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ABSTRACT

MODELING THE DIFFERENTIAL EFFECTS OF BRAND IMAGE AND
COUNTRY-OF-MANU FACTURE ON KOREAN CONSUMERS’
PURCHASING BEEHAVIOR OF HYBRID PRODUCTS

By
Jae-Eun Chung

. ive i rtance of
A comprehensive model was proposed to explain the relative 1mpo

uation, purchase

quality

country-of-manufacture (COM) and brand image on product eval

. . d
attitudes, and purchase intention for hybrid products on the basis of selecte

) : restige)-
dimensionss (design, performance, serviceability, brand prestige, and technical P

arities as

The currerat study also proposed models of the differential effec
image on the quality perception of hybrid products using brand and COM famili
moderating variables.

Based on information gathered from focus group interviews with Koreafs,
quantitative survey instruments were designed including three products, Canon c¢ameras
made in Japan versus China, Lucky Gold Star TVs made in S. Korea versus Malaysia,
and Ralph Lauren sweaters made in the U.S. versus Mexico. Data were “Ollecteq j,
Korea from consumers during June and July 1997.  Four hundred and fifty Six useabje
questionnaires were collected, yiel ding an 82 percent response rate.

The results of structural equation modeling (EQS 5.1) indicated that regarding

TVsand cameras, brand image was more important than COM in most deCision-making
processes 5 for Korean consumers. Moving production facilities to deveIOping countries,

however, was found to damage performance evaluation, prestigious brang and technica]



images, and attitud
, es tow. i
o ard purchasing the product. For sweater
ongly influenced K L
Ny ’ d image
an consumers’ product evaluations, purchas )
, e attitudes, and

The current ;
stud
familiarities y failed €O test the moderating effects of brand and COM
o . .

n the relationships among COM, brand image and quality percept
Because the br ’ i rception.

and : .

s employed in this study were well known to Korean consumers, we

were unable to i i
identify a group of low brand familiar consumers within the sampl
sample.
International

Based on th i
ese findings, managerial implications were provided.
om developing

managers in th ic i
e electronic industries should be cautious about sourcing fr

countries ev
en for com i i
panies with favorable brand images. For international apparel
ant for

strong and favor
able appar :
pparel brands. Limitations of the study and recommendaf1

fu .
ture studies were provided
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

; . . ; i in
South Korea has been recOgnized for its economic expansion, which was 1. a

shorter period of time than any other country in modern history (Holstein & Nakarmj
1995). Due to its strong economic growth, dynamic markets, industrialization, and stab)e
government, the U.S. Department of Commerce iclentified South Korea (hereafter
referred to as “Korea”) as one of the ten “Big Emergzing Markets (BEMs) (Aguilar &

Singer, 1996). For these reasons, the U.S. viewed S . Korea to be "vital to America's

national interest”" (Garten, 1997, p. xix). During the economic prosperity of the 1980s

and early 1990s, Koreans’ purchasing power increased dramatically and Koreans become

passionate consumers of imported as well as domestic goods (Schuman, 1996).

Korea’s meteoric economic expansion, however, faced a breaking point in early
1997, when the Asian financial crisis began (Anonymous, 1997). After experiencing a
5.8 percent decline in GDP in 1998, Korea is slowly recovering from the catastrophic
1997-9 8 economic crisis and reported GDP growth of 8.8 percent in 2000 and 2.7 percent
in 2001 (Bureau of Economic gznd Business Affairs, 2002, pp-1-3). Despite Korea’s

current e conomic fluctuation, it js still a major U.S. export market. In 2001, Korea was
998 (U.S. Census

the eighth largest overall trade partner of the U.S., up from ninth in 1
ensuas

S. C
Bureau, 2001, p.8). Korea is the sixth Largest market for US. exports (U
the first

Bureau, 2001, p.8) and the U.S. provided ywenty percent of Korezaa ’s imports for
eight months of 2001 (Bureau of Economyjc and Business Affairs, 2002, pp. 1-3) With



increasi en the U.S. and Ko it e s
asing trade betwe Te€a, it is important for U. S, exporters wwpp are
targeting Korean markets, to understand Korean consumers’ purchasing behavior.

In the past decade, with WMPrecedented technical and communication advances

firms have pursued global market expansion more than ever before, and also have been

able to create global brands. The global brand is no longer exclusively associated with

one country since firms have taken advantage of lower wage rates by moving thejr

manufacturing, or assembling locations to developimng countries. They have evep

increased outsourcing of various components (or parts) , designs and engineering tasks by
collaborating with foreign partner firms or establishixag design centers overseas (Chao,
1998). Accordingly, these activities have contributed to the proliferation of couﬁfr& of
origin (COQO) designations, which now may include country of manufacturing (COM),
country of design (COD), country of brand (COB), country of parts (COP) or country of
component (COC), and country of assembly (COA).
The traditional COO research paradigm, which typically assumed that a product
was exclusively tied to one country, therefore, is changing in this new era of hybrid
products. Thus, further studies aye required to understand consumers’ behavior regarding
hybrid products. This study, therefore, develops a model of Korean consumers’
the research problem is

purchasing behavior r egarding hybrid products. The statement of

provided in the next section.

S tatement of the Problem
1d, 1993;

Existing COO research has been iticized as being atheo retical (Liefe
Nebenzahl, Jaffe, & Lampert, 1997; Samjee, 1994). This criticism can be partly

attributed to the lack of well-defined quality dimensions (Li & Darit, 1997). Recent COO



studies reveal that product evaluation involves thr
e : .
€ aspects: ovesryyy quality, product
dimensions (for example, perforrmance of serviceability), and product atributes (for

) Many studies employed overall quality as &
bstract to be useful

example, picture or sound for
dependent variable (Liefeld, 1993). This construct, however, is too a
in understanding the effect of COO on quality perceptions. Examining the effect of COO
on product attributes, on the other hand, has its own deficiency. It is too specific tq
construct a theory that can be generalized across different product categories. Therefore,
several researchers have examined the effect of COO o n product evaluation at the quality
dimension level. (See Li & Dant, 1997.) These studie s, however, lacked a set of Wwidely
accepted general quality dimensions because these are not well defined (Thakor &

Katsanis, 1997; Li & Dant, 1997). Thus, a determination of quality dimensions that

could be used across product classes is needed.
/X“ addition, COO researchers have identified that research on the hybrid product
phenomenon is lacking (Johansson, 1989; Obermiller & Spangenberg, 19893 Samiee,
1994). For example, the relative importance of brand image and the various components

of COO in consumers’ decision making is still in question. This issue is especially

important for global products because their established brand reputation could be

damaged by moving their produaction location to places that are perceived unfavorably.

The exis ting COO literature indicates mixed results regarding this issue. 1n some studies,
it is arguaed that brand name might not co xmpensate for the negative jmage of COO (Nes
& Bilkey, 1993; Heslop, Liefeld, & Wal1, 1987; Tse & Gom, 1993). In other studies,
brand name has been found to be a more jmportant predictor of” perceived quality and



purchase value than COO (Chao 1989; Tg 4 Lee, 1993; Ulgado & [ o ;003
ce, ). 7hus,
more research is required t0 inforza the discygsion of this concept. /

/{urther product familiarit>” has been identified as an important influence on the
relationship between COO and PToduct evaluation. (See Johansson, 1989 and Samiee,
1994 for a review of relevant studies.) In the previous COO studies product familiarity

is defined as thie “number of product-related experiences that have been accumulated by
the consumer>> (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987, p. 411) and as “the subjects’ perceived
knowledge with respect to the brands in a product classs” (Park & Lessig, 1981, p. 223),
Such product familiarity definitions are too vague to indicate whether or not product
familiarity is the same as brand familiarity. Furthermore, in the case of hybrid products,
COM is not the same as C OB, where the company” s headquarters are Jocated. Thus,

brand familiarity does not necessarily mean familiarity with the country where the

Therefore, the concept of product familiarity should be
/

7

product is Mmanufactured.
redefined and reexamined in the context of hybrid products. .

Finally, existing COO researchers have failed to provide a comprehensive view of
the effect of COO on the consumer’s decision making. That is, product evaluations or

beliefs about product quality (Eyrodowsky, 1996; Liefeld, 1993; Samiee, 1994) are the
n the information-processing

most frequently studied as dependent variables based o
1989, 1990,

perspective (Erickson, Johansson, & Chao, 1984; Hong & Wyer,
d the COOQ effect on

Obermil 1er & Spangenberg, 1989). /énese studies have emphasize
& wyer,

1984; Hong

overall product evaluation as a cognitive process (Erickson et al.,
many

Jr., 1989, 1990). /In consumer behavioy research, however, there have beef!

arguments about the overall evaluation of quality by consumers (Compeau Grewal &






Monroe, 1998; Erickson et al., 1984; JOhémsson, Douglas, & Novnay, 1985; ar
Monroe, 1989). For example, a TXecent Study by Compeau et al. (1998) indicares that
quality evaluation has not only & <ognijtjve component but also an affective component.
With a few exceptions, however, COO researchers have not attempted 10 define the
Erickson

construct of overall quality perception and overlooked the affective component (

et al., 1984; Johansson et al., 1985; Obermiller & Spangenberg, 1989). Accordingly, 5

more comprehensive model of the effect of COO on quality is needed.

Research Objectives
To address some of the unresolved issues in thie existing literature, the objectives
of this study are to develop a model of Korean consumers’ behavior regarding 1) the
quality dimensions of product evaluation; 2) the effects of country of manufacture
(COM) and brand image on product evaluation (cognitive component), product-specific
purchase attitudes (affective component), and purchase intention for hybrid products
(behavioral component); and 3) the effects of brand and COM familiarity on the
relationships among COM, brand image, and product evaluation of hybrid products.
The remainder of the dissertation is organized as follows. Chapter 2 provides a
comprehensive review of the Cy(, product quality, and product evaluation literature. In
questionnaire

Chapter 3, the proposed theoretj cal models are discussed. Research design,
r S contains the

developxment, and data collection are provided in Chapter 4, while Chapt®
: s olications
research. findings. Finally, in Chapter 6, the dissertation is summarized and implic

of the study are discussed as well as direct j ons for future research.



CHAPTER 11

REV XEW OF LITERATURE

In this chapter, the literature is reviewed relevant to the research objects: country
image, brand, quality perception, country of origin (COO), multi-attributes/multi-

dimensions of quality, purchase intention, and product familiarity. The literature revieyy
is organized on the basis of studies of uninational products or hybrid products, ang
further classified on the effect of single or multiple <ues on COO. More emphasis ig
placed on the previous studies of hybrid products since= the objectives of the current study

involve the effect of country of manufacture (COM) fox hybrid produycts,

Country Image and Quality Perception

One of the early studies to examine country image and product perception was
Nagashima’s (1970) cross-cultural survey of the image of “made in” labels armong U.S.

and Japanese businessmen. In this study, country image was defined as follows:

The picture, the reputation, the stereotype that businessmen and consumers attach
to products of a specific country. This image is created by .such \(Ijarmbl;s as
representative  products | national characteristics, economic and  political
background, history, and traditions (Nagashima, 1970, p-68).
for any particular

S imilarly, according to Narayana (1981) “the aggregate image
4 with that country’s

country” s product refers to the entire connotative file associate

Thus. the cOncept of country

product offerings, as perceived by consurpyers” (p- 32).
image in the ‘70s and early ‘80s was broaqy and general.
COO researchers, however, begany to narrow the concept of country image 0 a

marketing perspective. That is, they viewed country image as the consumers’ general



quality perceptions of products made in the country in question (Blilkey £ Nes, 7957
Han, 1989) Roth and Romeo (1992) defined country image by’ elaborating on the
marketing perspective as follows :

The overall perception CONsumers form of products from a-panicﬁarm:?;:;gé
based on their prior perceptions of the country’s production an

strengths and weaknesses (p. 480).
Thus, based on this definition, country image is identical to the consumer’'s overal]

evaluation of the quality of products made in a given country, and country-image

dimensions are equivalent to quality dimensions.

CO O and Overall Quality Perception
Product quality, as a dependent variable, has been well researched in studies of
uninational products as well as of hybrid products.  As previously mentioned, product
quality can be measured at three levels: overall quality, product dimensions, and product
attributes. In this section, studies of the effect of COO on overall quality perception in

single-cue and multiple-cue situations for uninational and hybrid products will be

reviewed.
CcOO _and Overall Qualjty Perception of Uninational Products: Single-Cue
Situations

: . ted the overall
“The simplest studies have been those in which respondents ™

. 0] BIOdOWSKY’
quality ©f products made in a single courtry based on a single cue—‘co (

" ect for
1996).  Most of these studies found tkgat generally COO had a positive eff

. oler,
domestically-made products and a negative effect for foreign-made products (Sch 0

1965; Reierson, 1967; Schooler, 1971; Wall & Heslop, 1986). For instance, Waﬂ and



Heslop (1986) found that, in general, Canadian consumers rated Carrad;a,,_1ace Products
(cars, wine, clothing, footwear, aNd home electronics) significantly higher than those
made in foreign countries such as Brazj), Taiwan, Hong Kong or from some European
countries such as Italy, Sweden, F'xrance, USSR, Czech, and PRC.

Researchers also found that the perceived quality of products made in developed
countries was significantly higher than that of products made in developing countries
(Gaedeke, 19773; Reierson, 1967; Wall & Heslop, 1986). For example, Gaedeke (1973)
found that Aumerican consumers rated the quality of® several American-made products
significantly higher than that of products made in less <developed countries such as Brazi,
Taiwan, A.rgentina, Mexico, S. Korea, India, and Turkey.

Single-cue COO studies, however, have been criticized because the purchasing

context 1s not realistic. In fact, consumers are considering many intrinsic cues (such as
style, color, and texture) and extrinsic cues (such as brand or price) when they purchase a
product. The COO studies with multiple cues for uninational products will be reviewed
in the following section.
Multi-Cue

CcOO_and Overall Quality Perception of Uninational Products:
Sijtuations
Sjtuations

Nultiple-cue studies are those in ‘which respondents are asked to rate products
: iest multiple-cue

based oxa the COO cue as well as other product information’.  The earhie P
vestigated whether Or

study was done by Schooler and Wildt (1 968) in the U.S. They in

il S:uqy manipulated product brand names as well-known versus unknown names along with the
manipulation of COO information, this was considered to be a study of hybrid products although the
researchers did not identify these products as hybrid products. )



Pper,

\;ff



——y

not a negative country image courld be COmpensated for by pricing za Loreign proctuce ¢ 2
lower cost than a domestic product. F irst, respondents were asked 1o rate the quality of
glassware based only on the “made-in” Jape] (Japan or the United States). The mean

f the Japanese

evaluations of U.S. products WeTre significantly higher than those o

products.

Price ~was then offered as a second cue. Respondents were given the same price
for the American product, but they were divided into six groups in which differep;
pricing information for the Japanese product was givern . When respondents were asked to
rate the quality Of these products, the quality ratings were not different across groups.

This indicated that price had no effect on quality evaluation.

COO and Overall Quality Perception: Hybrid Products

Major studies of COO on hybrid products are summarized in Table 1. Table 1

shows that most of these studies used multiple cues -- at least two, country and brand -- 10

provide product information to respondents. Since one of the interests of this study is to

identify the relative importance of brand and COO for hybrid products, the effects of

brand as well as those of COO are discussed.

As shown in Table 1, sevyseral studies of hybrid products examined overall quality

perception as a dependent variable. Most of these studies measured overall quality by a

i ' . . tal.,
single it<m (Abmed & d'Astous, 1996; Coprdell, 1992; Iyer & Kalita, 1997+ Hesiop &%
g discussed

1987; N'es & Bilkey, 1993; Ulgado & L e, 1993). Each of these studies 1

below.
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Heslop, Liefeld and Wall (1987) compared Canadian views of the effect of COO
on product-quality evaluation in a single-cue versus a multiple-cue situation for three
products (shirt, telephone, and wallet). In the single-cue treatment study, only the
country information was manipulated (domestic [Canada], developed [U.S.], less
developed [South Korea for shirt, Taiwan for wallet, Hong Kong for telephone]). On the
other hand, in the multiple-cue situation, Canadian respondents were assigned to one of
twelve treatment groups resulting from a two price (high/low) x 3 country (domestic
[Canada], developed [U.S.], less developed [South Korea for shirt, Taiwan for wallet,
Hong Kong for telephone]) x 2 brand (well-known/unknown) factorial design.

Results of the single-cue situation indicated a significant effect of COO. Each
of the three products from a less-developed country received a lower quality evaluation.
For the shirt and telephone, Canadian respondents generally perceived Canadian products
to have higher quality, but rated the quality of the Italian-made wallet higher than that of
the Canadian-made. Results from the multiple-cue situation revealed no significant main
effects (of COO, brand, and price) or interactions for the shirt. The overall model for
quality perception of the wallet was insignificant, but the COO main effect was
significant. In the case of the telephone, the overall model and the COO main effect were
significant. Thus, the authors concluded that the COO effect is greater in the single-cue
situation and that the importance of the COO cue seems to decrease in the presence of
price and brand cues. The authors also concluded, based on the result of no significant
interaction among COO, price, and brand, that a negative country image might not be

compensated for by brand or price.
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Ulgado and Lee (1993) criticized previous studies in which a significant effect of
COO was found because these studies did not consider consumers’ real purchase
situations. They included only two cues, COO and brand name, while much more
information is available to consumers in reality. = Thus, Ulgado and Lee (1993)
conducted two studies. In the first, brand name and COM were the only information
given about the product and in the second, product information on specific attributes was
given in addition to the brand name and COM. They found that both brand and country
information had significant effects on quality perception, when only these two stimuli
were available to respondents. When they presented other intrinsic information, only
brand had a significant effect on quality perception. These results imply that a well-
known brand name can overcome the negative COM effect when other intrinsic attribute
information is available.

Similarly, Nes and Bilkey (1993) studied the effects of brand name and COO
using tangible products due to the importance of intrinsic information to consumers’
product evaluation. They classified COO using three levels, low, medium, and high
income based on each country’s national income. Brand names were classified into two
categories, unknown and well-known. They found significant main effects of COO and
brand name on product quality and risk perception. That is, products made in less
deVeloped countries (LDC) were perceived to be riskier and of lower quality than
Products made in developed countries. In addition, if the brand name was well known, it
Wwas perceived as being of higher quality and as less risky than if the brand name was
unknown, According to the ANOVA results, brand name seemed to have a stronger

effect than COO. Moreover, no significant interaction between COO and brand name
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was found. In other words, if the products were made in LDCs, they were rated as being
lower in quality and higher in risk than those from developed countries regardless of
brand name.

In the study by Cordell (1992), however, the interaction effect between COO and
brand name was significant. He found that preference for Timex, a well-known brand
name, decreased only slightly when the product was made in Pakistan as opposed to West
Germany. In the case of a watch with an unfamiliar name, Tempomax, preference
declined sharply when the product was manufactured in Pakistan rather than in West
Gerrﬁany. Thus, this study indicates established global brands may override the COO
effect, and unknown brands may improve consumers’ quality perception by moving
production to developed countries.

Ahmed and d’Astous (1996) examined the effect of a multidimensional
formulation of COO, namely country of design (COD), where a product is designed or
engineered, and country of assembly (COA), where a product is assembled, on
consumers’ perceived quality and purchase value. Brand name and other product
information also were given. They found that the combined effects of COD and COA
cues had a stronger impact than brand name on consumers’ evaluation of the quality and
the purchase value of automobiles, VCRs and shoes. Specifically, COD explained the
large st proportion of the common variance, followed by COA and brand name for the
measure of quality. Price played a minor role in explaining product evaluations. In
addition, a brand or COO’s favorable perception was affected by providing additional
Product-related information. That is, the evaluations of products from prestigious

de"eloped countries (like Italy and Japan) went down considerably when other product
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information was provided, and evaluations of products from newly industrialized
countries (such as Mexico) went up. Similarly, after additional product information was
provided, the evaluation of brands from developed countries dropped slightly, and
evaluations of brands from developing countries increased slightly. Finally, the authors
suggested that a brand’s quality image might decrease if it was designed or assembled in
a less prestigious country. The evaluations of brands from newly industrialized countries,
however, were less affected even if these brands were manufactured in prestigious
countries.

Iyer and Kalita (1997) also distinguished between COO -- as COM and country of
brand origin (COB) -- and examined the effect of these two dimensions of COO and price
cues on consumer perceptions of quality and value. They used within-subjects designs
with 2 price (high and low) x 2 COB (US, and an appropriate European country) x 3
COM (U.S., one newly industrialized country [South Korea], and one developing country
[China]). They found significant effects of COM and COB cues. Price cues were found
to have less impact on brand choice when COM and COB information was given. This

study, however, did not include information on specific brands.

COO and Multi-Attributes or Multi-Dimensions of Quality

Some COOQ researchers conceive of product quality as having several attributes or
as having a set of dimensions from which quality is inferred rather than as being a
Summary construct at the abstract level. Such multi-attributes or the multi-dimensional
aspect of quality have been reflected in the concept of country image. Some COQ
TeSearchers examined the effect of COO in terms of the fit between countries and product

Categories (Nagashima, 1970, 1977; Roth & Romeo, 1992). These researchers
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considered the country image as multi-dimensional. While some researchers used
product specific attributes to examine the effect of COO (e.g., Erickson et al., 1984),
others used quality dimensions, which were extracted from many product attributes using
principle components factor analysis or confirmatory factor analysis (e.g., Roth &
Romeo, 1992).

In this section, first, a discussion is provided of how country images using
multiple dimensions were defined in previous studies. Then, the relationships between
COO and country images in the previous studies of uninational and hybrid products is
reviewed. The studies of COO and multi-attribute or multi-dimensional quality also are
classified according to whether a single cue (the “made-in” label) was provided, or
multiple cues, including the country cue, were provided.

COO and Multi-Attributes or Multi-Dimensions of Quality: Country-Image
Dimensions and Quality Dimensions

COO researchers are interested in the dimensions of country image, since they
believe the effect of COO could be specific to the quality dimension as well as to overall

quality. Several studies discuss the dimensions of country image/quality2. (See Table 2.)

—_—

ZS!"Ce country image is viewed as the overall perception of quality for products made in a given country
Bilkey & Nes, 1982; Han, 1989; Roth & Romeo, 1992), dimensions of country image are considered to be
€ Same constructs as the dimensions of quality.
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Most studies identified the dimensions of country image by using eXporstory
factor analysis with multiple quality items (Nagashima, 1970, 1977; Narayana, 1981
Cattin, Jolibert, & Lohnes, 1982; Jaffe & Nebenzahl, 1984; Johansson & Nebenzahl,
1986; Han & Terpstra, 1988). A few studies attempted to determine quality dimensions
based on systematic or theoretical approaches (Roth & Romeo, 1992; Li & Dant, 1997;
Thakor & Katsanis, 1997). Although these studies are discussed in the literature review
section, critical reviews of these studies are included in the following pages to focus on
defining quality dimensions and the validity of these dimensions.
Interestingly, as Table 2 indicates, all the studies performing factor analysis to
identify quality dimensions used Nagashima’s (1970) measures; some used all twenty
items and others selected a subset. In spite of using the same twenty items, the studies
indicated that the factors extracted from them differed according to the subjects employed
and the products used. In particular, Narayana (1981) found five factors (quality
recognition, prestige, production form and expensiveness) for U.S. consumers3, but two
of these five factors were different for Japanese consumers (popularity and functionality
as opposed to production form and expensiveness). In the study of Jaffe and Nebenzahl
(1984 gifferent factors were obtained when different questionnaire formats were used
With the same respondents, the same questions, and the same products. (See their
Iiterat‘lre review for a detailed description of this study.) “Thus, we see that it is
diﬂ‘icult to obtain a set of widely accepted general quality dimenssions using exploratory

fact .
ox S| nalysis.

umers
USiyy gﬁ 1 1y, Narayana (1981) found four factors for U.S. consumers and five factors for Japanes€ cons

in factor-
\abe 1 E=ctor analysis, but he expanded the four factors to five factors for the WU.s. group to obtain
LY g consistency between these two groups.
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em ey e g .
There have been a few attempts to identify quality dimensio ms using 2 conceptual
or theoretical basis. Due to a 1lack of comparable data, Roth and Romeo (1992 ) used a
qualitative, rather than a quantitative, approach to review eight studies that assessed
dimensions of country image. That is, they used three criteria to determine country-

image dimensions:

The dimensions (1) were consistently found in previous research, (2) were related
to perceptions of a country’s production and marketing strengths and weaknesses,
and (3) were applicable to a broad range of product categories (p. 480).

These criteria yielded four dimensions of country image, including innovativeness,

design, prestige, and workmanship. The definitions of these dimensions are as follows

(p. 480):
Innovativeness: Use of new technology and engineering advances
Design: Appearance, style, colors, variety
Prestige: Exclusivity, status, brand name reputation

Workmanship: Reliability, durability, craftsmanship, manufacturing quality

Roth and Romeo (1992) mentioned that these dimensions were all production and
marketing oriented and their use could be justified because consumers formed their
perceptions by relating a product to what they knew about a country’s ability to produce
80ods apd services. Since the researchers used a single item for each dimension, they
Could ¢ obtain discriminant validity among these four dimensions and suggested 2
unidirlflensional country-image construct. In addition, they omitted serviceability and
pﬁce/"alue dimensions, which were frequently mentioned in presvious studics, without

anv
Y3 W s gifications. (See Table 2.)

. . . :n’s (1984
Li and Dant (1997) borrowed dimensions of product quality from Garvin? s (198%)

Garvin identified eight dimensions (performance, serwiceability, reliability,
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durability, aesthetics, conformance, features, and image) based on =

roach .. oo . D nrttesss o f e 7C
app. ches to viewing product quality, including 1) the transcency,
Cnr spproach. which

pr opOS€s that quality can only be xecognized through experience and capq0r be precisely
defi

ned or measured; 2) the pmduct~based approach, which takes the view that the quality

of a product can be measured based on the quantity of some desirable attributes; 3) the
manufacturi Txg-based approach, which assesses product quality based on the level of

conformity to prespecified manufacturing standards; 4) the user-based appro

ach, which
determines product quality based on consum

’ i -based
ers’ perceptions; and 5) the value b

. The
ce€.
approach, which defines quality based on performance at an acceptable P*

definitions of the eight quality dimensions are as follows:

oduct
Performance: Superiority or excell

. e OF apr ot
ence of primary operating charactet\sucse ai\‘eé and
Serviceability: The extent to which @ product can be easily and adequately g of
o maintained el Qe“o
Reliability:  Probability of the failure of a product within a pre-determ\“
time
Durability:

' Physical life of a product
Aesthetics:

The look, feel, sound, taste, smell, style, or fashion of a product

Conformance: The extent to which a ’ i B

product’s design and operat .

Featur: pre-determined standards ing characteristics meet
eatures:

Availability and excellence of “bells and whistles™
) tles
Image:* The extent to which a product conveys an upscale ol;elated_ t‘? 2 pry duct
(Li & Dant, 1997, pp. 99-100) sophisticq, " ¢
Image

Garvin’s (1984, 1987) eight quality dimensions, however, create
E) SO,

C
ONcCepryq

: e
and operational problems. First, Garvin (1984) noted that in many caseg ;
it was g;
to distinguish perf; : . difficy,
performance (primary product characteristics) from featy, (
cs second
ary

characteristics), since the distinction between the two depends on the user> g percept
rccption of

4 Garvi -
arvin (1984) originally named this dimension “perceived quality.”
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the degree of importance of the atiribute in question. Second, th
. , th e

e gi1s Liisrio
reliability and durability was not Clear. None of the previous stud= i e
L0

) of coo identified
thes€ two dimensions as separat€ constructs, as indi ;
» as indicated in Table 2
. Roth arad Romeo

(1992) attempted to combine these two constructs in the dimension of workmanship
which included craftsmanship and manufacturing quality. ,
Thircd., the concept of aesthetics is confusing in that it contains the “look”

and “feel” O the product. These attributes may overlap with image. For example, if the

product’s ““look™ and “feel” are luxurious, it is hard to distinguish them from the
be appropriate o the

“upscale>> image. Finally, the dimension of conformance might not
(s digficult £

consumers’ perception of quality, since it is managerially determined- It

. 4
oduct' S design

the consumer to find the source of pre-determined standards for a pr

operating characteristics.

_ ations
The conceptual ambiguity of Garvin’s eight dimensions leads to high co‘te\

among these constructs j .. . . '
in the empirical studies. Li and Dant (1 997) devised multlp]C
measures for each dimension for men’s dress shirts and examine( v lidity
a 1 , * .
. . C,
their dl!'eCt rCICVa_nce to tl'le COO resea.rCh. Although they N ntena ﬂﬂd
€ported
onomy met key validity criteria, and these dimensions were yg ful A Garvip’s
€tul in C

there w. . e
as a problem with lack of discriminant validity. First, there W, Tesearcp
¢ as a . '

multicolli i
ollinearity among the constructs. The construct correlations table ; &h levg) of
. Indj
highest i Cated
ghest correlation (0.93) was between aesthetics and image, followed b that 4o
’ Y reliabili
erfo - . ki
performance (0.92), durability and reliability (.83), and durability and ¥ ang
perfonnanCe

0.77). C .
). Conformance wwas highly correlated with reliability (0.90), Witk serf
> periormance

(0.87), wit . .
), With aesthetics (0.87) and with durability (0.80). This lack of discriminat
10n
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among Ganin’s (1984) dimensions was found in another study

Zeithaml (19 irned th . %€ by srusces
(= (1991), who also exam1 e empirical estimation of the=
Consumer—perce’ve d

quali ty dimension for automobiles. They reported that there Was o practical way to
jiscriminate between the reliability and durability dimensions of quality. Further, they
found that aesthetics was within the prestige dimension, and that the conformance
dimension A 1A not belong with the others.

Finally, Thakor and Katsanis (1997) proposed quality dimensions by following

the categorizing scheme suggested by Nelson (1970) and Darby and Kami (1973)
. Garvin

search, experience, and credence. They also incorporated this scheme with the
ements-

. ir stat
(1984, 1987) and Brucks and Zeithaml (1991) approaches. According to the'* 3
oipich &© for™

the search dimension includes perceptions of features and €ase of use, ot of
\

e °

se rv'\ceab.\\.\w

based primarily on search, since these dimensions can easily be assessed o

purchase. The experience dimension consists of perceptions of reliability,

and performance, which are likely to be formed based largely on experienCe, because

consumers assess these aspects of quality only after the product has peen Pu

used. The credence dimensions includes aesthetics and prestige. Tchased and
These dimensions, however, are confusing, since the authorg p

precise definitions for them. For example, they identify features as 3 g, ® nog Provige

search .. } Imepc:
, and performance as a subdivision of experience. As noted abg nsion of
ve, h

diffi isti : . Owever, ;. .
cult to distinguish performance from features, since the distinction beyy,, it is
e
een the
Wo

SDarby and i
verifyyeven I;;ml (1973) de Fined the credence dimension as a quality perception that the consumer
er use such as surgeries or car repairs. Thus, Thakor and Katsanig’ %‘;97) c'::“ennm
ce

dimension is e
. _quite different fr arby and Karni’ igi : ;
did not explain these differe c::. Darby and Karni’s (1973) original credence dimension, They, however,
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depends on the user’s perception of the importance of an attribute (<

. Wip, 1001) 779
jt is 1Ot clear how features can be 1included in the search dimension.

Further, they mention that Products in the search dimension fncy, 0 ciothing; the
prodUCtS in the experience dimens1on were pocket pagers, cameras, and VCRs; and Rolex
and Chanel ~were examples of credence brands. Thus, their classifications Within the
quality dimenmnsion are also applicable to categorizing product types. They did not

explain, howvever, how their categorization scheme could be used in both cases.

) :dity of this
Moreover, no empirical attempt has been made to examine the validity

jons seem be

dessification.  Thus, Thakor and Katsanis’ (1997) quality dimens explain
Ce et at help to
inadequate for use in COQO research, although they provide insights

ey -
. . duct qua
the relative importance of COO and brand image in the perception of pr°

Products: Single-Cye Situations

Studies treating product-country image as a multi-dimensional comnstrct ar¢
rooted in a study by Nagashima (1970), as previously discussed. ¥e g5ked .
: Aerican and
Japanese business executives to evaluate products from five differens Counte:
. . Cs
twenty items using semantic-differential scales. He then grouped his tw, based on

ngy, .

five di ons: . : . . v ems jny

ive dimensions: 1) price and value, 2) serviceé and engineering 3) aq o
> \¥

Crtisin
: . s g
reputation, 4) design and style, and 5) consumer’s profile. Although no justig and
ication

made for these groupings, these twenty items have been used, in some Combinat;
ion, o
the basis of many product-country-image studies (Brodowsky, 1996). Nagashima foung

that the products made in Germany received the highest ratings from the two groups of

respondents. Japanese respondents, however, perceived products made in France as
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having higher prestige value than did American respondents. Prod -y

Ces
. ] 11220k 7 s
wer€ rated higher by Americar® re€spondents than by Japanese T
re%ﬂdms- These

ndings, however, were not statistically tested.

Later, Nagashima (1977) replicated the study using only Japanese subjects. The
results indicated that the rating of products made in the U.S. had decreased for the
reliability arx workmanship dimensions. On the other hand, products made in Japan, that
had been pexrceived as inexpensive and unreliable in the previous study, were now viewed

as expensive as U.S. products and as reliable as German products. Although no statistica!

. 3 may chang®
tests were performed, these results indicate that the product-country image M

over time. xS
anest prodve
Narayana (1981) examined the “made-in” image for U.S. @nd 127 ey
| , ug®
as perceived by U.S. and Japanese CONSUMETS. Image data were obtamed te®
asistent

semantic-differential scales ysed in Nagashima’s (1970) study. In. order t0 be c0

in the factor labeling, five factors were obtained from each of the U.S. and the Japanese

samples. These factors, h di
owever, differed between the two groupg (See Tap, le ) The

results indicated that U'S. consumers perceived American-made Products ¢,

of higher quality than Japanese-made products. In addition, U.g consu © generally
U.S. products to be more expensive and more prestigious than Japanese pmdefs Percejyeq
other hand, the Japanese consumers perceived the Japanese products N Ucts, On ¢he

be of .
. . h g l
quality than American-made products and Japanese products as slightly e “Sher
Ss p

. restigioy,
but more functional, than U.S. products. >

Cattin et g]. (1982) examined American and French purchasing Managers’ vi
Sws

b . .
about the effect of COO on the evaluation of industrial products made in France
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Germany, England, Japan, and the US.. The researchers employed. &,
. C twemy s emar”e”
differential scales used by Nagaslma (1970, 1977). They selected Bre

dimen sions s out

of th€ twenty that previously were “found to be important factors in ingysyral purchasing
secisions” (p.135), including Pricing, reliability, workmanship, technicality, and
performance - For American and French respondents, the mean scores for these five
dimensions ~VVere obtained for each of five “made-in> countries, and then these mean

scores were sSummed to indicate the degree of “favorableness” toward each “made-1n

: » favorably bY
country. The results showed that «made in Germany” was evaluated most

ican
_group (AT erie
both American and French respondents. They further performcd o different
1
de in five
versus French) discriminant analyses for each of the products ™M cen 0°

< 4 . 3 ences
- countries using twenty items. The results indicated sjgnificant di ffer y Qe
Spec','\’f\c"”X ’

evaluations of American and French purchasing managers . & Ca\\‘f
1ahist
discriminating powers (w2) between the American and French groups were S

higher for products made in the U.S. (.638) and in France (.652) than for those made n

Germany (.405), England (.370), or Japan (.353). Thus, the aythor,
o ’ S Suggested that

American and French respondents might have home-country biageg based

o .
pride or patriotism. 0 natiopal

Roth and Romeo (1992) examined the effect of COO in terms of th
€ fit be

countries and product categories. They proposed a framework of (an)s tWeen
avo

rab 1 e

6 These five dimensions are Five items of Nagashima's (1970) twenty. These semantic gjfferential item
were reasonably priced/unreasonably priced, reliable/unreliable, careful and meticulous workmanship/nost
so careful and meticulous workmanship, technically advanced/technically backward, and more concerned
with outward appegrance/more concerned with performance. They performed principal components
analysis, but found no major set of factors that explains the 20 items.
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(mis)match between countries and product categories, which could Provide strategies for
managing the products’ COO. They posited that a favorable product-country match
would occur when a country’s perceived strength is an important product feature for the
particular product category (for example, French shoe). In this case, promotion of CcoO
is advised. Conversely, an unfavorable product-country match would occur when the
important product features are not associated with the strength of the country (for
example, Hungarian shoe). In this case, managers are advised to emphasize benefits
other than COO and to seek joint-ventures with favorable match partners. On the other
hand, a favorable mismatch would occur when a country has a positive image related to a
certain product feature, but that feature is not important for the particular product
category (for example, French beer). In this case, managers are advised to downplay the
importance of product-category image dimensions annd to promote CQQ as a secondary
benefit if it involves a compensatory choice process. Finally, an unfavorable mismatch

would occur when an image dimension is an unimportant product feature and negatively

associated with the country (for example, Hungarian beer). In this case the auth
> utnors

recommend that managers ignore COO.

Using a cross-cultural sample consisting of graduate students jn Ire]and’ Mexico
and the U.S., Roth and Romeo (1992) measured country images for ten colmm,es’
regarding four image dimensions (innovativeness, design, prestige, and WOrkmans}ﬁp)
and also measured image importance for six products in relation to thege dimensijopg
Each dimension had a single item. They performed Principal-componems analysis anq

confirmatory-factor analysis to ensure the multidimensionality of the country-im
-Image

construct. The results, however, indicated that the country image was 5 unidimensiong]
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construct’”. The researchers suggested that this finding might be A ue to the use of only

four items to capture the country image. They also found that favorable product-country
matches on the image dimensions seemed to predict consumers’ willingness to buy
foreign products.

COO and Multi-Attributes or Multi-Dimensions of Quality of Uninational
Products: Multiple-Cue Situations

Erickson, et al. (1984) examined the influence of an image variable, COO, on the
formation of beliefs and attitudes in a multi-attribute model framework. Image was
defined as “some aspect of the product that is distinct from its physical characteristics but
that is nevertheless identified with the product” (p. 694). They modeled the possible bi-
directional effects of beliefs about specific attributes on attitudes (overal] evaluation), and
the effects of attitudes on specific product beliefs (halo effects). They measured
individuals’ beliefs about specific attributes jncluding reliability, durability,

workmanship, mileage, and price for ten automobile models. These five attributes were
reduced to two factors, quality and economy, and then these two factors Were summed to
yield a single score, which was used in the equations instead of .
gle score, whi q of the five altribyteg. Two

€quations were estimated. One had attitudes as a dependent variable, and its j

Ndependent
variables were beliefs about attributes, familiarity, COO (an image Variable), anq true
value for each attribute obtained from Consumer Reports and Car & Drivey Th

: € other

equation had beliefs about attributes as a dependent variable, and attitydes COO (
> an

7 In the case of principal-components factor analysis, unidimensionality of the county.:

found for respor‘:dentspfrom al‘l)othree nations. In the case of confirmatory-factor anaIYSi;mSgse Z(:‘r:isn]\'duct was
respondents showed unidimensionality of this construct, but Irish respondents indicat’ed.t\.vo fact o
innovativeness and design, and 2) prestige and workmanship. These two factors, however. were t})lr_s, 1
correlated (0.993). This indicates questionable discriminant validity of the two ¢ °nStruct; ay 1ghly
authors decided to use the unidimensional solution. ) 1% the
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image variable), and true value for each attribute as indepencdent yanapies. The
researchers found strong bidirectional effects of beliefs on attitudes and effects of
attitudes on beliefs. Familiarity had a direct effect on attitudes. The image variable,
COO, directly affected beliefs, but not attitudes.

In a study similar to that of Erickson et al. (1984), Johansson et al. (1985)
examined the effect of COO on beliefs and attitudes in the multi-attribute model

framework. In their study, however, thirteen attributes for automobiles were measured

by Japanese and American students. These attributes were reduced to three factors:

reliability, horsepower, and driving comfort. Three other attributes, gas mileage,

handling, and styling, wwere included. Each of these was independent of the first three.

Each of the five attributes8 was treated as a dependent variable or a5 an independent
variable rather than summing these scores, as in the Erickson et a]. sydy (1984). Car
ownership and the demographic variables (age, gender, income, and nationality) were
incorporated into the equations.

The results of the simultaneous-equations estimation indicate that each of these
attributes had a significant impact on the overall rating (attitudes) for €ach car. |p
addition, a significant halo effect (a positive impact of the overal] rating [atﬁtudes] on the
individual attribute ratings) was found. COO had no effect on attitudes, by it did haye ,
modest impact on attribute ratings (that is, COO had significant effects fo, some carg op
some attributes, but not for all cars on all attributes). This study did not fing a positive

bias among Japanese respondents towards Japanese cars or among American respond
ents

toward American cars.

8 Styling was excluded in the equation, since it has no “true” scores from published sources
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Jaffe and Nebenzahl (1984) report an interesting experimerat Using Nagashima’s
(1970) framework. They used two formats; in the first, respondents rated products from
one country on all thirteen items before rating products of other countries. In the second
format, respondents rated all five countries on one attribute before evaluating the next
attribute. The student sample was divided into two groups. One group received the first
questionnaire format, and the other group recejved the second. Two weeks later, the
students were asked to fill out the same information, but half the students had the same
questionnaire format they received the first time and the other half were given the

alternative format.

The researchers performed principal-components factor analyses for each

questionnaire format. From the first format, they ijdentified twg factors -- product
technology and marketing characteristics -- that explained 36 percent of the variance in
the original thirteen items. Two different factors -- product technology and price -- were
extracted from the second format, which explained 31 percent of the variance in the
original items.

From these results, the researchers concluded that the dimensions Suggested by
Nagashima did not sufficiently explain product-country image. F""hel‘mom, they

suggested that the identification of the dimension might depend on the Questionngire

format.

COO, Brand, and Multi-Attributes or Multi-Dimensions of vality:  Hypp
Products nd

Attempts were made to identify the dimensions of the quality construct based oy

multi-attributes in early hybrid-products literature. Johansson and Nebenzahl (1986)
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examined how consumers’ perception of the brand quality and the image of passenger
cars could be changed by moving the location of manufacturing from one place O
another. Respondents were asked to evaluate six different COO concepts as well as two
Japanese brand names and two American brand names on the basis of thirteen attributes.
Using principal components analysis on the scores for each brand and each “made-in”
concept based on the thirteen original rating jtems, they found that two factors,
“economy” and “status” represented 58.1 percent of the variation in the original data.
Respondents were also asked to rate twenty-four combinations of brands and
“made-in” labels based on the original thirteen attributes. That is, respondents rated a
hypothetical Honda made in Japan, a Honda made in the U.S., and Hondas made in four
other countries: Germany, Mexico, South Korea, and the Philipp'mes, The authors
mapped the average scores for each of the twenty —four cars on the two dimensional

spaces (status and economy).

From this mapping, they found that manufacturing cars in 3 developed country
contributed to a more favorable brand image than manufacturing cars in an
underdeveloped or newly industrialized country. That is, West Germany was rated as the
best country in which to manufacture a car, and the images of 3]] brands in thijg stud

were improved by moving production to West Germany. On the other hanq, movin:
production to a low-image country would result in deterioration of brand image,

The authors further quantified the potential benefit or losseg from Moving
production to a different country by measuring dollar preference effecs. That js,

respondents were asked how much they would pay for a Honda if it wag manufactured
in

Japan, or how much they would pay for a Honda manufactured ijp the US. Tp
ohJde e
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regression analysis indicated that 17 percent of dollar preferer®Ce effects could be
attributed to changes in the dimensions of status and economy resSulting from moving
production to another country.
Han and Terpstra (1988) examined the effects of COO and brand name cues on

U.S. consumers’ evaluations of uninational and binational products. Respondents were
asked to rate ten automobiles and ten televisions on six dimensions: technical
advancement, prestige, workmanship, serviceability, economy and overall quality. These
ten automobiles and ten televisions represented different brand and COM combinations:
1) foreign made and foreign branded (e.g., Honda Accord made in Japan); 2) foreign
made and domestically: branded (e.g., Ford Tracer mmade in Mexico); 3) domestically

made and foreign branded (e.g., Honda Accord made in the U.S.); and 4) domestically

made and domestically branded (e.g-, Ford Mustang mnade inthe U.S ),

The researchers found that source country (COM) and brand pame had
significant main effects on the evaluations of five dependent variables (technical
advancement, serviceability, etc.) for most TVs and automobiles. Ip addition/ 'i'/r)teraction
between source country and brand name was found to exist in most cases. ’j??

The effect of source country was found to be stronger than that of br at;d name for
the U_S.-Japanese and the U.S.-German designs of both cars and TV, In the case of 1
U.S.-Korean designs in both product categories, however, the brand-nam; effect Wa:
stronger than the source-country effect. In addition, the relative magnitude of brand.
name effect and source-country effect varied across product dimensions. Such

dimensions as serviceability and workmanship were found to be more sensitive to so
urce

country than to brand name.
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Tse and Gorn (1993) examined the effectiveness of COO ar2d gjopal brand name

in American consumers’ evaluations of stereo Systems at the attri bute level and at the
overall product level. The attribute evaluations included workmanship, performance,

sound quality, likelihood of breaking down after warranty expires, and size of whole

system. The overall product evaluations included proud to give as  gift, liking, product

quality and product worth. The COO and global brand name were manipulated in a 2

COO (a developed country [Japan] versus a developing country [Indonesia]) X 2 brand

(well-known/unknown) design in which subjects’ evaluations were obtained both before
and after they tried a product. The results of this study indicated significant main effects

of the COO and brand name at all the attribute levels, except that there was no brand

effect on the size of the stereo system. Significant rnain effects of the COO and brand

were also found for the overall evaluation levels, except that there were no brand and

country effects on product worth. The interaction between COO and brand name was not
significant at either attribute or overall evaluation levels. In addition, the COO effect and
brand effect declined after experience, but experience did not seem to remowe the COQ
effect. Therefore, the authors concluded that COO wvas still a salient factor jp consumer
product evaluation, and it appeared to be a more enduring cue than the gjop, brand

name.
Tse and Lee (1993) decomposed country image into component and assembly
origins. They examined the effects of country of component (COC) (Japan versus South
Korea) and country of assembly (COA) (Japan versus South Korea) as wel] as the effects
of global branding (Sony versus Gold Star) and product experience on product evaluation

by American consumers. Product evaluation consisted of siX meagsyres includj
s ng
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performance attributes (performance and sound quality), Iong.term  atributes
(deterioration of sound quality and likelihood of breaking down after warranty expires).
social attributes (proud to give as a gift and proud to show friends), purchase value
(good/bad buy) overall evaluations (liking, product quality, and workmanship), and
confidence in the above evaluations.

In their first study, the effects of COC and COA on product evaluations were
examined using stereo systems as the stimulus. They found that COC was significant in
both long-term attributes and overall evaluations and that COA had a significant effect on
long-term attributes and only a marginally significant effect on overall evaluations. .'f['hus,
the authors suggested th.at when the COO was decomposed into component and asse\mbly
origins, its effects were less than those found in earlier COO studies. \';

In their second study, the brand effect as well as the effects Qf COC and COA on

product evaluations were examined Unlike Ahmed and d’Astous (1996), they found that
brand name effect was much stronger than component and assembly origir;;" In fact,
while brand name had a significant effect on all types of evaluations, compo;em origin
had a significant main effect only on the performance attributes and overall evalyations

and assembly origin had no significant main effect across all measures. The sigm-ﬁcant’

interaction between brand name and component origin suggests that well-known brand
names seem to overcome any negative effects due to component orig;y, Finally, if
American consumers had experience with the product, product evaluation of well-
known global brand was not affected by changing assembly origins, by 5 less-known

brand assembled in South Korea was found to have a higher product evaluation than g,
e

one assembled in Japan.
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Chao (1993) also partitioned COO into COD and COA. TIis suudy consisted of
an experimental design of 2 price (low and high) x 3 COD (US, Japan, and Taiwan) X 3
COA (Taiwan, Thailand and Mexico). The price and design location were specified as

between-subjects factors and the assembly location was specified as a within-subjects

factor. For American consumers quality evaluations were measured at two levels
including design quality and product quality. Design quality items were imitative-
innovative, common-exclusive, and conventional-stylish. Product quality items included
workmanship, reliability, durability, and product quality. His study, using televisions,

found significant price and COD main effects on design-quality perception, but no

significant COA main effects or any interaction effects between COD and COA. On the

other hand, all three of these factors (COA, COD, and price) had significant main effects

on the product quality perception. No significant imnteraction between COA and COD

was found. That is, a low evaluation of a product assembled in a country associated with
negatively perceived quality could not be compensated for by having the product
designed in a country with a positive design stereotype. Although the authors provided
multiple-attribute information about the stimulus to respondents, brand name was not
included, even though another study found that it had a stronger effect than coq (Tse
and Lee, 1993). Thus, the results of this study are questionable.
Later, Chao (1998) decomposed COO into three components, country of parts

(COP), COD, and COA, and examined the impact of these COO dimensions op product

quality and design quality perceptions. American respondents were provided a picture of

the product (a stereo television) as well as a list of product features, Each of the

assembly, design, and parts locations were manipulated using two country levels (U.§
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and Mexico) while the branA name and price information were ©©ntrolled. "The study
fouﬂd that the COA and COP hav'< a significant impact on product Uality perception, but

p has 1° immpact, nor do any & f the interaction effects. That is, a negatively perceived

co
th a negatively perceived COO-assembly-location

product quality associated Wi

stereotyP? could notbe compensated for by a positive COO-design-location stereotype OF
. O |

pe. Onthe othe, nand, the COD had a sig nificant

© COO'part-location stereotY

a positiV
et on design quality perception> P COA and € ©P had no effect, The significan®
three-way interaction (COA coD, and COP) imigslied that whereas a strong COP
stereotype reinforced bY using parts from the Urnited States could not be used €
overcome a weak COA stereotyP® U.S. parts could ®5e used to improve a negative cop
<t Was shown to be asssmb 1 ed in Mexico.
Finally, 1i and  TDant (1997) selected a number of Garvin’s (1984 ™™
el

« used across product categories and tested them €™

stereotype when the prodwa

dimensions that coud ©
They developed questionnaires concerning office white dress shirts for men based on

Garvin> g defimtions of cight quality dimensions: performance, serviceability reh'abih'ty
> ’

durabil j ¢y, aesthetics, conformance, features, and image. Using a 4 COO Ws
) Italy,

Hong Eong, and Indonesia) X 2 brand (name brand [Van Huesen] versus fictie;
10us bran d

[Wins X <w1) between-subject factorial design, they distributed questionng;
res to a

conves y— jence sample of white-collar professionals (men and women) in the mey,
OPolitan

a47°3 <>~ 5 major Northeastern U.S. city-.

The data were analyzed to €Xamine key validity criteria (unidimensio
Naljty

te\'\ability , convergent validity, discriminant validity, and nomological valid
ldity),

C onfi xgmatory factor analysis showed that the revised model had an acceptable fit t
0 the
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data, and this indicates the unidimensionality of quality. The <ompgsjte reliability
coefficients indicated acceptable reliability for the revised dimensior® Scales.

To evaluate convergent validity of the revised model, each indicator’s factor
loading on its assigned construct Was examined. All As were positive and significant.
Thus, convergent validity was achieved for each of the eight quality scales. Discriminant
validity was examined using y? difference test procedures. (See Anderson and Gerbing
1988 for complete procedures.) The results indicated acceptable discriminant validity-
However, the high correlation between image and aesthetics and between performance

and reliability requires further investigation of the discriminant validity of these
dimensions.

To examine nomological validity, the researchers ran MANNOVA and ANOVA

* . . . as
analyses with the eight quuality dimensions as dependent variables, and brand and coO
two independent variables. The individual items were averaged under cor;esvo“dmg
latent constructs. The results show significant effects of COO on seven of the eight
quality dimensions. (Serviceability was the exception.) On the other hand, significant
main effects of brand were found only for performance, reliability, dm'ability, and

conformance. Significant interaction effects between COO and brand were foypg £
or

reliabi lity, aesthetics, features, and perceived quality.

COO and Purchase Intention

The effect of COO on purchase intention has been examined less frequently thap
its effect on quality perception. AS indicated in Table 1, very few studies of hybrig
products have examined the effect of COO on willingness to purchase, Thus, in thjs

section, the focus will be on the studies of uninational products.
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Schooler and Wildt (1968) were the first to employ pur—<hage jntention as a
dependent variable in the COO literature. The results of the study” indicated that in the
multicue situation, American respondents were less likely to buy products made in Japan,

but the unfavorable image of foreign products could be overcome by lowering their

prices.
Ettenson, Wagner, and Gaeth (1988) examined the effect of COO on willingness
to purchase apparel before and after the airing of a “made in the USA” TV campaign.

American students were asked to rate their purchase intention for women’s blouses and

men’s dress shirts based on the information about style (trendy or classic for blouses and

O,
full or tapered cut for shirts), quality (average or above average), fiber content (100%

. . ) : d
cotton or cotton-polyester blend), country of origin (mnade in U.S. or made 10 China), 8"

. ire
They were asked to fill out the ques“mmm

brand name (designer or private label).
s months

before the first airing of the “made in the USA” campaign (pretest) and thx
later, during which time the campaign ran on television (posttest). Using conijoint tasks,
the authors found that fiber and price had the greatest effects. The COO mmain effect
explained 4 percent of the variance in the female respondents’ purchase intentjon and 3
percent in the variation of the males’ purchase decisions in the pretest. In the Posttest, the
COO effect explained 6 percent of variance for the entire sample. Thus, the aythors

mentioned that respondents used other extrinsic cues more heavily than COO ang that th
e

“made in the USA” campaign had no effect.

Wall, Liefeld, and Heslop (1991) used multicues also to examine the effect of

COO, as well as quality, risk and value perceptions, on the likelihood of purchase. For

three products (shirts, telephones, and wallets), Canadian respondents were provided
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.nformation about price (high or low), country (Canada for Za1l three products, a
developed country [the U.S. for the shirt and telephone, and Italy for the wallet], and a

less developed country [South Korea for the shirt, Taiwan for the wallet, and Hong Kong

for the telephone]), and brand (well-known or unknown). The authors employed an

analysis-of-covariance model using age, gender, education, and perceptions of ability to

judge products® as covariates. - The results showed that COO had a significant effect on

the quality perception for all three products, but it had a significant effect on the

\‘ .
likelihood of purchase only for shirts. Brand had less impact than COO did. It had a

3 . . n
shirts and its sxgmﬁcant effect o

significant effect on the likelihood of purchase only for
models were

phones. Although the analysis-of-covariance
S explained only
the

quality was found only for tele
significant for all three products, the R? values indicated that the mmodel

173 percent of the variance in likelihood of purchase for shirts, and 5.3 percent of

variance in likelihood of purchase for wallets and telephones.

Product Familiarity

Some COO researchers found that COO effects are strongest for consumers with
little or no product familiarity resulting from brand familiarity (Cordell, 1992: Han &
Qualls, 1985; Samiee, 1994). That is, if brand familiarity is low or nonexistent, cop

will have a greater effect in evaluating products. On the other han}/ﬁ‘ brand fam; liarity

is high, brand image will be more important in the purchasing decision than COM. , g,
/I

example, Han and Qualls (1985) found that consumer perceptions of product quality fo;

9This variable was measured by the item indicating the consumer’s perception of how good a judge he/she
felt he/she was for each of the three products.
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Grundig televisions (an unfamiliar brand) were favorably influencec® by their COM when
they were made in Germany. Conversely, they found that COMTX had Jess impact on
consumer perceptions for Honda (a familiar brand). Similarly, Cordell (1992) found that
preference for Timex (a familiar brand name) decreased only slightly when the product
was made in Pakistan as opposed to West Germany. In the case of a watch with an
unfamiliar name, Tempomax, preference declined sharply when the product was
manufactured in Pakistan rather than in West Germany.

Some COO researchers have suggested, however, that consumers are more likely
to use “made-in” labels when they were more familiar with COQ. Johansson et al.
(1985) found that familiarity with automobile models with different national origins (2!
is, familiarity with Japamese and American cars) had variable jinfluence On produd
evaluation, reflecting more positive or more negative perceptions of different a“ﬁbutes'
Johansson and Nebenzah) (1986) also found that self-assessed “knowledge about pwdud
class” was positively correlated with the “importance of country of origin.”

Heimbach, Johansson, and MacLachlan (1988) examined the relations kip between
familiarity and country-cue usage based on a cue-utilization framework. This framework
suggests that the usage of a cue (such as COO) depends on its predictive vajye and its
confidlence value. The predictive value of a cue is the extent to which 4 consumer
associates a cue with product quality. The confidence value of the cue is the extent 1o
which a consumer has confidence in her/his ability to use that cue (Olson & Jacoby,

1972). The authors suggest that the predictive value of the “made-in” Jabe] increageg

with the degree of perceived differences in the quality of the goods each country

produces. That is, if a consumer perceives that there are differences between the qualities
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of goods produced in different countries, then he/she will use the €00 J3pef in judging

quality since the country cue has predictive value for quality.

In addition, they mention that the predictive tendency of the country cue depends
on the consistency of product quality among brands produced in the same country. That
is, if a consumer perceives that all brands from the same country have invariable quality,
the predictive value of the “made-in” cue will be high and this cue will serve as a good

summary construct. In terms of confidence value, the authors explain that consumers
f the

having more familiarity with the product category are more likely to be aware ©
quality differences between countries and between brands within a country, and that they

tend to be more capable of evaluating the quality of alternative products using the country

cue.
The researchers hypothesized that the extent of COO cue utilization in attitude
judgement about brands is positively correlated with the cue’s predictive value and witha
ey also

person’s familiarity with the product class, that is, the cue’s confidence value - Th
proposed that the extent of COO cue utilization is a function of the interacti on between
the cue’s predictive value and its confidence value. The results of their experiment
confirmed these hypotheses.
Iyer and Kalita (1997) hypothesized that use of all available informatiop, o, price,
brand name origin, and COM will increase with increasing levels of prior knowledge In
their study, prior knowledge was operationalized as the number of brands of each Prodyct
identified from free recall by each respondent. Then they determined three Jevels of prior
knowledge based on these responses. The results showed that while COM cues Were

important in evaluating quality at all knowledge levels for all products (stereos, watches
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sneakers, and jeans), COB cues were used at all knowledge level= onjy fyr stereos and

watches. Only jeans indicated increasing cue utilization with increasing levels of

knowledge. Price was found to be seldom used for most products.
/’(he findings reviewed above indicate that the effects of product familiarity on
C06 are mixed. This might be due, in part, to the fact that in some studies, product
familiarity is defined as brand familiarity (Iyer & Kalita, 1997; Cordell, 1992; Han &
Qualls, 1985), while in other studies it is defined as country familiarities (Johansson et
al,, 1985; Heimbach, et al., 1988; Roth & Romeo, 1992). Thus, product familiarity
should be redefined in terms of brand familiarity and COM familiarity. Such an attempt
will be especially critical in explaining the differential effect of brand image and COM on
consumer purchasing behavior for hybrid products, where the COB and the COM are

different. /
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CHAPTER 111

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

First, this chapter will propose a new frarmework of quality dimensions that can be
used across product categories based on Nelson ’s (1970, 1974) quality dimensions and a

critical review of the existing country image studies provided in Chapter II. Using the

. . . . . ers to
quality dimensions identified, several models are proposed for Korean consum

examine the unresolved issues in the area of country of origin (COO) for well-known
branded products: 1) to identify the quality dimensions of product evaluation; 2) to
examine the effects of country of manufacture (COM) and brand image OP product
evaluation (cognitive

ve
component), product-specific purchase attitudes (affec
component), and purchase intention for hybrid products; and 3) the effects of oran
COM familiarity on the relationships among COM, brand image, and product evaluation

of hybrid products.

The models in the current study are based on the Theory of Reasoned Actign!0
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) since this theory explains consumers’ purchasing behavior
through the cognitive component (belief-evaluation composite), the affective component

(attitades toward an action), and behavioral intention. In the proposed Mmodels, the

10 Although Fishbein & Ajzen (1975) originally included normative components (normative belief
motivation to comply, and subjective norm) in the consumers’ deqsnon-makmg process, the current study
excludes these constructs.  Normative components in COO studies are often found in the context of a
domestic versus a foreign product purchase situation (Han ,1989; Ettenson et al., 1988; Heslop et al., 1987-
Kim & Pysarchik, 2001; Wall, Liefeld, & Heslop, 1989). These studies employ ethnocentrism o
nationalism as correlates of country effects and attempt to explain the effect of b“y-domestiC-produqs
campaigns on consumers’ purchasing behavior. On the other hand, the context of the current study

' ¢ : is the
situation of hybrid product purchasing, where t!ne effects of normative Components stimulated by
ethnocentrism or nationalism are expected to be minimal.
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behavior of interest is a consumer’s intention to buy hybrid pro «<ducg including TVs,
cameras, and sweaters. Discussion is organized according to the naajor constructs in the
models. After reviewing selected quality dimensions for COO and brand image effect,
the current study proposes a series of theory-based hypotheses regarding the causal

relationships within the models.

Proposed Quality Dimensions across Product Categories

As discussed in Chapter II, the quality dimensions proposed in previous studies

were found to be highly correlated (Roth and Romeo, 1992; Li & Dant, 1997). The

current study proposes that the multicollinearity among the quality dimensions is due to

. . :q used
the fact that the same ewvaluation mechanism (for exammple, search or expenence) 1s US

. jabill
to assess related quality dimensions. For example, high correlations between reliabil®
997)
and performance, and durability and performance as observed by Li and Dant a

might be due to the fact that consumers perceive and assess these quality
through the same evaluation mechanism (experience with products).

Thus, first, quality dimensions relevant to the COO literature review arxre reviewed.
Then, these quality dimensions are categorized based on the quality evaluation
mechanisms associated with the products’ functional and symbolic aspects, These wi]]

be discussed in greater detail below.

Quality Dimensions

The quality dimensions were identified in the COO literature based on the Criteria
below, which were adapted from Roth and Romeo (1992, p. 480). The dimensions

(1) were consistently found in previous research;
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(2) related to perceptions of a country’s :
production and maxket;,
€ting strers gihs and

weaknesses; 5
(3) were conceptually an operationally distincti

§sl .
(4) were applicable to 2 bro ad range of pro d\.lc?:::fe’ ;:ges

Based on the above criterie, the> CUrrent study proposes six dimensions of quality,

including ease of use, design, performance, serviceability, brand prestige: and technical

prestige. The definitions of these dimensions and equivalent dimensions in COO studie,
s

are indicated in Table 3.

Table 3. Definitions of the Quality Dimensions and Equivalent Dimensions in COO

Studies
Quality ) Equivalent Dimensions in COO
Dimensions Definitions Studies

Style, fashion, colors, or varieties
a product
Excellence and dependability of Workmansh; 2
the operating features of a product Reliability Ol‘F‘ DOr Pex'—ff)rx?ance 5
Accessibility of service center and | Serviceabilit urability’
rapidity, courtesy, and competence Y
of repair/maintenance service

Brand Prestige Prestigious image stimulated by Reputation'; Prestige®
brand name Status”; Image' A3
Tous image stimulated by Innovativeness or Tech,
nicalj

Technical Prestig
Prestige advanced/high-technology

use of
 Thakor & Katsanis, 1997
b Nagashima, 1970, 1977; Roth & Rome, 1992
¢ Cattin et al., 1982; Han & Terpstra, 1988; Roth &
d Cattin et al., 1982; Li & Dant, 1997
€ Han & Terpstra, 1988
fNagashima, 1970, 1977
8Han & Terpstra, 1988; Roth & Romeo,
h Joharasson & Nebenzehl, 1986
iLi& Dant, 197
jCattin ey al,, 1982; Jaffe & Nebel

Design

Performance

““"
=

Serviceability

Romeo, 1992; Li & Dant, 1997

1992

nzahl, 1984; Han & Terpstra, 1988; Roth & Romeo, 1992
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There are several poimts that should be noted. Fir- St the dimension of
serviceability has a different rX2€aning depending upon the product tpe. That is,
serviceability for electronics refSxS to the accessibility and competence of a service center
(Han and Terpstra, 1988), wher€as it means the egqe of management/care for appare]
goods (Li and Dant, 1997).

Second, previous studies of product innovation or technicality did not analyze the
symbolic (prestigious) image associated with advanced/high-technology (Cattin et aj_,
1982; Jaffe & Nebenzahl, 1984; Han & Terpstra, 1988; Roth & Romeo, 1992). The
current study proposes that the previously used innovation or technicality needs to be
interpreted as technical prestige since the use of advaryced/high-technology improves the

performance of the product, and accordingly, innovation or techm'cah'ty is highly related
to performance.

It should be also noted that although COO researchers consistently identify the

dimension of price (economy OT expensiveness) or value, as one of the quality
dimensions (Nagashima, 1970, 1977; Narayana, 198 1; Cattin et al., 1982, Johansson &
Nebenzahl, 1986; Han & Terpstra, 1988), this dimension is not included ip, the current
study. Li and Dant (1997) are critical of the above studies, because they do p, ot clear]
distinguish quality from value and price, although these are three differens consthtsy
That is, price is what an individual has to sacrifice to obtain a product (Ahtola, 198 4);
perceived value is a consumer’s belief in the utility gained relative to what he/she has

given up (Z eithaml, 1988), and quality is an individual’s judgment of the excellence of a

product (Garvin, 1984). Therefore, price and value are hardly subdimensijons of quality
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according to these definitions. “Thus, this Paper excludes price ©Or v /e as g quality
dimension,

Finally, the relative impoxtance of each quality dimension differs based upon the
type of product. For example, the design dimensiop may be less important for electronics
than fashion products, since thexre is less Variation in designs for electronics than for
apparel. The ease of use dimension M3y be less important for products such as camerag

having similar operating features or I'Vs haVing standardized operating functions.

Classification of Qia—ﬁ_q_&igensions Based on Quality Evaluation Mechanisms

Consumers may select a product based upon its symbolic (prestige) or functional
aspects  (Mittal, 1990; Sirgy, 1982). Accordiragly, quality gimensions can be
dichotomized on the basis of their symbolic and functional aspects_ As indicated in Table
3, COO researchers frequently identify these twWo ty pes of quality dimensions, although
they do not explicitly distinguish between them. Thus, the present Paper proposes that
consumers perceive and evaluate the quality of a product in two ways, fuﬂctionally and
symbolically.
As indicated in Table 4, the functional aspects of quality are evaluateq
through the
search and experience mechanisms based on the logic of whether the attribyte ;
In question
can be evaluated prior to purchasing the product or after purchasing and Using
g 1t (Nelson

1970, 1974). Inthe search mechanism, consumers evaluate quality dimensiong that can
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Table 4. Definitions of the Quality Evaluation M .
Quality Dimensions echanisms and  Correspon ding

Quality

Evaluation Mechanisms Definitions Quality D ﬁ
uality Dimensions

Con= umers’ qualj '
proc €SS activated gizValuatlon Easc.e of Use
purclase- I'to Design

Search

Functional
Mechanisms

rs’ ;
Consum:Cﬁunahty evaluation Performance
process ated only after Serviceability

purchase and use,

Experience

Consumers.’ quality evaluation Brand Prestige
process activated to assess the Technical Prestige
prestigge of the image stinmulated
by brand name or use of
advanced/high technologzy.

Symbolic
Mechanisms Image

be evaluated through information seeking and processing, Without pyrchasi using
chasing Of

the item (Nelson, 1970, 1974). The quality dimension assessed throy h th hanism
gh this mechani$

is design, since style, fashion, colors, or variety of a product can pe
examined prior to
purchase. In addition to design, ease of use is also judged through the
anism
as Thakor and Katsanis (1997) propose, although COO studies have not e ’
Xamined thi
In the experience mechanism, consumers evaluate quality dimensi =
at
be evaluated unless they purchase and use the item (Nelson, 1970, 197 cannot
? ’ 4) That ;
. . : at
through the experience mechanism, consumers make inferences about qual is,
ua ity based
. - On
intrinsic and extrinsic cues at the time they purchase a product, whereas ;
’ as 1n t_he Seal‘ch
mech.anjsm they can make evaluations at the point of
purchase. The qualj .
ity dimensions

evallnn ted through the experience mechanism are
product performance .
and serviceability

since the excellence and dependability of a product’s operating feature 1
s, as well as the
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accessibility and competence of A& service center or the ease of pro<uct care cauns oty be
evaluated afier experiencing the 12X oduct or service.

Finally, the symbolic asPpects of quality are evaluated through the image
mechanism. Consumers attach syxmbolic Meaning to products, since product consumption
is social behavior. Such symbol 1¢ meaning js of.. referred to as “product irmage” or
“prand image” (Assael, 1992; Mowen- 1990). Many COO researchers have focused op
the prestigious or upscale image of the€ product, which is stimulated by the brand name
and further enhances the reputation of the product (Nagashima, 1970, 1977; Han &

Terpstra, 1988; Roth & Romeo, 1992; Johansson & Nebenzahl, 1986; Li & Dant, 1997).

Further, as mentioned above, the current study proposes that the prestigious image of a

product is also stimulated by using advanced/higzh-technology . Tpys the quality
dimensions evaluated through the image mechanisym are brand Prestige and technical
prestige. In the following section, a comprehensive model of the differential effects of

brand and COM on consumers’ purchasing behavior will be discussed based on the

quality dimensions identified above.

Comprehensive Model of the Differential Effects of Brand Img
on Consumer Purchasing Behavior ge and com

Comprehensive models based on the Theory of Reasoned Action (F; h
ishbein &
Ajzen, 1975) are proposed to explain the relative importance of COM and brand ;
image
on consumers’ perceptions of quality, purchase attitudes, and intentjon tq buy thr
ce

products, a TV, a camera, and a sweater. (See Figure 1.) As described below Fishbe;
> in
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and Ajzen (1975)!! propose that behaviora] intention leads t b
o ehavior,
> and that

)

toward purchasing or using 2 brarn <
The attitudes toward purc73sing Or using 4 brand are, in t functi f th
€, in turn, a ction O (]

nitive beli " BE: ). The cognitj
cog ief structure (; BE: ) Ognitive beljef structure is 2 belief-evaluation

composite where B; is the belief that performance of the behavior will lead to a specifi
Cific

outcome, i, and £, is the evaluation of each consequence, and 72 is the number of salient

outcomes.
el of Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) gives

The cognitive component in the mod
perceptions since it is the total set of their

information about consumers’ overall quality

{ beliefs and the evaluations associated With those beljefy A iously
s. s previo

salient
mentioned, COO researchers have found that the effects of COM
and brand are quality-
dimension specific (Han & Terpstra, 1988; Li & Dant, 1997; Th
’ > Thakor & Katsani
sanis, 1997).
Therefore, the cognitive component in the Fishbein and Aj
Ajzen (197
5) model is

decomposed into two constructs: quality dimensions and overall quality. (
. (See F;
1gure 1.)

_——‘___—_——_——_’_—
this study excludes the normative value or subjective no
R Fishbein and

n As pleViOUSl)’ “le"ti()lleds
A_jzen (] 9 ) plopose that the subjCCti veé no i i nor “‘ative structure E
J) Whe
» re

on that l:efel:eﬂt ; thinks the _individual should or shod\g(lg
motivation to comply with referent ;, and & is the m:?,tb perform the
er of salient

NB; is the perceived expectati
tecedent of behavioral intention along with attitude toward th
e act.

behavioyr, MC; is the consumer’s
referents. Subjective norm is an an
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In this model, the quality” SValuation mechanisms (search, 3= perienc and image)

4 c

are used as explanatory variabl€s due to a statistical limitation T structuraj equatio
n

modeling (SEM)!2. In the following section, each relationship in tha e Proposed models i
s

discussed.

The Relationships among COM., Brand Image, and Quality Dimensions

COM, Brand Image and Search Dimensions (Design and Ease of Use)

Perceptions of product design or ease of use are formed through information
seeking and processing and can be easily assessed at the point of Purchase. If consumers
can assess quality first-hand, then they Will rely less on other €Xtrinsic cues, especially
brand narme, COO or COM (Thakor & Katsanis, 1997). Therefore, COM would not be

expected to impact the perception of the design dimension since consumers can assess
style, fashion, or colors visually or manually or try on the proguct. For example,
consumers can assess the style, fashion, or colors of Ralph Lauren gweaters manufactured
in developing countries like Mexico by examining these qualities pefore purchasing and
wearing them.
Brand image, however, is expected to have some influence on consyymers’ quality
perception (Thakor & Katsanis, 1997). The logic is based on the fact that through strict

quality control, packaging and advertising, a company intensively deve 1ops its brand

12In SEM, the quality evaluation mechanisms are second-order factors, since multicey, jpinearity among
the quality dimensions suggests the existeNCe of other latent variables, which are o o three quality
evaluation mechanisms in the present study (Bollen, 1989). The proposed models in thjs paper, how.evgr,
are constructed jp 3 way that these higher-order factors are hard to empirically test using: gEMf. That is, in

order to be idengified in the SEM, the six quality dimensions should be influenced only by, "t second-order
gned in a way that the Quality dimensions

factors (evaluatjon mechanisms). However, the models are desi
are influenced by COM and brand image as Well as the second order factors. Thus, these models cannot be

identified i the ‘GEM.
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image (Negley, 1999) and thus brand names become a signal of “®1nobservape product
quality (Rao, Qu, & Ruekert, 1999). Therefore, even though co» Wsumers cap directly,
search some product dimensions, the brand image may influence thesjr Judgments of thes
dimensions.

As previously mentioned, the €ase of use dimension may be more important fop-
products having sophisticated features. The current study ®mploys cameras with an
automatic focus, TV's having a standardized operating system, and cottop Sweaters with

no operating system. Therefore, the ease of use dimension js less important .when
evaluating product quality since there is little variation in the way, they operate across the
brands Writhin the product category. Thus, the ease of use dimengjop is excluded in the
present study. Further, the design dimension is examined only in the case of sweaters,
since this dimension is assumed to be less important in the qQuality evaluation than other
dimensions for TVs and cameras. Focus group respondents did not mention it when they
were asked to identify what the salient attributes were when they purchased TVs and
cameras.
Based on the above arguments, the following hypotheses are proposed for
sweaters:
Hla: There will be no difference between the design evaluation of 2 product

manufactured in a developed country and that in a developing county~y.
H1b: Brand image and design evaluation will be positively related.

COM, Brand Image and Experience Dimensions (Performance and Seww{a}gjﬁ‘l}

Since the evaluations of €Xperience dimensions, including pey~formance and
serviceability are formed after the product has been purchased and used (Nelson, 1970;

1974; Thakoy & Katsanis, 1997), consumers may infer the qualities of thege dimensjons
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based on extrinsic cues rather th& N intrinsic cues at the point of purckmase Ty, the eff:
‘ » (N€ effect

of extrinsic cues such as CO™ and brand image may become= Mmore important j
in

consumers’ perceptions of the experience dimensions rather than the= search dimens;
sions,
Many previous COO studies have found that a product Mmanufactured j
In

developed country is rated higher in quality than one made in a developing country. (s
. (See

Liefeld, 1993; Samiee, 1994; Verlegh & Steenkamp, 1999 for a Comprehensive revie N
w.

It is also we]] known that brand image and product quality are POsitively related (Assael

1992). The current study, however, further proposes that brand image has a stronger
effect on the functional dimension than does COM. As mentioneg above, this logic is
based on the fact that a company invests in improving brand name recognition and in
establishing favorable brand image rather than in boosting the image of the country
where the product is manufactured (Tse & Gorn, 1993). Country jmgages associated with
COM are formed in the consumers’ mind through personal experience (for example,
study and travel); knowledge of the country’s political sgapys and economic
developments, and such; or experience with a product from the country in question
(Samiee, 1994). Thus, brand name provides a customer with more readily recognizable

information about a product than does COM (Ahmed & d’Astous, 1996). ~Yhe following

hypotheses are proposed for the experience dimensions.
For TVs, cameras, and sweaters:
The performance evaluation of 2 product manufactured in a develop g country will

H2a:
be higher than that in a developing country.

H2b: Brand image and performance ¢Valuation will be positively relaFed.
H2c: Brand image will have a stronger effect on performance evaluation t} 55 will COM.

The serviceability evaluation of a product manufactured in a deVeloped country

H3a:
will be pigher than that in a developing country. .
H3b: Brand jpage and serviceability evaluation will be positively related
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H3c: Brand image will have 2 Stronger effect on serviceability

SValuation than wijp
COM.

COM, Brand Image, and Image Dimensions (Brand Prestige and Te< hnjcaj Prestige

————lcal Prestige)
Consumers buy many products because of their prestigr joug image symbol s

(Eastman, Goldsmith, & Flynn, 19993 Kirmani, Sood & Bridges, 1999). The image
dimensions represent the symbolic quality of the product, that is, the Prestigious image o
the product resulting from the brand name or the use of adVa-nced/hjgh technology in
manufacturing the product.

Regarding the brand prestige dimension, if a consumer has 3 positive impression
of a brand name, the product is assumed to have a prestigious brand image, since this
image may deliver the promise of prestige as well as quality ang value to consumers

(Anonymous, 1998). Thus, it is proposed that a product’s Prestigious brand image is
positively related to its overall brand image.

On the other hand, the effect of COM on brand prestige 5 a1s0 proposed to be
significant, as Ahmed and d”Astous (1996) found that a brand’s quaity image decrease®
if it is assembled in a less prestigious country. The current study, however, prOPOSes that
the effect of brand image on the brand-prestige dimension is greater than thgt of coMon
brand prestige since brand name contributes more to the prestige of the bx-and than does

COM.

The present paper also proposes that COM will have a significant iy~ fjyence on the

perception  of the technical prestige. That is, if a product is manugy,ctured in an
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advanced/high-tech country®’, it 1S assumed that this product has @ prestigious image
stimulated by using advanced/hi £h technology. Johansson and Nek=senzy (1986) found
that a product’s status image (associated with pride of ownership an 3 Style) for passenge -
cars (Buick, Chevy, Honda, and Mazda) was diminished by moving production to low-
wage countries (S. Korea, Mexico or the Philippines). Thus, it can be inferred that

developed countries Wwill be perceived as having more advanced/high tech products than

developing countries, and products manufactured in developed countrjes will have more
prestigious jmages than those made in developing countries.

Further, brand image is proposed to have a positive influence on a consumer’s
perception of technical prestige. ' This proposition is inferred frop, findings of studies
(Ulgado & Lee, 1993; Tse & Lee, 1993) that uncovered a significant interaction between

brand and COM. That is, if a product has a favorable image boosted by a well-known
brand name, the unfavorable technical images associated with lesg prestigious countries
(such as developing countries) could be overcome. The current Study, however, proposes
that the effect of COM on the technical-prestige dimension is greater than that of the
brand image effect since technical prestige is determined by the yse of advanced/high—
technology.
Based on the above arguments, the following hypotheses are Propos .
For TVs, cameras, and sweaters:
H4a: The brand-prestige evaluation of a product manufactured in a devejoped country

will be higher than that in a deve€loping country. '
H4b: Brand image and brand-prestige evaluation will be positively relateq _

13The current stydy limits the scope of the Prestige dimension to that associated with an advanced/high tech
country, SinCe mn,st previous COO studies’ Main interest is in nonfood products. If a product is food
(either produceq or processed), the prestigious image of the product will be associateq with the place
famm;s for 0oy food products (for example, the champagne produced in France will have a prestigious

image)-
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Hdc:

HS5a:

HS5b:
H5c:

Brand image will have a sStronger effect on brand prestige tham—a will Com

The technical prestige €©Valuation of a product manufactw mreq j, , d
country will be higher than that in a developing country. eveloped
Brand image and technical prestige evaluation will be positiv-e=

3 ] ly related,
COM will have a stronger effect on technical prestige than w3 J brand image

The Relationships among COM, Brand Image, Quality Dimensions, and Overal
Quality Perceptions —

Quality Dimensions and Overall Quality Perception

The relationships between each quality dimension and gyerg quality are

proposed to be positive since consumers use multiple quality attributes when evaluating

overall quality (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Steenkamp, 1990),

Although there is no

empirical research examining these relationships, several COQ researchers (Han &

Terpstra, 1988; Li & Dant, 1997; Roth & Romeo, 1992; Thake, & Katsanis, 1997)

consider overall quality to be composed of the subdimensions of quality. (See Table 3.)

Therefore, a direct relationship between each quality dimension!4 553 gverall quality is

proposed as follows:

Hé6a:
H6b:
Hé6c:
Heéd:
Hée:

Design evaluation and overall quality will be positively relateq.

Performance evaluation and overall quality will be positively related.
Serviceability evaluation and overall quallty w11} be positively related .
Brand-prestige evaluation and overall quality \.Nlll b‘e positively relateq,
Technical prestige evaluation and overall quality will be Positively re ) gted.

COM, Brand Image, and Overall Quality Perception

Many COO researchers have reported a significant impact of CcoM on overall

quality. (See Samiee [1994] and Verlegh & Steenkamp [1999] for a  ,mprehensive

review.) Especially in the context of hybrid products, both COM and bxand have been
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reported to have influence 00 th € overall .quality perception When «<nly prapg name and
country cues are provided (Han & Terpstra, 1988; Tse & Gorn , 19 3) Tpy is, products
from developed countries are perceived to have higher quallity thap those from
developing countries, and products with well-known brand names  are perceived to have
higher quality than those with unknowm brands. The effect of COM, however, was found
to have no impact on the overall quality perception when other intrinsic information was
provided, while the effect of brand remained strong (Ulgado & Lee, 1993). Similarly,
using tangiple products, Nes and Bilkey (1993) found that while both COM and brand
significantly affected product quality perceptions, brand had a stronger effect. Thus, it is
clear that when intrinsic information is provided in addition to brand name and COM
cues, the effect of COM lessens, while that of brand image remains influential.
Therefore, when consumers are provided with intrinsic information about the product, the
following hypotheses are proposed:

H7a: COM will have no relationship to overal.l quality. N
H7b: Brand image and overall quality perception will be positively related.

The Relationships among. COM, Brand Image, Overall Quality P> erceptio® and
Purchase Attitudes

Overall Quality Perception and Purchase Attitudes

Personal attittudes toward the behavior (affective process) refers ¢, whether the
person is in favor of or against performing the behavior in question (Fis}ypein & Ajzen,

1975). Thus, attitude formation is the affective process in consumers’ des ¢jsion making-

14As previously, mentioned, for TVs, cameras with automatic focus, and cotton sweaters _ ¢here is little
variation in the  ay they operate across the brands within the product category. Thus, the ease of use
dimension IS @y¢ Juded in the present study.
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The Theory of Reasoned Actior  (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) Suggestss  that agjg,q
€s toward

an action are distinct from attitucles toward an object. That is, the £ ocus js op
Measuring

the attitudes a consumer has toward buying a product and not her/hi S attitudes towar, d the
product itself. Shimp and Sharma (1987) emphasize that the atti tydes measured mys¢
directly match the action being considered.
Various studies examining the efficacy of this theory have COnﬁrmed the p031 tive
relationship between cognitive belief structure and attitudes (Knox & Chematony 1989
Lee & Green, 1991; Mitchell & Olson, 1981; Netemeyer & Bearden 1992 Sheppér'd_
Hartwick, & Warshaw, 1988). Lee and Green (1991) also found that cognitive structure
was a sigmificant predictor of attitudes for both the US and Kor, €an samples. Therefore
this study’ proposes that the higher an individual’s overall quality Perception of a product

the more favorable his/her attitudes will be toward the act of purchasing

H8a: Overall quality perception and purchase attitudes will be pog itively related

COM, Brand Image, and Purchase Attitudes

Obermiller and spangenberg (1989) propose that COO ig not likely to trigger an
affective process, that is, attitudes toward the behavior, although some stucq ;s found that
such an emotiona] reaction occurs when COQO is the only cue provided (C QOO stereotypes
in the studies of Bannister & Saunders [1978], and Reierson [1967]). Yn fact, in the
situation where multiple cues are provided, two studies, Erickson et i (1984) and
Johansson et al. (1985) report no effect of COO (where the brand and 1, anufacturing

country were the same) on attitudes, although they found a significant effect of COO on

belief (quality perception). In both Studies, attitudes were significantly rejated to belief.
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Since these researchers studied ©nly uninational products, COQ WAS equivaient to COM
in these studies. Thus, the COM of hybrid products seems to have no impact on
c onsumers’ attitudes.
/(Brand image is a total perception of the brapg that is obtained by processing
information from various sources over time (Assae), 1992). |Thus, it is expected that if g
consumer has a favorable brand images then he/she v have a positive attitude toward
buying the brand, while if s/he has an unfavorable brand image, a negative attitude

toward buying the brand will be formed. Therefore, the following hypotheses are

proposed:

H8b: COM will have no relationship to purghase .attitudes.
Hsc: Brand image will have a positive relationship to purchase At gy es.

The Relationships among COM, Brand Image, Purchase A ttitudes. and {ntention
to Buy

Purchase Attitudes and Intention to Buy
A consumer’s intention to buy is the ultimate dependent variable

o ™ the current
study. Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) define intention as “a special case of belie g,
) o S in wp;
the o'biject is always the person himself and the attribute is always 5 behaviog . ch
: : 12). 4
conswuamer's intention is formed by her/his evaluating the behavior ap d
. . aIIOCating
subj ective probability that he/she will perform that behavior. Fishbein ang Ajzen (19
75)
Wopose that consumers’ intention to purchase serves as a link between theijr attitug
es
toward buying products and their actual purchase or use of the products. Intention to bu
Yy

has been frequently used as an alternative measure to purchasing behavior in Previous

studies (Wilson, Mathews, & Harvey, 1975).
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Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) posit that attitudes toward an act #on directly derermine
pu_rchase intention. That is, the more favorably the consumer views engaging in a certain
action, the more likely he/she is to have an intention to engage in that action. Several
res€archers have confirmed the positive association between attitudes and intention in the

Theory of Reasoned Action (Knox & Chematony, 1989; Lee & Green, 1991; Mitchell &
Olson, 1981; Netemeyer & Bearden, 1992; Sheppard et al., 1988). This relationship wWas
also found to be significant among Korean consumers in a cross-cultural study of the
Theory of Reasoned Action (Lee & Green, 1991). Therefore, a positive relationship
between attitudes toward buying a product and intention to buy the product is proposed.

H9a: Attitudes toward purchasing a product will be positively re]ated to the intention to
buy the product.

COM, Brand Image, and Intention to Buy

The effects of COO and brand on purchase intention haye been examined less
frequently than their impact on quality perception. Especig
Y, few studies have
examined the effect of COM on purchase intention in the context of hybri
rid
. o products, as
indicated in Table 1. Past studies indicate that the effect of COOQ on pyyrep,
aSe inte . .
o _ nt
limited (Ettenson, et al., 1988; Schooler & Wildt, 1968). In the study o
Of Waj
(1991), the effects of COO and brand on intention to buy are also found | et al,
0 be wegay
than their effects on quality perception. Further, the effects of COQ and er
brang o
) n
purchase intention are product specific. Both COO and brand had significant eff,
€ ects on
urchase intention for shirts, but no influence was found for t
p elephones and wallets.

These studies_ however, did not include attitudes as another antecedent of purch
Chase

intention a5 pyoposed by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975). Thus, the finding of a significant
an
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effect of COO and brand image on purchase int€ntion is doubtful. NAoreover, willingness
to buy is found to be closely related to the value of the product. That is, the trade-off
petwVeen perceived quality and the monetary sacrifice may be another important factor in
determinining purchase intention (Dodds, Monroe & Grewal, 1991; Monroe & Krishnan,
1985; Szybillo & Jacoby, 1974; lyer & Kalita, 1997). Therefore, the following
nhypotheses are proposed:

H9b: COM will have no relationship to intention to buy.
HO9c: Brand image will have no relationship to intention to buy.

Models of the Differential Effects of COM and Brand Image OB 9}“‘“”
Perceptions of Hybrid Products Using Brand and CQM Familiarities as
M oderating Variables
COO studies found product familiarity to be one of o ustomef"e‘ated
influences that may have impact on consumers’ use of COQ as a purchaSing cue
(Heimbachet et al., 1988; Johansson et al., 1985; Johansson, 1989; Samice, 1 994), Thus
the current study proposes that product familiarity, later defineq as b o
. | ' rand fa"llllanty and
COM familiarity, is a moderating variable that identifies the differential effe,
image and COM on quality perception for hybrid products. In the followj,,
g Sections,
brand and COM familiarities are defined, and then the causal relationshipg
among thege

variables are discussed.

Definitions of Brand Familiarity and COM Familiarity

In previous studies, product familiarity is defined as the “Number of product.

related experiences that have been accumulated by the consumer” (Alba & Hutchinso
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1987, p. 411) and is measured using items such as “previous ownership” (Bettman &
Park, 1980; Johnson & Russo, 1984). This approach emphasizes actua] experience with
the product. Knowledge of the product, however, could be obtained without direct
experience, through information search, word-of-mouth from people close to the
consumer, or media advertising €xposure (Johansson, 1989).

Product familiarity is also VieW""a as “the indlividual’s prior knowledge level with
respect to the brands in a product class” (p. 50) and is measured by using self-reported
rating scales (Johansson, 1989) or by items such as number of brands he/she recajis in a
product class (Iyer & Kalita, 1997). This approach implies that product familiarity is
determined by brand familiarity. Such an approach, however, is insufficient to explain
the effect of product familiarity on COO usage for hybrid products. For uninational
products, brand familiarity implies COO familiarity, since brand name is strongly
associated with COO. For example, if a consumer knows SONY well, he/she knows that
it is a Japanese brand. On the other hand, for hybrid products, COM is not the same as
country of brand (COB), where the company’s headquarters are located. Thus, brand
fammiliarity does not necessarily mean familiarity with the country where the product is
manufactured.

The current study, therefore, will specify conventional product familiarity as

“brand familiarity” and “COM familiarity.” /érand familiarity is defined as the
consumer’s prior knowledge of the brand in a product class. /Thus, brand familiarity is

specific to a particular product. On the other hand, CO familiarity is defined as the

individual’s prior knowledge of products made in a particular country.
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Based on brand familiarity and COM familiarity, this study proposes four
segments of consumers: high brand familiarity/high COM familjarity, high brand
familiarity/low COM familiarity, low brand familiarity/high COM familiarity, low brand
familiarity/low COM familiarity. The differential effects of brand image and COM on
quality perception are proposed for each of the four segments. Quality perception is
decomposed into two levels, including quality dimensions (design, performance
serviceability, brand prestige, and technical prestige) and overal] quality perception,

Quality dimensions (See Table 3) are employed to examine the effect of brand image and
COM on these four consumer segments. Discussion of the causa] relationships between
each quality dimension and overall quality perception is not included in this section, since

this has already been examined in the previous section.

Moderating Effects of Brand Familiarity and COM Familiarity on the
Relationships among Brand Image, COM, Quality Dimensions and Overall

Quality Perception

Johansson (1989) proposes that if a consumer has knowledge of a country’s
products, he/she will use the COO to evaluate products and brands. He explains the
relationship between product knowledge and use of COO as similar to that of product
knowledge and use of brand name. That is, when someone buys a product on the basis of
brand name alone, it seems reasonable to assume that he/she thinks he/she knows
something about the brand and is familiar with it. Similarly, a consumer can obtain
knowledge of a country’s products in various ways, such as product experience (trial),
information search, word-of-mouth from people with whom he/she has close

relationships, or media advertising exposure. If knowledge of a country’s products (for

65



example, whether or not the country is a high-quality manufacturer of 5 specific product)
is relevant to the task at hand, he/she will use the information to purchase the product.
Thus, it is logical to assume that the more a consumer knows about the country’s
products, the more likely he/she will be to use the COO cue to evaluate a product.
Likewise, it is expected that the more a conSumer kcnows about a brand, the more likely
he/she will be to use the brand name when purchasing a product.

Johansson’s (1989) proposition is consistent with the confidence value proposed
by Heimbach, et al. (1988). That is, if consumers are aware of the quality differences
between countries and between brands within a country, they are more capable of
evaluating the quality of alternative products using the country cue.

Therefore, for consumers with high brand familiarity and high COM familjari ty,
brand image and COM will be used to make judgments on the five dimensions of quality
(design, performance, serviceability, technical prestige, and brand prestige) and the
overall quality perception. For consumers with high brand familiarity and low COM
farmiliarity, only brand image will have a significant impact on the evaluation of the
quality dimensions and overall quality. Conversely, for consumers with low brand
farmiliarity and high COM familiarity, only COM will have a significant impact on the
evaluation of the quality dimensions and overall quality. Finally, for consumers with low
brand familiarity and low COM familiarity, brand image and COM will have no impact
on the evaluation of the quality dimensions and overall quality. For these consumers,
other intrinsic or extrinsic cues, such as price, will be more important. Based on the

above arguments, the following hypotheses are proposed: (See Figure 2-a to 2-d for each

segment.)
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H10a:

H10b:

H10c:

H10d:

Hlla:

H1lb:

Hllc:

H11d:

For consumers with high brand familiarity and high COM familiarity, brand

image and COM will have a significant impact on the evaluation of the quality
dimensions.

For consumers with high brand familiarity and low COM familiarity, only b
image will have a significant impact on the evaluation of the quality d ) o

imensions.
For consumers with low brand familiarity and hi

gh COM familiarity, only C
will have a significant impact on the evaluation ty, only COM

of the quality dimensions,
For consumers with low brand familiarity and low COM famij; ari

. . . s b .
and COM will have no significant impact on the evaluation of the t;'ualli'*tlynd Image
dimensions.

For consumers with high brand familiarity and high COM famih'an'ty, brand

image and COM will have a significant impact on the overal] evaluation of
quality.

For consumers with high brand familiarity and low COM familiarity, only brand
image will have a significant impact on the overall evaluation of quality.

For consumers with low brand familiarity and high COM familiarity, only cOM
will have a significant impact on the overall evaluation of quality.

For consumers with low brand familiarity and low COM familiarity, brand image
and COM will have no significant impact on the overall evaluation of quality.
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CHAPTER IV

RESEARCH METHODS

The models described in the previous section have been proposed 1) to identify
the quality dimensions of product evaluation; 2) to examine the effects of country of
manufacture (COM) and brand image on product evaluation (cognitive component),
product-specific purchase attitudes (affective component), and purchase intention for
hybrid products (behavioral component); and 3) the effects of brand and COM familiarity
on the relationships among COM, brand image, and product evaluation of hybrid
products.

In this section, a discussion of research design is presented, followed by 2

discussion of sample selection and data collection. Then, the questionnaire items that
measure each of the major constructs in the proposed models are discussed. Finally,

techniques of data analysis to estimate the proposed models are provided.

Research Design

There were two phases to the study, the qualitative phase and the quantitative
phase. In the qualitative phase, focus group interviews were conducted with Korean
students in the U.S. and others in Korea to explore the conceptual meaning and cultyral
context of the target concepts of the study (Confucian values; ethnocentrism; and product

beliefs, evaluations, purchase attitudes, and purchase intention). Salient product
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features, brand names, and COMSs!S were also identified in this stage. Information
gathered from the qualitative phase was incorporated into the development of the
quantitative survey instrument. The resulting quantitative study was a cross-sectional
study using a between-subject-experimental design. The design used a self-report survey
jnstrument to collect consumer behavior data from native Koreans. A cover letter
explained the purpose of the study and directions for completion of the survey.

Procedures of the quantitative study are explored in the following section.

Sample Selection and Data Collection: Empirical Study
Korean consumers living in Seoul, Korea and several satellite cities constituted
the sample in this study. To assure the inclusion of a broad spectrum of geographic and
socioeconomic groups, potential survey areas were thoroughly reviewed and finally
selected. Greater Seoul could be subdivided into six different areas based on the
socioeconomic status of the residents and described as: southeastern Seoul, which is
mostly upper socioeconomic status; northern, eastern, central, and southwestern Seoul,
each of which is mostly lower to middle socioeconomic status; and the western areas,
which are mostly lower socioeconomic status.
The satellite cities outside of Seoul included in this study are: Bun Dang, a

middle to upper socioeconomic status city; Kwa Cheon, a middle socioeconomic status

l5’Ac<:ording to country-of-origin labeling regulations, indication of COM for imported products and the
names of manufacturers and importers are mandatory (The Office of Customs Administration, 1991).
Thus, in the Korean market, only COM information is available to Korean consumers, although the various
COOs mentioned above are available in the United States. Therefore, the effects of brand image and COM
on Korean consumers’ purchasing behavior in regard to global products will be the foci of this study.
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city; 11 San, a lower to middle socioeconomic status city; and two other mostly lower
socioeconomic cities, An San and Kang Maung. Within each area, apartment complexes
ranging from twenty to one thousand units were chosen to be included in the sample.

Seven research assistants were selected from a major Korean university to collect
data. Following extensive training to ensure consistency of administration and breadth of
distribution of the questionnaires, each interviewer was assigned to a specific survey area.
Once apartment complexes in each area were identified, the research assistant visited
each unit and made contact with residents. Where necessary, the research assistant
obtained permission from the apartment maintenance or security office to enter the
complex. This procedure was required primarily in the upper socioecomic areas, such as
Kang Nam gu.

Every third unit was approached to participate in the study. When a resident
answered the door, the research assistant introduced him/herself and briefly explained the
purpose of the survey while showing the resident the cover letter that -explained the
purpose of the research (see Appendix I). If the resident agreed to participate, the

interviewer left the questionnaire along with a token gift of an oven mitt. Before leaving
the unit, the assistant secured the participant’s phone number and address, and arranged
to phone for a return visit within three to seven days to retrieve the completed survey.
The assistants collected data over a five-week period during June and July 1997,
prior to Korea’s economic crisis. Research assistants distributed seventy to eighty
questionnaires each via this method. A total of 550 questionnaires was distributed with

456 returned, yielding an 82 percent response rate.
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Instrument

As previously indicated, three target products and corresponding brand names
were selected based upon the outcome of focus group interviews. Korean undergraduate
and graduate students studying in the U.S. and Koreans living in Korea were involved in
separate focus groups and in-depth interviews. From these discussions, the product
categories of clothing and personal consumer electronics were identified and further

narrowed down to three specific products: a camera, a TV, and a cotton sweater. These

products met the criteria established by prior research suggesting that items should be 1)

bi-national, and 2) familiar to the average consumer (Han & Terpstra, 1988). In the focus

group interviews, discussion also ensued about brand names, country of origin (CO0)

and country of manufacture (COM). Participants cautioned that the brand names, COOs

and COMs used in the study must be recognizable and realistic to Korean consumers
Thus, the following three products and corresponding brand names were selected: a
Canon camera (imported brand), LG (Gold Star) TV (domestic brand), and Ralph Lauren
Polo sweater (imported brand).

The three target products were integrated into a hypothetical point-of-purchase
shopping scenario format within the self-report written survey instrument. The Korean
consumers were asked to imagine that they were visiting different stores in Korea to
compare various brands, features and prices for each of three products (cameras, TVs,
and sweaters). Thus, subjects were presented with information about each of the
products in a realistic manner, similar to a point-of purchase sign next to a product in a

store. No specific attention was drawn to COM, brand, and such. This information was
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randomly presented to avoid bias. The subjects were then asked to respond to questions
about each product.
Once developed in English, the instrument was translated into Korean by Koreans
pot affiliated with the project using a double-blind translation procedure to achieve
construct equivalence. The Korean version of the instrument was pretested on groups of
undergraduate and graduate students in the U.S. and in Korea. In addition, researchers at
two major Korea universities again reviewed the Korean version of the instrument and
revisions were made to improve question clarity, comprehension and readability.

Original questionnaires included all three products. Pretest respondents, however,
indicated that the instrument was too long and recommended that only two products be
included in each questionnaire. As a result, four parallel survey instruments (Al, A2, B1,
and B2) were developed so that each subject only responded to questions about two

products. As indicated in Table 5, Al and A2 included questions about a camera and a
TV, and Bl and B2 included questions about a camera and a sweater. Al and A2
contained identical hypothetical Korean market scenarios about the products specified,
except the COM information was manipulated‘.’ 7I{liat is, A1 examined a Canon camera
manufactured in China (binational match) ’and a LG TV manufactured in Korea
(uninational match), while A2 examined a Canon camera manufactured in Japan

(uninational match) and a LG TV manufactured in Malaysia (binational match).
Similarly, Bl examined a Canon camera manufactured in China (binational match) and a |
Ralph Lauren Polo sweater manufactured in the U.S. (uninational match), and B2

examined a Canon camera manufactured in Japan (uninational match) and a Ralph
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Lauren Polo sweater manufactured in Mexico (binational match).

experimental design, COM was the only cue manipulated.

Table 5. Descriptions of Questionnaire Formats

Thus, in this

Instrument Al

Canon camera (Japanese brand) manufactured in China
LG (Korean brand) TV manufactured in Korea

Instrument A2

Canon camera (Japanese brand) manufactured in Japan
LG (Korean brand) TV manufactured in Malaysia

Ilstrument Bl

Canon camera (Japanese brand) manufactured in China

Ralph Lauren Polo sweater (American brand) manufactured in the

U.S.

Instrument B2

L

Canon camera (Japanese brand) manufactured in Japan

Ralph Lauren Polo sweater (American brand) manufactured in

Mexico

|

All of the measures used in this study, including the measures of beliefs,

evaluations, purchase attitudes, and behavioral intention (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), were
previously established. The measures of familiarity with brand and COM were adapted
from previous studies (Han & Terpstra, 1988). These constructs were measured using
seven-point Likert-type scales. ~When responding to Likert-type surveys, Asian
populations are thought to have central tendency, which refers to a predisposition to
answer survey questions using the midpoint or midsection of a response scale (slf&
Cullen, 1998).. Thus, Korean researchers recommended that, for Korean respondent;,“a ”
seven-point scale might provide finer gradations of responses than a five-point scaje
(Lee, 1997 - personal interview; Hwang, 1997 — personal interview)

Evaluations (E): Prior to exposure to the hypothetical buying scenarios, subjects’

evaluations of product attributes were measured by asking respondents about the
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goodness/badness of the selected attributes when they shopped for each of the target
products. Subjects were asked: “When purchasing any product X (camera/TV/sweater),
how good or bad is it that the camera has each of the following features...” The attributes
for each product are provided in Table 6. The question was measured on a seven-point
Likert-type scale (“1 = extremely bad to 7 = extremely good™).

Brand Image: The brand image was measured by the item, “what is your general
impression of the brand X product X (Canon camera/LG TV/Ralph Lauren Polo
sweater)?” on a seven-point Likert-type scale (“1 = extremely bad to 7 = extremely
good”).

Beliefs (B)--The respondents were asked to rate the likelihood that each of the
products (camera, TV or sweater) would have the salient attributes described in Table 6.
Subjects answered the following question: “How likely is it that the brand X product X

(Canon camera/LG TV/Ralph Lauren Polo sweater) described above would have the
following characteristics...”, measured on a seven-point Likert-type scale “1 =
extremely unlikely to 7 = extremely likely”).

Attitudes toward the act (Aac): Respondents were asked to rate four separate items
on a seven-point Likert-type scale (“1 = disagree extremely to 7 = agree extremely”).
The statement used for these measures was “When you need a new product X (camera/
TV/ sweater), do you think that buying the brand X product X (Canon camera/LG TV/

Ralph Lauren Polo sweater) described above would be: 1) beneficial, 2) worthwhile, 3)

wise, and 4) good?”
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Table 6. Salient Attributes &and Relevant Quality Dimensions for Each Product

Product | Dimensions Attributes
Canon | Performance It takes a sharp (clear) picture.
Serviceability There are easily accessible authorized service centers.
Camera | Brand Prestige It has a prestigious/famous brand name.
Technical Prestige | It is manufactured in an advanced/hi-tech country.
LG Performance It has a high-clear picture.
TV Performance It has a quality hi-fi stereo sound system.
Serviceability There are easily accessible authorized service centers.
Brand Prestige It has a prestigious/famous brand name.
Technical Prestige | It is manufactured in an advanced/hi-tech country.
Ralph | Design It has a fashionable design.
Lauren | Design There are a variety of colors.
Polo Performance It is easy to manage/care for.
Sweater | Performance It is comfortable.
Performance It has a good fiber content”.
Brand Prestige It has a prestigious/famous brand name.
Technical Prestige | It is manufactured in an advanced/hi-tech country.

‘ This item was deleted due to significant cross-loadings with other constructs.

Behavioral Intention (BI): Behavioral intention was measured by asking respondents to
answer three questions: “I would consider buying the brand X product X described
above. I would recommend the brand X product X described above to people who are
close to me. Next time I intend to buy the brand X product X described above.” These

items were also measured on a seven-point Likert-type scale (“1 = disagree extremely to

7= agree extremely”).

specific. The item was “How familiar are you with brand X product X (Canon camera/

LG TV/Ralph Lauren Polo sweater)?” It was also measured on a seven-point Likert-type

Familiarity with Brand: Familiarity with the brand was measured as product

scale (“1 = extremely unfamiliar to 7 = extremely familiar”).
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Familiarity with COM: Familiarity with COM was measured by the item, “How
familiar are you with products made in country X?” on a seven-point Likert-type scale

(“‘1 = extremely unfamiliar to 7 = extremely familiar™).

Data Analysis

For each product, COM was a dummy variable, coded as 1=Japan, 2=China for
the camera; 1=Korea, 2=Malaysia for the TV; 1=U.S., 2=Mexico for the sweater. For
each quality dimension, the belief (B:) that performance of the behavior will lead to a
specific outcome, i, was employed as an indicator of the latent constructs, that is, the five
quality dimensions'¢ (design, performance, serviceability, brand prestige, and technical
prestige). Further, the overall quality perception was calculated based on the mean of

ZBiE.- , where B; is the belief that performance of the behavior will lead to a specific

i=1

outcome, i,, E; is the evaluation of each consequence, and n is the number of salient
outcomes. The proposed structural relations were tested using EQS 5.1 (Bentler, 1993).
In order to examine the moderating effects of brand and COM familiarities, the
respondents were divided into four groups according to the level of brand and COM
familiarities for a camera and a sweater. A TV was excluded in this analysis, since the
brand used in this study was a well-known domestic one (LG TVs). A high brand
familiarity group was identified as those respondents whose familiarity scores with
Canon brand cameras or Ralph Lauren Polo brand sweaters were greater than median (5.0
on a seven point Likert-type scale for each product). A low brand familiarity group was

specified as those whose scores were lower than median. The cases having median

16As previously mentioned, the ease of use dimension was excluded in this study.
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scores were excluded. LikeWVise, a group with high country fZ2Miliarity was classified,
when their country familiarity scores were greater than the median (4.0 on a seven point
Likert-type scale for each product), and a group with low brand familiarity was
identified, when its scores were lower than the median. The cases having median scores

for country familiarity also were excluded.
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CHAPTER YV
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The purpose of this chapter is to report the results of statistical analysis and
hypothesis testing, and to discuss these findings. The demographic characteristics of the
sample are described and the results of reliability tests and confirmatory factor analysis

are reported. This chapter concludes with a discussion of the current study’s findings.

Demographic Characteristics of Sample
Respondents were asked about the following demographic characteristics: age,
gender, marital status, education, and income. As previously mentioned, these data were
collected using the four parallel survey questionnaires (Al, A2, B1 and B2). ANOV A
was performed to examine whether or not these four samples have differences in age and
income. The results showed tht;se groups were homogeneous in terms of age and income.
In addition, chi-square tests were performed to see group differences for categorical
variables such as gender, marital status, and education. The results indicated that none of
these tests was significant. Thus, these four samples were combined to examine
dermographic characteristics and the profile of the sample is shown in Table 7. The ages
in the sample ranged from 18 to 65, with an average age of 36. Females constituted 90
percent of the sample and males 10 percent. Most respondents (8S percent) were
married, but 15 percent were single. Most respondents (75 percent) reQeiVFd at least a
univers‘ity education. According to the Korea Statistical Yearbook (20q0), 20% of the

total K orean adult population (whose age is above 20) held a college ducation' Thus,
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the study sample is more highly educated than the general Kore 22 populstionn. The levels

of family income were reasonably balanced.

Table 7. Sample Profile (N=456)

Age Gender Marital
% % %

18-20 2 Male 10 Single 15

21-30 28 Female 90 Married 85

31-40 45

41-50 20

51-60 3

61-65 2
Education Monthly Family Income? ($)

. % %
High school degree or below 20 Less than $1,000 5
College degree 5 $1,000 but less than $2 000 25
University degree 55 $2,000 but less than $3,000 31
Master’s degree or higher 20 $3,000 but less than $4,000 20

$4,000 but less than $5,000 11
$5,000 or more 8

dAvc:rage currency exchange rate in 1997: $1 = 1,000 Won

Reliability Tests and Confirmatory Factor Analysis

As presented in Table 8, the results of reliability tests indicated that most
constructs with multiple items achieved good reliability. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients
for most constructs were greater than .7, except in two cases. The alpha coefficients of

design and performance constructs for sweaters were .65 and .67, respectiv-¢ly.
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Table 8. Results of Relisbial #ty Tests

Camera

Products (# of items, coefficient 22Ipha)

TV

Sweater

Attitudes” (4, a=.93)
Beneficial
Worthwile
Wise
Good

Intention” (3, a=.77)
Consider
Recommend
Intend

Attitudes® (4, a=95)
Beneficial
Worthwile
Wise
Good
Intention” 3, a=.81)
Consider
Recommend
Intend
Performance (2, o= .85)
High-clear picture
Stereo sound system

Attitudes” (4, o=.94)

Beneficial
Worthwile
Wise
Good
Intention® (3, a=.87)
Consider
Recommend
Intend
Design 2, a=.65)
Fashionable design
V ariety of colors
Performance (2, a=.67)
Manage/care
Comfortable
Fiber content®

a, . . .
Attitudes = Purchase Attitudes ; blntentlon = Purchase Intention

“This item was deleted due to cross loading.

Confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were performed for the constructs with

multiple indicators for each product using EQS 5.1. Covariance matrices for these

analyses are presented in Appendix II. In the case of sweaters, results of Multivariate

Lagrange Multiplier (LM) tests indicated that one of the attributes (fiber) for the

performance dimension was cross-loaded with other constructs. Thus, this attribute was

excluded in this analysis. The results showed a good fit of the model to the data for each

product (for cameras, x2=45.358, df=13, p <.001; CFI=0.98, RMSEA = 0.07; for TVs,

2_
x*=34.513, df=24, p> 0.05, CFI = 0.99, RMSEA = 0.04; for sweaters, 5 2=74.074, df=38,

p<0.001, CFI = 0.98, RMSEA = 0,06). The largest standardized rcSiduals ranged

from 002 to .091 for cameras, from -013 to-.087 for TVs, and fron, ..012t0 .037 for
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Table 9. Parameter Esitna £€s for Confirmatory Factor AnaBY sis
e ———————

Parameters ML Estimates® T-Values

VI1F1
V2F1
V3F2
V4F2
VS5F3
V6F3
V7F3
V8F3
VOIF4
V10F4
V11F4

619
756
672
756
.897
.899
909
.878
765
905
904

8.158
9.451
8.883
9.706
17.203
17.269
17.577
16.602
13.259
17.092
17.051

Camera

Parameters ML Estimates" T-Values Parameters ML Estimates® T-Values
VI1F1 .865 22.770 ElEl .502 11.457
V2F1 .896 24.118 E2E2 444 10.103
V3F1 .850 22.140 E3E3 527 11.924
V4Fl1 .859 22.495 E4E4 513 11.672
V5F2 .639 13.777 ESES 770 12.646
V6F2 .781 17.561 E6E6 .624 9.265
V7F2 .785 17.672 E7E7 619 9.120

TV

Parameters ML Estimates® T-Values Parameters ML Estimates T-Values
VI1F1 875 14.166 E1E1 484 3.751
V2F1 821 13.178 E2E2 570 5.443
V3F2 910 17.762 E3E3 414 8.124
V4F2 916 17.973 E4E4 400 7902
VSF2 912 17.811 ESES 411 8.075
V6F2 904 17.570 E6E6 427 8.304
V7F3 S31 8.292 E7E7 .848 10.268
V8F3 8354 15.245 ESES .520 6.620
VIF3 935 17.412 E9E9 356 3.184

Sweaters

Parameters ML Estimates T-Values

El1E1
E2E2
E3E3
E4E4
E5ES
E6E6
E7E7
ESES8
E9E9
E10E10
El1E1l

.786
.654
741
.655
441
437
418
478
.644
425
428

7.543
4.495
6.646
4.712
8.064
8.002
7.682
8.542
9.297
5.983
6.046

ﬂ&The estimates are standardized.

Camera: V1-V4= purchase attitudes 1 to 4;V5-V7= intention to buy 1 to 3; F1= purcpase attitudes; F2=
intention to buy

TV: V1= picture; V2= sound; V3-V6= purchase attitudes 1 to 4; V7-V9= intengjon to by 1103
F 1=performance; F2= purchase attitudes; F3= intention to buy

Sweater: V1= color; V2= design; V3= care; V4= comfort; V5-V8= purchase attitu «s 110 4;V9-V11=
intention to buy V1 to 3; F1=design; F2=performance; F3=purchase attitudes; Fq _jntention t0 buy
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sweaters. As indicatedin’Y able 9, all the factor loadings were si Zificant at 0. 05 jevel for
all three products. Thus, convergent validity was achieved. LM tests represented no
serious cross-loadings of factor loadings (lambdas).  Further, a series of nested
confirmatory factor models were analyzed in which all of the covariances between latent
constructs (phi matrix) were initially constrained at 1.0. When these constraints were
removed one by one, the model fit (chi-square) was improved significantly for all three

products. Therefore, discriminant validity was also achieved.

Testing the Comprehensive Models of the Differential Effects of Brand

Image and COM on Consumer Purchasing Behavior

Covariance matrices for SEM models are provided in Appendix III. Since the
quality evaluation mechanisms (search, experience and image mechanisms) cannot be
included as second-order factors in SEM, the structural errors were correlated in the SEM
programs. That is, for a TV and a camera, the structural errors (disturbances in EQS) of
performance and serviceability, and brand prestige and technical prestige wrere correlated
in the analyses. For sweaters, the correlated structural errors were imposed for brand

prestige and technical prestige. The EQS input models for each product are included in

A ppendix IV.

Overall Model Fit

The results of SEM analyses using Maximum Likelihood estimati on indicated that
the proposed model had an acceptable fit to the data for all three producsyg (for a camera,
2’=218.849, df=62, p<0.001, CFI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.07; for a TV, y2~_181.442, df=74,

p<0.001, CFI=0.96, RMSEA = 008; for a sweater, x2=]93295, df=88, p<0'001, CFl =
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0.95, RMSEA =007). The largest standardized residuals rangZ€d from.104 1 240 for

cameras, from .122 to 314 for TVs, and from .140 to .327 for swe€aters.

Chi-Square Difference Tests

Further, the hypotheses of the current study include a comparison of the effects
between COM (F1) and brand image (F2). Thus, imposing four equality constraints
hypotheses H2c, H3c, H4c, and H5c chi-square difference tests were performed to
examine the relative importance between COM and brand image. Initially, models
with these four constraints were analyzed and then, based on the results of LM tests,
these constraints were released one by one. These procedures and results of chi-square
difference tests are summarized in Table 10 for each product. The resylts of each chi-

square difference tests are discussed in the following section.

Table 10. Chi-square Difference Tests for Cameras, TVs, and Sweaters

Product Model
Equality Released A’ (df =1)
- LI LI D

Camera T (F3,F1)=(F3,F2) 64.47%%
2" (F6,F1) = (F6,F2) 12.63**
34 (F5,F1)=(F5,F2) 10.23**
4% (F4F1)=(F4,F2) 1.29

TV 1 (F3,F1)=(F3,F2) 23.18%*
2" (F6,F1) = (F6,F2) 20.29**
3 (F5,F1)=(F5,F2) 14.76**
4™  (F4,F1)=(F4,F2) 4.42*

Sweater 1™ (F6,F1)=(F6,F2)  55.05%*

2 (F5F1)=(F5F2)  12.46**
3¢ (F3,F1)=(F3,F2)  6.75**
4" (FAF1)=(F4F2) 367
~ " p = 0.055, *p<.05; **p<01 ———
Cameras & TVs: F ]=CQM; F2=Brand Image; F3=Performance; F4=Serviceability; 5= Brand Prestige;
F 6=Technical Prestige

Sweaters: F1=COM; F2=Brand Image; F3=Design; F4=Performance; F5= Brand Presqige: F6= Technical
Prestige.
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Hypotheses Tests

Results of measurement and structural model tests are r€Ported in Tables 11-a to
11-c for each product. Hypotheses are tested based on the results of structural model
testing using t-tests and chi-square difference tests. Two-tail tests were used for Hla,

H7a, H8b, H9b, and H9¢ and one-tail tests were used for the rest hypotheses.

Design Dimension

Hia: There will be mo difference between the design evaluation of a product
manufactured in a developed country and that in a developing country.
H1b: Brand image and design evaluation will be positively related.

As previously mentioned, the design dimension (F3) in the search mechanism was tested
only for sweaters. The results of t-tests indicated that there was no difference between
the design evaluation of sweaters manufactured in the U.S. and that in Mexico (F1)
(F3F1=-.133, not significant [n.s.]). (See Table 11-c.) A positive effect of brand image

(F2) on design was found, as expected (F3F2= 308, p<.01).  Therefore, hypothesis Hla

was not rejected, but H1b was confirmed.

Performance Dimension

HI2a: The performance evaluation of a product manufactured in a developed
country will be higher than that in a developing country.
W2 b: Brand image and performance evaluation will be positively related.

The results of t-tests indicated that the performance evaluation of cameras and
TVs manufactured in developed countries (Japan and Korea, respectin ely) Was higher
than that in developing countries (China and Malaysia, respectively), wi,jle for sweaters,

there wwas no difference between then (for cameras, F3F1 =-213, P <.01; for TVs,
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Table 11-a. Results of SEWor Cameras

com— —,
Measurement Model Structural Mode ¥
Parameters ML Estimates T-Values || Parameters ML Estimates T-Values
(Standardized) (Standardized)
V1F1° 1.000 a F3F1 -213 -4.943
v2r2° 1.000 a F3F2 328 7.612
V3F3® 1.000 a F4F1 -.028 -.608
V4F4® 1.000 a F4F2 062 1.318
V5F5° 1.000 a F5F1 =234 -5.534
V6F6" 1.000 a F5F2 364 8.603
V7F7° 1.000 a F6F1 -483 11932
V8F8 .864 a F6F2 139 3.429
VOF8 895 25.775 F7F3 320 9232
V10F8 849 23.484 F7F4 323 10.083
V11F8 858 23.927 F7F5 285 8.250
VI2F9 640 a F7F6 278 77113
V13F9 779 12.329 F7F1 005 139
V14F9 786 12.363 F7F2 059 1548
Error Variances F8F7 316 6.543
ESES 504 11.562 FSF1 -.184 4.067
E9E9 446 10.235 FSF2 183 3.977
E10E10 529 11.999 FIF8 611 9.524
E11Ell 514 11.739 F9F1 -034 132
E12E12 769 12.634 FOF2 049 1.051
E13E13 627 9.367 Disturbance Variances
E14E14 619 9.129 DIDI 920 15.083
D2D2 998 15.083
D3D3 902 15.083
D4D4 .864 15.083
D5D5 601 15.083
D6D6 874 11.183
D7D7 a7 6.493

3 C onstrained to fixed value (1.0). No t-value calculated.

® Error variances for these paths (E1E1 to E6E6) were set to zero.
F1=COM; F2=Brand image; F3=Performance; F4=Serviceability; F5=Brand prestige; F 6=Technical
Prestige; F7= Overall quality; F8= Purchase Attitudes; F9=Intention to buy; V1=COM; y2=Brand image;
V3=Picture; V4=Serviceability; V5=Brand prestige; V6=Technical prestige; V7=Overa]j quality; V8 to
V11=Purchase Attitudes 1 to 4; V12 to V14 = Intention to buy 1 to 3; E1 to E13=Errors for V1to V13; D1
to D7=Disturbances for F3 to F9.
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Table 11-b. Results of SEM for TVs

Measurement Model

Parameters ML Estimates

ViF1®
v2r2°
V3F3

V4F3

VSF4®
V6F5°
V7F6°

V8F7°
V9F8
V10F8
V11F8
VI12F8
V13F9
V14F9
V15F9

E3E3
E4E4
E9E9
E10E10
E11E1l
E12E12
E13E13
E14E14
E15E15

(Standardized)
1.000
1.000

.841
.855
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
.907
915
910
.902
530
857
929

Error Variances

S41
S19
420
403
414
432
.848
516
369

T-Values

a

O

14.437

[T I

22.605
22.295
21.751

8354
8.460

6.946
6.475
8.191
7.920
8.088
8.351
10.252
6.450
3.379

Structural Model

Parameters ML Estimates

F3F1
F3F2
F4F1
F4F2
FSF1
F5F2
F6F1

F6F2
F7F3
F7F4
F7F5
F7F6
F7F1
F7F2
F8F7
F8F1
F8F2
FIF8
FI9F1
F9F2

DID1
D2D2
D3D3
D4D4
D5D35
D6D6
D7D7

T-Values
(Standardized)
-.150 -2.386
524 7.984
-.009 -.142
296 4.681
-.119 -2.045
468 8.068
-372 -6.273
244 4.105
.598 9.793
.299 7.118
226 4.906
181 4,011
.050 1.310
-.077 -1.640
416 7.040
-225 -4.375
316 5.441
.686 6.639
-.050 -.882
.006 .087
Disturbance Variances
.838 7.051
955 10.677
.876 10.677
.896 10.677
450 7.697
726 8.539
710 4.038

? Constrained to fixed value (1.0). No t-value calculated.

b Error variances for these paths (E1E1, E2E2, ESES, E6E6) were set to zero.
F1=COM; F2=Brand image; F3=Performance; F4=Serviceability; F5=Brand prestige; F6=Technical
Prestige; F7=Overall quality; F8=Purchase Attitudes; F9=Intention to buy; V1=COM; V2=Brand image;
V3=Picture; V4=Sound; V5=Serviceability; V 6=Brand prestige; V7=Technical prestige; V8=Overall
quality; V9 to V12=Purchase Attitudes 1 to 4; V13 to V15 = Intention to buy 1 to 3; E1 to E15=Errors for
V1 to V15; D1 to D7=Disturbances for F3 to F9,
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Table 11-c. Results of SEM for Sweaters

Measurement Model Structural Model
Parameters ML Estimates T-Values | Parameters ML Estimates T-Values
(Standardized) (Standardized)
VIF1® 1.000 a F3F1 -133 -1.653
Vv2F2° 1.000 a F3F2 .308 3.736
V3F3 .697 a F4F1 -.056 =751
V4F3 671 7.624 F4F2 .268 3.318
V5F4 .607 a F5F1 -.052 -.855
V6F4 837 7.051 FS5F2 402 6.618
V7Fs® 1.000 a F6F1 -.485 -8.690
V8F6" 1.000 a F6F2 245 4.391
V9F7° 1.000 a F7F3 .550 6.950
V10F8 .895 a F7F4 478 7.100
V11F8 .898 20.404 F7F5 219 4.619
VI12F8 .907 20.898 F7F6 229 4.437
V13F8 .878 19.401 F7F1 .062 1.233
V14F9 770 a F7F2 012 213
V15F9 .892 14.332 F8F7 271 3.837
V16F9 .896 14.381 F8F1 -.047 =752
Error Variances F8F2 252 3.618
E3E3 N7 7.016 FIF8 .709 10.229
E4E4 741 7.569 F9F1 -.013 -274
ESES 795 8.584 F9F2 173 3.289
E6E6 .548 3.439 Variances
E10E10 A47 8.102 D1D1 .942 4.803
El11E1l1 441 8.009 D2D2 962 4.339
E12E12 421 7.697 D3D3 914 10.630
EI13E13 479 8.517 D4D4 .839 10.630
E14E14 .638 9.154 D5SDS5 421 3.805
E15E15 451 6.412 D6D6 .892 8.463
E16E16 445 6.272 D7D7 611 5.951

? Constrained to fixed value (1.0). No t-value calculated.

® Error variances for these paths (E1E1, E2E2, ESES5, EGE6) were set to zero.

F1=COM; F2=Brand image; F3=Design; F4= Performance; F5=Brand prestige; F6=Technical Prestige;
F7=Overall quality; F8=Purchase Attitudes; F9=Intention to buy; V1=COM; V2=Brand image; V3=Color;
V4=Design; V5=Care; V6=Comfort; V7=Brand prestige; V8=Technical prestige; V9=Overall quality; V10
to V13=Purchase Attitudes 1 to 4; V14 to V16= Intention to buy 1 to 3; E1 to E16=Errors for V1 to V16;
D1 to D7=Disturbances for F3 to F9.

91




103 193UONG e 19y weoyudls < VYT ON €------mm-mmmmm

*SI91BOMS 1OJ PIpN|oUT J0U ST AN[IGEIDIAIDG , $'SIANEIMS 1O {.] PUE ‘SA | pue sesowed Joj €] St 3UBULIOLIR]
'SAL PUe seiaures 1oy papnjout j0u st udisaqq , +Anunos Suidojaaap = g pue A1JUN0 padojordp =| se papos ajqerrea Awrunp e st —MAWU q
‘191edMS = S ‘AL = | ‘erawe) = ) ‘9simIay)Q ‘sionpoud jje 10§ aouedijiudis sajediput uorneudisap 1onpoid ON

a3ew]
+S + ek
w sapmmyv T
aseydand =
r qNOD
LO-

«Npold £q sdiysuopejoy JuLdYIUGIQ Jo {jpIp™"S ¢ 2an3ig

92



F3F1 = -.150, p<.05; for sweaters, F4F1 = -.056, n.s.). (See Tables 11 a-c.) Thus, H2a
was accepted for cameras and TVs, but not for sweaters. H2b proposed a positive effect
of brand image on performance, and all three products supported this hypothesis (for
cameras, F3F2= 328, p<.01; for TVs, F3F2= .542, p<.01; for sweaters, F4F2= .268,

p<.01). Therefore, H2b was confirmed.

H2c: Brand image will have a stronger effect on performance evaluation than will
COM.

The results of chi-square difference tests in Table 10 indicated that chi-square was
improved significantly at p < .01 when the equality constraint was released between F3F1
and F3F2 for cameras and TVs. In the case of sweaters, chi-square change improved
significantly to p= .055 when the equality constraint between F4F1 and F4F2 was
removed. Thus, all three products had a stronger effect of brand image on performance
than of COM, as expected (for cameras, Ax2=64.47, df =1, p<.01; for TVs, Ax2=23.1 8, df
=1, p<.01; for sweaters, Ay*=3.67, df =1, p=.055). Thus, H2c was supported for all three

Products.

Serviceability Dimension

H3a: The serviceability evaluation of a product manufactured in a developed
country will be higher than that in a developing country.
H3b: Brand image and serviceability evaluation will be positively related.
As mentioned earlier, serviceability was examined only for cameras and TVs.

Results of t-tests indicated that the serviceability evaluation of cameras and TVs

manufactured in developed countries was not higher than that in developing countries
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(for cameras, FAF1= -.028, 11.s.; for TVs, F4F1=-.009, n.s.). (See Tables 11 a-b.) Thus,
H3a was not supported. Regarding H3b, only TVs had a positive effect of brand image
on serviceability (for cameras, F4F2=.062, n.s.; for TVs, F4F2=.296, p<.01). Therefore,

H3b was confirmed for TVs, but not for cameras.

H3c: Brand image will have a stronger effect on serviceability evaluation than will
COM.

H3c was tested only for cameras and TVs, as previously discussed. The results of
chi-square difference tests showed that chi-square change improved significantly when
the equality constraint was released between F4F1 and F4F2 only for TVs. (See Table
10.) Thus, brand image had a stronger effect on serviceability than COM did for TVs,
but not for cameras (for cameras, Ax2=1 29, df =1, n.s.; for TVs, Ax2=4.42, df =1, p<.05).

Accordingly, H3c was confirmed for TVs, but not for cameras.

Brand Prestige Dimension

H4a: The brand-prestige evaluation of a product manufactured in a developed
country will be higher than that in a developing country.
¥ 4b: Brand image and brand-prestige evaluation will be positively related.

Regarding brand prestige, H4a proposes that the brand-prestige evaluation of a
product manufactured in a developed country will be higher than that in a developing
country. The results for cameras and T'Vs supported this hypothesis, but not for sweaters
(for cameras, F5F1= -.234, p<.01; for TVs, F5F1=-.119, p<.05; for sweaters, F5F1= -
.052,n.s.). (See Tables 11 a-c.) Therefore, H4a was supported for cameras and TVs, but

not for sweaters. On the other hand, all three products indicated a positive effect of brand
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image on brand prestige (fox cameras, F5F2= 364, p<.01; for TVs, F5F2= .468, p<.01;

for sweaters, FSF2= 402, p<.01). Therefore, H4b was confirmed for all three products.
Hd4c: Brand image will have a stronger effect on brand prestige than will COM.

The results of chi-square difference tests showed that chi-square change improved
significantly when releasing the equality constraint between FSF1 and FSF2 for all three
products. (See Table 10.) That is, brand image had a stronger effect on brand prestige
than did COM (for cameras, Ax?=10.23, df =1, p<.01; for TVs, Ax’=14.76, df =1, p<.01;

for sweaters, Ax2=12.46, df =1, p<.01). Thus, H4c was confirmed for all three products.

Technical Prestige Dimension

HSa: The technical prestige evaluation of a product manufactured in a developed
country will be higher than that in a developing country.

H5b: Brand image and technical prestige evaluation will be positively related.
Regarding technical prestige, H5a proposes the technical prestige evaluation of a
product manufactured in a developed country will be higher than that in a developing
Country. The results for all three products supported this hypothesis (for cameras, F6F1=
-.483, p< .01; for TVs, F6F1= -372, p<.01; for sweaters, F6F1= -.485, p<.01). (See
Tables 11 a-c.) Therefore, H5a was supported. In addition, all three products indicated a
positive effect of brand image on technical prestige (for cameras, F6F2=.139, p<.01; for
TVs, F6F2= 244, p<.0l; for sweaters, F6F2= .245, p<.01). Therefore, H5b was

confirmed.
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HSc: COM will have a str-onger effect on technical prestige than will brand image.

The results of chi-square difference tests showed that chi-square change improved
significantly when the equality constraint was released between F6F1 and F6F2 for all
three products. (See Table 10.) That is, COM had a stronger effect on technical prestige
than brand image did (for cameras, Ax2=12.63, df =1, p<.01; for TVs, Ax2=20.29, df =1,

p<.01; for sweaters, Ax2=55.95, df =1, p<.01). Thus, H5c was confirmed.

Overall Quality

H6a: Design evaluation and overall quality will be positively related.

H6b: Performance evaluation and overall quality will be positively related.

H6c: Serviceability evaluation and overall quality will be positively related.

H6d: Brand-prestige evaluation and overall quality will be positively related.

H6e: Technical prestige evaluation and overall quality will be positively related.

Note that the design dimension is not examined for cameras and TVs and the

serviceability is not proposed for sweaters. As represented in Tables 11 a-c, results of t-

tests indicate that overall quality (F7) was positively related to performance (F3 for

cameras and TVs, and F4 for sweaters), brand prestige (FS), and technical prestige (F6)
for all three products. Overall quality also was positively related to design (F3) for
sweaters, and serviceability (F4) for cameras and TVs. (For cameras, F7F3=.320, p<.01;
F7F4=.323, p<.01; F7F5=.285, p<.01; F7F6=278, p<.01; For TVs, F7F3=.598, p<.01;
F7F4=299, p<.01; F7F5=.226, p<.05; F7F6=.181, p<.05; For sweaters, F7F3=.550,
p<.01; F7F4=.478, p<.01; F7F5=.219, p<.05; F7F6=.229, p<.05) Therefore, Hé6a to Hée

were all confirmed.
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H7a: COM will have no re€lationship to overall quality.
H7b: Brand image and overall quality perception will be positively related.

H7a proposes no effect of COM (F1) on the perception of overall quality (F7) and
all three products indicated that COM was not related to overall quality (for cameras,
F7F1=.005, n.s.; for TVs, F7F1=.050, n.s.; for sweaters, F7F1= .062, n.s.). (See Tables
11 a-c.) In addition, brand image (F2) had no influence on the perception of overall
quality (for cameras, F7F2=.059, n.s;; for TVs, F7F2= -.077, n.s.; for sweaters, F7F2=

.012, n.s.). Therefore, H7a was supported, but H7b was not supported.

Purchase Attitudes

HS8a: Overall quality perception and purchase attitudes will be positively related.

As Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) proposed, the consumers’ perception of overall
quality (F7) had a positive effect on consumers’ attitudes toward buying the product (F8)
for all three products (for cameras, F8F7=.316, p<.01; for TVs, F8F7= .416, p<.01; for
sweaters, F8F7= 271, p<.01). (See Tables 11 a-c.) Therefore, H8a was confirmed.

Yi8b: COM has no relationship to purchase attitudes.
H8c: Brand image has a positive relationship to purchase attitudes.

H8b proposes no effect of COM (F1) on consumers’ attitudes toward purchasing a
product (F8), but only sweaters supported this hypothesis (F8F1= -.047, n.s.). (See
Tables 11 a-c.) Surprisingly, cameras and TVs indicated a negative effect of COM on
consumers’ attitudes toward purchasing these products (for cameras, F8F1= -.184, p<.01;
for TVs, F8F1= -.225, p<.01). That is, Korean consumers had more positive attitudes

toward purchasing these products manufactured in developed countries than those in
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developing countries. Thus, H8b was rejected for cameras and TVs, but not for sweaters.
On the other hand, a positive effect of brand image on purchase attitudes was found for
all three products (for cameras, F8F2= .183, p<.01; for TVs, F8F2= .316, p<.01; for

sweaters, F8F2= 252, p<.01). Thus, H8¢c was confirmed.

Intention to Buy

H9a: Attitudes toward purchasing a product are positively related to the intention
to buy the product.

As Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) proposed, consumers’ attitudes toward purchasing
a product (F8) had a positive effect on their intention to buy the product (F9) for all three
products (for cameras, F9F8= .611, p<.01; for TVs, FOF8= .686, p<.01; for sweaters,

F9F8=.709, p<.01). (See Tables 11 a-c.) Therefore, H9a was supported.

H9b: COM will have no relationship to intention to buy.
H9c¢: Brand image will have no relationship to intention to buy.
Regarding H9b, no effect of COM (F1) on the intention to buy the product (F9)
was found for the three products as expected (for cameras, F9F1= -.034, n.s.; for TVs,
F9F1= -.050, n.s.; for sweaters, F9F1= -.013, n.s.). (See Tables 11 a-c.) Therefore, H9b
was not rejected. On the other hand, although no effect of brand image (F2) on the
intention to buy (F9) was found for cameras and TVs, a positive effect of brand image on
intention to buy was found for sweaters (for cameras, F9F2=.049, n.s.; for TVs, F9F2=

.006, n.s.; for sweaters, F9F2= .173, p<.01). Therefore, H9c was rejected for sweaters,

but not for cameras and TVs.
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Testing the Moderating Effects of Brand and C().M Familiarities on the
Relationships among COM, Brand Image, and Qual M8y Perception of Hybrid
Products

Classification of Four Groups based on Brand and COM._ Familiarities

In order to examine the moderating effects of brand and COM familiarities on the
relationships among COM, brand image, and quality perceptions of hybrid products, the
respondents were divided into four groups according to the level of brand and COM
familiarities for a camera and a sweater. A TV was excluded in this analysis, since the
brand used in this study was a well-known domestic (Korean) one (LG TV). The high
brand familiarity group was identified as those respondents whose familiarity scores with
Canon brand cameras or Ralph Lauren Polo brand sweaters were greater than median (5.0

on a seven point Likert-type scale for each product). The low brand familiarity group
was specified as those whose scores were lower than the median. The €ases having

median scores were excluded. Likewise, a group with high country familiarity Was

classified, when their country familiarity scores were greater than the median (40ona
seven point Likert-type scale for each product), and a group with low brand familiarity
was identified, when its scores were lower than the median. The cases having median
scores for country familiarity also were excluded.

Based on these classifications, four groups were identified including high brand
familiarity/high country familiarity, high brand familiarity/low country familiarity, low
brand familiarity/high country familiarity, and low brand familiarity/low country
familiarity. As indicated in Table 12, due to the need to delete cases with median scores,

203 cases were excluded for the camera and 73 cases were eliminated for the sweater.

This table also indicated that each segment did not have a large enough sample size to run
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SEM analysis. For the camera, almost half of the total respondents were classified into
the high Brand/high country familiarity group. Therefore, the data in this study may not
be useful for examining the moderating effect of brand and country familiarities in the
relationships among COM, brand image and quality perceptions of hybrid products. No

further analyses were performed.

Table 1 2. Frequencies of Four Groups Based on Brand and Country Familiarities

Camera Sweater

Group Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
HB /HC 123 48.6 43 27.9
HB /1.C 46 18.2 30 19.5
LB /HC 37 14.6 26 16.9
LB/LC 47 18.6 55 35.7

T otal 253 100 154 100

MM i < sing 203 - 73 -

HB/H = = high brand/high country familiarity; HB/LC = high brand/low country familiarity;
LB/HC - low brand/high country familiarity; LB/LC = low brand/low country familiarity.
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DISCUSSION

The proposed quality dimensions were found to be useful in explaining the
relative importance of COM and brand image on Korean consumers’ quality perception,
and these five dimensions were not independent of each other. That is, the performance
and ser—v-iceability dimensions in the experience mechanism were correlated and the brand
prestigge  and technical prestige dimensions in the image mechanism were correlated.
Overall, the differential effects of COM and brand image on the five quality
dimen =sions were well explained based on the logic of the evaluation mechanisms. (See
Figuree 3)) In the case of the search dimension (i.e., design for sweaters), COM had no
impact, but brand image had a positive influence, as expected. Regarding the image
evaluiaa tion mechanism, the brand and technical prestige evaluations of cameras, TVs, and
SWeaters manufactured in developed countries were higher than those in developing
Couuntxries as expected, except in the case of sweaters, where COM had no effect on brand
PI®Sti goe. These results may reflect the fact that manufacturing locations are more
impo x—gant in a consumer’s perception of electronics’ brand prestige than in those of
fashicon goods. Brand image also positively influenced these evaluations for the three
ProQucts, as expected. For all three products, brand image had a stronger effect on brand
Q«%\.\%% ‘han COM did, while COM had a stronger effect on technical prestige than brand
\ 4° did, as proposed.
Ve
Experience dimensions (performance and serviceability), on the other hand, had
so giewhat mixed results. (See Figure 3.) The performance evaluations for cameras and

TV's manufactured in developed countries were higher than those in developing countries,

put re ot in the case of sweaters. Brand image influenced performance significantly and

101



exerted a greater influence on performance than COM did for all three products as
expected. Therefore, these results indicate that consumers rely more on brand image than
on COM when evaluating products’ performance, and they are more sensitive to
Manufacturing locations for cameras and TVs than for sweaters. On the other hand,
COM had no effect on serviceability for either cameras or TVs, and even brand image
had no influence on serviceability for cameras. This may reflect the fact that because
cameraa s are portable and consumers can bring them anywhere to be fixed, Korean
consuxxers may perceive that there is no difference in providing easily accessible
authox— zed service centers among branded cameras.

One of the intriguing results of this study is the relationship between brand image
and O~wverall quality perception. In the studies of Ulgado & Lee (1993) and Nes and
Bilkes- (1993), brand is found to have a more enduring influence on overall quality than
COMNL _ when other intrinsic information is provided. The present study, however, found

that b.oth COM and brand image have no influence on the perception of overall quality.
(See ¥= igure 3.) This finding may be due to the fact that the previous studies failed to
excluade the confounding effects of individual quality dimensions on overall quality when
they <X amined the effects of COM and brand. Due to the power of SEM, the present
St13”  can examine the effects of the quality dimensions (design, performance,
gw‘\geability, brand prestige, and technical prestige) on overall quality, as well as those
o COM and brand image. Thus, this study found that COM and brand image have direct

e fﬁ;cts on the quality dimensions and they have effects on overall quality perception
ind a@rectly through some quality dimensions. Indirect effects of COM (F1) and brand

imag=e (F2) on overall quality (F7) were additionally tested and the results indicated that
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COM and brand image had significant indirect effects on overall quality for all three
products (for cameras, F7F1 = -.279, p<.01; F7F2 = 268, p<.01; for TVs, F7F1= -.186,
P<.01, F7F2 = .551, p < .01; for sweaters, F7F1=-.196, p<.01, F7F2 = .376, p < .01).
Another intriguing result of this study is the finding of a significant effect of
COM on purchase attitudes toward electronics (camera and TV), even in the presence of
multipp1e cues. (See Figure 3.) That is, Korean consumers had more positive attitudes
towarc purchasing electronic products manufactured in developed countries than those in
develo pring countries. Previous studies (Erickson et al., 1984; Johansson et al., 1985)
found 1o effect of COO on purchase attitudes, when multiple cues were provided. Such a
differesnt result could be due to different samples. That is, due to their limited experience
with > ther COMs, Korean consumers could be more sensitive to COM than American or
Japar ese consumers when they form attitudes about purchasing electronics, as in the
Studies s of Erickson et al. (1984) and Johansson et al. (1985). Unfortunately, no studies
€Xamm i ned the effect of COM on purchase attitudes of Korean consumers. However,
Ultac20 and Lee (1998) reported that Korean consumers consider COM to be more
iMpoxeant in evaluating product quality\than the .;\merican sample does. Thus, further
Sy s required to verify this finding. IV
T his study also found the “product effectf’ in the relationships among COM, brand
'\\%%6, yurchase attitudes, and intention to buy.\7 (See Figure 3.) That is, COM had no
ot on the purchase attitudes for sweaters, while it had a significant impact for cameras

& fF°

4 TVs, as previously mentioned. COM also had a greater influence on the brand

prestige of cameras and TVs than of sweaters. That is, the brand prestige evaluations of

came tas and TVs produced in developed countries were higher than those in developing
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countries, but there Was no difference between them in the case of sweaters. In addition,
for sweaters, the brand image had a significant positive effect on intention to buy, while
for cameras and TVs, it had no impact. Thus, brand image is more important for
SWeaters than for TVs and cameras in purchase attitude formation and purchase intention,
while COM exerts more influence on the purchase attitude formation for TVs and
Cameraas than for sweaters. Using meta-analysis of effect sizes, Liefeld (1993) reported
that the magnitude of COO effects is related to product type. That is, COO effects were
larger Kor technically complex and expensive products than for inexpensive products low
in teckanical complexity. Cameras and TVs are considered more technically complex and
expenssive than sweaters. Thus, the current study’s findings are consistent with those of
Liefel d (1993).
In sum, this study reveals the interesting fact that regarding electronics (TVs and
famex-as), Korean consumers are somewhat sensitive to COM for their performance
®valwu ations, image evaluations (brand and technical prestige), and affective evaluations
(Pwre hase attitudes). Brand image is more important than COM in most consumer
decision-making. In the case of fashion goods (sweaters), Korean consumers show less
sens\tivity to COM than with electronic product§.,‘;‘l'§1fand image{ exerts great influence on

{ ]
€ve3” decision-making process, and even on purchase intention. !
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CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the research study that was discussed
in detail in Chapters I through V. The objectives of the study, past literature, conceptual
model ,  research methods, and empirical results are summarized in the next section.
Managx e rial implications of our findings are addressed in the following section. It

conclua cdes with a discussion of the study’s limitations and directions for future research.

Summary of Research Objectives and Past Literature
Marketing researchers have identified studies of products’ country of origin
(CO) as “the most researched” domain of international buyer behavior (Tan & Farley
1987 Heslop, Papadopoulos, & Bourk 1998). In spite of its quantitative achievement,
exi Stimg COO research still has several unresolved issues. This paper focuses on three
Pro5 1 ems. First, COO research has been criticized as being atheoretical. This is partially
due to a lack of well-defined quality dimensions. A determination of quality dimensions
thak. Could be used across product classes is necessary in order to construct a theory, but
pr “Zous studies lacked a set of widely accepted general quality dimensions because these
\\Q}e pot well defined. Second, COO researchers have failed to provide a comprehensive
vie? of the effect of COO on consumer decision making. That is, most studies have
. tﬂ_.mined the effect of COO on product evaluations, which is the cognitive part of

cone sumer decision making. The effect of COO on affective or behavioral components

such as attitudes or behavioral intention is rarely studied. Third, country-of-origin

105



designations have proliferated due to firms’ expanded global sourcing. Research on the
hybrid product phenomenon, however, is lacking. The relative importance of brand
image and the various components of COO in consumers’ decision making is still in
question.

Finally, previous literature suggested that product familiarity is an important
influerace on the relationship between COO and product evaluation. The definitions of
product familiarity in these studies, however, are too vague to differentiate product
famili =axity from brand familiarity. Especially in the case of hybrid products, COM is not
the saaxme as country of brand (COB), where the company’s headquarters are located.
Thus, ‘brand familiarity does not necessarily mean familiarity with the country where the
prodwact is manufactured. Therefore, the concept of product familiarity should be
rede £ med and reexamined in the context of hybrid products.

The objectives of this study are to examine Korean consumers’ behavior regarding
) the quality dimensions of product evaluation; 2) the effects of country of manufacture

(Co INA1) and brand image on product evaluation, purchase attitudes, and purchase
intexation for hybrid products; and 3) the effects of brand and COM familiarity on the

‘e\&ﬁﬁnstﬁps among COM, brand image, and product evaluation of hybrid products.

S ummary of Conceptual Model
The current study identifies six quality dimensions including ease of use, design,
o (formance, serviceability, brand prestige, and technical prestige. These quality
di ‘nensions are dichotomized on the basis of their symbolic and functional aspects. The
functional aspects of quality are evaluated through search and experience mechanisms.

In tlme search mechanism, consumers assess quality dimensions that can be evaluated
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through information seeking and processing, without purchasing or using the item. The
quality dimensions assessed through this mechanism are design and ease of use. The
€Xxperience mechanism is a consumers’ quality evaluation process that is activated only
after purchase and use. Thus, consumers make inferences about this type of quality
based on intrinsic and extrinsic cues at the time they purchase a product. The quality
dimera sions evaluated through the experience mechanism are product performance and
service ability. Finally, the symbolic aspects of quality are evaluated through the image
mechaa nism, in which consumers attach images to the product. The quality dimensions
evaluzated through the image mechanism are brand prestige and technical prestige.

Based on the Theory of Reasoned Action (Fishbein & Ajzen 1975), a
comp>xehensive model is proposed to explain the relative importance of COM and brand
image on consumers’ purchasing behaviors for hybrid products. The cognitive
comp>onent in Fishbein & Ajzen’s model (1975) is dichotomized into two components

incll-lt:ling quality dimensions and overall quality. Regarding the search mechanism,

CONT s hypothesized to have no impact on the perception of the design dimension,

becawvase perceptions of the design or ease of use are formed at the point of purchase, and

Wil herefore, rely less on extrinsic cues. Brand image, however, is expected to have
$0”?<  influence on consumers’ quality perceptions because a company intensively
\&\&st its brand image through various marketing tools.

Since the evaluations of the experience dimensions (performance and

s&,‘,iceability) are formed after the product has been purchased and used, COM and brand

imazage are hypothesized to have an influence on the qualities of these dimensions. The
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Current Study further proposes that brand image has a stronger €ffect on the perception of
the €Xperience dimensions than does COM.

Regarding the evaluations of image dimension (brand prestige and technical
prestige), both COM and brand image are hypothesized to affect the qualities of these
dimensions, T he current study further proposes that the effect of brand image on the
brand-prestige dimension is greater than that of the effect of COM on brand prestige,
<while the effect ©f COM on the technical-prestige dimension is greater than that of the

effect of brand irm2ag¢.

The relationships between each quality dimension and overall quality are
p> roposed to be positive since consumers use mul tiple quality attributes that are integrated

into an overall quality perception. Previous studies found no effect of COM when other

intrinsic informationy was provided, while the effect of brand remained strong. Thus, in

thes provision of intrinsic cues, no effect of COM, but a significant effect of brand image
oy Gyerall q“a\'\ty are proposed.

The COM of hybrid products is hypothesized to have no impact on consumers’

itudes, while brand image is expected to have an influence on it since brand

pum— hase att

im ge is @ total perception of the brand that is obtained by processing information from
time. Regarding consumers’ intention to byy hybrid
— s sources over uy hybrid products, both
var 0
d brand image are hypothesized to have no impact.

co M*

The current study also proposes models of the differential effects of COM and
prand image on the quality perception of hybrid products using brand and COM
Farn imarities as moderating variables. Conventional product familiarity is specified as

«prand familiarity” and “COM familiarity.” Brand familiarity is defined as the

108







“Onsumer’s prior knowledge regarding the brand in a product €lass. On the osher hand,
Com familiarity is defined as the individual’s prior knowledg€ regarding products made
In a particular country.

Based on brand familiarity and COM familiarity, this study proposes four
segments of consumers: high brand familiarity/high COM familiarity, high brand
Samiliarity/low COM familiarity, 10W brand familiarity/high COM familiarity, low brand
familiarity/low COM familiarity. The differential effects of brand image and COM on

quality perceptior2 are proposed for each of the four segments. The logic is that the more
a consumer know's about the country’s product, the more likely he/she will be to use the
CO0O cue to evaluate the product. Likewise, it is expected that the more a consumer

\xnows about the brand, the more likely he/she Will be to use the brand name to evaluate
the product.

Summary of Research Methods
There Were two phases to the study: the qualitative phase and the quantitative

In the qualitative phase, focus group interviews were conducted with Korean

Phese.

s dents in the U.S. and others in Korea to explore the conceptual meaning and cultural
of the target concepts, salient product features, brand names, and COMs

comitext ’ ’

smation gathered from the qualitative phase was incorporated into the development

1InE =

of

the quantitative survey instrument. The resulting quantitative study was cross-
ecfional' The design used a self-report survey instrument to collect consumer behavior
dat= from native Koreans.

Based upon the outcome of the focus group interviews, the following target

products and corresponding brand names were selected: Canon cameras, LG TVs, and
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Polo Sweaters. Once developed in English, the instrument WaS translated jp, Korean by
KOreans not affiliated with the project using a double-blind translation procedure to
achieve copstruct equivalence. All of the measures used in the study were previously
established and seven-point I_ikert-type scales were used.

Korean consumers living in Seoul, Korea and several satellite cities constituted

the sample in the study. To assure the inclusion of a broad spectrum of geographic and
socioeconomic ZTOUPS; potential survey areas were thoroughly reviewed and selected.
Seven research assistants were selected from a major Korean university to collect data.
The assistants collected data over a five-week period during June and July 1997, prior to
t he economic crisis. Of the 550 questionnaires that were distributed, 456 were returned,
yielding an 82 percent response rate.
For each product, COM was coded as a dummy variable to differentiate the
desyeloping and developed countries. For each quality dimension, the belief (B)) that the
2rget pde“C‘ WA\ have a specific attribute (/) was employed as an indicator of the five
Tty Jimensions (design, performance, serviceability, brand prestige, and technical
urther, the overall quality perception is calculated based on the mean of the

Pre=gtige)- F

fomx—mula indicated in a Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) study. The proposed structural

. s were tested using EQS 5.1 (Bentler, 1993).
rel =to?

Summary of Empirical Results

A confirmatory factor analysis was performed for the constructs with multiple
iradi cators for each product. Results showed a good fit of the model to the data for each

producf and achievements of convergent validity and discriminant validity. Since the

quality evaluation mechanisms cannot be included as second-order factors, the structural
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e .
TIOrs were correlated in SEM programs, That is, for TVs and cameras, Structural errors
of Perfonnance and serv. iceablhty, and brand prestige and technical prestige were

correlated, and for sweaters, those of brand prestige and technical prestige were

correlated.

The results of each hypothesis test are summarized in Table 13 based on the
results of t-tests and chi-square difference tests. Some hypotheses of the current study
jnclude a comparison of the relationship between COM and brand image. Thus, chi-
square difference tests were performed by imposing four equality constraints for TVs,

cameras and sweaters. For all three products, releasing most equality constraints

i mproved the model fit significantly, which indicates that the effects of COM and brand

image are different in each proposed relationship, except in one case. For cameras, both

COM and prand image had no influence on serviceability.
The prorosed model has an acceptable fit to the data for all three products. For

ttNe search dimension (design), no effect of COM, but a positive effect of brand image

Wes e fo und for sweaters, as expected. For the experience dimensions (performance and

se ‘ce abimy), COM had a significant effect on the performance dimension for cameras

am < VS but not for sweaters. It had no effect on Serviceability for either cameras or
< prand image had a stronger effect on these dimensions than did COM, except in

case of cameras where no effects of COM and brand image on serviceability were

e

Regarding the image dimensions (brand prestige and technical prestige), COM

anc prand image had significant effects on these dimensions as expected, except in the

case ofthe effect of COM on brand prestige for sweaters.

111






Tabje 13, Results of Hy potheses Tests

Hypotheses

Standardized Results of
Coefficients Hypothesis Tests"

Hla: No effect of COM on design S: -.133 Supported |
HI1b: Posjtive effect of Bl o design S: .308** Supported |
H2a: Negative effect of COPM on performance C: -213** Supported
';‘: -.(l)gg"‘ NSugported 4
Do ot Supporte
H2b: Posigve effect of Bl on performance C: .328%* Supported
i | e
.. upport
H2c: Stronger eifect of Bl on performance than | C: Ax’=64.47** Supported
COM T:Ax?=23.18** Supported
S: Ayx%= 3.67° Supported
Fi3a. Negative effect of COM on serviceability g -(())gg II:IIot gupporteg
_ - c . ot dupporte
E13b: Positive effect of Bl on serviceability ?: 062 Not Supported
_ 1 .296%* Supported
Fi3c: Stonger effect of BI on serviceability than ? AY=129 | Not SupPOr(tied
' ! Ax"=4.42* Supporte
Fida: Negative effect of COM omn brand prestige c-; -234%% Supported
g- '-(;51’3* Sugported ]
] D Not Supporte
H a5 Positive effect of Bl on brand prestige C: .364*%* Supported
g 2328:: Supporteg
_ : Supporte
H=g—Suonger Stfect of Bl on brand prestige than | C: Ay?=10.23** Supported
< TCOM T:Ay’<14.76** | Supported
S: Ax°=12.46* Supported
i f COM on technical prestige | C: -.483** S d
—Jegative effect o : upporte
H==a:N g.' 2;’?: X gupponed
- - — upported
o positive effect of BI on technical prestige C: .130*= Supported
H= v gl %:g:: gupported
i i ‘- upported
4 Stronger effect of COM on technical prestige | C: Ax?=12.63** Supported
S ?  thanBI T: Ay?=20.29** Supported
S: Ay?=55.95** Supported

bsigm'ﬁcant atp=.055; *p<.05 **p<.0l
Bl = Arand Image
coO p Afac ummy
>=Malaysia for TVs; 1=U.S,, 2=Mexico for sweaters)
= Camera; T=TV; S = Sweater
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Table 13. Cont'd

Hypo
p theses Standardw
: Positive effect of design on overall quality (S:“"?S'B';': Hypothesis Tests
Positive effect of performance — | Supported |
on overall | C: .320** S
quality T 5og%s upported
S: 478** o_pported
H6c: Positye cffect of serviceability on overall | C: 323°° guppoll:tteg |
quality T: 209%+ uPPOne
H6d: Positive effect of brand prestige on overall | C: .285*F Supported
Quality T: .226** Supported
S: .210*= Supported
H6e: Positive cifect of technical prestige on | C: .278%* Supported
overall quality T: 131+ Supported
S: 229%x Supported
Ji7a: No effect of COM on overall quality C— 005 Supported
T: .050 Supported
S: : 062 Supported
[17b: Positive effect of BI on overall quality C‘- : 059 Supported
T: : Not Supported
S: '817:;/ Not Supported
Hga: Positive Effect of overall quality on purchase C .316** Not Supported
attitudes T Lews Supported
S 2 71%s Supported
H g o efiect of COM on purchase attitudes C-184%+ Supported
: T: -.2 b Not Supported
S-' -.O 47 Not Supported
H& < Posiive effect of BI on purchase attitudes C: 183+ g“PPOﬂeg
. T: 316%+* upporte
S: .25;-. Supported
HS = Positive effect of purchase attitudes on [ C: .611+% Supported
=B intention to buy T: 686** Supported
S: .709%** g“PPOrted
7o effect of COM on intention to buy C - upported
o & T oo Supported
S: -0 Supported
T intenti Lo O13 Supported
—No effect of BI on intention to buy C. .049
T: .006 SUpported
e Supported
S: 173%=
- Not Supported

Tw o-tail tests for Hla, H7a, H8b, H9b, and H9c and one-tail tests for the rest hypotheses

- < 05; **p<.01

Bl = Prand Image
= Country-of-Manufacture (Dummy Variable coded as 1=Japan, 2=China for cameras; 1=Korea,

coMt .
—Malaysia for TVs; 1=U.S., 2=Mexico for sweaters)

2
C = Cymera; T=TV; S = Sweater

113



No effect of COM on overall quality was found for 2l three prodycss Brand
image also had no effect on overall quality. For the purchase éttitudes, COM was
Proposed to have no effect, but only the sweater supported this hypothesis. A significant
effect of COM o©n purchase attitudes was found for cameras and TVs. On the other hand,

brand image had a significant effect on purchase attitudes for all three products.
No effect of COM on intention to buy was found for the three products, as
expected. Regarding cameras and TVs, no effect of brand image on intention to buy was
found, but for sweaters, a positive effect of brand image on intention to buy was found.
The current study failed to test the models of the differential effects of COM and
torand image on quality perceptions of hybrid products using brand and COM familiarities
moderating variables. Because the brands employed in this study were well-known to

as

Korean cONSUMETS, e were unable to identify a group of low brand familiarity.

Managerial Implications
The findings of the current study provide strategic implications for multinational
ele= ctronics and apparel companies that are targeting Korean consumers. International

M =g rketing managers in these companies should first acknowledge that establishing a

{r— «ong and favorable brand image is important in Korean consumers’ product evaluations
Str—ao
cermS of performance, brand prestige, technical prestige, and purchase attitude

n
atiorr. The findings of this study, however, indicate that moving production facilities
{0{;{\ b ] ..
to Jeveloping countries can damage prestigious brand and technical images and that this
maxy negatively affect Korean consumers’ attitudes toward purchasing the product.: Thus,
/
ele=ctronics marketing managers who decide to manufacture their products in developing

coLLXtries should emphasize the excellence of product performance in their
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advertisements. Prestigious brand and technical images =Hhould be highlighted to
Compensate for the negative images associated with certain COMs. '/I
International apparel managers, on the other hand, should écknowledgc that the
establishment of a strong axxd favorable brand image is critical in Korean consumers’
decision-makjng processes, While the effect of COM is limited. This study found that
brand image strongly influences consumers’ product evaluations of design, performance,
brand and technical prestige, purchase attitudes, and behavioral intention. On the other
hand, these consumers did not consider the COM of the hybrid sweaters when they

evaluated design, performance, and brand prestige of the products. Accordingly,

country-sourcing considerations become less significant for apparel with strong and

Favorable brands.

Limitations and Recommendations
Managenial implications of the present study, however, should be considered in

Vgt of reseaxch \imitations. This study employed only three products from two product

Caa g egories: electronics and apparel goods. Although they were selected because they
Wes=re pi-national and well known 10 the subject population, future research should
exc ine the generalizability of the current findings to other products with different
acteristiCS- _Especially, this study revealed that the relative importance of COM and

d
‘or/

sensit

image is different based on the product categories. Korean consumers are less
ive to COM and more to brand image in their purchase decisions for apparel
pro ducts than for electronics. Electronics are considered to be more technically complex
andd expensive products than apparels. Thus, the moderating effects of price and level of

recamology on the consumers’ views of COM versus brand should be examined.
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This study employed the mean of product beliefs and  €valuation composites for
the constryct of overall quality, as proposed by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), and used
Product beliefs for the constructs of quality dimensions. Accordingly, the relationships
between quality dimensions &and overall quality could be too strong to detect the influence
of COM and brand image oxl consumer evaluations of overall quality, although indirect
effects of COM and brand image Oon overall quality were significant. Therefore, future
study should include a measure of overall quality to verify the findings of the current
study.

The current study also proposed brand and COM familiarities as moderating
\ariables to explain the differential effect of €OM and brand image on the quality
perceptions of hybrid products. However, since the brands employed in this study were
well known to Korean consumers, we failed to test the model because we were unable to
iQentify 2 oW brand familiarity group. Therefore, further study should examine the

0 derating effects of brand and COM familiarities among different products.
o
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APPENDIX I

QUESTIONNAIRE
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Greetings!

c7(;be Life Science Institution at Sung Ky orsiy S 2 research institution
th oniributing to community development thlrm Kwan Umvefh £ consumer problems. At
IS time, this institution is conducting ough the researc

o .

an
. Korean and Americ
consummers’ purchasing behaviox's- 2 compagrative study of

Because this survey is bei du

- e y is being coTduCted ano . ib
}’Cﬂlur individual responses will e conf demi’z’.rnous\y and will be analyzed bY
an

4 epnons,
_ ~We just want to know your perc
the.re are no right or wroXg answers. Y csur responses will be used only
raclemic purpose. This survey Will take about 15 minutes to complete.

- . . Because
Jcipation gvl this study is- volufltary, you can =stop answering the questio“s a
fye" want. Your cooperation With this survey & = greatly appreciated.

1991,6.

Life Science Institution at g
Sung Kyun Kwan Univers; Nichigan “tate Universj
Professor Sun Jin Hwang

B yofessor By sapp P I;y
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- A'K
i

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

dicate your voluniary

This : . ou irz
agree?,:,emo””a”e- will take approximately 15 minutes 10 complef'e- nﬁ ire.  You may discontinue
7 lo participate by compleling and requrning this questio”

puy two different products 1) a
(eatures aond prices for each of
view by checking the number

pzflic'ljoafion ar any time
ase picture :
camera and 2 Yourself in the followj : ould ke 3.
these Products) ;'TV set. You visit different Stores ':g coman e “?“us e
: Please answer enrpt difTerent stor ‘het:;ompare tbeb‘::' :cscribcs our
ponse that

(1-7).

Section I. In this section we are asking how tures when you
m < the following featu
buy a product, regardless of the specific bl‘nnd.uch 90 you like or how good/Psd *

4. When purchasing any camera, 12OV gooq ,

bad is it that the camera has <3ch or .
following features: e Nedeher quie B
Extremery, Quite  Stighty  Bad mor Stightly Good
Bad Bad Bad Good Good Good
> ithas automatic focus 1 2 3 4 5 6 !
. 7
> itukes a sharp (clear) picture 1 2 3 4 5 6
- . 7
> 1tiseasy to load 1 2 3 4 5 6
1
> ithasaprestigious brand name 1 2 3 5 6
2 4 1
> its price is expensive 1 2 3 5 e 1
4
> ithasawamanty ] 2 3 5 © 1
- 4 6
% there are easily accessible authorized service | 2 3
centers 4 3
> its product quality is good 1 2 3 5 6 !
4
> it is Manufactured in an advancedhi-tech |1 2 3 §
country 4 E !
2. When purchasing any TV, bow good or bad
is it that the TV has each of the following Extre
features: B Y Quite  Slighgy Neither
Bad B Y Bad nor é"em/, Oui
] ) . ood te
> ithas a high-clear picture ! 2 3 ¢ o Good c‘z”"ﬂy
4 5
> there is a hi-fi stereo sound system 1 2 3 6 7
4
> it has remote control ! 2 3 d 6
4 7
> it has a prestigious brand name 1 2 3 ‘ d 6 >
> its price is expensive 1 2 5 4 d 6
7
7 it hasa wamanty ! 2 3 4 > 6
7
S 6
7
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# there are easi| 7
y 6
centers accessible authorized service | 2 3 4 5
# its product Quality js pooqg 5 6 7
! 2 3 4
> it is manufacy, 6 7
country red in an advanced/hi-tech | 2 3 4 5

3. ; - :
How important s it ¢hae You do what the f°"°Wing 1d do With respect to buying a
People think you shot

camera?

Extremely Quite Neither Somewhat Quite Extremely
Unimportant Unimp.,nzm .,s:,'?,::"" . \‘r"':‘:‘:z‘r;:::‘;' Smportant  Important Important
O rtan
= Friends 1 2 6 7
3 a S
= Family/relatives 1 2 3 A 5 6 7
> Neighbors 1 2 3 4 s 6 U
> Salesperson 1 2 3 . ; 6 7
Howv important is it that you do “Vhat the foll ect 0 buyine ®
¢ followin i . :th resP
TV & > «ople think you gygy14 do With *
L. gv.\u\““:‘
Extremely Quite Som ewh :\" ther oine “n\!“\'“
Unimportant e as MPortant Somewhs! \mv°"““
meorunt - Uniaws portant lnimportan:r |:::run' 1
7 Friends 1 2 3 4 6
5 1
+ Family/relatives 1 2 3 4 6
5
> Neighbors 1 2 3 4 b 1
5
> Salesperson I 2 3 4 6 7
5
5. Hows familiar are you with: f'"r"m"y Quite Somevhat N.;‘hu
nfamiliar Lnfamil.‘.r Unfamiliar ":_ ¥ jliar nor FS_ome“b" o
ng iliar amiy; vite
> Canon brand products 1 2 3 “amilia far Famif, £""'a.,
<q 5 Famiy, ¥
'
> Canon brand cameras 1 2 3 6 7
<
b
> LG (Gold Star) brand products 1 2 3 4 6 ;
J
7> LG (Gold Star) brand TV sets 1 2 3 6
4 5 7
6
7
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w o e

6. i‘n\:::at is your general J—— Q:il: ::;::mdy
ression of the followi Neither B34 ¢
owing Evtremely Quite Somcwhat ! Good
r .
p OduC‘s, Bad Bad Bad nor Guod
. c 5 6 7
# Canon brand cameras 1 2 3 4
R 5 6 7
> LG (Gold Star) brand TV sets 1 2 3 4
< rentified in sections T-ITT
Supposc that during y -isi hec stores, v ucts iden ified in se¢
PP g your visits to ¢ S» YOU come across the tWO prod - ith the
. . ibes it
Section IL In a department storc ¥ O find a camery, Next to the camerd iS a sign that descn_‘:‘ questions 7
features listed below. Please read th€ C€Scription ;.0 e;: because We are going to ask you !
11 to cvaluate the camera described in the box below. g
«€anon One-touch Perso o= al Compact Camera '
_One-year waran £ _Manufactured in China
_Automatic focuS _Zoomlens - s
_Easyto load _Easily accessible authorized servic® cente
. _Dateon pictw® _Takes sharp (clear) pictures
How likely is it that the Canon bLrand ”‘“:‘“
7. camera described  above would have Nes Lo W
the following cha racteristics: Extremely Quite Somewhy L‘:‘her ,,.cv“" use 1
Unlikely Unlikely Unlik xely nor Lty
ilkely nlikely L_'llikcl)' Like! 6
% ittakesd sharp (clear) picture 1 2 3 4 5 ]
6
- it is easy 10 use and operate l 2 3 q 5
> ithas3 prestigious/famous brand 1 2 3 a 5 6 7
name
S jts priceis expensive 1 2 3 5
. <+ 6 7
» thereare easily accessible authorized 1 3 5
service centers < 6 7
S it is manufactured in an advanced/ hi- 1 2 3 .
< 3
6

tech country
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Quite Extremely

Ncither papy’
. . pdnar  0u Good  Good
Extremely  Quite Somewhat " Good
pad Bad Bad Goo
8 H 5 6 7
. How good do you think :
the qualityof 1 4
the Canon brand camera R4 2 3
manufactured in China would be?
u peed 2
i aon camera when yo
9. How likely is it that the following peoble wo buy = Ca
uld thj ould
camera: think that you sb )
Neithe® site Extreme!
. Somewhat Q .
Chiremely  Quite somewbat U o wey U e
Ll\lll(cly Unlicety Catikely UolikelY ;
6
> yourfriends I 2 3 4 >
7
6
> yourfamily/relatives ! b4 3 4 5 1
6
> yourneighbors ! 2 3 Py 5 ]
6
3 thesalesperson 1 2 3 4 5
A3 0
’ a 9" ewo?
A0¢
O \\ hen you need @A new camcerds A O you think that buy & mg the Canon brang camerd descﬂ “«:?
3 Qe goW
Extremely Quite Somewhat Neit whot “*“\\i'- .
. . . ] me
Negative Negative Negative B S:os'\(v" 6 !
> beneﬁc'\a\ 1 2 3 4 5 . 1
> worthwhile ! 2 3 4 5
b 1
: 1 2 s 3
% wise k] q4 5
I -
> good 2 3 4 5 6 7
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v

> My decision to buy the Canon

The following
agreement wig
11.

questiOns a

h the following statements:

Disagree
Extr emcly

> My decision
. to b
described aboye WO““-;'d !llz,ee Canon camera |

ANk influenced b
whether owning it would hurt my reputationy.

camery
described above would be influenced p
swhether I feel ashamed when PE€OPle whg
are important to me see me using tHIS Producy,

My decision to buy the Canon brard camery |
would be affected by whether | thirnk= the brang
and the price would improve my repua€aation,

I wvould consider buying the Can©n camery |
described above.,

Most people who are important t©  Mme would |
think [ should buy the Canon brand camers
described above. .

My decision 10 buy the Canon camera described |
above would be influenced by knowing how
many of the People who are close to me would
also buy this brand.

>  Most people Who are important 10 me would 1

think that it is good for me to buy the Canon
brand camera described above.

My decision to buy the Canon camera described 1
above would be influenced by whether owning it
would make me fit in with people who are close
to me.

\Y

I would recommend the Canon brand camerna
described above to people who are close to me.

v

> Next time lintend to buy the Canon camera 1
described above.

r ,
¢ related to the next time you would purchase 3 camera-

Ple:

Neither
Agree

Agree

Agree )
Quite

Some
nof t
Dissg” ce wha

Disagree
Some-
what

Disagree
Quite

6
a S
2 3

N

w
F>

w

(X]
W
w

[N}
0

[7)

N
w
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Agree
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Section III. Sy
below. Please read
described in the poy below.

b the features listed

sign

tions

. ) wit
Pposc that in a department store you find a TV set. Next to the TV set 15 ﬂnfl & to evaluate the TV set

the description carefully because we are going to ask you in ques

P
LG (Golg Star) 20" Color TV Set
Multi-function remote contro) o Kored
“Hi in o
_High-clear picture . _Manufacturtd ) . o
_Split-screen viewing option _One‘-‘ye‘-\r e 8 (ho ized service cen
On-screen display option _Easily acces! sem
- P o : Hi-fi stereo sound sy
- IR
12 _  How likely is it that the LG (G o::
Star) TV set described above wO % either . Estremely
have the fO"OWing chnracteristics - Extremely Quite Somewhat Likely nor Somewhat Q‘:gl' Likely
Unlikely Unlikel »- Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likel?
1
> it hasa high-clear picture 1 2 3 . . 6
1
> it hasaquality hi-fistereo sound ] 2 5 . 5 o
system 1
4 6
S it hasaprestigious/famous brand 1 5 5 .
name S .
i 6
5 its prict Is eXpensive 1 ) , ) , 1
6
> there ar¢ e:;s\\y a_ccessnble I 5 , . 5
authorized service centers
% it is manufactured inan 1 5 ; 6 7
A ., s
advanced/hi-tech country
Extremely Quite Somewhat Ne seher
Bad Bag Bad o nor Somevy by
a T oo Gond Quite Etren
13. How good do you think the quality 1 2 s Coog ely
of the LG (Gold Star) TV set - P
6

manufactured in Korea would be?
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o Jikely is it that the following people woula think that you should b a LG (Gold Star) TV set when you

necd a TV:
Exremely  Quite Somewhat ;::::.; v Somentat 3:‘::' E;::;‘ N
Unlikely Unlikely  Unlikely ~ Unlikely ~ Likely
> your friends 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
> your family/relatives 1 P 3 4 5 6 7
> your neighbors ! 2 3 a 5 6 7
! 2 3 4 5 6 7

> the salesperson

15 VWhenyou need a new TV, how d©O You think that buying 2 LG(Gold Star) brand TV described above would be:

i i Neither
o w e ae e
what Disagree what
> it is beneficial 1 2 3 4 ) ] ;
5 itis Worthwhile 1 2 3 4 s 6 1
S WwisWise 1 2 3 4 5 6 )
1 2 3 4 1
s 6

% is good

1
wing questions are rclated to the next time you would purch o .
T::e::l‘\:’mw%t\\ the following statements: Ase a TV. Please mdlcatg your leve] of
a

16. Disagree Disagree  Disagree :'em..,
Extremely Quite Some- ,.::" Agree Agree A
Some- gree
what Disagree whae Quite E‘""’"dy

> My decision to buy the LG(Gold San) TV 1 2 3 4 5

set described above would be influenced : s

by whether owning it would hurt my y

reputation.
> DM Iy decision to buy the LG(Gold Star) TV | 2 3 p S

6

Set described above would be influenced

by, whether | feel ashamed when people 7
W ho are important to me see me using this

Product.
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> My decision to buy the LG (Gold Star)
brand TV described above would pe
affected by whether [ think the brand and
the price would improve my reputation.

> 1 would consider buying the LG (Gold
Star) brand TV described above.

> Most people who are important to me
would think 1 should buy the LG (Gold
Star) brand TV described above.

> My decision to buy the LG(Gold Star) TV
set described above would be influenced
by knowing how many of the people who
are close to me would also buy this brand.

> Most peoplé who are important to me
would think that it is good for me to buy
the LG (Gold Star) TV described above.

> My decision to buy the LG(Gold Star) TV |
set described above would be influenced
by whether owning it would make me fitin
with people who are close to me.

I would recommend the LG (Gold Star) 1
TV described above to people who are
close to me.

Y/

Next time I intend to buy the LG (Gold l
Star) TV described above

1

2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
2
3 4 5 6 7
2 3
4 s 6 7
2 3
4 s 6 7
2
3
4 7
s 6
2 3 .
s 6 7
2 3 a
)
s

CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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Section IV, In Sections IV & v, yvee
responsc that best describes Yo u r view
17. Ingeneral, how muchdo you wan

are intercsu.d

i
by checking (1 g)
tto do why t: *

Never
Waae

> your friends think that you should do
> your relatives think that you should do
> your neighbors think that you shou Id do

> the salesperson thinks that you sho uld do

Section V.,

appropriate number.
Disagree
Eurcmrly

> Korean people should always buy
domestic products instead of imported |
products.

)

% Only those products that are 1
unavailable in Korea should be
imported.

N

N

» Buy domestic products. Keep Korea l
working,.

7 Domestic products are the best. 1 2

9

> Purchasing imported products is un- 1
Korean.

# Itis not right to purchase imported 1 2
products because it puts Koreans out of
jobs.

> A real Korean should always buy
domestic products. =

~

> _We should purchase domestic products |
Instead of letting other countries get
rich off of us.

(8]

# To purchase domestic products is 1
always the best.
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Don't
Want

Dis;. gree
Quiee

L]

%)

Disagree
Somewn hat

Sometimes
Doun't
Want

Neither

Somsetimes

Want nor Wang

Don't

Neither
Agree nor

Disagree

q

Agree
Somcwhat

Want

Agree

Quite

your general belicfs. Please answer each question with the

Always
\Vant

Agree
Extremely




% There should be very little trading

or purchasing of imported products
unless out of necessity. ;

> Koreans should not buy imported
products because this hurts Korean
business and causes unemployment.

> Curbs should be put on all im ported
products.

» It may cost me in the long-run, but I
prefer to support domestic products.

# Foreigners should not be allowed to
put their products on our markets.

> Imported products should be taxed
heavily to. reduce their entry into
Korea.

> We should buy from foreign countries

only those products that we cannot

' obtain within our own country.

» Korean consumers who purchase

19.

imported products are responsible for

| 2
1 2
I 2
! 2
! 2
! 2
| 2
1 2

putting their fellow Koreans out of

work.

> How familiar are you with
products made in China?

7 How familiar are you with
products made in Korea?

Extremely Quite
Unfamiliar Unfamiliar

"~

(%]
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Somewhat
Unfamiliar

The following questions are related to your familiarity with a country,

5
5
5
5
S
5
b
Neither
Familiar ne
Unfamilia, "
4
4

Some what

Famiiay

Qlu'(e
Fap. .
iliq,.




Section VI. Demographic questions. Please fill in the blank or check the a 7
. PPTop» xiy, res, 7
sponse for each ques tion.

20. Age: _ years

21. Gender of person who is completing the questionnaire: ___ Male ___ Female
22. Your present marital status: Single ___ Married
23. Where do you live? gu dong

- Please check the following category that most accurately identifies your total monthly family income.
(1)___ less than 1,000,000_ (5)____4,000,00 but less than 5,000,000_
(2)_____ 1,000,000 but less than 2,000,000_ (6)_5,000‘000 but less than 6,000,000_
3) 2,000,000 but less than 3,000,000_ (7)__6,000,000_ or more
) 3,000,000 but less than 4,000,000_ —

25. Education (level of degree)

M some high school (6) university student
@ high school degree (7)__ university degree
3) some junior college/no degree  (8)____ graduate student
) junior college degree (2 year)  (9)_ master’s degree or higher
(%) some university/no degree

26. Occupation:.

Q) personal business/business owner, <9 employees
Q) personal business/business owner, >9 employees
3) sales and service, salesperson
4 skilled worker/tradesperson, manual worker
(5) businessperson, technical worker
(6) marketing and management (executive level)
(N______specialist or freelancer (ex: professor, medical doctor, lawyer, artist)
(3) student
9) unemployed or others

Thank you for taking the time to help us with our survey.
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COVARIANCE MIATRICES FOR CONFIRMAT ORY ANALYSIS
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Covariance Matrices for Confirmatory Analysis

‘Camera (n=456) —~——
VI V2 V3 V4 V5 vs V7

V1 1460

V2  1.140 1.462

V3 1112 1152 1.556

V4  1.130 1.177 1.128 1.594

V5 0571 0529 0.602 0.716 1.676

V6 0601 0629 0.769 0.779 0.830 1.711

V7 0701 0.739 0.752 0.786 0.921 1.158 2.039

TV (n=229)

Vi V2 V3 v4 V5 V6 V7 \VZ] V9

Vi 1.248

V2  0.855 1.132

V3 0.706 0.607 1.397

V4 0669 0.639 1207 1.447

V5 0762 0.658 1.297 1.291 1.709

V6 0.760 0.682 1.241 1317 1438 1.731

V7  0.184 0.292 0.509 0.493 0.577 0.621 1917

V8 0461 0.395 0.796 0.856 0.899 1.005 0.905 1.735

V9 0603 0.563 1.040 1.073 1.139 1233 0973 1.527 2.117 /
Sweaters (n=227) it

VI V2 v3 v4 V5 V6 V7 V8 V9 V10

VI 1295
V2 0600 1270
V3 0444 0478 1.357

V4 0321 0486 0.642 1.175

VS 0400 0364 0255 0.339 1.403

V6 0331 0381 0228 0363 1.186 1.481

V7 0345 0268 0.154 0280 1.163 1.135 1.389

V8 0273 0294 0236 0385 1092 1.198 1.173 1.503

V9 0245 0287 0.166 0323 0.766 0.862 0.802 0.828 1.554

V10 0336 0272 0.128 0413 0979 1.062 1.061 1125 1.177 1.923
V1l 0362 0364 0255 0475 1.067 1.127 1.088 1.123 1304 1707 2,

2S4

Camera: V1-V4=purchase attitudes 1 to 4; V5—V7=intention to buy 1 to 3
TV: Vli=picture; V2=sound; V3-V6=purchase attitudes 1 to 4, V7-V9=intention tob\—\

Sweater:V1=color; V2=design; V3=care; V4=comfort; V5-V8=purchase

intention to buy 1 to 3

T'to 4; v
s -V 1
=
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APPENDIX III
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Covariance Matrices Forx Structural Equation Model

Product: Camera (n=456)

VI V2 V3 V4 V5 V6 VI V8 VO VIO VII Vi vis via
V1 025
V2 001 085
V3 -0.11 031 1.05
V4 -002 0.09 0.74 2.49
V5 -0.13 038 038 026 1.28
V6 -0.39 0.19 0.65 049 0.91 2.64
V7 -0.90 199 473 6.01 4.50 6.67 50.49
V8 -0.13 024 039 043 046 0.67 325 146
V9 -0.14 027 0.44 044 054 0.74 338 1.14 146 J
V10-0.13 032 0.49 0.41 049 0.68 3.16 111 1.15 1.56
V11-0.17 029 0.41 0.40 0.43 0.74 321 1.13 1.18 1.I13 1.59
VI2-0.08 021 024 032 031 030 273 057 0.53 060 0.72 1.68
V13-0.08 0.19 024 0.48 032 0.58 271 060 0.63 077 078 0.83 1.71

VI4-0.13 022 040 039 037 0.59 2.51 070 0.74 075 079 092 116 200 ——mmey

~ (4
Camera: vI=COM, v2=brand image; v3=picture; v4—=serviceability, v5-brand preszs 1-3;

prestige; v7=overall quality; v8-v11=purchase attitudes 1-4; v12-vl 4='mw/

Product: TV (n=229)

G\ V1S
VI V2 V3 V4 V5 V6 V7 V8 VO VIO vi] yi2 V3

V1 025

V2 001 1.10

V3 -009 0.56 125

V4 005 046 086 1.13

VS -000 045 0.64 067 2.06

V6 -0.07 056 069 0.62 064 132

V7 -027 037 067 059 0.60 1.02 2.20

V8 -007 0.54 093 092 111 092 098 141

VO 011 0.59 0.71 0.61 0.63 072 0.80 0.80 1.40

V10-0.15 056 067 064 0.63 072 088 082 121 145

V11-0.17 0.63 0.76 0.66 0.66 0.78 0.95 0.87 130 129 1.71

V12 -0.19 0.62 0.76 0.68 0.60 0.80 095 0.84 124 132 144 173

VI3 -0.08 029 031 029 038 038 044 031 051 049 0.8
V14 -0.15 0.44 046 040 040 053 0.60 048 0.80 0.86 090 |
VIS 0.15 0.49 0.60 0.56 0.64 072 065 053 104 107 114 123 g 1.7

TV: vi=COM; v2=brand image; v3=picture; vd=sound; vS=serviceability; V6=brang 153 212
prestige; v8=overall quality; v9-v12=purchase attitudes 1-4; v13-v15=intention to bu)? rles;ige; Vs -
- —teg) N
lca 1

\
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Covariance Matrices for Structyra] Equation Model Cora £'d

— -

Product: Sweater (n=227)
Vi V2 V3 V4 V5 ve s V16
V1l 025 V7 v
V2 -0.01 1.13
V3  -0.05 021 1.30
V4 -0.01 0.30 0.60 1.27
V5  -0.01 0.08 044 048 1.36
V6 -0.03 030 032 049 064 1-18
V7 -003 049 035 042 0.18 O-41 5,
V8 -037 0.41 035 034 004 O-13
V9  -0.48 2.79 409 421 348 3-08
VIO -0.04 0.49 040 036 026 034 (4
. . . 5
‘)’11 -0.07 0.40 0.33 038 023 0.36 059 350 2.77 1.40 L a8
12 -0.05 0.39 0.35 0.27 0.15 0.28 042 . : :
: : : .4 A 139
VI3 2004 045 027 029 024 039 051 a9 2oz Ve V5o 117 10
Vi4 -0.05 045 025 029 0.17 032 045 050 549 077 ©O.86 080 083 “ 18 192 25
V15 -0.05 055 034 027 0.21 041 055 073 284 098 1.06 106 113 "2g 1. .
V6 -0.05 066 036 0.36 0.26 048 059 0.85 3.53 1.07 1.13 109 1.12 L5
Sweater: vI=COM: v2—=prand image; v3=color;, vd=fashion; VvV =care; yg=comforts tﬂgeﬂ"‘o“w
v8=technical prestige; v9=overall quality; v10-vl3=pwurchase attitude g | 4. y14-v1 =10

ve  vio vi1 viz Vi3 V4 vl
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/TITLE
Camera:SEM: Raw quality dimemnsiop
/SPECIFICATIONS
VARIABLES=14; CASES=456;
METHODS=ML;
MATRIX=CORRELATION; AINN=COv;
/Equations
vl = fl +el;
v2= f2+ e2;
v3i= f3+e3;
v4 = f4 + ed;
vs = f5 + e5;
v6 = f6 + €6;
vl = f1+ €7,
v8 = f8 + e8§;
vo = *f8 +¢9;
v10 = *f8 + el 0;
vll =*f8 +ell;
vi2= 9 +el2;
v13=*9 +el3;
v14=*f9 +el4;
3 = *fl + *f2 +dl;
4 = *f1 + *f2 +d2;
£5 = *f1 + *f2 +d3;
f6 = *f1 + *f2 +d4;
f7=*fl+*RN+*D +*f4+*fS + *£6 +ds;
£8 = *f1 + *f2 + *{7 + d6;
fO=*f1+*2+*R+d7,
/V ARIANCES
fltof2=0.1%
el toe7=0.0;
e8toeld =0.1%;
d1 to d7 = 6%;
/covariances
d1,d2=3*;
d3,d4=3*;
/labels
v1=country; v2=brimage; v3=pict; v4=serv; V5=pres; v6=tech; v7=q,
v9=att2; a'ity’- v8—
v10=att3; vl 1=att4; v12=int]; v13=int2; v14=int3; Tany,
fl=com; f2=brand; f3=workman; f4=service; f5=prestige; f6=technjc
f8=attitude; f9=intent;
/constraints
I(f3,f1)=(f3,2);
!(fa,f1)=(f4,f2);
1(£5,f1)=(f5,12);

a; 7=
f7 OQUalitJ,.
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1(f6,£1)=(f6,£2);
/Matrix

1.000

.023 1.000

-.206 .324 1.000

-.027 .061 1459 1.000

-.226 359 325 .145 1.000

-.481 .128 389 .191 .496 1.000

-252 303 .649 .536 .561.577 1.000

-216 218 318 223 337.339 379 |

-227 237 356 231 393 .377 393 00

-211 274 381 .207 346 .335 .356 -780 1.000

-261 247 317 200 .303 .360 .358 -'7738 764 1,000

-128 .171 .180 .156 215 .142 207 1121771 7161000 0000

-119 .159 177 231 217 .274 201 T3S5 338 373 A3 L 0 00

-.181 .167 275 172 227256 247 8O 398 471 412 4 1,000
/Standard deviation 26 7105 428 422 436 498 -

-5005 . .0251.577 1.129 1.626 7.1055 1.29 8
/15,(1:2;59521‘33 HOE 13771129 B1-2091 124751 2651204713081 142
/PRINT

effect = yes;

digit=3;

linesize =80;

fit=all;

/TECHNICAL

iteration= 500;

/END
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/TITLE
TV:SEM: Raw quality dimension
/SPECIFICATIONS
VARIABLES=15; CASES=229;
METHODS=ML;
MATRIX=CORRELATION;AIN=COv:
/Equations
vl = fl +el;
v2 = f2 + €2;
V3= f3+e3;
v4 = *{3 + e4;
vS = f4 + €5;
v6 = 5 + e6;
vl = f6 + €7,
v8 = f7 + €8§;
vo= f8 +e9;
v10 = *f8 +el0;
vll =*f8 +ell;
vi2=*f8 +el2;
vi3= M +el3;
v14=*M+el4;
v1i5=*f9 +els;
3 =*f1 + *f2 + dI;
f4 = *f1 + *f2 + d2;
fS =*f1 + *f2 + d3;
6 =*fl + *f2 + d4;
£7=*fl +*+*0 +*fa+*f5+ *£6 +ds;
8 = *f1 + *f2 + *{7 + d6;
O =*f] +*f2 + *{8 + 47,
/N ARIANCES
fltof2=1%
el toe2=0.0;
e5toe8=0.0;
e3toed = 1%,
e9toels5=1%
dl tod7 = 1%
/covariances;
dl,d2 = 1*;
d3,d4 = 1*;
/constraints
1(£3,f1)=(f3,2);
!(4,1)=(f4,£2);
(S, £1)=(£5.2),
!(f6,f1)=(f6,2);
/labels

vl =country; v2=brimage; v3=picture; v4=sound; v5=service; V6=Prest~
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v7=tech; v8=quality;

v9=attl; vi0=att2; vl 1=att3; vi12=aty. vI3=int) . )
fl=com; .f2=brand;.t3=workr-nan; f4§33rvicea; fS’\ vl 4=}nt2; vl 5=int1:l;
f7=oquality; f8=attitude; O=intenton; “Prestige; f6=technica;

/Matrix
1.000
.010 1.000
-.152 476 1.000
-.097 414 .719 1.000
-.006 .296 .399 .437 1.000
-.114 467 .535 .504 .390 1.000
-370 240 403 377 283 .596 1.00¢
-121 435 702 .730 .653 .676 -558 1.000
-.187 477 535 .483 369 .528 455 54, Lo
-251 .445 498 499 365 .517 494 57, 000
~265 461 522 473 353 .517 488 557 ‘g 391000
-.292 451 517 487 319 .530 487 s37 _792 -8§; 1.000
-.118 .197 .199 .198 .193 .238 216 .186 311 -296 -836 1.000
-.227 319 313 282 .212 351 306 309 _s 1] '540 319 .3411.000 0
=211 .319 371 .364 .306 -431 302 308 -6O5 '613 -222 -580 .4961.00 1.00
/Standard deviation o . 399 644 483 197 T 549
.50 1.0507 1.117 1.064 1.434 1.14 4821.189 1.182 0O 73\
LMTEST 1.2030 1.3074 1.3156\.384““3‘
/PRINT
effect = yes;
digit=3;
linesize =80;
fit=all;
/TECHNICAL
iteration= 500;
TEND
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/TITLE
Sweater:SEM : Raw quality dimensijgp,-
/SPECIFICATIONS ; delete fiber (y7)
VARIABLES=16; CASES=227;
METHODS=ML,; )
MATRIX=CORRELATION; AINN=Cov;
/Equations
V1= fl+el;
V2= f2 +e2;
V3= {3 +e3;
V4 = *f3 +e4;
V5= f4 +e5;
v6 = *f4 + e6;
vl = f5+e7,
v8 = f6 + e8;
v9 = 7+ e9;
vl0= f8 +el0;
vil =*f8 +ell;
vi2=*f8+el2;
vi3=*f8+el3;
vid= f9+el4;
vi5=*f9 +el§;
v16 = *f9 + el6;
f3 =*fl +*f2 +dl;
f4 =*f1 + *f2 + d2;
S =*f1 +*f2 + 43,
fe =*f1 + *f2 + d4,
f7=*f1+*2+*0 +*fA+ *f5+ *f£6 +d5;
8 =*f1 + *f2 + *{7 + d6;
fO=*f1 +*2 +*8 +4d7;
/N ARIANCES
fltof2=*,
el toe2 =0.0;
€3 to e6 =0.5*%;
e7 to e9=0.0;
el0toel6=0.5*;
dl to d7 = 2%;
/covariances
d3,d4=2*;
/constraints
!(13,£1)=(f3,2);
!(f4,f1)=(f4,£2);
!(fS,ﬂ)=(f5,f2);
!(f6,f1)=(fs,f2);
/LABELS

VI=country; v2=brimage; v3=design; v4=color; v5S=care; v6=comfors.
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v7=prest; v8=tech; v9 = quality; w1 O=arrj; v;
v14=intl; v15=int2; v16=int3; s Vll=an; 5
fl=com; f2=brand; f3=design;
f8=attitude; f9=intenton;
/Matrix

1.000

-.015 1.000

-.083 .176 1.000

-.107 252 .468 1.000

-012 061 .335 .364 1.000
-059 260 .260 .368 .508 1.000
-058 403 269 .324 .136 .327 1.000

-488 252 201 .198 .020 075 -468 1.0q9

-151 412 .564 .586 469 591 -578 .427) o0,

-071 .387 297 .273 .185 264 335 273 365 |

-120 .306 239 278 .161 275 -361 306 389 8‘2‘3)01

~083 309 257 202 112 219 312 264 336 g5 2> 1,000

-.064 342 .196 213 .165 290 363 261 372 2 80;-000

-082 336 .173 204 .114 .239 315 310 313 (S 75 ‘sou ‘812 1.000

~075 370 213 174 129 275 347 34 321 S 96 grg ero SN0
-067 413 212 215 146 292 346 370 369 _S00 617 oo -6 68110
/Standard deviation ) ©1S 610 697

=att3; vl3=att<¥ 5
f4=Wo ki .
rkman; f5=prestige;f6=technical; £7=oquallty;

.50 1.0634 1.138 1.1271.165 1.084 1.144 1534 63704 1.1843 1 21 > 2.253\
) 11.1786 1

1.5013
/LMTEST
/PRINT
effect = yes;
digit=3;
linesize =80;
fit=all;
/TECHNICAL
iteration= 500;
/END
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