
Consumer Judgements in
Multi-Cue Situations: A
Covariance Analysis, Journal of
the Academy of Marketing
Science, 19, Spring, pp. 105-113.

40. Wang, C. (1978), The Effect of
Foreign Economic, Political
and Cultural Environment on
Consumers’ Willingness to
Buy Foreign Products,
Unpublished Ph.D.
Dissertation, Texas A&M
University, TX.

41. Wang, Chih-Kang, and Lamb,
C. (1983), The Impact of
Selected Environmental Forces
Upon Consumers’ Willingness
to Buy Foreign Products,
Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science, 11(Winter),
pp. 71-84.

•

(Date of Publication: 29 November 2021)


