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Abstract

The present study analyzes individual differenceshie relationship between country
image components and behavioural outcome variablesusing two different

approaches. One approach analyzes the moderatiegt eéf two fundamental

personality variables (Need for Cognition, NeedAffect) in explaining the strength of

the relation between country image components arnidome variables (i.e., product
evaluation, intention to buy, intention to visiBlternatively a new personality theory
consisting of 4 personality orientations (Thinkimdgaterial, Imaginative, Feeling) will

be integrated as moderator variable between thetgoimage — outcome variable link.
The first model with the more contextual specifergonality traits was found to be a
better tool in explaining individual differencestime country image — outcome variable
link. Furthermore, our results provide empiricapgart that the relative importance
consumers attach to different country image comptnearies according to a person’s
personality classification (thinking, feeling, comdtion, and passive processor).
Overall the results show that personality is anartgmt construct in understanding

county image related information processes.
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Introduction

1 Introduction

When consumers perceive products from differentspair the world, several intrinsic
and extrinsic cues are available to guide thenhéir fprocess of product evaluation and
purchase intention. One extrinsic cue which ha®ived considerable attention in
marketing literature is the Country of- Origin (CpOf a product (Usunier, 2006).
Specifically, “the impact that generalizations guaafceptions about a country have on a
person’s evaluation of the country’s products anthrands” is generally referred to as
the Country-of-Origin effect (Lampert and Jaffe989p. 61).

In traditional CoO studies, consumers were onlys@néed with information about the
product’s national origin but did not have to pairatings on the perceived image of
the country. Over the course of time, the mere afe@untry of origin of a product was
gradually advanced by several researchers, brirfgimig a new and extended construct,

namelycountry imaggRoth and Diamantopoulos, 2008).

Our starting point in this study concerns the deltcountry-of-origin literature about
how to best operationalize tle®untry imageconstruct. A recent paper by Roth and
Diamantopoulos (2008) undertakes a critical revadveurrent conceptualizations and
operationalization of the country image construad aoncludes that newer approaches
in attitude theory are the best way to conceptadlie construct. The authors suggest
that country image should be operationalized imgemof its cognitive (belief) and
affective (emotions) component only, and that tlmmative component (intended
behaviour) “is an outcome of these two and, hersc@, separate construct” (p. 736).
The present study adopts this new theoretical fvaone of country image to our

study’s research model.

In this sense it is possible that consumers havewanall negative belief about a
country (the cognitive part) while at the same tihaving an overall positive feeling
towards the country (the affective part). For exlnpnost Austrians may have a
positive affective attitude towards Italy, but magt evaluate the beliefs (in terms of
economy, technology, and politics) of the countighly. Although there may be
possible differences with regards to the two subedlisions of country image, their

individual impact on diverse outcome variables. (ioduct evaluation, intention to
1



Introduction

buy, intention to visit) have not been investigasedrar. It may well be that the relative
importance of each country image component for iptiedy a particular outcome
depends on a person’s personality. As just one plearasome people are mdtenkers
than others, and consumer research suggests thatking type of person considers
logical reasoning prior to making a decision. listholds true in the case of country
image effects on outcome variables, it means tithviduals who are identified as more
thinkers than others, will consider the cognitive countrpage component more
strongly as information source to base their behaai intentions. In other words, their
personality influences their information processimg amplifying their focus to the
cognitive country image component when basing thehavioural intentions (i.e.,

product evaluation, intention to buy, etc.).

This exemplary proposition is theoretically groudd@e study findings of attitude
formation. Haddock and Zanna (1993, 1998) have adirebeen interested in
investigating whether that there are individualfaténces in the tendency to use
affective and cognitive information in guiding prdjcial and social attitudes. Their
findings revealed that depending on a person’sesonrthe Feeling - Belief dimension
there were indeed differences in the propensityde affect or cognition in guiding
evaluations. Drawing upon these findings and the peerationalization of country
image as recommended by Roth and Diamantopoul@8)20 is reasonable to suggest
that individuals with certain personality charaidtics attach different importance to
distinct components of country image when basirggrthonations (i.e., behavioural

intentions)

Two personality traits (Need for Cognition NFC aitgl counterpart Need for Affect
NFA) and one personality theory by John Gountaf)12Geem to be considerably
promising in examining the relationship betweenntouimage facets and behavioural
outcome variables. The main objective of this stiglyo address issues in country
image effects by specifically exploring the dir@oipact of two personality traits and
four personality orientations as proposed by Gai(2801). To this end, we will run
several regression analyses and integrate the nadityotraits and the personality

orientations as moderator variables between thatopimage-outcome variable link.

! The Feeling — Belief dimension is a scale devaldpeHaddock and Zanna (1993) to measure
individual differences in the tendency to use affecor cognitive information in forming attitudes.

2
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From a practical perspective, if we find that af@rence for cognitive or affective

country image information is dependent on a pes@ersonality, then we know that
the effects of country image on consumer behaviag not generalizable across
individuals. These findings can be used by expsméiforeign products to help them to
decide on their initial target segment when enteamew market and to design more
effective communication campaigns. For example, oggps from unfavourable

cognitive-image countries but favourable affectivege countries should perhaps
target their products to personalities with a mesfiee for processing affective country
image information in order to gain market entry.rtRarmore, their promotional

message should particularly emphasize the posdimetional aspects the consumer

associates with the country.

From a theoretical perspective, identifying perdibnaariables as moderators of the
relationship between country image components artdome variables, extents our

existing knowledge of the role personality play®ffects caused by country images.

1.1 Structure of the thesis

This diploma thesis is divided into nine chaptérse first chapter represents a brief

introduction into the thesis’ topic.

The second chapter will start up with a brief dgsian about the well established
Country-of-Origin effect in marketing literature high subsequently provides a basis
for the identification of existing research gapsd ataboration of research problems and

guestions.

Chapter 3 represents a literature review abousthéy’s main concepts. We will start
with a brief introduction into human personalitg]lbwed by a detailed discussion of
various conceptualizations and measurement institemt® capture the constructs of
Need for Cognition and Need for Affect. Finally,hioGountas’ newly developed

personality theory is described.
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Chapter four of the thesis gives a detailed deBonpf the study’s theoretical models
followed by chapter five, which is concerned withe tdevelopment of our study’s

hypotheses. Figure 1: Structure of the thesis

Chapter 1:
In chapter six the methodology of the study|is Introduction

described.

Chapter 2:

e Background to the Research

In the next chapter the study’s results ar

presented. We will start up with some

=
preliminary analyses of the data. Subsequently Chapter 3:

Literature Review

results of moderated regression analyses [are

presented. The remainder of this chapter is

-

concerned with some further analyses of group Chapter 4:
The study’s theoretical models

comparisons and country familiarity issues.

In chapter 8 our study findings are discusskd Chapter 5:
Hypotheses developmel

and interpreted.

Chapter 6

Finally, chapter 9 implies the study
Methodology

theoretical and practical implications. The

study’s limitations are considered and avenues
(

for further research are given. Chapter 7:
Results

Chapter 8:
Discussion

Chapter 9:
Conclusion




Country-of-Origin-Effect

2 Background to the Research

In this chapter we will first give a short review the Country-of-Origin effect in
marketing literature, which forms the basis for tentification of existing research
gaps in this study area. Following that we willbaleate our study’s research problems

and questions.

2.1 Country-of-Origin-Effect

Country-of-Origin (CoO) is one of the most extem$ywresearched areas in marketing
literature (Papadopoulos and Heslop, 2003) andleéteeviews and meta analyses on
this topic have already been produced by Bilkey aleds (1982), Liefeld (1993),
Peterson and Jolibert (1995), Verlegh and Steenk@®@0) and Pharr (2005). To sum
it up, the following conclusions emerge: First df the predictive power of the CoO
construct on outcome variables has been found tdiigker when the dependent
variable is product evaluation and lower when tlegpehdent variable is purchase
intention. Peterson and Jolibert (1995) report werage effect size of 0.3 for product
evaluation, whereas the average effect size facthase intention is only 0.19. Verlegh
(1999) even reports an average effect size of @8%roduct evaluation and thus
concludes that CoO does account for a substargigrminant in product evaluation.
Second, CoO effects also appear to vary acrossuprochtegories. Especially for
technically complex products and fashion-orienteddpcts the effect appears to be
larger (Liefeld, 1993). Third, it can be said tjpadducts coming from low developing
countries are perceived to be riskier and of ifequality in comparison to products
coming from highly developed countries (Verlegh &tdenkamp, 1999). A final issue
in CoO studies refers to the problem generalizability Due to different
methodological approaches used to study the eftdd®0O on product evaluation, it is
difficult to draw consistent conclusions (Petersoi Jolibert, 1995).

One differentiation in CoO studies that needs todbee is between single-cue and
multi-cue studies. Single cue studies are studiesrevsubjects are only presented with
information of the product's national origin, whilen multi-cue studies other

informational cues are present (e.g., price, bramdranty, performance). Several meta-
5
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analyses have shown that CoO effects appear teasewhen several informational
cues are present. Thus a general consensus exastsihgle cue studies should be
interpreted with care due to their artificially lmtied effect sizes (Verlegh and
Steenkamp, 1995; Liefeld, 1993; Peterson and Jtlib895).

A second issue in CoO studies that needs to beessleli is the differentiation between
hybrid product studies and studies oountry imageperception. Around 1995 two
streams of research emerged in the study of Cagatef{Pharr, 2005). The first stream
of research refers to the so called hybrid prodttiie$. The basic idea behind these
studies is that in an era of globalization, manufies are expanding their production
activities into many different countries, thus aguct’'s national origirper seis not
relevant any more (Yip, 1995). In light of thisyeeal researchers started to partition
the CoO construct into different subcategories sashcountry-of-assembly (COA),
country-of-design (COD) and country-of-parts (CO#Pprder to take account of their
individual impact on product evaluation and prefees (Insch and McBride, 2004;
Chao 2001; Quester, Dzever and Chetty, 2000). IRhtalthe first research stream, a
second research stream emerged that advanced thadea of a product’'s CoO into a
new and more holistic perception of a country, ngntlee so calledcountry image
construct (Pharr, 2005; Roth and Diamantopoulo€)820What follows is a brief

illustration of the country image construct.

2.1.1 The Country Image Construct

Several definitions with regards to the country ge&onstruct have been proposed by
marketing researchers (see Roth and Diamantopo@f¥ for review). But the best
definition that is congruent with the idea of a gen country image construct and the
way we are going to define country image in thissth, has been proposed by Verlegh
(2001). He defines country image as a “mental ndtwad affective and cognitive
associations connected to the country” (p. 25)cdntrast to other generic country
image definitions (e.g., Martin and Erolgu, 1993tlér, Haider & Rein, 1993) that
have only exclusively mentioned the cognitive (@@licomponent of country image,
Verlegh’s definition also includes an affective qooment.

2 “hybrids” are products whose components come fiifferent parts of the world

6



Country-of-Origin-Effect

Several researchers have tried to find theories ey best help to illustrate how
country image should be conceptualized and op@e@tied in order to explain how
this construct may possibly effect product evatratand purchase intention. One
conceptualization of country image that has beamdoto be theoretically appealing
(Papadopoulos et al, 1988, 1990, 2000; Laroche.,e@05) is based on the original
three-component view of attitudes. In this sensgntry image is regarded as a three-
dimensional construct, comprising of a cognitivdfe@ive and conative image
component. The cognitive image component consistE€ansumers’ beliefs about a
country’s industrial development and technolog@dVancement”, while the affective
image component represents “consumers’ affectigpamse to the country’s people”.
Finally, the conative component refers to “conswshdesired level of interaction with

the sourcing country (Laroche et al., 2005, p. 98).

This conceptualization of country image suffersrira major limitation since it is based
on an old-fashioned view of attitudes. Newer apghea in attitude theory describe the
attitude construct as a two-dimensional model (Zgjonc and Markus, 1982; Schlegel
and Ditecco, 1982; Mackie and Hamilton, 1993) oasahierarchy-of-effects (ABC)
model (e.g., Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980). Such furetgtal progresses in attitude theory
motivated Roth and Diamantopoulos (2008) to pro@osew theoretical framework to
analyze the effects of country image on behavioatatome variables. The authors
suggest that country image should only be operalimed in terms of its cognitive and

affective component.

(1) Thecognitivecomponent refers to “beliefs an individual holdghwespect to an
attitude object” (Lutz, 1981, p. 240), which isthis particular case a country.
Consumers’ generic beliefs about a country showdcéptured on different
factors brought up in literature, such as econamghnology, politics, history,
people, culture, landscape, etc. (e.g., Martin Ero$993; Heslop et al., 2004;
Ittersum et al., 2003).

(2) The affectivecountry image includes consumers’ emotional respdowards a
country and measures whether consumers have eqiibgtive or negative
feelings towards a specific country. Since no adegscale to measure this

component has yet been developed, Roth and Diapauitzs (2008) propose to
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help oneself with scales that capture emotions aorassumption context (e.g.,
Richins, 1997) or scales that capture emotionsaffiecfive) attitudes (e.g.,
Crites, Fabrigar, and Petty, 1994; Derbaix, 1926 &d Schmitt, 1996).

The conative component is explicitly mentioned asseparate construct which
represents an outcome of the two country image mbmas. Country conatives refer to
“intended and actual behaviour” (Lutz, 1981, p. R2d@nsumers can have with respect

to a given country.

Additionally, the authors put forward four alterivat theoretical models of country
image that, depending on the situational contegtoant for the independent and
interrelated processing of cognitive and affectoeeintry image formation and their
impact on country conations. The first model isdsagpon the two component view of
attitudes which allows for the simultaneous procgsf affective and cognitive
country image components and their independent étnpa country conations. The
other three models follow an order of steps th&e tmto account the interrelated
processing of country cognition, affect and conaioln case of high involvement,
country cognition affects conations indirectly thgh country affect§country cognition
- country affect> conations) while in the case of low involvement country ciigm
affects conations directly, which in turn impactuctry affect(country cognition>
conation - country affect) Finally, the fourth model is applicable in casé¢dedonic
consumption, hence, it is anticipated that consamell solely react on the basis of
subjective emotions. In this case it is assumet dbantry affect will directly impact
country conations, which will then be the basifoton country beliefgcountry affect>

conations-> country cognition)

Adopting these proposed models to previous coumtgge perception studies (as
described by Roth and Diamantopoulos, 2008), shibatsthe direct effects of country
beliefs on consumers’ behaviour have already beelh examined (e.g., Han, 1989;
Knight and Calantone, 2000; Laroche et al., 200%) that there is still a lack of

knowledge with respect to the affective componentauntry image and its direct
impact on consumer behaviour. In our study the ¢asmponent view of attitudes will

be used as theoretical bases for our model, irr dodEnalyze the various ways in which

both country image components may independenthaanpountry conations.
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2.1.2 Country Conations

Apart from understanding the aforementioned condjation of country image, we
are now interested in discussing possible countnatons. A large body of literature
explores the influence of country image structurdayeign product evaluation, product
quality, risk, preferences and purchase intentioef¢ld, 1993). The effects of country
image on product related outcome variables areadyrewvell researched, yet the

perceived image of a country may also impact dbledavioural intentions.

In tourism literature the effects of destinatiorage on tourists’ travel behaviour have
been extensively researched. Researchers havestamilsi found that the perceived
image of a destination influences tourists’ destoma preference (Goodrich, 1978)
likelihood to visit (Court and Lupton, 1997), intem to visit (Chen and Kerstetter,

1999; Leisen, 2001), likelihood to recommend (Sedey, 1996) and levels of

enjoyment (Ross, 1993). Given these findings amdféttt that destination image is
likewise conceptualized in terms of a cognitive afféctive image component (Baloglu
and McCleary, 1999), it is reasonable to assumecthantry image may also influence
consumers’ travel behaviour. The purpose of theeaech therefore not only revolves
around the explanatory power of country image ardpct related outcome variables
but also on one tourism-related variable, nametgnition to visit a foreign country. To

sum up, we will focus on three key outcome varigbteamely product evaluation (Roth
and Romeo, 1992), intention to buy foreign prodicesoche et al., 2005; Knight and
Calantone, 2000; Putrevo and Lord, 1994) and imenio visit a particular country

(Um and Crompton, 1990; Ger, 1991; Javalgi, ThoamasRao, 1992).

2.1.3 The Research Gap

Numerous antecedents and moderators have alreadylibked to country evaluations
and product related outcome variables (for a receview on this see Pharr, 2005).
Studies on potential antecedents have found thegesbf economic development
(Verlegh and Steenkamp, 1999), cultural orienta@drhan-Canli and Maheswaran,
2000) and demographic characteristics such asgegeler, education or income (e.g.,
Anderson and Cunningham, 1972; Johansson, Doughas Nonaka, 1985;) are

important determinants of CoO evaluations. Addiityy CoO research has paid close

9
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attention to socio-psychological characteristicscohsumers (i.e., national identity,
patriotism, nationalism, animosity and consumemetientrism) that can result in a
general aversion of foreign made products. For @@nconsumer ethnocentrism is
defined as “beliefs held by (American) consumersualihe appropriateness, indeed
morality, of purchasing foreign-made products” (8piand Sharma, 1987, p. 280). It
refers to the extent to which individuals fear thaying foreign products will in some

way result in a threatening of the own domesticnecway, which eventually biases the
perception of foreign products and country-spediitiefs (Balabanis and

Diamantopoulos, 2004; Pharr, 2005).

More importantly, there is evidence to suggest thanhan personality also plays an
important role in CoO related issues. In touristeréiture researchers have already
studied destination image and human personalitutiir the quasi-related construct of
self-image (Sirgy, 1982). The self-image theorypmses that there is a direct linkage
between a person’s self-image and the image ofbgaco In tourism literature, Chon
(1992) was among the first researchers who linkedself-image construct to the image
of a destination. He found that a tourist’s satista/dissatisfaction was significantly
related to a tourist’s self-image destination imagagruity, thus the larger the match
between a tourist’s self-image and the destinagiamiage, the larger the satisfaction.
More recently, Beerli, Meneses and Gil (2007) dtamnd that the larger the congruity
between a destination’s image and one’s self-imtgehigher the probability that the

tourist will intent to visit the destination.

Furthermore, researchers have come to the ideaddptathe concept of human
personality to countries. Likewise the concept @i personality, developed by Aaker
(1997), researchers propose that it is also p@ssitbhscribe human characteristics to
countries. Although this concept has its origir@dts in tourism literature (Hosany and
Ekinci, 2003; Hosany, Ekinci and Uysal, 2006; Murphy, Madocaand Benckendorff,
2007) a more recent paper in CoO literature by tiAs and Boujbel, (2007) reports on
the development of a new personality scale to ositountries on human trait
characteristics. In an attempt to examine the coatsvalidity of the newly developed
country personality scale, the self-image congryetiteory has been taken as

theoretical framework. In this sense, d’Astous aBdujbel (2007) also provide
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empirical evidence that people prefer countries sghpersonality is congruent with
their perceived self-image.

Although these studies support the notion that rdividual’'s personality is an
important construct in the study of country prefees and consumer behaviour, little
research has simultaneously examined the relaijpristtween CoO evaluations and
behavioural outcome variables with respect to aividual's personality traits. At the
time of writing only three studies of that kind édie detected. The first empirical test
of this kind was carried out by Ahmed, d’Astous &wliten (1992). They tested the
moderating effect of four personality variables fiHavoidancg Excellencd Self-
Esteem, and Value OrthodoXy on the simple and interactive relationship ofriora
name, CoO, price and service on consumers’ evaluabf products. Their most
interesting findings reveal that risk takers (induals low in Harmavoidance) evaluate
unfavourable image brands from unfavourable imagenties better than individuals
high in Harmavoidance. However, the authors coreltitht their findings are only
exploratory in nature since their sample size wasgédd to 90 students. They therefore
call upon other researchers “to try new approathexamine how personality may be

a key moderator of country-of-origin effects” (j213.

Similarly a study by Zhang (1996), examines the dntgnce of the personality trait
Need for Cognition and tests whether individuaks stimulated by different sorts of
information cues (including CoO) when evaluatingefgn products. Zhang can
demonstrate that differences in this consumer bkrissignificantly influence the
relative importance individuals attach to CoO infiation. Consumers high in Need for
Cognition are found to evaluate products more enréhevance and strength of product
attribute arguments. On the contrary, consumersitolNeed for Cognition (who are
less motivated to process product attributes) areeriikely to base their evaluation of a
product on peripheral cues, such as CoO. Anothatysby Karunaratna and Quester
(2002) demonstrates that depending on an indivisldalel of Need for Cognition,
he/she uses different components of CoO when ewadughe overall image of a
product. In Karanatratna and Quester’s study th® Construct is operationalized as

® Harmavoidance refers to the an individual’s inatian to avoid risk.
* Excellence is defined as and individual’s motieatfor perfection.

> Self-Esteem refers to a person’s self confident.

® value Orthodoxy indicates ethnocentrism and corgimm.
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multi-dimensional construct consisting of a cousdfydesign (COD), a country-of-
assembly (COA) and a brand CoO.

However, the studies presented above are basetleohare notion of the CoO of a
product. They neither explicitly measured the copithage (or CoO) construct nor did
they operationalize the country image (or CoO) agwa-dimensional concept
comprising a cognitive and an affective facet. kemnore, these studies are only
focused on product evaluation, missing out othepartant outcome variables that
might be influenced by a nation’s origin. This icrcial gap in marketing literature,
since it can be argued that distinct consumer petigg orientations or traits will affect
the process of how cognitive and affective coumtnage facets are used in guiding
behavioural outcome variables. The following chaptescribes the specific research

problems/questions we are particularly interested i

2.2 The Research Problems and Questions

The first research problem we were confronted witthis study was to establish a link
between the construct of human personality, coumidge and behavioural outcome
variables. In tourism literature personality chaeastics are generally regarded as
factors contributing to the formation of destinationage. “Therefore, the perceived
image will be formed through the image projected g destination and the

individual’'s own needs, motivations, prior knowledgreferences, and other personal
characteristics” (Beerli and Martin, 2004, p. 688)this respect personality is regarded
to have a direct impact on destination image péi@epvhich in turn will influence a

tourist’s travel behaviour. However, to the autedthowledge studies on the effects of
personality characteristics on destination imageguion are virtually non-existing.

Literature relating personality characteristics thkestination image has almost
exclusively focused on a tourist’s travel motivagsoor prior knowledge and preferences
(e.g., Baloglu and McCleary, 1999) but not on ahiviidual’'s personality traits. Thus

the role personality plays in relation to destioatimage and behavioural outcome

variables remains unclear until now.

Likewise aforementioned studies in marketing litera (e.g., Zhang, 1996; Ahmed,

d’Astous and Zouiten, 1992), examining the role pafrsonality variables in CoO
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evaluation, we conceptualize human personality @m®derator variable influencing the
link between affective and/or cognitive country geacomponents and behavioural
outcome variables. During the process of model ldpwmeent, two personality traits

(Need for Cognition, Need for Affect) and one pedy theory by Gountas (2001)

were deemed to be promising in examining the alahip between country image and
conatives. Therefore our first research questidarimulated as follows.

Research Question 1Does human personality (Need for Cognition, NéwdAffect,
Gountas’ 4 personality orientations) impact theattehship between country image

components and behavioural outcome variables?

Our study’s second interest revolves around detengi whether consumers with
distinct processing styles attach different impoct to the two country image
components. Based upon Sojka and Gieses’ clag®ficenodel (1997) as described in
chapter 3.2.3, we want to explore whether an inldizi relies more heavily on the
cognitive, affective or both country informationnaponents according to the group of
information processor the individual is classifted Apart from looking at the effects of
each personality traits separately, this classibcamay help to differentiate among
market segments in CoO perception and thereforeesepts an extension of the
analyses conducted to answer our study’s firstarebequestion. Additionally, the most
interesting issue comes from the possibility ohbkshing hypotheses that are directed
at both linkages of country image facets and bemalvioutcome variables. Therefore
the relative importance an individual attacheshe tognitive and affective country
image can be analyzed. Particularly we are intedesh answering the following

question.
Research Question 2Does the relative importance of affective and cigg country

image components in predicting outcome variabléferdaccording to an individual's

processing style?
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3 Literature Review

Need for Cognition, Need for Affect and Gountaghersonality orientations/traits are
deemed to be promising constructs for studying¢tetionship between country image
components and country conations. While Need fogriimn and Need for Affect

represent situational specific response traitsnJ8buntas’ 4 personality orientations
represent more basic and abstract higher-ordds.tiai order to better understand the
differences between these constructs, it might $efull to first have a look at the
general concept of human personality. Followings thrief introduction into human

personality, the central concepts of the thesishwildiscussed in more detail.

3.1 Human Personality

3.1.1 Definition of Human Personality

Originally, the term personality derives from thatih word “persona”, which stands
for “actor’s face mask.” In a way, personality da@ interpreted as a person’s “mask”
worn as he/she finds himself/herself in differentiations over his/her life (Mowen,
1990, p. 183). Today the term personality has lieend to include various definitional
facets. In colloquial language, the word persondbt often used as a synonym for
social skills, effectiveness and charisma. For edanone may be described as a person
with a “strong personality” or a boring person niegydescribed as someone having “no
personality” (Mischel, Shoda and Ayduk, 2008, p. Ih)psychology, the construct of
personality is a much more complex phenomenon,ggbeyond value opinions of a

person’s personality.

In the course of time scientists have varied in howefine the construct of personality.
Eyseneck (1952) regarded personality as the mastraahb and least well specified
concept in psychology. Klein, Barr and Wolitzky 78) reasoned that there was no
general accepted definition as well as theoretioahception of personality. As
personality science evolves, a growing consensughat personality means to scientist
emerged. At a conceptual level, the tegpersonalityis used by scientists to refer to
“psychological qualities that contribute to an widual's enduring and distinctive
patterns of feeling, thinking, and behaving” (Cergaand Pervin, 2008, p. 8).First, we
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can say that personality characteristics are geslthat are consistent over time and
across different situations (Felser, 2007). Thawlst is meant by the terenduring
which can be found in the definition just presentgdcond, the wordistinctiverefers

to psychological attributes that distinguish pessélom one another. Thus personality
characteristics should not address universal featilvat are shared by all human beings.
A final characteristic of personality is that itryebroad in its notion. That is why the
definition includes the wordthinking, feeling and behavindersonality can best be
understood by looking at a person’s cognitive amtegonal experience in life and the
way he/she interacts with his/her environment. Aspe’'s behaviour accounts for a
crucial part in trying to understand a person afale (Cervon and Pervin, 2008).

3.1.2 Studying and measuring Human Personality

A large variety of explanations of personality hdeen suggested, but the trait-based
approach is currently the most widely accepted (€pvand Caldwell, 2001). At the
trait-based approach, people are categorized aogortb stable psychological
characteristics or traits. A trait can be descrilasd“any characteristic in which one
person differs from another in a relatively perm@nand consistent way” (Mowen,
1990, p. 190). Thus a person’s personality cannokerstood by considering traits as the
most important unit of analysis. In the area ofstoner behaviour, personality traits
refer to relatively stable psychological qualiteescording to which individuals can be
described and according to which behaviour canredigied and explained (Schuler
and Moser, 1992).

Several trait theories have been developed by wadaithors, the most significant ones
being elaborated by Gordon Allport, Raymond Cateitl Hans Eyseneck in the™20
century. To sum up, all these trait theories shiaeebasic assumptions that people have
very basic inclinations or dispositions to behava icertain way. These dispositions can
be organized hierarchically, where very bdsigher-order factorsor superfactorscan

be broken down into more situational specific resgotraits (Cervone and Pervin,
2008). While higher-order factors are consideredbéo very general and abstract
constructs, specific personality traits are moosely related to the specific situational
context. Note that the degree of construct spdiifiaffects the level of predictive

power in consumer behaviour. While fairly strongrretations between specific
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personality constructs and behaviour could be fourthtively weak correlations
between higher-order personality factors and behavivere found in previous
consumer behaviour studies (Nakanishi, 1972; Kaasaand Sheffet, 1991).

Personality theorists have different views as mgathe number and nature of
personality dimensions that are essential for goraapiate definition of personality.
Due to fundamental differences in this study arb&orists have tried to reach a
consensus on which and how many dimensions und#réeconstruct of human
personality. Today a growing body of evidence iaths that personality can be
organized and measured within five broad factoesnely, Extraversion, Neuroticism,

Openness to Experience, Agreeableness and Consuammdss (Pervin, 2000).

Table 1: Conceptual Definition of the Big Five Faairs

“...(includes) personality traits that focus on thaeagtity
Extraversion and intensity of relationships (such as sociab#gibd
dominance), energy level, positive emotionality..”

“..(focus) on adjustment variables (such as psyicisrh
and distress), as well as negative emotional and
behavioural traits (such as ambivalence over enmaiiio
expressiveness and aggressioh)..

Neuroticism

“..designed to include measures of intelligence, ogesin

Openness to Experience __ | creativity.”

“...includes personality traits that focus on the qutsint
Agreeableness and intensity of relationships (such as sociabdgibd
dominance), energy level, positive emotionafity.

“..includes goal directed behaviour (such as efficaog
Conscientiousness rule conscious) and control-related traits (such as
internal locus of control and impulsivityy).

Source: DeNeve and Cooper, 1998

A brief definition of the five factor model is psted in table 1. Although the Big Five
Factor Model is commonly used as classification hoétof personality, there are
certain problems that come along with directly gpyg this taxonomy in the area of

consumer behaviour in order to predict specificavatural responses.

A major criticism of the Big Five Model and othesit theories is that they were
originally developed by psychologists for purpodéat had nothing to do with

consumer behaviour. The Five Factor Model puts memghasis on very broad
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personality traits that might not be relevant f@havioural research (Mowen, 1990;
Pervin, 2000). Therefore the usefulness of thisgaality taxonomy was deemed to be
inappropriate as to create a direct linkage betwsmimtry image components and

behavioural outcome variables.

3.2 Personality Traits

Two key personality traits indentified in consumesearch that were consistently found
to have an impact on consumer behaviour are Nee@dgnition (NFC) and Need for
Affect (NFA). Both personality traits are concepityesimilar in that they try to capture
an individual's intrinsic motivation to engage iognitive vs. emotional information
processing (Cacioppo and Petty, 1982; Sojka andeGRO01). Importantly, however, is
that these personality traits are theoreticallyliapple to our specific study area since
they could be used to understand why individualgh vagertain characteristics pay
attention to and use distinct country image comptsécognitive vs. affective) in
evaluating products and in their decision processntention to buy products and

intention to visit a country.

Before discussing these personality traits in naetail, it might be useful to briefly
illustrate the nomological net surrounding the @pts of NFC and NFA (see Table 2).
Past research approaching the study of individifeérdnces in cognition and affect
have typically focused on three distinct levelsanlysis; namely: cognitive/emotional

ability, style and information processing (see Mamal Esses, 2001).

Cognitive ability refers to a person’s skill to ‘derstand new concepts quicker, solve
unfamiliar problems faster, see relationships tlwdlhers don’'t and are more
knowledgeable about a wider range of topics thaerst (Dickens, 2009 forthcoming)
and can be captured by using a variety of intellogetests (ie; Cattell, 1960; Daniel,
1997). In contrast, emotional ability refers toiadividual’'s capacity to “recognize the
meanings of emotions, ...to perceive emotions, atsieniemotion-related feelings,
understand the information of those emotions, aadage them” (Mayer, Caruso, and

Salovey, 1999, p. 267). Emotional ability can beped with scales such as the
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Affective Orientation Scale(Booth-Butterfield and Booth Butterfield, 1990) dre
psychological scale of AlexithynflgTaylor, Ryan and Bagby, 1985).

Table 2: Nomological Net of Need for Cognition andNeed for Affect

Individual differences in terms of cognition and enotions

Cognition Emotions
Cognitive ability Emotional ability
- Intelligence tests (e.g., Cattell, 1960; - Affective Orientation Scale (Booth-
Daniel, 1997) Butterfield and Booth-Butterfield, 1990)

- Measure of Alexithymia (Taylor, Ryan
and Bagby, 1985)

Cognitive style Emotional style
- Need for closure (Kruglanski, Webster - Affect Intensity measure (Larsen and
and Klem, 1993) Diener, 1987; Moore et al., 1995)
- Uncertainty orientation (Sorrentino and - Repression-Sensitization Scale (Byrne,
Short, 1986) 1961)

- Positive and Negative Affect Scale
(Watson, Clark and Tellegen, 1988)

Cognitive processing Emotional processing
- Need for Cognition (Cohen, Stotland and - Need for Emotion (Raman,
Wolfe, 1955) Chattopadhyay and Hoyer, 1995)
- Need for Cognition (Cacioppo and Petty, - Preferences for Affect/Need for Affect
1982, 1984) (Sojka and Giese, 1997)

- Need for Affect (Maio and Esses, 2001)
Source: adopted from Maio and Esses, 2001

Research on cognitive and emotional style, triedfoms on the way individuals
perceive, experience and express emotions or idoom Cognitive style can be
captured with scales used to measure preferenceefinite and unambiguous answers
(Need for Closure; Kruglanski, Webster and Klem93)©or measures of cognitive
reaction to uncertainty situations (Uncertaintygdtation; Sorrentino and Short, 1986).
In contrast, various concepts and measurementsdisodeen developed to capture an
individual’'s emotional style, such as the Affectelmsity measurement (Larsen and
Diener, 1987; Moore et al., 1995), the Repressiens8ization Scale (Byrne, 1961) or
the Positive and Negative Affect Scales (PANAS) (3a, Clark and Tellegen, 1988).
The Affect Intensity scale measures individual efi#éinces of affective response to a
fixed level of affective stimulus and is therefatefined as the intensity with which

individuals experience emotions (Larsen and Dien£®87). The Repression-

" The Affective Orientation construct is defined“#ise degree to which individuals are aware of and us
affect cues to guide communicatiofBooth-Butterfield & Booth-Butterfield, 1990)

® The Alexithymia construct is defined by a persdnability to describe, identify and distinguish
between own feelings. (Taylor, Ryan & Bagby, 1985)
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Sensitization Scale was constructed to measurendinidual’s propensity to avoid
(repression) or approach (sensitization) resporieeslistressing emotional stimuli
(Byrne, 1961). And finally, the PANAS scale is atbought to capture an individual’s
enduring propensity to experience positive or neggatmotions (Watson, Clark and
Tellegen, 1988)

Studies on cognitive and emotional processing asaesindividual’s inclination to
engage in cognitive (affective) processing for iesing information. The
aforementioned concepts of NFC (Cacioppo, 1988)MIRA (Sojka and Giese, 2001)
fall within this classification. Our study’s focusill therefore only revolve around
definitions and scales proposed by academics ttu@an individual's preference to

engage in cognitive or emotional processing.

3.2.1 The Concept of Cognitive Processing

3.2.1.1 Defining Cognitive Processing: Need for Cognition

People differ in their inclination to approach ampdocess cognitive tasks. The
pioneering work of Cohen, Stotland and Wolfe (19&&gr to this inclination as the
Need for Cognitio{NFC) and define it as “a need to understand and masonable
the experiential world” (p. 291). In their reseanvbrk they point out that “stronger
needs lead people to see a situation as ambigua@rs ikit is relatively structured,
indicating that higher standards of cognitive ¢tfaare associated with greater need for
cognition” (p. 292). However, it is important toteahat the terrmeed is not intended
to cause a psychological state of deprivation ig tireedis not satisfied. Instead they
reason that “need for cognition may be said to iuas a need since it directs
behaviour toward a goal and causes tension whemgdal is not attained” (p. 291).

The notion of a NFC construct is rooted in literatwof social psychology and
personality. Murphy (1947), for example, proposesharacterization of the individual
and suggests that “thinkers” are persons who eajoiave “fun to think” (p. 407).
Similarly Katz (1960) proposes that certain indiats have an intrinsic “need to

understand” (p. 170) when forming attitudes.
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Caccioppo and Petty (1982) advanced Cohen, Stotamt Wolfe's (1955) NFC
construct and defined it as a “tendency to engagand enjoy thinking” (p. 116).
Although both constructs are conceptually simifathat they try to tap “an individual’s
tendency to organize, abstract, and evaluate irdbom’” (Caccioppo and Petty, 1982,
p. 124), there is nevertheless an important diffeeebetween these concepts. While
Cohen’s et al. (1955) conceptualization of NFC g®sion tension reduction, Cacioppo
and Petty’s conceptualization of NFC focuses oneesg@n’s intrinsic motivation to

engage in cognitive processes.

Note that the concept of NFC has become a widetg@ed moderating variable in
communication and persuasion literature. SinceNR€ variable was among others
developed to understand individual differences enspasion situations, it was used to
understand individual differences in the study loé tELM (Elaboration Likelihood
Model). According to the ELM, there are two diffetgoutes to persuasion. One is the
central route and the other is the peripheral rolitee central route “views attitude
change as resulting from a diligent consideratidn issue-relevant arguments”
(Kruglanski and Higgins, 2003, p. 475). The perigheoute “attitudes change because
the attitude object has been associated with eigha&sitive or negative cues”
(Kruglanski and Higgins, 2003, p. 476). Severataesh studies by Cacioppo, Petty and
colleagues have shown that persons with a high BifeECmore likely to change their
attitude via the central route. Hence, high NFQvidials will be stronger influenced if
the quality of the arguments improves (CacioppdtyPand Morris, 1983; Cacioppo,
Petty, Kao and Rodriguez, 1986). In contrast, Io0MCNIndividuals prefer a more simple
type of information processing or a heuristic imfation processing and are therefore

rather influenced by peripheral cues (Chaiken, i@ and Eagly, 1989).
To sum up, individuals who score high values onNIC scale are expected to enjoy

thinking processes whereas individuals scoring Malues on the NFC scale are

expected to avoid tasks that require effortful king processes.
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3.2.2 Measuring Cognitive Processing

In psychology and consumer science literature thppears to exist a broad consensus
about the appropriate scale necessary to captutendividual’'s NFC. Almost every
study in psychology and consumer research usesrdfib original 30-item instrument
by Cacioppo et al. (1982) or the shortened 18-itarsion (Cacioppo et al. 1984).
Cacioppo’s NFC scale appears to be a wildly usewstcoct across various disciplines
since more than 28 entries on this topic coulddumd by only searching the standard
database ABI inform during the period 2008 - 2008e shortened 18-item NFC -

instrument can be found in Appendix A.

3.2.2.1 Development of the Need for Cognition Scale

Cacioppo’s et al. (1984) original 34-item instrurhesas developed and validated in the
United States. The authors tested internal comgigtand external validity measures of
their scale in four empirical studies. The first@ncal study was intended to generate
an initial pool of opinion statements relevant tapttre the NFC construct. The
empirical studies by Cohen et al. (1955) and Coli®%7) to capture the concept of
NFC as well as empirical studies on measuring gedlrfor achievement (McClellann,
Atkinson, Clark and Lowell, 1953) served as basisgenerate a pool of opinion
statements. An initial 46-item scale was subsedyedministered to two different
groups of people known to differ in NFCA preliminary factor analysis of these
responses revealed one major dimension with 34sitkrading on one factor. In a
second study the generated 34-item scale fromitbestudy was administered to a
larger population of 400 undergraduate student$adtor analysis was then used to
confirm the factor structure yielded in study 1,iethindeed reproduced very similar
results. All 34 items were retained and formed e scale. Study 3 and 4 served to
examine the validity of the NFC scale. Discrimingalidity of the scale was confirmed
by showing that NFC was unrelated to social desinaland test anxiety and only
weakly negatively related to social desirabilitydathe construct of dogmatism.
Convergent validity was confirmed by showing tha@ONwas positively related to

general intelligence.

® University faculty members served as respondemtthé high need for cognition group, while assgmbl
line workers served as respondents for the low fi@ecbgnition group.
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In order to come to a more manageable length ofithasurement instrument, the scale
was later revised and shortened to a pool of I8stéCacioppo, Petty and Kao, 1984).
The reliability of the scales (the 34-item and titfitem scale) was assessed and
reproduced high Cronbach’s alpha values of 0.9(a8d, respectively. Furthermore, a
principal component analysis on the remaining &&& revealed one dominant factor,

thus confirming the results obtained in their poena study.

The reliability and underlying factor structuretbé 18-item scale was further examined
by Sadowski and Gulgoz (1992) and Forsterlee an{1989). Consistent with findings
by Cacioppo, Petty and Kao (1984), a principal congmt analysis revealed one
dominant dimension and high internal consistenaigh Cronbach’s alpha values of
0.88 and 0.81, respectively. Furthermore, in aewvof numerous studies applying the
NFC scale, Caccioppo, Petty, Feinstein and Jai@384) conclude that the NFC scale is
a valid and reliable personality variable/trait ¢dapture individual differences in a

person’s intrinsic motivation to engage in cogratprocessing.

3.2.2.2 Cross-cultural Assessment of the Need for Cognitio8cale

Cacioppo’s NFC scale appears to be a scale wiehinational appeal, since it has been
successfully applied across various cultures andhtc@s. The scale has been translated
into various languages, such as GermBlegs et al., 1994), Turkish (Guelgoez and
Sadowski, 1995), Spanish (Gutierrez et al., 198@nch (Ginet and Py, 2000), Chinese
(Kao, 1994), and Persian (Ghorbani, Watson, Birayigbn, and LeBreton, 2003).

The German language version of the scale (Blesal.etl994), for example, was
developed by first translating Cacioppo and Pet{{'882) original version into the
target language and then back translating it irte briginal English version.
Subsequently, these two versions were discussdwdbilinguals. The formulations
were adapted accordingly which resulted in anah#tb- item NFC scale. In addition to
the 46-item NFC scale, questions related to sdientiterest, need for achievement,
social desirability were included to examine thevargent and discriminant validity of
the NFC scale. Results of the principal componealyasis showed that the scale was
three dimensional in structure, but still there vaaslear dominance of one dimension
(Factor 1=20,4%; Factor 2=7,5%, Factor3=5.6). Arskiersion of the NFC scale was
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created by eliminating all items with factor loagn< 0.42, resulting in a final NFC
scale with 16 items. Finally, reliability measumdghe scale were assessed and showed
a high degree of reliabilitya& 0.83) similar to the values obtained by Cacioppd
Petty (1984).

3.2.3 The Concept of Affective Processing

3.2.3.1 Defining Affective Processes: Need for Emotions, d for Affect,
and Preference for Affect

As individuals differ in their tendency to processgnitive information, they can also
differ in their inclination to process affectivef@nmation. Jung (1970) was among the
first researchers who suggested the notion of suobtnstruct. He proposes that certain
individuals have a higher disposition to enjoy aigrecing emotions and as a

consequence behave in a particular way.

Current conceptualizations of such an affectivdination are usually referred to as
Need for EmotionRaman, Chattopadhyay and Hoyer, 19%eferencefor Affect
(Sojka and Giese, 1999) dieed for Affec{Maio and Esses, 2001). The Need for
Emotion Scale was developed by Raman, ChattopadiwydyHoyer (1995) to measure
individual differences in the need to seek out eéomail stimuli and was constructed to
be analogous to the NFC scale. Raman et al. (1888hed the concept as “the
tendency or propensity for individuals to seek emiotional situations, enjoy emotional
stimuli, and exhibit a preference to use emotionimteracting with the world” (p. 538).
Shortly after, the Preference for Affect Scale wageloped by Sojka and Giese (1999).
This scale was also intended to be analogous tooQams’'s NFC scale and was
conceptualized as an “individual’s tendency to gega and enjoy processing feelings”
(Sojka and Giese, 2001, p. 93). And finally, a mmeent study by Maio and Esses
(2001) developed the Need for Affect scale andrrefeto it as “the motivation to

approach or avoid emotion-inducing situations"§83).

Although all these conceptual definitions use dédfeé wordings, the intentional

meanings behind them are all very similar. Theytgll to capture an individual’s

23



Personality Traits

inclination towards processing emotions and/or pngty to use emotions to make
sense of his/her environment. In this thesis whendkie author refers to such an

affective inclination, the terieed for Affec(NFA) will be used.

3.2.3.2 Measuring Affective Processing: Need for Emotion, féference for
Affect and Need for Affect scale

While there is a large consensus about the appitepscale necessary to capture an
individual's NFC, there seems to be a lack of agw® about the best scale necessary

to capture an individual’s NFA.

Raman, Chattopadhyay, Hoyer (1995) were amongitsterésearchers who developed
a scale on affective processing (see Appendix BiceScognition “represents only one
mode of information processing” (p. 537) the autheuggested developing a scale
which intends to capture “individual differencestie way people deal with emotion in
a fashion analogous to the NFC scale” (p. 537). iitial pool of 48 items was
generated and subsequently administered to a sahg@3 undergraduate students. A
final uni-dimensional scale consisting of 12 itemss generated. The overall
Cronbach’s alpha value of the scale was found t0.8@. Although this scale seems to
be a sound measurement instrument, it has stillesamawbacks. The scale is
conceptualized to tap mainly into short-term emudiostates and not into long-term
emotions. Furthermore, according to Sojka and (j#887), the scale items are in their
wording situationally bound and therefore meastfiecaprocessing as a function of the
situation. This conflicts with current personalitgit theories, since traits should be

relatively stable psychological qualities with respto situations (Moser, 2002).

For this reason, Sojka and Giese (1997) developesitumtion-invariant 13-item
Preference for Affect (PFA) scale (see Appendixadalogous to Cacioppo’s NFC
scale. The first step in the development of thddPeace for Affect scale involved the
generation of more than 108 sample items, whicreviater reduced to 62 items by a
panel of nine experts. An exploratory factor anasysn the responses resulted in 13
items loading 0.4 or higher on one dimension. Tinial 13 item scale was tested in two
empirical studies (N 194, N= 191) whereby confirmatory factor analysis resiitea

good fit for a uni-dimensional model. In both sweslicoefficient alphas for the
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developed Preference for Affect scale were 0.9188 @.8591 respectively, thus
approving the high reliability of the scale.

Probably the most comprehensive approach to dewmglap NFA scale was conducted
by Maio and Esses (2001) (see Appendix D). The $imp in their scale development
implied the generation of 88 items, which were tmeduced to 60 items after peer
evaluation. Next, a questionnaire consisting oL&@rt type statements was submitted
to more than 355 participants. Several exploratfagtor analyses led to 29 items
loading better than 0.3 on their respective dinmmsi Three of the 29 items were
deleted due to low inter-item correlation. The Fig@é items scale therefore includes two
factors relating to (1) the motivation to approashotions and (2) the motivation to
avoid emotions. Several confirmatory factor anay@é¢= 880) supported the initial two
dimensional factor structure. Convergent and cisiciant validity of the NFA scale
were also examined with other concepts such asvithdil differences in affect
intensity, NFC, cognitive style, and the Big Fieetor model.

Although the NFA scale by Maio and Esses (2001) mmegresent the most

comprehensive and probably most reliable scaledasuore affect, it may not be wise to
use the whole scale in our questionnaire. Dueddedhgth of the scale (26 items) it may
either be necessary to shorten the scale or it lbeaypecessary to consider using a

different scale to measure this concept.

3.2.4 The Interaction of Affective and Cognitive Processe

Extant literature supports the notion that affentl a&ognition are independent but
interrelated processes. For example, Zajonc’s (L9806 system view proposes that
“affect and cognition constitute independent sosirad effects in information
processing” (p. 151). Moreover, Epstein’'s (1998prative-experiential self theory
proposes that individuals process information by timdependent but interactive
systems. While theational system is based on analytical, logical reasonihe,
experientialsystem is based on holistic, affective experienteshis sense, previous
research studies found that individuals high in NfeQId also process emotions, thus

indicating that NFC is not thpolar oppositeto NFA and therefore one can conclude
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that certain individuals are capable of using ®tstems (cognitive and emotional) to
processing information (e.g., Booth-Butterfield @&wbth-Butterfield, 1990).

In light of these study findings, Sojka and Gied®97) developed a theoretical
framework to demonstrate tidependenbutinteractiverelationship between the two
personality variables NFC and their own developaatept of NFA (also referred to as
Preference for Affect). They suggest that consuntens be categorized into four
groups, depending on the score they obtain on th€ Bnd NFA scale. The authors
propose that consumers can be classified as higlvldls NFA, low NFC/high NFA,
high NFC/high NFA and low NFC/low NFA. Figure 2 gdiays the interactive
relationship between these two personality traregphically. Thinking processors are
those individuals who are high in cognition but Iawaffect (lower right quadrant),
whereas feeling processors are those individuals sdore high on affect but low on
cognition (upper left quadrant). Individuals whotah high levels of cognition and
affect are referred to as the combination procasand finally those who are low on
both variables (low in NFC and NFA) are named thasspre processors. This
theoretical framework will be used in this thesisahalyze the various ways in which
the cognitive, affective or both country image cam@nts may be important drivers for

behavioural outcome variables.

Figure 2: Classification of individuals according b their personality traits

. Combination
Feeling Processor

Low Processor

g Thinki

= . inking

= High Passive Processor Processor

Low High

Cognition

Source: Sojka and Giese, 1997
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3.3 John Gountas’ personality theory

A promising alternative to the two personality tsais the relatively new personality
theory developed by John Gountas (2001). In conttas current personality
theories/models that offer a fragmented perspextofethe individual (eg.: Zajonc’s
(1980) two system view, Epstein’s (1998) cognitesgeriential self theory), John
Gountas’ personality model offers a holistic pietaf the individual and defines at the
broadest level of abstraction, four relatively st domains of important individual
differences. By using this personality classifioati we are able to establish a direct
linkage between fundamental personality dimensicmtg in order to study the

relationship between country image components amcbme variables.

3.3.1 Conceptual Origin and Definition

The conceptualization of this personality modeldsion the notion of the origin@larl
Jung’s personality theory(1921) and post Jungian personality type postiiati
(Briggs-Myers and Mc Caulley, 1989). Carl Jung'shoeption of personality is very
complex. First of all he proposes four distinct way experiencing the world: sensing,

intuition, feeling, and thinking, which is summaatzin the table 3 below.

Table 3: Jung's personality theory

Ways of Experiencing  Characteristics

Sensing Knowing through sensory systems

Intuition Quick guessing about what underlies sensory inputs
_ Focus on the emotional aspects of beauty or ugljnes

Feeling pleasantness or unpleasantness

Thinking Abstract thought, reasoning

Source: Mischel, 2008, p. 217

In addition, Jung broadens this concept and indude attitudes, namely Introversion
and Extraversion. These attitudes in conjunctiotihwhe four ways of experiencing the
world result in eight distinct personality typolegi which he explains in detail in his
work psychological type€l921).
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The new model by John Gountas (2001) consistswfritajor personality sub-systems
(Thinking, Feeling, Imaginative, Material/Physicald postulates that each orientation
has a different perspective of the world as wellaadistinct style and preference of
processing information. The validity and relialyilibf the theoretical model that
underpin the scales were tested by carrying oueraéwneuromarketing tests using
electroencephalograph (EEG) brain scans. Findirfgthe® EEG brain scan studies
(N=43) give supporting evidence that personalitpy aadeed be classified within 4

broad factors (Gountas, 2007, forthcoming).

A conceptual definition of each personality origita is presented below. It is
important to note that Gountas’ personality perpecis not mutually exclusive.
Hence, consumers who score high values on theitigrdcientation can also score high

values on the feeling orientation and so forth.

Thinking/Logical Personality Orientation

Individuals scoring higher values on the thinkingeotation have a higher need to
engage in cognitive information processing. Decisiare made objectively based on
clear logical evaluation of facts. Consumers witlhigher tendency on the thinking

orientation have a stronger interest in creating reas and knowledge to understand
and make sense of different aspects in life. Timglkiriented consumers are typically

represented by the following characteristics:

“interest in analysing information, maintaining otfjeity in decision making,
using well founded intellectual principles to guitéenking process, value justice and
fairness, tend to use critical and deliberate tlmgk which can appear emotionless or
blunt and less concerned for feelings” (Gountas @mncaleone, 2008 based on
Briggs-Myers and McCaulley, 1989, p. 522)

Imaginative Orientation

Imaginative consumers are able to reveal the umomuns percepts that influence an
individual's thoughts and actions. They prefer tcaive information from their
environment by intuition, a more indirect way obking at things by using unconscious
ideas and associations. They are more likely thidners to engage in imaginative

visualisation techniques when interpreting thewiemment and are able to do this with
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minimal information. Decision making is based orcamventional approaches such as
creativity, imagination and theories of hunchese fost important subconstructs of the

imaginative personality orientation are:

“...a stronger tendency to visualize, to construcag®s, are more inclined to
value idealism, reflection, creativity, imaginati@md tolerance for the unusual and
unconventional process of decision making(Gountas and Brancaleone, 2008, p.
522)

Material/Sensing Orientation

Material/Sensing consumers have a preference fer utilization of information
obtained through the somatosensory system or iar otlords the five senses (sight,
smell, hear, touch and taste). This preferenceefleated in their appreciation of
physical details and their precise ability to idignmaterial features such as colour,
texture, grain, and three-dimensional aspects. ddrestruct of materialism is deeply
anchored in their value system. They therefore eapee a lot pleasure from physical
comforts and material possessions. To sum up, tierral/sensing consumer can be

characterized by:

“physical realism, acute powers of material obsdimas and understanding,
memory for details, practical, down to earth angogment of financial achievements
and material possessiongGountas and Brancaleone, 2008, p. 523)

Feeling/Action Orientation

The feeling orientation is closely related to Salpwand Mayer's (1990) conception of
Emotional Intelligence. In this sense, feeling nteel consumers are able to identify and
understand emotions/feelings, are able to contil bwn feelings and finally they are
able to manage/regulate emotions in both in themasednd in others. Since the feeling
oriented consumers are capable of controlling amokiag new feeling states in
themselves and in others, they have a higher teydem be socially powerful and
influential with other people. Feeling oriented samers are further characterized by a
heightened preference for processing informatian ihexperiential in nature. Decision

making is based on actual experiences gained amdftine they are more subjective in
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their interpretation of their environment. The feglorientations sub-constructs can be

summarized as follows:

“higher concern for the human emotional and feeliagpects, experiential
sources of information, a need for affiliation, tsig and social respect, understanding
emotions, preference to evaluate products in teofnemotional benefits and social
symbolism”(Gountas and Brancaleone, 2008 based on Briggs-8ged McCaulley,
1989, p. 524)

It is important to note that although the thinkimgentation and the feeling orientation
are related to the construct of NFC and PreferémrcAffect, there are clear differences
between these constructs; both from a theoretmiak jpf view and in the way they have
been measured. The thinking and feeling orientatienbroad personality constructs,
while NFC and NFA represent contextual specificspaality variables that do not go

beyond the use of affect and cognition in inforimagprocessing,

3.3.2 Development of Gountas’ personality orientation ingument

Reliability analyses of the original personalityemtation instrument (Gountas, 2003)
produced very robust Cronbach’s alpha values (Thgqki= 0.85; Material,a= 0.80;
Feeling,a=0.83 and Intuitivep= 0.85). However, more recent studies (e.g., Gaunta
and Webb, 2006; Gountas and Brancaleone, 2008galey that the original 4
personality orientation instrument did not work reatly as expected. In other words,
some items were found to cross load onto sevechabr& (i.e., some items from the
physical or feeling personality orientation wererid to cross load onto the thinking or
imaginative personality orientation). In light dfese findings, Gountas decided to
revise his instrument in 2008. The first step o tbcale construction procedure
consisted in generating items that people would toselefine the four personality
orientations. Two qualitative studies (study 1, R5, study 2, N= 120) using free
elicitation techniques were conducted. Respondests asked to explain in their own
words what they understood to be a feeling, imagieamaterial/physical, and thinking
type of person. The free elicitation phase wasofe#ld by asking three independent
assessors to analyze separately the free elicitagmonses. This resulted in reducing

the huge list of personality descriptors into a kBnamore manageable pool of items.
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By the end of 2008, Gountas provided us with aiebry validation study (N=500)
that was carried out on a pool of 67 items. Thealtef this preliminary validation

study can be seen in Appendix E.

Although the reliability analysis of the newly reed instrument reproduced relatively
high Cronbach’s alpha values (exact Cronbach’saaif@iues were not provided by the
author), it is important to note that the measumniestrument of some personality
constructs do not capture and reflect entirelyrttiegoretical conceptualization. The
material/physical personality orientation, for exae) is characterized by consumers
who value physical comforts and material possessitMuaterial/Physical consumers
rely heavily on their input of their five sensegfg, smell, hear, touch and taste) to
process information and experience a lot of plea$tom physical or material goods
(Gountas, 2003). However, when looking at the itefnictor 3 (Material) one can see
that no items emerge that are related to the isdusensory perception. Therefore
results presented in this study that are relatedh& material/physical personality
orientation should be interpreted with care sirfte gcale instrument doesn’t seem to

capture the whole factor characteristics.
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4 The study’s theoretical models

Two different theoretical models have been develope answer the study’s first
research question, whether personality does infleethe country image - outcome
variable link. The models shown in Figure 3 anduFég4 depict the theoretical
proposition that we suggest and test in this stinyModel 1 and 2, country image is
regarded as a two dimensional construct whose tegrand affective component may
directly andindependentlympact outcome variables. This theoretical coneatation

is based upon the two component view of attitud&scording to Bagozzi and
Burnkrant (1979) an attitude comprises a cognitime an affective dimension which
are “conceptually independent, yet empirically tedaconstructs” (p. 916). With respect
to the outcomes, three variables will be of paféicunterest to us, namely product
evaluation, intention to buy foreign products antémtion to visit a travel destination.
As mentioned before, we conceptualize human pelispaa amoderatorthat impacts
the relationship of cognitive versus affective dpyrimage component on outcome

variables.

Figure 3: Theoretical Model 1

Outcome variables
Country image
Personality Traits
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—

Product evaluation
=
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Cognition/Beliefs

Intention to buy
foreign products

' Intention to visit

O ———

| Need for
Cognition
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\ 4

Affect/Emotions

In the first model we use specific behavioural eanhtrelated personality traits and
propose that the predictive effects of affectiversue cognitive country image
components on outcome variables are moderateddiyidnal difference measures of
NFC (Cacioppo and Petty, 1982) and NFA (Sojka@rete, 1997). In this respect, the
model suggests that the cognitive component of tpumage becomes more salient

(i.e., has a stronger effect on outcomes) when N&~@Gigh and, similarly that the
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affective component of country image becomes maierg (i.e., having a stronger

impact on outcomes) when NFA is high.

These two personality variables could then be edla more basic dimensions of the
personality such as the Big Five Factor in an éfforfind out to what extant different

needs in cognition and affect may have their raotsiore fundamental dimensions of
the individual. However, considering the alreadysemg scope of the diploma thesis
and considering the fact that studies on the wmelatietween NFC, NFA and the Big

Five Factors already exist, we will disregard toarporate these analyses.

Figure 4: Theoretical Model 2

Outcome variables
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Model 2 integrates more basic human personalityentations/traits (Gountas’

preliminary validation study in 2008, see AppenHixas moderating variables between
country image components and conations. Hence,sawen@e that different personality
orientations moderate the link between country ienagmponents and outcome
variables. The rational for testing model 2 ispplst a broader personality theory that is

directly applicable within the country image - outcome Maledink.

Furthermore, familiarity with a country is propostm impact the various outcome
variables in both models being studied. In compari® product familiarity or brand
familiarity, country familiarity reflects at a higher level of abstraction the eixtef
knowledge and/or experience a consumer holds ahocbuntry’s, people, culture,
business environment, economy, products etc.. @puiamiliarity may therefore
directly impact the outcome variables through dngapositive product evaluations

(eg., Country X is a highly developed country, #fere | think that products from this
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country are of good quality), through affecting ghase decisions (e.g., | have tried
chocolate from country X and | loved it, so | canagine to buy it) or through
influencing travel behaviour (e.g., | like the peopnd the culture from country X, |
definitely want to spent my next holidays there)e \erefore decided to integrate
country familiarity as a control variable into aapdel which has a direct impact on the

outcome variables.

Several regression models will be conducted, wkisgetwo country image scales and
country familiarity will be taken as independentriables, the four personality
dimensions, the two personality traits will be takas moderators (or interaction
variables) and product evaluation, intention to kand intention to visit will be
considered as dependent variables. Additionallynty familiarity will be integrated
as control variable, since this variable is expgdie directly impact our outcome

variables.
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5 Hypotheses Development

5.1 The moderating role of personality traits (Model 1)

It is hypothesized that the strength of the refetiop between country image
components and conative outcome variables canfluemted by individual differences

in two personality variables - The Need for Cogmtand Need for Affect.

A number of empirical studies in the area of consurasearch have already shown that
individual differences in NFC can certainly afféice process of attitude formation. The
study by Haugtvedt, Petty and Cacioppo (1992)ef@mple, examined the function of
NFC on attitudes formed as a result of being exppdseaadvertisements. Results of this
study showed that attitudes formed by high NFCvimldials were based more on an
evaluation of specific product attributes; wheratigudes of low NFC individuals were
based on more simple peripheral cues. Other studée® shown that the NFC
personality trait impacts the decision processsttape of information searched as well
as the type of information used when making deosigCacioppo et al., 1996;
Venkatraman et al. 1990; Foxall and Bhate, 1993jther studies have shown that high
NFC individuals evaluate advertising information rmantensively than low NFC
individuals (Mantel and Kardes, 1999; Peltier amthiBrowsky, 1994). The results of
these studies give reasonable support to condidettie same personality trait may be
used to explain individual differences in the temdeto use the cognitive country
image component when basing one’s conations. fnsiiimse one can argue that the link
between the cognitive country image component agldawioral outcome variables
might be stronger for individuals high in NFC than individuals low in NFC. This is
because for individuals high in NFC, the cognitiv®rmation about a country will be a
stronger driver for behavior than for individuatsviin NFC. Following this discussion,

our hypothesis can be formulated as follows.

H1: The higher an individual’'s NFC, the stronger tbationship between the cognitive

component of country image and (a) product evadnatnd (b) buying intention.
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Regarding the outcome variabtgention to visit we believe that the affective country
image component will also play a major role forthigFC individuals. Because of the
“hedonic nature of holiday experiences and giveat tbhurism destinations are rich in
terms of symbolic values” (Ekinci and Hosany, 2006130), it is reasonable to suggest
that high NFC individuals will also tend to referthe affective facet of country image
when deciding to visit a country. Therefore we aanaxpect that NFC will also
positively moderate the relationship between thgnittve country image and intention

to visit.

H2: The personality trait NFC will have no significampact on the relationship
between the cognitive component of country imageiatention to visit the country.

With respect to the other personality trait NFAyden and Diener (1987) demonstrated
that individuals differ in their response of emaot intensity even though exposed to
equal levels of emotional stimuli. Moore et al. §59 also demonstrated that high affect
intensity individuals are more likely to be perseddy emotional advertisements. The
authors found out that people scoring higher valueshe Affect Intensity (Al) scale
responded significantly stronger to emotional aslc@mpared to low Al individuals.
Despite the fact that the measurement scales ums#tkese studies do not necessarily
capture an individual's affective processing, tneyertheless give us an understanding
about the way individuals react to different affeet stimuli. In this sense, it is
reasonable to suggest that for high NFA individutde affective country image
component will be a stronger driver for behaviouoatcomes than for low NFA
individuals. Hence, our hypothesis for highFA individuals can be formulated as

follows.
H3: The higher an individual's NFA, the stronger tkeationship between the affective
component of country image and (a) product evalnatand (b) intention to buy

products.

For the outcome variable intention to visit, treatmore hedonic in nature, the following
will be hypothesized.
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H4: The higher an individual's NFA, the stronger tkeationship between the affective
component of country image and intention to visé tountry.

5.2 The moderating role of personality dimensions (Mode2):

It is also hypothesized that the strength of tihatien country image — outcome variable
will be impacted by an individual’s personalityemtation (Thinking, Feeling, Material,
and Imaginative). The thinking personality oriertatprefers to use an impersonal
process and makes decisions by linking ideas tiirdagical connection. Likewise
individuals who are high in NFC, individuals scarihigh on the thinking personality
orientation scale will prefer to evaluate produatsd buy products by objectively
looking at the informational beliefs they have abdlat country. As regards the

outcome variable intention to visit, we also bedi¢kiat no moderation effect will occur.

H5: The higher an individual’'s score on the thinkingrgonality orientation, the
stronger the relationship between the cognitive ntguimage and (a) product

evaluation, and (b) buying intention.

H6: The thinking personality orientation will not madee the relationship between the

cognitive country image component and intentiowisat.

As regards the material/physical personality oagan it is not that straightforward to
develop a hypothetical relationship. The closelgitezl construct of materialism “is not
commonly proposed as an information-processing toacts (Hunt, Kernan and
Mitchell, 1996, p. 65), hence, making it theordticanore difficult to develop a direct
linkage to the construct of country image and behaal outcome variables. However,
Hunt, Kernan and Mitchell (1996) were able to shbat there is a feasible theoretical
linkage between information processing prefereraces$ the construct of materialism.
Richins and Dawson (1990, 1992) define materiabsnian organizing or second-order
value that incorporates both the importance plamedertain end states (achievement
and enjoyment values) and beliefs that possessicnappropriate means to achieve
these states” (p. 171). Based upon this definitidant, Kernan and Mitchell (1996)
reason how materialists retrieve information akmtearget person to interpret and judge

an individual. Materialists are therefore more INkeéo retrieve possession related
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information than are less materialistic personsthis sense it is also reasonable to
argue that materialistic individuals would moreelik engage in encoding of possession
related information about a country. Since the @ogncountry image facet is made of
people’s impressions based on a country’s polititathnological and economic
structure, we believe that individuals with highevrels of materialism will retrieve the
cognitive country image facet more strongly (espécithe economic factors of a
country to base their product evaluation and imb@nto buy products) than individuals
with lower levels of materialism. With respect ke toutcome variable intention to visit,
a similar hypothesis to the one proposed for thekihg personality orientation was

developed.

H7: The higher an individual's score on the materiakspnality orientation, the
stronger the relationship between the cognitiventguimage component and the

outcome variables (a) product evaluation and (fniton to buy.

H8: The material personality orientation will not meoate the relationship between the

cognitive country image and intention to visit.

The feeling orientation is characterised by a heigéd preference for experiential
sources of information, enjoyment of emotional eigees, status as well as social
respect. Feeling oriented consumers have a tendeneyaluate products in terms of
social symbolism, status and emotional appeal (&suand Brancaleone, 2008 based
on Pervin, 1997). Past studies have shown thainfeariented individuals tend to
evaluate services or products with regards to megatr positive emotions resulting
from their consumptions (Gountas and Gountas, 208ggordingly, this personality
orientation should moderate the relationship betwd®e affective country image
component and outcome variables. Hence, for indal&l who obtain higher scores on
the feeling personality orientation scale, the @fi® country image may become a
stronger determinant of outcome variables thanndividuals who obtain lower values

on the feeling personality orientation scale.

H9: The higher an individual's score on the feelingspeality orientation, the stronger
the relationship between the affective country iemagpmponent and the outcome

variables (a) product evaluation, (b) intentiorbty, and (c) intention to visit.
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The imaginative personality orientation is charazésl by a stronger tendency to
visualise, creativity and imagination. Imaginato@sumers prefer more abstract types
of information processing (e.g., using visualisatiechniques) and are more inclined to
make decisions byunchesor intuition. One model which integrates intuition into
decision making processes can be seen in the doedgs models by Chaiken and
Trope (1999). According to these models thereweerhodes of mental processes. The
traditional mode is characterized by rational tHdwand logical reasoning, whereas the
intuitive mode is characterized by quick, unconssi@and facile decision making.
Considering the affective country image componsrintuitive mode of mental country
image processing, it is reasonable to assume tiitiduals with higher levels of
imagination will be motivated to base their behavab intentions more strongly upon
the affective component of country image than imtlials with lower levels of

imagination.

H10: The higher an individual’'s score on the imaginatpersonality orientation, the
stronger the relationship between the affectiventguimage component and the

outcome variables (a) product evaluation, (b) itiento buy, and (c) intention to visit.

5.3 The relative importance of cognitive and affectivecountry

image facets

Using Sojka and Gieses’ classification model (199&)propose that depending on the
group of processor an individual is classified ie/she will rely more heavily on the

cognitive or affective country image component whasing his/her conation.

Given that an individual high in NFC and low in NK#inking processor) prefers to
engage in cognitive information processing butess|I motivated to process emotional
stimuli, it is reasonable to assume that he/shepay closer attention to the cognitive
component of country image as opposed to the affedmage component. The
cognitive country image component thereby becomesueh stronger determinant of
outcome variables compared to the affective imagesion. Nevertheless, regarding
the outcome variablentention to visit we believe that the affective country image
component will also play a major role for the thimk processor. Since, according to
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Ekinci and Hosany (2006) travel experiences beelonic in naturg the outcome
variable intention to visit might also be guideddiyotional attitudes about the foreign
country. The assumption that thinking processor$ mvore strongly be guided by
cognitive beliefs about a country as opposed tectiffe attitudes about a country when
deciding to visit a destination may therefore bappropriate in this particular case.

Therefore the following hypotheses have been astedal.

H11: Thinking processorshave a stronger preference to base their (a) ptoduc
evaluation and (b) intention to buy products on tlgnitive component of country

image than on the affective component of countrgge

H12: Thinking processors will base their intention isitva country on both country

image components (cognitive and affective) likewise

With respect to the feeling processors (individuagh in NFA but low in NFC), it is
reasonable to suggest that they will be particylatiracted to and guided by emotions
about a country when evaluating products and degidn behavioral intentions. This is
because feeling processors have a stronger preterém seek out emotional
information, which they can find in the affectiveonsponent of country image.
Moreover, empirical studies using Sojka and GieB## scale have shown that feeling
processors (those individuals scoring high valueshe NFA scale but low values on
the NFC scale) show higher levels of response $otlaat are mainly emotional (Ruiz
and Sicilia, 2004). Taking these findings into ddesation our hypotheses will be

formulated as follows.

H13: Feeling processors have a stronger preferencas®e their (a) product evaluation
and (b) intention to buy products on the affectteenponent of country image than on

the cognitive component of country image.

H14: Feeling processomsill only base their intention to visit a countryp ¢the affective

country image component.

Since combination processors have high values th personality traits (NFC and

NFA), we assume that they should be likewise guidedhe affective and cognitive

40



Hypotheses Development

image component when evaluating products and wieeidithg on certain behavioral

intentions.

H15: Combination processors will base their (a) prodwetiuation, (b) intention to buy
products, and (c) intention to visit a country oathb country image components

(affective and cognitive) likewise.

Finally, for passive processors (individuals [onNRC and low in NFA) we did not
develop hypothetical assumptions in this study.¢Bma lack of theoretical support, it
would not be appropriate to test formal hypothe¢8sjka and Giese, 2001, p. 96) for

passive processors in this context.
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6 Methodology

The chapter of the thesis deals with the methodolafgthe study whereby issues of
guestionnaire development, construct measures tosedpture the relevant concepts,
data collection and sample composition are destribéoreover, a discussion about
considerations in country stimuli selection andveyrinstrument translation has been

included.

6.1 Questionnaire development

A questionnaire was designed as researigure 5: Questionnaire structure

instrument to obtain the data necessay\:

Part 1: Personality Traits:
o Need for Affect (Sojka and Giese, 1996)
o Need for Cognition (Bless et al., 1994)

to answer the study’s research questi

as outlined in chapter 2.2. The bas

construct measures as described in tﬁe

research model (chapter 4) had to | Part2: Country Image and Product
Evaluation

included in the final questionnaire. Al o Country Affect (Pan, Schmitt, 1996)

. o Country Cognition (Pappu Quester, 2007)
measurement scales used in the sur . product Evaluation (Roth and Romeo, 199

instrument are based on previous

developed scales borrowed from touris

Part 3: Country Familiarity
o adopted from Beatty and Smith, 1987;
Beatty and Talpade, 1994

and consumer research studies. A cl

illustration of the structure of th

questionnaire, its sequence

Part 4: Consumer Behavior
o Intention to buy (Putrevo and Lord, 1994)

o Intention to visit (Um and Crompton, 1990;
Ger, 1991; Javalgi, Thomas aR@o, 1992)

guestioning and the relevant scales u
to capture the constructs is provided

figure 5.

Part 5: Personality Orientations
o adopted from Gountas’ preliminary
validation study, 2008 (Appendix E)

The questionnaire was divided into si
parts. The first part was designed

measure a consumer’s extent to enggae

Part 6: Demographic Data
o Gender, age, nationality, education,

processing. The second part of t| ©ccupation, netincome

in cognitive and affective informatio
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guestionnaire consisted of measures capturing coersl affects and beliefs about the
country under investigation as well as their evidunaof the country’s products in
general. In a subsequent part, respondents weeel &gkndicate their overall degree of
familiarity with the country. Part 3 of the questiaire was followed by measures to
capture consumers’ intention to buy products frbat the country under investigation
as well as their intention to visit the country.eThfth part was again focused on
measuring a consumer’s personality orientation. [akepart was concerned with socio-
demographic questions related to gender, age, naditiyy, years living in Austria,
occupation, highest level of education and mongi@issonal income after taxes. Results
related to this last part are discussed in moraildatchapter 6.5.

Two versions of the questionnaire were developetewee order of the personality
traits (part 1) and Gountas’ personality orientadigpart 5) were reversed in half of the
questionnaires. Although it is generally recommehtte bring similar topics together
within a questionnaire, we decided not to do sonfi@asuring the specific personality
traits and the more general personality orientatidinis decision was taken out of two
considerations in mind. First, since the scalesl tsemeasure NFC, NFA and the four
personality orientations (Thinking, Feeling, Maéériand Imaginative) are relatively
long; we felt that it might either look intimidagnor boring to respondents if they are
confronted with large list of scaling questionsatetl to the same topic. By splitting
these scales and positioning them at the begiramaghe near end of the questionnaire,
the respondent might feel that the questionnaifer®fmore variety in its look and
formulation of the questions. Our second concerrs welated to the fear that
respondents might lose the interest at the neatioéthe questionnaire and thus not
read all questions presented in this part. We tberalecided to systematically vary the
order of the personality scales for half of the sfiomnaires in order to minimize such
concerns. The final layout and appearance of thesteqpnnaires can be seen in
Appendix G and H.

As regards the response format, only scaling measmuere used to capture consumers’
responses to the particular constructs. All scalese balanced, non-forced and either
measured on a seven or nine-point category. Therityapf studies typically avoid the
use of unbalanced scales (scales with an unequalranof positive and negative

answers) since they can provide a potential soof@cquiescence response bias, i.e.
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respondents are biased to answer in a particulgr(Watson, 1992). Since we cannot
assume that respondents will only answer in a fa@gories at only one extreme of the
scale, we decided to use balanced scales. An aaberuof scale points were provided
to allow respondents to choose a neutral optiocase they do not have a significant
opinion to a question or in case they have a nesttaace towards a particular item. As
regards the number of scale position used, a iwaditfive or seven point category is

commonly used in literature. The use of longer exat only recommended if the

respondent is able to differentiate between thaesbf the categories (Wilson, 2003).
In our study almost all of our measurement scalesewaptured on a seven point
answer category. Only the sub-constructs of coumtigge were measured on a nine
point category in order to obtain a more precisasuee of these constructs. Apart from
these general problems involved during the prooéspiestionnaire design, two other
issues were of particular importance to the st@dye of these issues referred to the
process of country stimuli selection, the otheuéssvas related to the difficulties in

verbal instrument translation. These two subjecttema are tackled in the following

chapter.

6.2 Country selection

As regards the selection of an appropriate coustinpulus, three criteria guided this
process. First of all, a neutral foreign countrpd be selected with respect to the
Austrian sample chosen as target population. Bysing a neutral country we are able
to reduce potential country image biases that migive been caused by any external
influence, such as animosities or affinities betwvéee survey country and the foreign
country under investigation. Animosities towardsummiies can be a consequence of
political, social or religious tensions, while afties towards specific foreign countries
can be based on cultural, lifestyle appreciatiothefforeign country or previous travel
experiences and thus negatively or positively erfice the overall evaluation of foreign
products and intention to buy foreign products (@bker, Riefler and Diamantopoulos,
2008). It was therefore necessary to ensure tleatelationships under study were not
biased by any factor we were not able to controlaond thus might have provided
misleading results (Wilson, 2003). An exploratoegearch study conducted in Austria
on consumer animosity (Riefler and DiamantopouR3)7) revealed that the USA,

Germany, France and Turkey were among the mosdsttimosity countries, while
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Italy, Spain and Greece were among the top afficyntries stated by Austrian
consumers. Thus the choice of such countries astigostimuli should be avoided.
Second, respondents should have a moderate levfaholiarity with the country in
order to enable them to provide valid ratings oe ttountry image and product
evaluation scales. And third, the use of a countith a relatively high variability in
familiarity was preferred. Previous studies havevamthat differences in familiarity do
influence the strength of the relation between éipgecountry image facets and
outcome variables (Josiassen, Lukas and WithweD82Lee and Ganesh, 1999). To
control for a systematic bias in country familigrihat might potentially influence the
relationships under study, a country with a highiakality in familiarity was given

preference.

In order to decide for a neutral country with a m@de mean value and relatively high
variability in country familiarity, a short pretestudy with a quota sample of 15
Austrian consumers was conducted. Male and fenespondents equally distributed
among three age groups (18-30/31-50/51+) were askgitlin a short questionnaire to
measure their familiarity with respect to five malicountries from five different parts
of the world (Canada, Belgium, Ireland, Switzerlarigtazil). The questionnaire
consisted of 4 items to measure country familigiiggatty and Smith, 1987; Beatty and
Talpade, 1994) on a seven point Likert type scalk @nd points 1= strongly agree and
7= strongly disagree. A final question relatedite amount of times the respondent had
already visited the respective country was alsduded. Each of the five stimuli
countries was assessed with respect to five codatmliarity items. Table 4 provides

some descriptive statistics of the results.

Table 4: Descriptive statistics of pretest study

Country Mean value of country familiarity Standard deviation (SD)
Canada 25 1.83
Belgium 2.15 1.48
Ireland 1.98 1.04
Switzerland 4.38 1.61
Brazil 1.33 0.49
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Canada (SD= 1.83) was among the countries withhtgkest variability in country
familiarity, followed by Switzerland (SD=1.61) anBelgium (SD=1.48). Since
Switzerland was among the countries with the high@ean value in country
familiarity, we decided to go ahead with this coynfThe considerably lower mean
values of Canada and Belgium were regarded asoiwaat to enable respondents to
give valid ratings on the country image scales adl s on product evaluation

measures.

6.3 Survey instrument translation

Since our study was conducted with an Austrian gomes sample, the questionnaire
had to be designed in German. Some of the constused in our survey instrument
were already available in the required target laggu A German version of the
affective country image measure, country familarand the outcome variables
(intention to visit, intention to buy, product ewation) were borrowed from previous
studies conducted at the Chair of International Kdang which were found to be
reliable and valid measures. A German version efgérsonality construct NFC could
also be identified in literature (Bless et al., 4pHowever, still some measures (NFA,
cognitive country image, Gountas’ personality otdions) were not yet available in
the target language und thus needed to be tradsiate the German language. In
translating the remaining measurement scales, astemprocedure was adopted. First,
a forward translation was conducted, whereby aaitignslator student who was native
in German prepared a translation from the Englsiree language into the German
target language. The student was informed abousubgct matter and was told that a
totally literal translation may not always be raqdi if it does not capture the correct
meaning in the desired target language. (Craig mdglas, 2005) For example, the
English phrasé am good at empathizing with other people’s pratdean be literally
translated into the German langudge bin gut darin die Probleme anderer Menschen
nachzuempfindenBut this literal German translation will not saums fluent to a
German Native speaker as the slightly adapted arergh kann mich gut in die
Problemwelt anderer Menschen hineinversetZdthough most of the items were not
translated literally into the German language| stilstrong focus was placed on not
moving too far away from the original version. lIisecond step, the original scales and
the translated scales were given to three indepgraesessors who were native in
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German. The translated scales were discussed amdtiiey were asked to suggest
alternative phrasing or wording for possible imgments. After careful evaluation and

review of suggested phrasings, a final German errsi the scales was created.

6.4 Construct measurement

The survey instrument used in our study was aletham previously developed scales.
Appendices J and K contain the items used to measach construct along with some

validation information which is discussed in a sdugent chapter.

Country Image:

Country image was operationalized in terms of @gritive and affective components.
This way we follow the suggestion made by Roth @&na@mantopoulos (2008) that
country image comprises a cognitive (belief) anda#fective (emotional) facet only.
Since no specific measurement scale to capturetigoamotions had been developed
so far (Roth and Diamantopoulos, 2008), we borroveedscale from consumer
psychology literature which was originally develdpge measure the attitude towards a
brand name. The final affective image scale wasethee a composition of 5 bipolar
adjectives (like — dislike, positive — negative,odo— bad, pleasant — unpleasant,
favourable — unfavourable) adopted from Pan anan8tli1996) study as well as one
own adjective (hostile — friendly). All items wemeeasured on a nine point semantic
differential scale format. Respondents were askew@te their overall affective attitude
towards Switzerland on each pair of adjectives. Thgnitive image measure was
borrowed from Pappu, Quester and Cooksey’s (20@idysand consisted of nine items
capturing a consumer’s perceived macro country @nafpout a given country.
Respondents were asked to indicate on a nine maing scale the extent to which they
agree or disagree with a number of statements vétfard to Switzerland. These
statements were related to the economic, political technological conditions of the

country.

Need for Cognition, Need for Affect

To indentify a person’s inherent desire to engageognitive processing, the German
NFC scale developed by Bless et al. (1994) wastadopless et al.’s version is based
on the original NFC scale developed by Caccioppal.e(1982) and offers a reliable
and valid German adaptation measure. Due to camgides about the length of the
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questionnaire, we decided not to use the full yHintee items scale. A short form of the
German NFC scale was created by eliminating athstevith a factor loading < 0.5.
Ratings for the remaining eleven items were cadiédby using a seven point Likert-
type scale anchored by 1= strongly disagree andtrongly agree. NFA was measured
via the 13 item scale developed by Sojka and Gig887). According to the authors
their scale was developed as an equivalent cowartempeasure to the NFC scale and
unlike other affect scales it captures the constinc a non-situational context.
Furthermore, Sojka and Giese’s scale (1997) camtam adequate number of items
compared to Maio and Esses’ scale (2001) whichieaphat there will be no need to
shorten the measurement instrument. NFA was alssuned on a seven point Likert-

type scale.

Gountas’ personality orientations

By the end of 2008, the author provided us withrediminary validation study of his 4

personality orientation instrument (see Appendix [B)e to time constraints we could
not wait any longer for the final validation studyf the personality orientation

instrument. Therefore we decided to go ahead aonH tbe factor structure of the

preliminary validation study as a basis to createshartlist of the 4 personality

orientations instrument. A 23-item scale was cagrgid by selecting the top 6 items
from the thinking, material, and feeling personatitientation and the top 5 items from
the imaginative personality orientation. These fqersonality orientations were
equivalently measured on a 7 point Likert-type seahging from 1= strongly disagree

to 7 = strongly agree.

Country Familiarity:

The measure of country familiarity was adopted frpnevious consumer research
studies (Beatty and Smith, 1987; Beatty and Talpd®®4). Altogether four items

captured this construct which were measured ornvanspoint Likert-type scale with

end points 1= strongly agree and 7= strongly desagr

Outcome Variables:
Product evaluation was measured using Roth and Bem@992) scale that is
operationalized in terms of design, workmanshimoirativeness and prestige. The

overall perception consumers have of products feoparticular country was captured
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with 4 items and rated on a seven-point semantierditial format. These four bipolar
items (eg: “high prestige” vs “low prestige”) weaecompanied with an explanatory
sentence describing what people understand witiectdo each dimension of overall
product evaluation. For example, the itelmgh prestige vs low prestige was
complemented with the sentenPeestige refers to the exclusivity, status and dran
awareness of a produend thus facilitated respondents to understandnbdaning of
each product dimension. Consumer’s purchase iotentias measured with 5 items
borrowed from Putrevo and Lord (1994). Finally, semer’'s intention to visit a
country was measured with 5 items adopted fromieza@0oO and tourism research
studies (i.e., Um and Crompton, 1990; Ger, 199%ald® Thomas and Rao, 1992).
Purchase intention and intention to visit a coumiag captured via a seven point Likert

type scale ranging from 1= strongly disagree tosirengly agree.

6.5 Data collection and sample

Data collection was carried out at four differentdtions in Austria. These locations
were: two offices in Vienna (BP Austria AG, Pall ¢tta GmbH), the University of
Vienna and finally on a train trip from Vienna taal&urg. A self-administered
questionnaire was developed, which was personalygéd to potential respondents and
then collected after completion. The sampling meéthsed in this study was a
convenience sampling procedure whereby availablenlmes at the locations were
approached and asked to participate in the stutlis $ampling procedure has the
advantage that it is considerable less time consyinmand cost effective than
probabilistic sampling procedures. Neverthelessyenience sampling procedures limit
the ability to generalize results outside the stuityce the sample might not be strictly
representative of the target population from whiak drawn (Wilson, 2003). Although
this problematic also holds true for our sampleawt&d, it should be free of any

systematic bias.

Approximately 340 potential respondents were apgred to participate in the study. A
total of 219 questionnaires could be collecteddilegto a satisfactory response rate of
64.4 %. From these 219 questionnaires, 16 questimmhad to be excluded from the
analysis out of two reasons. One reason for exotudi questionnaire was the number
of items that were deliberately or unintentiondkyt unanswered. If the number of
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unanswered questions exceeded the threshold valédtems, the questionnaire was
excluded. A second reason for excluding a questivenwas based on whether
respondents did answer the questions according dertain response pattern. Those
questionnaires were excluded where respondents desvrt items over several parts of
the questionnaire and gave the same rating to falthe items. Altogether 203

questionnaires were considered usable and takefrfuftrer data analysis. Table 5

provides a summary of the profile of the responslent

Table 5: Sample characteristics

Response category Frequency (n=203) Percentage of total
Gender
Male 112 44.8
Female 91 55.2
Education
University degree 59 29.1
High school degree 85 41.9
Apprenticeship 27 13.3
Compulsory school 14 6.9
Other 18 8.9
Monthly personal income
<333 30 16.1
334 - 999 41 20.2
1000 — 1599 52 25.6
1600- 2400 47 23.2
> 2400 16 7.9
not indicated 17 8.4
Occupation
Student/Pupil 65 32.0
Employee 121 59.6
Unemployed 3 1.5
Retired 7 3.4
Other (ie.: self-employed) 7 3.4
Nationality
Austrian 187 91.6
Other 17 8.4

There were slightly more female (55.2%) than mdk&. &%) participants. The sample
age had a mean of 31.5 and varied from 16 to 7dsy@&ae educational level was fairly
high since 29% of the respondents had a univedatyree, 42% had completed their
school living examination, 13% had served an agmeship and 9% had finalized

compulsory school education. Other educationall¢ea#ained and mentioned were for
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example, college degree, academy, and ¥Wducational courses. The level of income
was fairly distributed among the five income classkr (8.3%) respondents refused to
indicate their income level. In terms of occupati®®.6% of the respondents were
employees, 32% were students or pupils and the inemga8.3% were either self-
employed, retired or unemployed. Altogether 187scmmers with Austrian citizenship
were interviewed, whereas the rest had a non-Arstitizenship but were fluent in the

German language and were living in Austria on ayerfar more than 14 years.

0 WIFI="Wissen ist fiir immer* (courses for advanoeatational training offered by the WIFI company
in Vienna)
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7 Results

This part of the thesis provides the foundationnmof work to answer the study’'s
research questions and check the hypothetical gdsms developed. The first part of
the chapter deals with some preliminary data amalydext, results of moderated
regression analyses are presented. The remaindee chapter is concerned with some

further analyses of group comparisons and couatrylfarity issues.

7.1 Preliminary Data Analysis

Prior to running the moderated regression analysesrder to test our developed
hypotheses, some preliminary data analysis werdompeed. In this chapter the
procedure of data screening, some descriptivesstatj validation and reliability testing

of our constructs and correlation analyses betvadlgrairs of constructs are presented.

7.1.1 Data screening

In a first step several box plots were createdlémiify outliers and to get a first picture
of the distribution of the data. Spotted outlietisoée values that were very different
from the rest) were rechecked and corrected ifatletieas mistake that occurred during
the process of data entry. In the following chapterwill have a closer look at our data

by discussing some descriptive statistics.

7.1.2 Descriptive Statistics

Table 6 provides some characteristics of the datarms of its mean, median, standard
deviation and variance. Values of kurtosis and sless are also included to verify that
the distribution of the data is roughly normal. Matity of our data is of crucial
importance, since the statistical procedure usdtigstudy is a parametric test which
requires normal distributed data. When parameg#tst are conducted without using
normal distributed data then the analysis will @oly produce misleading results
(Field, 2006).
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Table 6: Descriptive Statistics

Mean Median Sg?gﬁ(;?‘ Variance  Skewness Kurtosis
Country Affect 6.43 6.5 1.59 2.56 -0.40 -0.02
Country Cognition 7.07 7.22 1.08 1.17 -1.15 2.71
Need for Cognition 5.01 5.18 0.97 0.95 -0.44 0.09
Need for Affect 4.69 4.69 1.09 1.19 -0.30 -0.27
Product Evaluation 5.48 5.5 1.12 0.84 -0.33 -0.64
Intention to buy 3.63 3.6 1.23 1.50 0.24 -0.09
Intention to visit 3.96 3.8 1.29 1.67 -0.03 -0.52
Egmgny 3.00 2.75 1.63 2.66 0.54 -0.69
Thinking 5.38 5.5 1.05 1.12 -1.27 2.34
Feeling 4.75 4.8 1.11 1.24 -0.37 -0.15
Material 3.99 4.17 1.29 1.69 -0.06 -0.39
Imaginative 4.97 5.0 1.16 1.34 -0.36 -0.39

Switzerland could score a favourable CoO image (me&a43 for country affect and
mean= 7.07 for country cognition on a scale raniom 1 to 9). The outcome variable
product evaluation was also relatively high (meab.48 out of 7) but goes down to
3.63 and 3.96 for the outcome variables intentionbtly and intention to visit
respectively. On average, responses on the NFQIBAdscales obtained were 5.01 and
4.69 in each case. With respect to the familiasityhe country, a moderate mean value
of 3.00 could be obtained. Finally, mean valuesthw four personality orientations
ranged from 3.99 to 5.38.

When comparing the mean value to the median vdleach variable, one can see that
these values are nearly identical, indicating that distribution of our data is almost
symmetrical and therefore similar to that of a nalrndistribution. In a normal
distribution the values of kurtosis and skewnessukh be zero. Positive values of
kurtosis are an indication for a pointy distributiavhile negative values are an
indication for a flat distribution. A positive vauof skewness indicates a left aligned
distribution, whereas a negative value indicatedghat aligned distribution (Field,
2005). Almost all our variables are slightly negaly skewed and have a slight
negative value of kurtosis. The fact that almokskaftosis and skewness values are near
to the value zero, is a further indication that data is fairly normally distributed.
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Finally, the variance of our variables was taketo iconsideration. Since several
moderator variables were integrated into our regjoes models, a relatively large
variance with respect to these variables was diquéatr interest to us. Studies in the
area of moderated regression analysis have shatrittie ability to detect moderators
decreases as the distribution of the moderator hesomore peaked or centered”
(Darrow and Kahl, 1982, p. 41). Hence, the abiidtydentify a moderator will depend
to a large extent on its variance. The variancetfi@ moderators NFC and NFA
(measured on a scale from 1 to 7) was 0.946 anfl dedpectively, indicating a
relatively low to moderate level of distributionof=Gountas’ personality dimensions
variances were slightly higher, ranging from 1.1 1.69. These findings do not
represent a satisfying initial situation for conting a moderated regression analysis.
However, in a subsequent analysis individuals fdllgrouped according to these two
personality variables and individual differencedl Wwe analyzed by comparing country
image effects on outcome variables on a subgrosfs.bim case moderators cannot be
identified in the first instance, then these past-lanalyses should help us in gaining
some further insights into the valuable role ofspeality traits in explaining individual

difference in the country image - outcome varidinik.

7.1.3 Factor Analysis

A further preliminary step in our analysis involvegamining the factor structure and
reliability of the scales used in our questionnaBeveral separate exploratory factor
analyses were conducted on each scale in ordevéal the underlying dimensionality
of the scale items. All scales were subjected tediOblimin rotation with Principal
axis Extraction. The reason for applying Principals Factoring was because from a
strict mathematical perspective only this extrattimethod is able to estimate the
underlying factors in a data set. In Principal AKactoring factors are extracted by
taking the common variance of items into considenat In principal component
analysis the common variance between items is as$wand factors are estimated by
simply converting the data into a set of linear poments (Dunteman, 1980). Direct
Oblimin rotation was chosen, because this rotatm@thod does account for potential
factor inter-correlations, which we believe will thee case in our data set.
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The Kaiser-Meyer Olkin (KMO) values were all wayoak the recommended threshold
value of 0.5 as suggested by Kaiser (1974) andedhfigm 0.771 to 0.938, which can
be regarded as good to excellent. The Bartelegststwere all significant at the 0.00
level. These results support the applicability ofaatorial analysis on our data set
(Field, 2006).

The common value of 0.4 was taken as criterioraféactor loading to be regarded as
significant. All measurement items were evaluated #hose items possessing low
factor loadings (<0.4) or low communalities (< Ov&re prospects for being excluded.
This item screening procedure was applied to alesc Accordingly, only one item
from Gountas’ personality scale was deleted, bex#usxhibited a low factor loading
of 0.394 and a low communality of 0.288 and funthere it cross loaded considerably
high on a different dimension (>0.5).

In line with previous research, the NFA scale, twntry affect scale, country
familiarity and all other outcome variables (prodewaluation, intention to buy and
intention to visit) were found to be uni-dimensibirastructure, accordingly all items
loaded on one single factor, with factor loadingsging 0.517 to 0.955 and
communalities ranging from 0.267 to 0.865. Furthamem all Cronbach’s alpha values
for these scales were relatively high ranging fr@/m96 to 0.938 (see Appendix J for
more detail).

Contrary to our expectations, two factors emergedHe NFC scale, which explained
46.37% of the total variance. Although the Eigeneabf the second factor was greater
than one and accounted for 10.71% of the totalamas, this two-dimensional factor
solution did not seem to be adequate. A closer btathe pattern matrix revealed that
all reversed coded items were allocated to the fastor and the positive items were
allocated to the second factor. Accordingly, theerse coded items seem to have
reproduced an artificial factor in our data seteTuse of reverse coded items in our
NFC scale have their basic logic in that they wask“cognitive ‘speed bumps’ that
require respondent to engage in more controllechpp®sed to automatic” answering.
Unfortunately, once respondents adopt a certaitefpatof answering to positively
worded questions, they may fail to realize the geato negatively formulated questions

(and vice versa) and thus represent a potentiateaf method bias (Podsakoff et al.,
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2003, p. 884). This phenomenon seemed to have reccur our research study, thus
the factor structure produced by the NFC scalettisbatable to the measurement
method rather than the construct itself. We theeettecided to ignore the results of the
factor analysis and incorporated all 11 items & MFC construct into our analysis.
Factor loadings of all items ranged from 0.46 t®850and communalities ranged from
0.27 to 0.58. The Cronbach’s alpha value for tloales was 0.837 and therefore
relatively high.

The factor structure produced by the country cagmiscale was also two-dimensional
but since the Eigenvalue of the second factor weadler than 1 and only accounted for
6.76% of the total variance in the data, there wggved reasons to assume that the
extracted two factors were not suitable. A lookhat scree plot revealed that the point
of inflexion was at indeed at factor 1. Accordinglige scale was regarded to be uni-
dimensional in nature. Factor loadings were moderahging from 0.474 to 0.777
while communalities ranged from 0.319 to 0.619. Thkability coefficient of the

country cognition scale was also relatively high=(0.86).

Finally, Gountas’ personality scale was subjecte@xploratory factor analysis. After

deletion of one item which was deemed to be ingmate, a final four factor model

was estimated with the remaining 23 items. All isetoaded on their respective
dimension with factor loadings ranging from 0.411 Q.939. The factor solution

accounted for 61.84% of the total variance withcalnmunalities ranging from 0.403
to 0.767. This first factor referred to the thindipersonality orientation and explained
most of the variance (24.92%). The second and factbr referred to the imaginative
and material personality orientation and explaid&dl8% and 11.15% of the total
variance in the data respectively. The final factorresponds to the feeling oriented
personality type and accounted for 7.58% of thal tediriance. All factors had relatively
high Cronbach’s alpha values: Factor 1 alpha odefit was 0.877; Factor 2 alpha
coefficient was 0.860; Factor 3 alpha coefficienasw0.907 and Factor 4 alpha
coefficient was 0.874 (see Appendix K for furthetatls).
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7.1.4 Correlation Analyses

A final step in our preliminary analysis involvedpdoring the bivarite relationships

between all pairs of constructs. A Pearson’s procwament correlation was calculated
to measure the strength of association betweenvamables. A two-tailed test was
used, since the direction of the relationship watspnedicted, prior to conducting this
correlation analyses (Field, 2005). The completeetation matrix which includes all

correlations between all variables can be fourdigpendix 1.

The output shows that there was a significant pasitorrelation between country
cognition and all three outcome variables, as \aslh significant positive correlation
between country affect and all three outcome véggal@lhese results are consistent with
previous findings in CoO literature, this all meapithat as the perceived image of
Switzerland increases, the product evaluation nbthof that country increases as well
as the probability of buying products from that vy and visiting the country. There
were also significant positive correlations betweeunntry cognition and country affect
(r=0.327; p= 0.00), as well as between all thraiespof behavioural outcome variables.
In line with our expectations, product evaluation antention to buy were significantly
positively correlated (r= 0.3119; p=0.00), prodaecaluation and intention to visit were
also correlated (r= 0.387; p=0.00) and finally toerelation between intention to buy
and intention to visit was also strongly positive 0.5844 at p= 0.00). The variable
country familiarly did also positively and signifiotly relate to both, country affect
(r=0.3626, p=0.00) and country cognition (r= 0.29820.00), as well as to all three
outcome variables at p<0.01 (to product evaluatm1®.2956; to intention to buy r=
0.4466 and to intention to visit r= 0.4364). Insthegly, there were also significant
correlations between NFC and country cognitionsQr202, p=0.0019) and NFC and
Country Affect (r= 0.1697, p<0.01). These findingdicate that consumers with higher
levels of cognition and higher levels of countrynfBarity had a better image of
Switzerland than consumers with lower levels ofretign and lower levels of country
familiarity. NFC also appears to be positively tethto the outcome variables product
evaluation (r= 0.2172, p<0.01) and intention to Ky 0.1407, p<0.05) but not the
outcome variable intention to visit. The persoydiitit NFA did only slightly correlate
with the outcome variable intention to visit (r=1854, p<0.05), but no significant
correlations were evident for NFA and the cognitioe affective country image

component. Furthermore, there was a significanatneg correlation between NFA and
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NFC (r=-0.3018, p=0.00), indicating that our samgetains both, thinking and feeling
type of people.

With regard to the association between the spep#isonality traits (NFC and NFA)
and the higher order personality orientations,fdllewing findings could be made. As
expected, the thinking personality orientation asitively related to the personality
trait NFC (r= 0.5945, p<0.01) but negatively retht® the personality trait NFA
(r=-0.2247, p<0.01). However, contrary to whatawmicipated, the feeling personality
orientation was not related to the NFA scale (1063, p= 0.13) but there was evidence
for a slight association to the NFC scale (r= 06,4d<0.05). Interestingly, only the
imaginative personality orientation positively adated with NFA (r= 0.4290, p<0.01)
and did not correlate with NFC (r=0.0318, p=0.65hally, the material personality
orientation was negatively related to the NFA s¢ete-0.1463, p<0.05) but not related
to the NFC scale. These results give empirical sttdpr the convergent validity of the
thinking and the NFC scale as well as the imagieatind NFA scale. However, the
expected correlation between the NFA scale andegleng personality orientation scale

was not provided by our data, thus suspecting tineergent validity of the scales.

7.2 The Main Analysis

In the following results of moderated regressioalgses with regards to the first model
are presented. It was decided not to report omethats of the second research model in
great detail since the first model was found t@abwrore valuable tool in explaining and

answering our research questions.

7.2.1 Moderated Regression Analyses: Model 1

As depicted in Figure 3 chapter 4 we posit thafleddint human personality traits will
moderate the relationship between specific couinttgge components on product
evaluation and behavioural outcome variables (trgaento buy, intention to visit). In

this sense, we assume that for people with high MeGmpact of the cognitive country
image component on behavioural outcome variabldéisbei stronger than for people
with lower NFC. Equivalent hypotheses were alsoettiyed for the personality trait
NFA with regards to its role in strengthening tleationship between the affective

country image component and behavioural outcomeablas. For testing these
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hypotheses three moderating regression analysie w@nducted separately for each
depended variable (also referred to as criterionalle in moderation analysis).
Accordingly, in the moderated regression analybestwo country image scales were
taken as independent variabl@spduct evaluationintention to buyand intention to
visit were considered as dependent variables and thpdrgonality traits were taken as

moderators (or interaction variables).

“In general terms, a moderator is a qualitative,(sgXx, race, class) or quantitative (eg.,
level of reward) variable that affects the direxstiand/or strength of the relation

between an independent or predictor variable ami@émendent or criterion variable”

(Baron and Kenny, 1986, p. 1174). In other wortighere is a relationship between a
variable X and a variable Y, a moderator can bandgd as a third variable Z that
modifies the form of this established relationsbipeach level of Z (Aiken and West,

1993).

When conducting a moderated multiple regressionlyaisa not only hypothesized
interaction effects between predictors and modesata outcome variables are tested
but also the main effects of predictors and modesatThis is done because a cross-
product term includes information on both, the maid the interaction effect. It is
therefore essential to isolate the main effectmftbe cross product term (Bedeian and
Mooholder, 1994 based on Cohen and Cohen, 1983untGo familiarity was
incorporated as a control variable and therefoeentiain effects of country familiarity
on behavioural outcome variables were also testkd.following equation shows the
specific predictors, moderators and interactionabdes that were included into our

moderated multiple regression models.

Y, = a+ b*CCOG + b,*CAFF + b*FAM + b *NFC + b*NFA + b *(NFC*CCOG) + b ,*(NAF*CAFF)

where

Y; = outcome variables (product evaluation, intentmbuy, intention to visit)
b; = least square estimates

CCOG = cognitive country image

CAFF= affective country image

FAM = country familiarity

NFC = Need for Cognition

NFA = Need for Affect
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Our moderator hypotheses are supported if the aatien term (NFC*CCOG) and
NFA*CAFF are significant. Based on the results jded by the correlation analyses in
chapter 7.1.4, main significant effects of the pexut variables CCOG, CAFF and
FAM on Yi are expected. There may also be main significHatts of the moderator
variables (NFC and NFA) oniYbut these effects are not of direct relevancesting
the moderator hypotheses (Baron and Kenny, 1986)etiér a moderator is (not)
related to the criterion or outcome variable, Ww#l of interest to us when specifying the
type of the moderator. According to Sharma, Durand Gur-Arie (1981) a variable
can be specified on two dimensions: (1) its retatio the criterion variable and (2) its
interaction with the predictor variable. A variableat interacts with the predictor
variable can further be classified into a pure amplasi moderator variable (represented
by quadrant 3 and 4 in Figure 6). Pure and quasiemabors are very similar in that they
both affect the relationship between a predicta arcriterion variable, except that the
former also interacts with the predictor or criberivariable. This fine distinction
between pure and quasi moderators is of partigntarest in psychometric literature,
where a real or pure moderator variable shouldrivelated to the predictor or criterion
variable in order to be clearly interpretable (farther information on this topic see
Sharma, Durand and Gur-Arie, 1981).

Figure 6: Typology of Specification Variables

Related to Criterion Not Related to
and/or Predictor Criterion and
Predictor

Intervening, Exogenous

Antecedents, Suppressd Moderator

" (Homologizer)

No Interaction
with Predictor

=

Predictor
Interaction Moderator Moderator
with Predictor (“Quasi Moderator”) (“Pure Moderator”)

Source: Sharma, Durand and Gur-Arie, 1981

A further concern in moderated multiple regressamalysis refers to the problem of
multicollinearity. In moderated multiple regressianalysis the predictor (X) and the
moderator (Z) variables are multiplied to create pinoduct term of the form X*Z. The
first order variables X and Z will therefore be Hiig correlated with the product term
(X*Z), which will lead to problems of multicollinedy (Aguinis, 1995). To deal with

this issue we first mean centered the continuodepandent variables when creating
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the product term (NFC*CCOG) and (NFA*CAFF) to reducproblems of
intercorrelation between the main and the inteoacterms (Aiken and West, 1993).
After transforming the variables, three moderatgression analyses were run on each

dependent variable as pointed out in equation 1.

Across all regression models no evidence of mulirearity could be found. Strong
intercorrelations between predictor variables coudtl be detected and no interaction
term had a variance of inflation factor (VIF) exdeg the recommended threshold
value of 10 (Hair et al., 1998). Furthermore, ourliin-Watson (DW) statistics were all
close to 2, which provide evidence for the indemer@ of error terms in our models

(Field, 2006). In the following, results of thedlrregression models are presented.

7.2.1.1 Moderated regression analysis: Product evaluation

The first regression model investigates the ratstigp between specific country image
facets on the evaluation of foreign products amdntioderating role of personality traits
in this context. Goodness of fit indices were statally significant (p<0.001) for this

model. The R? value accounted to 0.459, which mieE that almost 46% of the total
variability at estimating foreign product evaluatis described by our model. Table 7
depicts the beta-values, standardized R3-valued;thkies and the significance values

of our regression model.

Table 7: Coefficient Table of Moderated RegressioAnalysis 1: Product Evaluation

Beta -value | R - value t-value Sig. t Hypothesis

Country Affect 0.165 0.289 4.755 0.000 -
gg;gf{%n 0.382 0.454 7.717 0.000 -
Country Familiarity 0.022 0.022 0.039 0.502 -

Need for Cognition 0.098 0.105 1.834 0.068 -

Need for Affect 0.093 0.111 0.1986 0.04¢ -
CCOGXNFC 0.026 0.033 0.608 0.544  Hyp la: not stppo
CAFFxNFA 0.052 0.106 1.959 0.051 Hyp 3a: supported

Dependent Variable: Product Evaluation, R? = 0.459

There was a main significant impact of affectiveage (3= 0.289, p<0.001), cognitive
image (3= 0.454, p<0.001), NFA (3=0.111, p<0.05) &*FC (3=0.105, p<0.1) on
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product evaluation. When comparing the standardiBestalues of the significant
predictors, one can see that the cognitive counmage was the strongest predictor for
people’s foreign product evaluation. As regards ititeraction effect, only the NFA
personality trait was found to have a significanpact on the relationship between the
affective country image and product evaluation QRE06, p<0.1). Thus hypothesis 3a,
which assumes that NFA will leverage the effecttloé affective country image
component and product evaluation is confirmed. Hypsis 1a, which postulates that
NFC will moderate the relationship between the d@bgn country image component

and product evaluation is not supported by ourltgsu

7.2.1.2 Moderated regression analysis: Intention to buy

The second moderated regression analysis testeshhe predictors and moderators on
a different dependent variable, namely intentiobug foreign products. The test of the
overall significance of the regression model waspsuted at p<0.001. Our R? goodness
of fit indices amounted to 0.285 and thus indicdked 28.5% of the variability in the
outcome variable around its mean is explained byptiedictors.

Table 8: Coefficient Table of Moderated RegressioAnalysis 1: Intention to buy

\I?aeltua(; 3 - value t-value Sig. t Hypothesis
Country Affect 0.130 0.170 2.428 0.016 -
Country Cognition 0.128 0.113 1.676 0.095 -
Country Familiarity 0.268 0.357 5.298 0.000 -
Need for Cognition 0.061 0.048 0.736 0.463 -
Need for Affect 0.097 0.086 1.341 0.181 -
CCOGxNFC -0.126 -0.120 -1.911 0.058 H1b: not sujmob
CAFFxXNFA 0.049 0.075 1.207 0.229 H3b: not supgubr

Dependent Variable: Intention to buy, R2 = 0.285

A look at table 8 shows that country affect (3=70,1p<0.05), country cognition (3=
0.113, p<0.1) and country familiarity (3= 0.3570m01) had a main significant effect
on intention to buy foreign products. However, gnedictor country familiarity had the
highest contribution to the outcome variable, thodicating a strong tendency of
habitual buying behaviour in our sample. With resge the interaction terms, only the

personality trait NFC was found to significantly desate the relationship between the
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cognitive country image component and intentionbtoy products. Nevertheless,
contrary to our expectations, the personality tNC does weaken the relationship
between the cognitive country image component atehtion to buy foreign products.
The interaction term CCOG x NFC is negative (35911, p< 0.1), thus indicating that
people who obtain higher scores on the NFC perggnedale do use the cognitive
country image component under less extent whendiohgcito buy foreign products.
Nevertheless, the results provided make senses gitan be argued that for consumers
high in cognition, the behavioural outcome variabtention to buy may be based upon
product related information as opposed to countrgrin information. These results
are partly in line with previous findings by Zharg996), who demonstrated that
consumers high in NFC evaluated products on thength and relevance of product
attributes, whereas consumers low in NFC were rtikedy to evaluate products on
peripheral cues, such as CoO information. Therefox@ther hypothesis 1b nor
hypothesis 3b are supported by our results and tocleel rejected.

7.2.1.3 Moderated regression analysis: Intention to visit

The last moderated regression model tested the natoutg role of personality traits on
the relationship between country image componemtsiatention to visit the country.
The overall regression model was significant at.p&0, thus indicating a good model
fit. Our predictor variables explained 35.7% of th&l variance at estimating intention

to visit a foreign country.

Table 9: Coefficient Table of Moderated RegressioAnalyses 1: Intention to visit

Beta- value | B - value | t-value Sig. t Hypothesis

Country Affect 0.297 0.370 5.573 0.000 -
Country Cognition 0.110 0.093 1.449 0.149 -
Country Familiarity 0.233 0.296 4.631 0.000 -

Need for Cognition 0.000 0.000 0.005 0.996 -

Need for Affect 0.185 0.157 2.5648 0.011 -
CCOGxNFC -0.017 -0.015 -0.254 0.800 H2: supported
CAFFXNFA -0.018 -0.026 -0.444 0.658 H4: not supeadr

Dependent Variable: Intention to visit, R2 = 0.357

In this regression model only country affect (3370, p<0.001) and country familiarity
(3=0.298, p<0.001) had a significant impact onritita to visit (see table 9). NFA (3=
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0.157, p<0.5) was also found to have a main eftectthe criterion variable, thus
indicating that more affective oriented people amere open and willing to visit
Switzerland. Country cognition was not found toaeredictor for intention to visit,
although a positive correlation (r=0.2959, p<0.643 been observed between these two
variables. These results, however, make theoretease. Since the cognitive country
image component is conceptualized in terms ofotgipal, technological and economic
structure, these cognitive attributes don’t appeabe relevant for consumers in their
decision to visit a country. Rather the affectivgtade towards a country (eg.: like -

dislike) is a determining factor in this decisiamgess.

In line with our expectations, NFC did not moder#te relationship between the
cognitive country image component and intention visit, thus hypothesis 2 is
supported by our data. The interaction term CAFFANKA are not significant,

consequently, hypothesis 4 assuming that NFA wdberate the relationship between
the affective country image component and intentmmwisit, is not supported by our

results.

7.2.1.4 Summary of Results

Taken together, the results suggest only partippst for the theoretical hypotheses
developed in chapter 5.1. Although all regressiadehs were statistically significant,
the intention to buy and intention to visit mode&l much lower R?, indicating that the
CoO is more useful in predicting consumers’ evaduabf products. These results are
in line with previous findings in CoO literaturehigh revealed considerable decreases
in the predictive power of country image when itn&s to explain behavioural outcome
variables (eg: intention to buy and intention teityiother than product evaluation. A
summary of the results is displayed in table 10gnstvariables with the greatest impact

on each dependent variable are underlined.

Table 10: Summary of regression analyses: Model 1

Dependent R2 Country Country Country Need for Need for CCOGx | CAFFx
variable Affect Cognition | Familiarity | Cognition Affect NFC NFA
Product 1 g 46 | 029 0.45 - 0.105 0.111 - 0.106
evaluation

Intentionto | 6 59 | 0.17 0.113 0.357 - - -0.12

buy

Ir_1tc_3nt|0n to 0.36 0.37 . 0.296 - 0.157 - -
visit
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In the case of product evaluation, the personaityable NFA was found to slightly
moderate the relationship between the affectiventgumage and evaluation of foreign
products. However, the NFA did not only interacthwihe predictor variable country
affect, it was also related to the criterion valeaproduct evaluation. Thus according to
Sharma, Durand and Gur-Arie (1981) specificatiorvarfiables (see Figure 6, chapter
7.2.1) the personality variable NFA is strictly agimg only aquasi moderatar The
personality variable NFC was also found to inflieertbe relationship between the
cognitive country image component and intentiobug but the effect was negative and
thus was not in line with our expectations. Nevelghs, in this case NFC is not related
to the criterion variable intention to buy, thus@lEan be regarded apare moderator

that weakens the relationship between the cognitivmtry image and intention to buy.

Finally, in the case of intention to visit, no irdetion of NFA with the predictor
variable country affect could be detected. Inténgbt, NFA was found to have a main
effect on intention to visit, thus indicating thiiis personality trait may rather be

regarded as an antecedent of intention to visit.

The results presented, point out how importans ita differentiate between distinct
outcome variables when developing hypotheses. ¢h eagression model presented,
the moderation effects and main effects of prediatred moderator variables worked
differently. Thus, expecting that predictor varebland interaction effects will operate
the same way with respect to distinct outcome béegis a rather vague approach.
Therefore we recommend that during the processypbtheses development it is of
crucial importance to keep in mind the distincteraf outcome variables and the
associated differences resulting from these cotervariables in the output of the

regression models.

7.2.2 Moderated Regression Analyses: Model 2

In our second model we were interested in examimthgther more basic personality
orientations/traits are capable of influencing tle&tionship between country image
components and outcome variables. To test the hgpets of chapter 5.2, equivalent
regression analyses (to the ones presented inrgheniodel) were run on each outcome

variable, where both country image components andntcy familiarity were
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considered as predictor variables and the fourgpaigy orientations were integrated as

moderator variables.

With regards to the first regression model with duct evaluation as dependent
variable, only a main significant effect of the nkking personality orientation was
detected (3= 0.139, p<0.01). This finding goesna ith the result of the first model,
were a main significant effect of NFC on producaleration was detected. For the other
three personality variables neither a main nor raeractive effect was statistically

significant.

The second regression model revealed a significaain effect of the feeling
personality orientation (3= -0.47, p<0.1) on intemtto buy, as well as a significant
interaction effect of the material personality ataion on country cognition (3= 0.127,
p<0.05). These results indicate that high feeligpondents have a tendency to avoid
buying products from Switzerland. Furthermore, ¢hier also evidence indicating that
the impact of cognitive country image on intentitm buy will be stronger for
individuals high in materialism than for individgdbw in materialism, thus hypothesis
7 is partially supported.

Finally, results on the third regression model witliention to visit as dependent
variable, did only reveal a main significant eff@étmaterialism on intention to visit
(3=-0.108, p<0.01), thus indicating that individdligher in materialism were less

willing to choose Switzerland as travel destination

To sum up, the overall results of this model wexther weak, since only the material
personality orientation was found to slightly irdhce the relationship between the
cognitive country image and intention to buy. Ohlypothesis 7 (b) was found to be
supported by our data, the rest of the hypotheseslaped for this model were not
confirmed by our results. Taken together, one @ntlat the results provided by the
two more specific personality traits (Model 1),rted out to be better variables in
examining individual differences of CoO effect amguct evaluation, intention to buy
and intention to visit. Individuals interested imecking the results of the second model

in more detail are referred to Appendix L - N.
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7.2.3 The Interaction of Cognition and Affect: A Subgroup Analyses

So far, the two personality traits NFC and NFA hdeen treated separately with
respect to their impact on the link between speafuntry image components and
behavioural outcome variables. Although such amalgse very useful in that they give
us some insights into the pure impact of cognitema affect in moderating certain

linkages, we are somewhat limited in our examimatio

The question whether individuals who vary in the@rsonality (in the sense of affect
and cognition) attach different importance to tbgrative and affective country image
components in relation to specific outcome varigbleould not yet be answered. In
order to determine the relative importance indiaiduascribe to the cognitive and
affective country image facet when basing theil@aion and behavioural intentions, a
further analysis was required. According to Sojkd &iese’s classification model (see
figure 7), individuals can be segmented into fowoups based on the interactive
relationship between cognition and affect.

Figure 7: Classification of individuals according b their personality traits.

. Combination
Feeling Processor
Low - Processor
n=62 _
n= 37
2
= : Passive Processor| Thinking Processor
< High n= 52 n= 51
Low High
Cognition

Source: Sojka and Giese (1997)

To test the hypotheses presented in chapter 5/8radeseparate regressions with only
the cognitive and affective components of countnage as predictors of the outcome
variables product evaluation, intention to buy amdntion to visit were run within each

subgroup.
In line with previous research studies (Mantel Kaddes, 1999; Zhang, 1996) a median
split of both variables NFC and NFA was conductearder to categorize individuals

into one of the four processing groups based orvéthges (low vs. high) obtained on
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the variables. After conducting the four way samgpdit, 62 individuals could be
identified as feeling processors, 51 individualgevelentified as thinking processors,
37 individuals were classified as combination pssces, and finally 52 individuals

were sorted into the passive processor group.

7.2.3.1 Regression analyses for the Thinking Processors

Our first regression models examined the relatignbletween the two country image
components and the three behavioral outcome vagaih the 52 thinking processors.
Results of these analyses are displayed in tabldlLiegression models were checked
for the assumptions of no multicollinearity and epéndence of error term. All VIF
values were below the threshold value of 10, timgscating that multicollinearity was
not a problem in these models. Durbin-Watson stedisvere close to 2; therefore the

assumption of independent error terms was alssfigati

Table 11: Regression analyses for the thinking pra&ssors

Regression1: Regression 2: Regression 3:

R2: 0.536 R2: 0.078 (no significance) | Rz 0.252

Product evaluation Intention to buy Intention to visit

) t-value | Sig.t 3 t-value Sig. 1 ) t-valle  Sig|t

Country 0.170| 1584 | 0.120 0.243 1.51f 0116 0465 3.401 010.0
Affect
Country 0.646| 6.012| 0.000 0.072 0475 0.637 0079 0577 67.5
Cognition
Hypotheses Hyp 11a: supported Hyp 11b: not supported Hyp ©2snpported

The regression model for the outcome variable prodwaluation was statistically
significant at p< 0.001 and had an incredibly hiRfhvalue of 0.536. Thus, 53.6% of the
variability of the product evaluation around itsanecan be explained by our predictor
variables. Country cognition (3= 0.646, p<0.001}\ieund to be a significant predictor
variable for product evaluation. Consequently, bypothesis 11a which states that
thinking processors will more strongly base thewduct evaluation on the cognitive
country image facet is supported by our data. éstangly, the 3 -value for country
affect was very small and not even significant,iégating that thinking processors are
indeed very objective in their evaluation and a@ guided by emotions when

evaluating foreign products.
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The second regression model with the outcome Jarialkention to buy revealed that
the overall goodness of fit of our model was nghsicant. The R? value of the model
was very low (R2= 0.078) and the associated sicgiite of the F-ratio (F-value=2.037,
p= 1.42) was not significant at all. Therefore, @an conclude that for the thinking
processors country image is not a good predictorirftention to buy. Although our
hypothesis 11b is not supported by our data, thesdts are not completely surprising.
Previous findings in chapter 7.2.1.2 have shown tha personality trait NFC does
negatively moderate the relationship between tlgmite country image and intention
to buy. The fact that this regression model issignificant for thinking processors does
highlight our previous assumption that a thinkigget of person does not attach any
importance to the CoO when intending to buy a pecbdior thinking processors the
process of buying intention seems to be based ugormational cues that are related

to the product itself.

The third regression model with the dependent b&iantention to visit, was

statistically significant (p<0.001) and provides Rhvalue of 0.252. Interestingly, for
the thinking processor only the R-value of the cif® country image (3= 0.465,
p<0.001) was statistically significant. Thus, hypesis 14 which suggest an equal
contribution of cognition and affect on intentianwisit a country was not supported by

our data.

7.2.3.2 Regression analyses for the Feeling Processors

In the next part the same regression analyses eosi@ucted on each outcome variable
for the feeling processors. All three regressioalygses, as depicted in table 12, were
statistically significant at p<0.001, thus indicatia good fit of our models. Problems
resulting from violations of no multicollinearitynd independence of error terms
couldn’t be detected. All VIF values of our regiessmodels were below the threshold
value of 10, thus confirming that multicollinearityas not a concern in this model.
Durbin-Watson statistics were close to 2. Theretbeeassumption of independent error

terms was also met.
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Table 12: Regression analyses for the feeling prassors

Regressionl: Regression 2: Regression 3:

Rz 0.370 Rz 0.303 Rz 0.233

Product evaluation Intention to buy Intention to visit

) t-value | Sig.t| R t-valueSig. t| B t-value| Sig. t
/ff‘;gg‘t”y 0.493| 4.610 | 0.000| 0.455| 4.047 0000 0.466 3.949 000.0
Country 0.251| 2.346 | 0.022| 0.214| 1.905 0.062 0.0%6 0.473 380.6
Cognition
Hypotheses | Hyp 13a: supported Hyp 13b: supported Hyp 14: stpg

With regard to the first regression with the outeonariable product evaluation, a
moderate R? value of 0.370 was obtained. With aatié-of 17.291 the ANOVA was
statistically significant at p<0.001. Both preditan the model were found to be
significant. Based on the magnitude of the regoessoefficients (as reflected by the 3
values), the cognitive country image component@®46, p< 0.001) was considerably
more important than the affective country image (3251, p<0.05). These results
indicate that feeling processors do indeed base thaluation of products more
intensively upon the emotional attitudes towardsantry as opposed to the beliefs of a
country. Hence, hypothesis 13a assuming that felinig processors country affect is
more important than country cognition when evah@ia product is supported by our
data.

The second regression model revealed that courffectaand country cognition
accounted for 30.3% of the variation in the depenhd@riable intention to buy (R%=
0.303). This regression was also statistically ificant and had an F-ration of 12.828.
Nevertheless, country affect (3= 0.455, p<0.00&Apg&n a much stronger predictor than
country cognition (3= 0.214, p< 0.1) for intentitmbuy. Thus hypothesis 13b which
suggests that feeling processors will be more gtyomfluenced by the affective
country image than the cognitive country image wiméending to buy a product is also
supported by our data.

The last regression analyses revealed to have lesiRéavalue of 0.233, indicating that
our predictor variables accounted for only 23.3%hm variation of intention to buy. In
line with our expectations, only country affect waand to be a significant predictor of

our outcome variable. Feeling processors do onigrreo their feelings towards a
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country when deciding to visit a country and thypdthesis 14 is also supported by our

results.

7.2.3.3 Regression analyses for the Combination Processors

Next three regressions were run on the subgrouplsaior combination processors. As
depicted in table 13, only two regression modelsewund to be significant at
p<0.001. For the significant regression models,ticnllinearity was not a potential
problem since all VIF values did not exceed theugabf 10. Furthermore, the
assumption of independent error terms was alsafieatj since all Durbin Watson

statistics were close to 2.

Table 13: Regression analyses for the combinatiorrqgressors

Regression 2:
R2: 0.108 (no
significance)
Intention to buy

Regression1:
R2: 0.427
Product evaluation

Regression 3:
R2: 0.431
Intention to visit

3 t-value | Sig.t| R t-value Sig.t 3 t-value| Sig. t
Country 0.442 | 2.766 0.009] 0.200 0.956 0.323 0.642 24.030.000
Affect
Country 0.288 | 6.012 0.080| 0.169 0.84% 0.404 0.024 9.140.883
Cognition

Hypotheses | Hyp 15a: not supported Hyp 15b: not supported Hyq hot supported

As in the previous subgroup analyses, the regnessialysis for the dependent variable
product evaluation was considered first. The Forédr this model was relatively high
and significant at p<0.001, thus providing evidefmethe overall significance of our
model. R? values for this regression were alsotivelly high, indicating that almost
43% of the variance in product evaluation can bplamred by country affect and
country cognition. Although both predictor variableountry affect (3= 0.442, p<0.05)
and country cognition (3= 0.288, p<0.1) were diatfly significant, the affective
country image component was still a stronger cbuatar in this context. Thus for
combination processors the affective country iméaet also seems to be a more
important predictor for general product evaluatibiypothesis 15a suggesting that the
affective and cognitive country image should haveearly equal impact on product

evaluation needs to be rejected.
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The following regression analysis with intentionkioy as outcome variable yielded a
very low F-ratio and its associated p-value was sighificant either. These results
indicate that for individuals who are high in cagmm and high in affect (combination

processors) the CoO does not seem to be an infomahtcue for intention to buy

altogether, thus hypothesis 15b which assumes @ eqgpact of country cognition and

affect on intention to buy needs to be rejected.

The final regression analysis was concerned withdependent variable intention to
visit. R2 values for this regression were relagvieigh (R2= 0.431) and with an F-ratio
of 12.859 the model was found to be significantpa0.001. Also in the case of
combination processors, only the affective couimmgge was a relevant predictor for
intention to visit. Thus hypothesis 15¢ which asearthat both country image facets
will equally contribute in predicting intention tasit is not supported by our data and

thus needs to be rejected as well.

7.2.3.4 Regression analyses for the Passive Processors

Finally, regression analyses on the passive processere considered. Although no
hypotheses were developed for this information @ssimg type, we will nevertheless
briefly discuss the results. All regression modats on the 52 passive processors (those
individuals who scored low values on both persayatraits) were statistically
significant at p<0.001. With regards to problemsmiiticollinearity and dependence of

error terms, no evidence could be found.

Table 14: Regression analyses for the passive presers

Regression1: Regression 2: Regression 3:
R2: 0.475 R2: 0.159 R2: 0.257
Product evaluation Intention to buy Intention to visit

B value| t-value| Sig.t Beta t-value Sig. |t Beta ale Sig. t

Country 0.284 2.704| 0.009 0.109 0.821 0.416 0.339 2.7112 09.0
Affect
Country 0.582 5546 | 0.000 0.366 2.752 0.008 0.324 2.594 120.0

Cognition
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The R? value of the regression model with prodwetieation as criterion variable was
very satisfactory, since almost 48% of the varigbiin product evaluation can be
explained by both country image dimensions. AltHounpth predictor variables are
significant, for passive processors the cognitieentry image (3= 0.582, p<0.001)
appears to be a stronger influencer as opposdutaftective country image (3= 0.284,
p<0.01) in their process of product evaluation.

With regards to the second regression model wiéniion to buy as outcome variable,
a considerably lower R? of 0.159 could be obtaimedicating that country image is not
such a good predictor for intention to buy in tlase of passive processors. Moreover
only the cognitive country image (3= 0.366, p<0)0@dsulted to be a significant

predictor of intention to buy.

The final regression with intention to visit as @unhe yielded an R? of 0.257.
Interestingly, for passive processors both coumtigge dimensions served as important

determinants of intention to visit a travel dedtioa

7.2.3.5 Summary of Results:

Taken together, the subgroup analyses on consurpesduct evaluation provided

satisfying results with high R? ranging from 0.870t536 (see table 15). In line with our
expectations, for feeling processors the affectiwentry image appears to be a much
stronger influencer on product evaluation, while fleinking processors the opposite
was found. Interestingly, for combination processtine affective country image

revealed to be a stronger information source feirtprocess of product evaluation,
while for passive processors the opposite was Traese findings demonstrate that both
affective and cognitive country image componentsy @ crucial role in consumers’

evaluation of foreign products but that the rekatimportance of these components
changes as a function of a person’s personalitpgmition and affect.
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Table 15: Summary of regression analyses across aiformation processing types

(dependent variable: product evaluation)

The Main Analysis

Feeling Processor | Combination Processo
R2=0.370 R2=0.442
Low Reco=0.251 Recoe= 0.288
BCAFF:0493 BCAFF: 0.442
45
Q Passive Processor Thinking Processor
< ) R2=0.475 R2=0.536
High Recoc=0.582 Recog= 0.646
BCA|:|:=0284 BCAFFz n.s.
Low High
Cognition

In the case of intention to buy, subgroup regressioalysis provided much lower R2
values (see table 16). As previously indicatedpsitive correlation between product
evaluation and intention to buy was confirmed. Heere congruent with previous
research studies, country image appeared to béex peedictor for product evaluation
than for intention to buy products. Results indechthat only for feeling and passive
processors the CoO appeared to be a significamtigboe in their decision to buy
products. In line with our expectations, feelingpgessors were found to base their
intention to buy a product more strongly on thesetive component of country image.
Interestingly, for passive processors (whose behawvas not predicted) the contrary

was verified.

Table 16: Summary of regression analyses across aiformation processing types

(dependent variable: intention to buy)

Feeling Processor | Combination Processo
R2=0.303 R2=0.108 (n.s.)
Low BCCOG: 0.214 BCCOG: n.s.
BCAFF: 0.455 BCAFF: n.s.
O
o Passive Processor | Thinking Processor
< ) R2=0.159 R?=0.078 (n.s.)
High Recos= 0.366 Recos= N.S.
Becae= N.S. Bcar= N.s.
Low High

Cognition
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Finally, with regards to intention to visit, onlgd affective country image component
was found to be a relevant predictor of intentiowisit for most information processing
types (see table 17). For thinking, feeling and loioation processors only affect
towards a country was found to predict intentionvisit. In the case of passive
processors, both image components did unexplaindbtgrmine intention to visit.

These results suggest, that with respect to thtiaveural outcome variable, personality
does not seem to have a relevant role in tryingexplain the relative importance

individuals attach to different country image coments.

Table 17: Summary of regression analyses across aiformation processing types
(dependent variable: intention to visit)

Feeling Processor | Combination Processo
R2=0.233 R2=0.431
Low Reco= Nn.s Recoc N.s
BCAFF: 0.466 BCA|:|:=0642
45
Q Passive Processor Thinking Processor
< ) R2=0.257 R2=0.252
High Recoc=0.339 Recoc= N.S.
BCA|:|:=O324 BCAFFz 0.465
Low High
Cognition

7.3 Further Analyses

The final part in our empirical study is concermveith analyses on country familiarity
to test for its effect on the relationship betweenntry image dimensions and outcome
variables. Subsequently analyses on group comperigbinformation processing types
with respect to certain variables are investigated.

7.3.1 The Role of Country Familiarity

Besides the effects of human personality, couranyiliarity may also play a role in this
context. The relative salience of affective vs.matge country image components in
predicting outcome variables could also vary actifferent levels of familiarity with a

country. For example, it could well be that foriwiduals with a high degree in country

familiarity the cognitive country image is a strengdriver for conations. This is
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because better informed persons are in a bettétiqggoso base their conations on the
country’s cognitive component since they have thalable information necessary to
justify their conations. Contrary to that peoplethwia lower degree in country
familiarity, may rather tend to base their conatiapon the country’s affective image
component since they don’t have the necessarynvd#tion available to justify their
conations. Despite such possible scenarios, the oblcountry familiarity on the
relationship between cognitive and affective cogntnage components on outcome
variables has never been investigated before. Thaishird and final objective of the
thesis is to examine the relative effects of cogaitversus affective country image
under different levels of country familiarity.

A tripartite partitioning was used for the varialsleuntry familiarity. After splitting the
sample into individuals with low, middle and higauntry familiarity, the middle one
third of the sample was removed from the experim€&htee regression analyses with
only the cognitive and affective country image asdgtors of behavioural outcome
variables were performed separately for each suipgsample (with either low or high

country familiarity).

Table 18: Regression analyses on subgroup samplettwiow country familiarity

Regression1: Regression 2: Regression 3:

R2 0.313 R2: 0.137 R2 0.086

Product evaluation Intention to buy Intention to visit

Beta | t-value| Sig. Beta t-value Sig. t Beta t-ealu Sig. t
/ff‘;gg‘t”y 0121 1.288| 0201 0225 2131 0036 0250 2301 240.0
Countty 1 g521| 5531| 0000 0251 2378 0008 0.108 0492 240.3
Cognition

Table 18 depicts the regression analyses for thgreup sample with low country
familiarity. All three regressions were found to dtatistically significant and complied
with the assumptions of no multicollinearity andlépendence of the error terms. R2
values of the three regressions performed were,0R3%£3, R2 = 0.137 and R2= 0.086
respectively, indicating that country image migktless helpful in predicting people’s
intention to visit a country as travel destinatibthey are not familiar with the country

per se

As can be seen form table 18 regression 1, onlgdigaitive country image (3= 0.521,
p<0.001) served as important determinant of prodwetluation, suggesting that for
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people with low country familiarity only the cogim country image served as relevant
determinant for product evaluation. The secondesgjon with intention to buy as

dependent variable revealed that both affectiveO@25, p<0.05) and cognitive

(R3=0.251, p<0.01) country images were equally irtgmir as predictor variables.

Finally, results of the last regression analyswad that only country affect (3= 0.25,
p<0.05) appears to be a significant predictor ficention to visit a travel destination.

The same regression analyses were also performeldeosubgroup sample with high
country familiarity. Results of this subgroup arsgly are displayed in table 19. All
regressions satisfied the assumption of no mulinedrity and independence of error
terms. Although all regressions performed werdastieally significant, the model with

the outcome variable intention to buy had a mueteloR? of 0.157 compared to the
other two regression models. These results indita& under conditions of high
country familiarity country image is a much betpeedictor for product evaluation and

intention to visit as opposed to the outcome végiatiention to buy.

Table 19: Regression analysis on the subgroup sareplith high country familiarity

Regression1: Regression 2: Regression 3:

R2: 0.376 R2: 0.157 R2: 0.435

Product evaluation Intention to buy Intention to visit

Beta | t-value Sig. t Beta t-value Sig. Beta t-valuesig. t
/ff‘;gg‘t”y 0.502 | 4.908| 0.000] 0.343 2905 0.0d5 0645 6.635 0|0
Country 0.246 | 2.408| 0.019| 0.12¢ 1.059 0294 0050 0.510 120/6
Cognition

Both country image components had a significantaichpn product evaluation, but
their relative importance was different for cogmiti(3= 0.246, p<0.05) and affect (3=
0.502, p<0.001), thus the affective country imageemsion appears to be a stronger
predictor of product evaluation for individuals e high degree of country familiarity.
In the case of intention to buy and intention teityihowever, only the affective country

image appeared to be a significant predictor.

Overall, the results provided by both subgroupdicate that the relative importance of
country image components changes as a functionwftry familiarity. Contrary to our
expectations, for individuals high in country faiamity, the affective component of

country image appears to be more important in ptiedj product evaluation and
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behavioural intentions. Contrary to that, indivitbuaith low country familiarity appear
to base their evaluation of products more strongdgn the cognitive component of

country image.

7.3.2 Group Comparisons

Since the second research purpose of this studycer@ered on comparing the impact
and relative importance of specific country imageets on outcome variables across
different processing types (eg.: Thinker, Feeleit.is necessary to ensure that these
effects are free and not biased by any other factor example the degree of country
familiarity, that might influence the relationshipader study. Three separate one-way
ANOVAs were conducted to ensure that individualtegarized into one of the four
respective processing groups are equivalent wigarceto country familiarity, country
affect and country cognition, in order to assurat thuch factors did not account for

observed differences and thus confounded our sesult

In a first step the assumption of homogeneity acmg sample was checked. Since all
three Levene’s Tests were non-significant at p<@B@5can assume that the assumption
of homogeneity of our sample variance was met d$ bur statistical instrument

chosen did reproduce reliable results (Field, 2006)

The one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) revealedsignificant differences across
the four processing types on the country cognititeasure F(3,198) = 2.304, p<0.05
and on the country affect measure F( 3, 198) =61.880.05. However, the ANOVA on
the country familiarity measure did reveal sigrafit differences in the average country
familiarity across the four processing types, F83)1= 2.811, p<0.05. For conducting
post hoc analyses, Gabriel's pairwise test proeedwas adopted, since it is designed
for group comparisons with slight differences inmpée size (Field, 2006). Pairwise
comparisons of the four processing groups revedhed there was a significant
difference in the level of country familiarity beten the thinking (mean= 3.51) and

feeling processor (mean= 6.24) at p < 0.05.
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Table 20: Mean values of country cognition, countnaffect and country familiarity as a function of
information processing type

Country Cognition Country Affect Country Familiari ty
Thinker 7.34 6.66 3.51
Feeler 7.04 6.26 2.64
Combiner 7.10 6.73 291
Passive 6.79 6.20 3.02

These findings are interesting because our anatysesuntry familiarity indicated that
high country familiarity does lead to a strengtteenagationship between the affective
country image and outcome variables (see resulthapter 7.3.1), yet these pairwise
comparisons showed that the feeling processors aasignificant lower country
familiarity than the thinking processors. Howeubese results indicate that the results
presented in chapter 7.2.3.2 about the feelinggasmrs do not account for observed

differences in country familiarity.
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8 Discussion

The question how to best operationalize countrygen& a complex and ongoing
research issue. For years, academics examiningtitheture of country image and its
effects on behavioural outcome variables have fedws the cognitive facet of country
image only. However, more recent studies investigathis area have recognized the
importance of affect (emotions) in the formationaof overall country image. (Laroche
et al., 2005; Roth and Diamantopoulos, 2008)

This thesis is an extension of current CoO studkest of all, as suggested by Roth and
Diamantopoulos (2008), country image was operalioed as a two-dimensional
construct comprising a cognitive and an affectisenponent only. Although literature
has already suggested that beliefs and affectpats of the country image construct
(eg., Papadopoulos, Heslop and Bamossy, 1990; Raveeman and Pisharodi, 1994;
Laroche et al., 2005) previous studies have faikedxamine the individual impact of
country beliefs and affect on conations. In linghwthe two component view of
attitudes we found that beliefs and affect do indgienultaneoushbut independently
affect country conations. In this sense it is dassthat an individual holds positive
emotional connotations with a country, while at #zne time holds negative beliefs
about a country. In addition, we examined the enguiary power of CoO not merely on
product evaluation, but also on two other outcoragables, namely intention to buy
products from a particular foreign country and mtiien to visit the country.
Considerable differences in the outcome of the aleggression models point out how
important it is to differentiate between distinctt@ome variables during the process of

hypotheses development.

The major contribution of this diploma thesis caetedl in incorporating personality
variables between the country image - outcome bigriink to study the strength of
association between specific country image compisnand outcome variables as a
function of personality. In doing so, two alternatitheoretical models have been
established using both global personality orieateitraits as well as context specific
personality traits. Furthermore we tested the psdjpm that the relative importance of
affective vs. cognitive country image componentspiedicting outcome variables

changes according to an individual's personaligsification as proposed by Sojka and
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Giese (1997). Finally, we were also interested xan@ning whether the relative
importance of affective vs. cognitive country imagemponents varies at different

levels of country familiarity.

Our study findings indicate that for both modelsudbstantial amount of the variance
was explained by the predictor variables. More tfaaty percent of the variance was
explained for the dependent variable product eviangModel 1: R= 0.459; Model 2:
R’= 0.469), nearly thirty percent of the variance iimention to buy (Model 1: &
0.285, Model 2: B= 0.299) and more than thirty percent of the varafor intention to
visit (Model 1: R= 0.357; Model 2: B= 0.361). In line with previous research findings,
(e.g., Peterson and Jolibert, 1995; Verlegh andr&mp, 1999) the predictive ability
of our regression models are much better for theéent variable product evaluation
than for the dependent variable purchase intentierlegh and Steenkamp (1999)
explain this effect by reasoning that “purchasentibns do not only represent a trade
off between consumer needs and product features,alm® incorporate several
‘external’ influences, of which budget constraiate the most important. Specifically,
consumers may perceive a product to be of highityuahd like it very much, but they
may simply not be able to afford it. Hence, the attpof country related inferences

should be smallest for purchase intention (p. 330).

Furthermore, it should be noted that the improverire® that comes from integrating
personality variables as moderators between thetgouimage-outcome variable link, is
relatively small for both models Rimproves by 3-4%). However, the relative
improvement in R(relative to the amount of personality variablegmated) is larger
for model 1 than for model 2, thus we can conclildé the first regression model with
the more specific moderator personality traits,aidetter tool to study individual
differences in CoO related effects. These findiags in line with previous research
findings of personality and consumer behaviourtirggathat more contextual specific
personality traits have a higher predictive vajiditan broad or intermediate personality
constructs (Nakanishi, 1972; Kassarjian and Shef291).

One key result of the first moderated regressiomehds that in the case of product
evaluation, a significant positive interaction effdoetween the personality variable

NFA and country affect was found. Thus these figdirprovide some preliminary
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evidence suggesting that as individuals score higlatues on the NFA scale, the
stronger becomes the link between country affedt@oduct evaluation. Furthermore,
results also indicated a significant negative ext@on effect between NFC and country
cognition for the dependent variable intention toy/.bAlthough these findings were
contrary to our expectations, they are theoreticakasonable. As previously
mentioned, this result can partly be explained toygs findings from Zhang (1996),
who demonstrated that consumers high in NFC eweduptoducts on the strength and
relevance of product attributes, whereas consuogrsin NFC were more likely to
evaluate products on peripheral cues, such as @tw@mation. Thus, applying these
study findings to our specific research context nmagly that consumers high in NFC
will be less influenced by a country’s origin ineth purchase decisions, compared to
consumers low in NFC. Our study findings, howewdemonstrated that only beliefs
about a country and not affect become less inflakfactors in purchase decisions for
highly cognitive consumers. This may be becauseswners high in NFC base their
purchase intentions on more specific product rdlaérmation as opposed to beliefs

about a country.

Another interesting finding of the regression asalyywas that only the affective image
component was found to significantly impact intentito visit. As previously
mentioned, these results can be explained by tttethiat the cognitive country image
component was operationalized in terms of politiexhnology and economy, thus
representing cognitive factors that may not beveeie for consumers in their decision
to visit a country. Furthermore, a main effect diANwas found on intention to visit,
thus indicating that the higher an individual’s iicon the NFA scale the higher his/her
preference to travel at all. Because of the hedoattire of holidays and given that
holiday experiences are full of symbolic values antbtional experiences (Ekinci and
Hosany, 2006), it's plausible to say that highlfeefive consumers are more attached

towards travel experiences in general.

Given our findings that consumers appear to bame dlecision to visit a country, solely
on their affective (emotional) attitude towards twuntry, the experiential hierarchy
model (see Roth and Diamantopoulos, 2008) might heseful tool to outline how
consumers process country image information. Theerential hierarchy model of

country image suggests that only country affect @ifectly impact country conations,
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which will then be the basis to form country bdi¢fountry affect> conations>
country cognition) Applying this model to the study context of intien to visit, it may
well be that a person is willing to visit a countogcause he/she simply likes the
country. A belief about the country might be fornsgtkr having visited the country, for
example, a tourist might experience the high plesel of Swiss products or services
and may therefore conclude that Switzerland is anttg with a highly developed
economy, high living standards and high labour 080 verify the overall fit of this
model, a longitudinal study design may be usefal. &ample, a group of consumers
could be studied for the effects of country affentintention to visit before visiting a
country and the effects of conations on countryefehfter having visiting a country.

The thesis also demonstrated that for certain owceariables, the role of the two sub
constructs of country image (cognitive or affectiddfers according to an individual’s
personality classification in terms of cognitiondaaffect (Sojka and Giese, 1997). We
demonstrated that for individuals indentified tagking processors the formation of
product evaluation is cognitively driven, while fordividuals indentified ageeling
processors the opposite holds true. These reswdtsnaline with findings stemming
from the field of attitude theory where Haddock atahna, (1993, 1998) revealed that
depending on a person’s score on the Feeling-Bdiraension there were individual
differences in the tendency to use affective angnitive information in guiding
prejudicial and social attitudes. In addition, weirid that combination processors (high
in cognition and high in affect) were also moresgly driven by the affective country
image component when it comes to evaluate prodwtiige for passivegrocessors (low
in cognition and low in affect) the opposite wasifued. With respect to the dependent
variable intention to buy, only for feeling and piae processors the country’s origin
was found to be a significant predictor. In linglwbur expectation, feeling processors
are more strongly driven by the affective image ponent when it comes to buy
foreign products, which is consistent with theimghi NFA. Interestingly, passive
processors (low in cognition and low in affect) eppto be solely driven by the
country’s cognitive image component. In additiom subgroup analyses revealed that
for feeling, combination and even thinking processonly the affective country image
component was uniquely predictive of intention tsitv Only passive processors were
found to rely on both country image components wHeniding to visit a country.
Given these findings it is reasonable to assume lidn respect to the dependent

variable intention to visit, personality classiticms seem to play a marginal role in
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trying to explain the relative importance individkiattach to different country image

components.

Finally, with respect to the influence of countanfiliarity, our results indicate that the
affective country image is more salient for prodeghluation when consumers are
more familiar with the country. Although not hypeslized, perhaps these findings
indicate that the high involvement hierarchy mo@eluntry cognition=> country affect
= conations)as suggest by Roth and Diamantopoulos (2008) niiglkie been more
suitable to illustrate how consumers process cgumtnage information when
evaluating products on global level. The high involvement hierarchy model isdzhs
on the traditional approach in attitude formatiomisln suggests that “affect in
preferences is an outcome of cognitive represemtatf an object; (hence) before you
can like something you must know what it is” (Zagosnd Markus, 1982, p. 125). In
this context it is also possible to illustrate oesearch findings, where individuals who
did not know Switzerland were rather influenced thye cognitive country image
component in their process of product evaluatiom, &s their familiarity with the
country got higher they were rather influencedhsy affective country component. This
suggestion supports Obermiller and Spangenberg389)1 proposition that the
traditional hierarchy of effects sequence may ke riiost common mode consumer

process CoO related information.
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9 Conclusion

Our study findings clearly illustrate that theree andividual differences in the way
consumer process country image information withpees to different behavioural
outcome variables. Personality is indeed an impbrt@nsumer characteristic which
should be taken into account when studying couintgge effects on behaviour. More
specifically, the two personality traits (NFC and=A have shown to be useful
variables when combined together, since they becamgowerful instrument for
segmenting consumers (Ruiz and Sicilia, 2004). Ehizecause the relative importance
of different country image components on conatiwes found to vary across these

market segments.

From a managerial perspective this thesis hasdt@ning implications. Segmenting

the market into subgroups according to individuefedences in NFC and NFA (Sojka
and Giese, 1997) may give managers some strategielmes with respect to their
communication strategy when entering a new mafa@texample, marketers exporting
products from favourable cognitive image counties unfavourable affective image
countries should devote their initial promotion#floes to thinking processors, since
these consumers will base their product evaluat@nseliefs about a country but not
on affects. Nevertheless, marketers should noteatlp@sitive cognitive country image
does not necessarily mean that thinking processitireave a higher willingness to buy
products from this country. Other, more productcfieinformation may be of crucial

importance during purchase decisions for highlynttbge consumers (Zhang, 1996).

Of equal importance is the finding that the negatwoduct attitude that has generally
been associated with products coming for less deeel countries, (Gaedeke, 1973)
does not necessarily mean that manufactures ofiaj#ag countries should avoid the
promotion of the CoO in their communication strgte@/hen exporters of developing
countries enjoy a positive affective country imagetheir export markets, they can
positively benefit from such an image as long asytharget the correct consumer
segment. The message to such exporters from untveucognitive-image countries
but favourable affective-image countries is perhdpst their products should be
targeted to feeling processors in order to gainketaentry, since this consumer

segment is more prone to base its product evaluatim purchase decision upon its
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affective attitude toward the sourcing country. ifhgromotional message should
particularly emphasize the positive emotional atsp#te consumer associates with the

country.

For the tourism industry our findings indicate thia affective country image conveyed
to consumers is of crucial importance, since iths image component which is
predominantly responsible for consumers’ traveligien. These findings highlight the
importance of a constructive cooperation betweendm industry, the government and
the community to enhance the development and magkeff a country’s affective
image facet.

Similar to other studies, this study also has sdiméations. First of all, our study
design and the use of Austrian consumers onlyt lsmmehow theyeneralizabilityof
our study findings. Since our study only presemtsntry image as informational cue,
our R values might be artificially high. In addition, evéhough we could find that
there are individual differences in the preferetwdase one’s conation on either the
cognitive or affective country image component, st don’'t know how this effect
may change if we present respondents with othernmdtional cues. In the presence of
product specific information it might be interegfirio observe whether thinking
processors would still place emphasis on the civgnitountry image component when
evaluating products (Zhang, 1996). Furthermore, réspondents of this study were
only from Austrian origin but since the sample welatively diverse the results of the

study should not be strongly biased.

Another potential concern is that the study measym®duct evaluation on global
level. Therefore, the extent to which study findingre generalizable across product
categories is somewhat limited since opponentdaifad product evaluation argue that

product images vary across product categories.

Finally, our study findings might be biased by thek of a well-established scale to
measure country emotions. By the time of our redea@o scale to measure country
affect had yet been developed, thus we had to Wwaarecale from a different discipline
that captures consumers’ (affective) attitude talwarbrand names. Also the

measurement of the cognitive country image composieows some drawbacks. Since
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country cognition was operationalized in terms ¢ economic, political, and
technological structure, we might have missed dlieropotential factors that could be
relevant for consumers in their decision to visitaunty. If we would have included
other cognitive factors (e.g. climate, landscap#dtuce, etc...) in our study design, it
would have been more likely that also country hglieecome important predictors of

intention to visit a country.

The limitations presented above give some intargstvenues for further research. First
of all, it would be interesting to identify otheofential moderators affecting the country
image outcome variable link. In particular it woldd interesting to examine the role of
product typologywithin this context. Findings within the area nfarmation processing
and attitude formation have already indicated thattype of product (i.e., functional
vs. hedonic) influences whether product attitudéghimbe cognitively or emotionally
driven (Batra and Athola, 1990; Kempf, 1999; Kenapid Laczniak, 2001). Drawing
upon these findings it is reasonable to suggesttheaimpact of the affective country
image component becomes stronger for hedonic ptagpes, while for functional
products the cognitive country image component idtome more salient. Therefore
the question arises whether feeling processorsdwstill place a stronger emphasis on
the country image’s affective component if they Widoe asked to evaluate a functional
product (e.g., a computer, electric power drilh).the case of thinking processors it
would also be interesting to examine whether thedieiduals would still be driven by
the country’s cognitive component if asked to eatdua hedonic product. Since our
thesis’ findings, indicate that thinking processarse driven by a country’s affective
component only when deciding to visit a countryisiteasonable to assume that in the
case of products that are strongly hedonic in eattire affective country component
might also become a strong driver. It would therefoe interesting to investigate how
personality variables and different product typesitly work to explain the relative

importance individuals attach to different couritnage components.

Finally, it would be interesting to examine how iffedtent operationalization of the
cognitive country image would have changed ourltesuth regards to the dependent
variable intention to visit. As mentioned beforehil@ cognitive factors such as

economy, politics and technology appear to beawuaht for consumers' decision to visit
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Conclusion

a country, other cognitive factors such as climdmdscape or culture might be
important predictors of travelling decisions (Undarompton, 1990).
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11 Appendix

Appendix A: Short version of the Need for CognitionScale by Cacioppo, Petty
and Kao (1984)

items

1 | would prefer complex to simple problems.

5 | like to have the responsibility of handling ausition that requires a lot
of thinking.

3 Thinking is not my idea of fun.*
| would rather do something that requires littleught than something

4 : o S
that is sure to challenge my thinking abilities.*

5 | try to anticipate and avoid situations where ¢hisrlikely a chance 1 will
have to think in depth about something.*

6 | find satisfaction in deliberating hard and fond¢phours.

7 | only think as hard as | have to.*

8 | prefer to think about small, daily projects tagpterm ones.*

9 | like tasks that require little thought once I''earned them.*

10 The idea of relying on thought to make my way t tibp appeals to me.

11 | really enjoy a task that involves coming up wiw solutions to

problems.

12 Learning new ways to think doesn’t excite me veychm*

13 | prefer my life to be filled with puzzles that lust solve.

14 The notion of thinking abstractly is appealing te.m

15 | would prefer a task that is intellectual, diffitand important to one
that is somewhat important but does not requiremtogught.

16 | feel relief rather than satisfaction after contiplg a task that required a
lot of mental effort.*

17 It's enough for me that something gets the job dbden’t care how or
why it works.*

18 | usually end up deliberating about issues evermvthey do not affect

me personally.
*Reverse coded items
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Appendix B: Need for Emotion Scale by Raman, Chatipadhyay and Hoyer

(1995)

items

1 | try to anticipate and avoid situations were thera likely chance of
getting emotionally involved

2 Experiencing strong emotions is not something dbgnery much.

3 | would rather be in a situation where | experieliitie emotions than one
which is sure to get me emotionally involved.

4 I don’t look forward to being in situations thahets have found to be
emotional.

5 | look forward to situations that | know are lessationally involving.

6 | like to be unemotional in emotional situations.

7 | find little satisfaction in experiencing stronmetions.

8 | prefer to keep my feelings under check.

9 | feel relief rather than fulfilled after experieng a situation that was
very emotional.

10 | prefer to ignore the emotional aspects of siarairather than getting
involved in them.

11 More often than not, making decisions based on em®just leads to
more errors.

12 I don't like to have the responsibility of handliagsituation that is

emotional in nature.

Note: All the items require reverse scoring togefla higher level of NFE
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Appendix C: Preference for Affect Scale by Sojka ath Giese (1997)

items
1 | am good at empathizing with other people’s protde

I make decisions with my heart

| often get too emotionally involved

| appreciate opportunities to discover my trueifes
| like being around sensitive people

My feelings reflect who | am

| am a feeling person

| am more a “feeler” than a “thinker”

When | recall a situation, | usually recall the ¢imal aspects of the
situations

10 | prefer a task that is emotional and importard task that is intellectual
and important.

11 Feeling comes naturally to me

© 00 N O O A W DN

12 | enjoy trying to explain my feelings-even if itly to myself
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Appendix D: Need for Affect Scale by Maio and Essg2001)

items

1
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19

20
21
22
23
24
25

26

It is important for me to be in touch with my feels.
| think that it is important to explore my feelings

| am a very emotional person.

It is important for me to know how others are fegli

Emotions help people get along in life.

Strong emotions are generally beneficial.

| feel that | need to experience strong emotiogsilegly.

| approach situations in which | expect to expereestrong emotions.
| feel like | need a good cry every now and then.

| like to dwell on my emotions.

We should indulge our emotions.

| like decorating my bedroom with a lot of picturasd posters of things
emotionally significant to me.

The experience of emotions promotes human survival.
| do not know how to handle my emotions, so | avbem.

| find strong emotions overwhelming and therefoyetd avoid them.

Emotions are dangerous—they tend to get me intatsins that | would
rather avoid.

| would prefer not to experience either the lowighs of emotion.
If | reflect on my past, | see that | tend to beaaf of feeling emotions.

| would love to be like “Mr. Spock,” who is totallggical and
experiences little emotion.

| have trouble telling the people close to me thave them.
Displays of emotions are embarrassing.

Acting on one’s emotions is always a mistake.

| am sometimes afraid of how | might act if | be@too emotional.
Avoiding emotional events helps me sleep bettengitt.

| wish | could feel less emotion.

People can function most effectively when theyraseexperiencing
strong emotions.

Note: The first 13 items asses the motivation forapch emotions, the last 13 items asses the
motivation to avoid emotions.
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Appendix E: Gountas’ preliminary validation study (2008)

Components
Factor1:  Factor 2: Factor 3: Factor 4:
Thinking Feeling Material Imaginative
1 I am very much a logical thinking type of person. .704
2 | am an intelligently practical person. .646
3 | make decisions based on carefully thought out logical ideas. .629
4 | use clear rational thinking to make sense of the world. .622
5 | enjoy coming up with new ideas to solve problems. .614
6 | enjoy learning and understanding as much as possible. .595
7 | admire intellectual ability. .582
8 I make rationally objective decisions. .576
9 | like new inventions, new discoveries about the future. .565
10 Itisimportant for me to understand the meaning of why and how .534
things work.
11 I am very confident in social relationships .815
12 | am naturally good at creating social impressions. .705
13 | am self-sufficient with social relationships. .687
14  |am very good at figuring out how to be socially admired. .668
15 | am myself when | experience social pressure. .592
16 | am very good at monitoring my own feelings. .539
17 | am able to understand other people’s feelings. .502
18 |am able to contain my feelings. .346
19  Material security is very important for me. .785
20  Physical material comforts are extremely important in my life. 771
21 Material possessions give me the most pleasure in life. .760
22 Achieving material, financial success is very important in my life. 757
23 The enjoyment of material luxuries is my idea of the “good-life”. .750
24 The things that | buy reflect my achievements. .581
25 Good food is essential to my enjoyment of life.
26 | have an active imagination. 792
27 lam able to create imaginary worlds. 771
28 | drift into imaginative visualizations naturally. .670
29 lam naturally good at using my imagination. 311 .664
30 Ispend a lot of time thinking about different things. 317 .615
31 lam very interested in mystical things. 426

32  luse “gut-feeling” to make decisions.
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Appendix F: Questionnaire of pretest study

UMFRAGE ZUM THEMA LANDERKENNTNIS
Eine Diplomarbeit an der Universitat Wien-

G55 universitdt
@D wien

Kanada Belgien Irland Schweiz Brasilien

1 Kenntnis der verschiedenen Trifft Trifft | Trifft Trifft | Trifft Trifft | Trifft Trifft | Trifft Trifft

Linder nicht zu voll zu | nicht zu voll zu | nicht zu voll zu nicht zu voll zu | nicht zu voll zu
1.1 Ich habe sehr viel Erfahrung mit

oo [HzHzHaHsHeH7] | EHzHEHaHsHeH7] | EHzHEHaHEHeHA] | EHzHEHaHsHeHT] | EHzHEHaHsHeHT]
1.2 Ich kenne dieses Land sehr gut.

' = AHzHsHaHsHeH7] | [tHzH3HaHsHeHz] | [1H2H3sHaHsHeH7] | tH2H3HaHsHeH7] | tH2H3HaHsHeH7]

1.3 Ich wiirde mich selbst als sehr

vertraut mit diesem Land (iHz2H3HaHsHeH7] | [tHz2H3HaHsHeH7] | [1H2H3HaHsHeH7] | [iH2H3HaHsHeH7] | [tH2H3HaHsHeH7]

bezeichnen
1.4 Alles in allem kenne ich dieses

e R RS [H2HEHaHEHEHT) | GHRHEHEHEHEHR) | EHEHEHEHEHeHR) | HaHEHaHEHEHT] | MHaHEHaHEHEHR)
2 Wie haufig waren Sie schon in diesen Landern (Bitte ankreuzen!) Noch dx 2x 3x 4x 5x Mehr

nie als 5x

21 Kanada
2.2 Belgien
2.3 Irland
2.4 Schweiz
25 Brasilien
Alter:
Geschlecht: [] weiblich [] mannlich
Beruf: [ Erwerbstatig 1 Selbstandig [ Ppension [ student

Danke fiir lhre Teilnahme!
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Appendix G: Final questionnaire (version 1)

FRAGEN ZUM THEMA IDENTITAT UND LANDERIMAGE

universitat
DIPLOMARBEIT AN DER UNIVERSITAT WIEN wien

TEIL A: FRAGEN ZU IHRER PERSON (TEIL 1)
Bitte kreuzen Sie jene Zahlen von 1-7 an, um ihren T e
1 Y 3 nicht zu voll zu
Zustimmungsgrad mit folgenden Aussagen anzugeben. |
[tHzHzHaHsHeH7]
14 Ich kann mich gut in die Problemwelt anderer Leute hineinversatzen. [H2HsHe s HeH /|
1.2 Ich treffe Entscheidungen mit meinem Herzen. 6]
1.3 Ich bin oft zu gefiihlsmaBig involviert. 6]
L Ich schitze Gelegenheiten, in denen ich meine tatsichlichen Gefilhle 6]
’ erforschen kann.
15 lch mag es in der Umgebung feinfilhliger Menschen zu sein. L6]
16 Meine Gefilhle spiegeln mich wider. o]
1.7 Ich bin ein gefilhlsbetonter Mensch. ol
1.8 lch bin eher ein ,Gefilhlsmensch” als ein ,Kopfmensch”. 6]
Wenn ich mich an eine Situation zuriick erinnere, so erinnere ich mich 6]
19 . ! e
in der Regel an deren gefilhlsmiRigen Aspekte.
110 Ich ziehe eine Aufgabe, die geflihlsbetont und wichtig ist, einer L6]
’ verstandeshetonten und wichtigen Aufgabenstellung vor.
1.11 | Gefiihle kammen bei mir von selber. Lol
112 Ich genieBe es, meine Gefilhle zu erkldren, selbst wenn ich das nur 16]
’ mir selbst gegeniiber tue.
1.13 | Emotionen finde ich aufregend. 6|
TEIL B: FRAGEN ZU IHRER PERSON (TEIL 2)
Trifft Trifft
2 Inwiefern stimmen Sie diesen Aussagen zu? nicht zu voll zu
_—
21 Die Aufgahe, neue Ldsungen fiir Probleme zu finden, macht mir L6]
’ wirklich SpaR.
33 Die Vorstellung, mich auf mein Denkvermdgen zu verlassen, um es zu o]
’ etwas zu bringen, spricht mich nicht an.
23 lch wilrde lieher etwas tun, das wenig Denken erfordert, als etwas, 6]
’ das mit Sicherheit meine Denkfdhigkeit herausfordert.
32 Ich finde wenig Befriedigung darin, angestrengt und stundenlang 6]
’ nachzudenken.
25 In erster Linie denke ich, weil ich muss. 6]
S Ich trage nicht gerne die Verantwortung fiir eine Situation, die sehr [6]
' viel Denken erfordert.
Nicole Schischlik Mail: nicole.schischlik@univie.ac.at Page 1 of 5
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FRAGEN ZUM THEMA IDENTITAT UND LANDERIMAGE

universitat
DIPLOMARBEIT AN DER UNIVERSITAT WIEN wien

2.7 Denken entspricht nicht dem, was ich unter SpaB verstehe. [LH2HsH2HsHEH7]
Ich versuche, Situationen vorauszuahnen und zu vermeiden, in denen L6]
2.8 die Wahrscheinlichkeit groB ist, dass ich intensiv iiber etwas
nachdenken muss.
39 Ich habe es gern, wenn mein Leben voller kniffliger Aufgaben ist, die 6]
’ ich 13sen muss.
2.10 | Ich wiirde komplizierte Probleme einfachen Problemen vorziehen. 6]
211 Es genigt mir, einfach die Antwort zu kennen, ohne die Griinde fiir 6]

die Antwort eines Problems zu verstehen.

TEIL B: FRAGEN ZUR PERSONLICHEN EINSTELLUNG ZUR SCHWEIZ

Bitte kreuzen Sie auf den Zahlen von 1-9 an, inwiefern die Aussagen ihrer persénliche Einstellung zum Land
entsprechen.

3. EINSTELLUNG zur SCHWEIZ -1 EINSTELLUNG zur SCHWEIZ
31 mag ich nicht mag ich

3.2 negativ positiv

33 schlecht gut

34 unangenehm angenehm

35 unvorteilhaft vorteilhaft

3.6 feindselig freundlich

TEIL C: FRAGEN ZUR BESCHREIBUNG DER SCHWEIZ

Bitte kreuzen Sie jene Zahlen von 1-9 an, die ihrer persénlichen Beurteilung zum Land entsprechen. Es gibt
keine falschen oder richtigen Antworten. Wir sind nur daran interessiert wie Sie das Land wahrnehmen.

Trifft Trifft

4 Beschreibung von der SCHWEIZ nicht zu vall zu
e |
4.1 Hoher Stand an technologischer Forschungsarbeit H7H=HE]

4.2 Hoher Lebensstandard THHHHHeHZH=HE]

4.3 Hohe Lohnkosten . . . . . E . E B

4.5 Hohes Niveau an Industrialisierung [1H2H:HzHsHeH7HzaH5s]

7
7
7
7
7
7

1Hz2Hz=HzHs
THzH=HzH=

4.4 | Wohlfahrtsstaat
tHzHz=HzHs
THzHz=HzHs=

4.6 Zivile, nicht Militirregierung THaH=HzH=HeH7H:zH5]

47 Hochentwicke lte Wirtschaft a HE]

Nicole Schischlik Mail: nicole.schischlik@univie.ac.at Page 2 of 5
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DIPLOMARBEIT AN DER UNIVERSITAT WIEN

Appendix

niversitat
wien

4.8 System der freien Marktwirtschaft a EHE]
4.9 Demokratisch E E B
5 Produkthewertung SCHWEIZ
. " . L . Nicht Sehr
Wie INNOVATIV wilrden sie Produkte aus der Schweiz einschatzen? it iDovaLE
51 Hierbei werden unter ,innovativ” die Anwendung neuer Technologien
sowie technologischer Fortschritt verstanden. 6 |
Unattraktives Ansprechendes
Wie wiirden Sie das DESIGN von Produkten aus der Schweiz Design Design
5.2 einschatzen? Unter ,,Design” werden Faktoren wie Form, Gestaltung, ]
Aufmachung, Stil und Farbe des Produkts verstanden. [6]
. . . . Niedriges Hohes
Wie wiirden Sie das ANSEHEN von Produkten aus der Schweiz ArEahian Arehai
5.3 einschatzen? Unter ,,Ansehen” werden Faktoren wie Exklusivitat,
Status und Markennamenbekanntheit verstanden. ]
: 2 - : Schlechte Gute
Wie wilrden Sie die VERARBEITUNG von Produkten aus der Schweiz Verarheitung Verarbeitung
5.4 einschatzen? Unter ,Verarbeitung” werden Faktoren wie Zuverldssigkeit,

Haltbarkeit, Kunstfertigkeit und Qualitat verstanden.

|
[1H2H3HsHsHeH7]

TEIL D: FRAGEN ZUR LANDERKENNTNIS

Trifft Trifft

6 Kenntnis SCHWEIZ nicht zu voll zu
————— |
6.1 | Ich habe sehr viel Erfahrung mit diesem Land.
6.2 | Ich kenne dieses Land (iberdurchschnittlich gut.
6.3 | Ich wiirde mich selbst als vertraut mit diesem Land einschdtzen.
6.4 | Alles in einem, kenne ich dieses Land sehr gut.

TEIL E: KAUFBEREITSCHAFT/REISEINTENTION

Trifft Triffc

7 Kaufbereitschaft SCHWEIZ nicht zu voll zu
—_— ]
7.1 | lch wilrde gerne Produkte dieses Landes kaufen.
7.2 | Esist mir wichtig, Produkte dieses Landes zu besitzen.
7.3 | Produkte dieses Landes sind fiir Leute wie mich gemacht.
7.4 | Ich wilrde Produkte dieses Landes weiterempfehlen.
7.5 | lech verschenke gerne Produkte dieses Landes.

Nicole Schischlik

Mail: nicole.schischlik@univie.ac.at
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FRAGEN ZUM THEMA IDENTITAT UND LANDERIMAGE

universitat
DIPLOMARBEIT AN DER UNIVERSITAT WIEN wien

Trifft Trifft
8 Reisebereitschaft SCHWEIZ nicht zu iloll 20
8.1 lch mache gern Urlaub in diesem Land. 6
8.2 Ein Kurzurlaub in diesem Land wiirde mir sehr gut gefallen. B
a3 Ich wiirde auch anderen empfehlen, Urlaub in diesem Land zu B
) machen.
8.4 Dieses Land ist das Land meiner Traume. 6]
85 Dieses Land ist sehr beliebt bei Touristen. (6]
TEIL A: FRAGEN ZU IHRER PERSON (TEIL 3)
. o S - Trifft Trifft
9 Inwiefern kénnen sie sich mit folgenden Aussagen ekt e
identifizieren? Bitte kreuzen Sie jene Zahlen von 1-7 an. |
g1 Ich bin ein logisch-denkender Mensch. 6]
9.2 Ich bin eine Person mit einem guten Hausverstand. 6]
9.3 Ich treffe Entscheidungen auf Grundlage von wohl durchdachten, [6]
) logischen Gedanken.
9.4 Ich wende rationales Denken an, um die Welt zu verstehen. 6]
9.5 Mir gefillt es, zu neuen Ideen zu gelangen, um Probleme zu l6sen. 6]
96 Mir gefillt, es soviel wie moglich zu lernen und zu verstehen. 6]
9.7 Ich bin sehr selbstsicher in gesellschaftlichen Beziehungen. 6]
a8 Ich bin von Natur aus gut darin, in der Gesellschaft Eindruck zu 6]
’ hinterlassen.
99 Ich bin selbstbewuBt, was gesellschaftliche Beziehungen angeht. 6]
9.10 Ich bin gut darin, herauszufinden, wie ich gesellschaftliche 6]
' Anerkennung erhalte.
9.11 Ich bleibe wie ich bin, auch unter gesellschaftlichem Druck. 6]
9.12 Ich bin gut darin, meine eigenen Geflhle zu Uberwachen. 6]
9.13 Materielle Sicherheit ist mir sehr wichtig. 6]
9.14 Physisch, materieller Komfort ist extrem wichtig in meinem Leben. 6]
915 Materieller Besitz bereitet mir die groRte Freude im Leben. 6]
916 Flr mich ist es im Leben sehr wichtig, materiellen, finanziellen Erfolg 6]
’ zu erzielen.
Nicole Schischlik Mail: nicole.schischlik@univie.ac.at Paged of 5
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niversitat
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Der Genuss von materiellem Luxus entspricht meiner Vorstellung

[1Hz2HsHaHsHsH7]

1 7
917 eines guten Lebens.
918 Die Dinge, die ich kaufe, spiegeln meinen Erfolg wider.
915 Ich habe eine rege Fantasie.
9.20 Ich bin fahig, Phantasiewelten zu erschaffen.
921 Es liegt in meiner Natur, in phantasievolle Vorstellungen abzugleiten.
9.22 | Ich bin von Natur aus gut darin, meine Vorstellungskraft zu nutzen.
a3 Ich wende sehr viel Zeit auf, um iiber die verschiedensten Dinge

nachzudenken.

G: ANGABEN ZUR PERSON

10. Geschlecht 11. | Staatsbiirgerschaft
1 Waeiblich
2 Mannlich Staatshiirgerschaft:
Falls Sie keine 6sterreichische Staatblirgerschaft haben,
wie lange leben Sie schon in Osterreich?
Alter: _ Jahre
__ Jahre
Héchste abgeschlos- i .
12. g 13. | Tatigkeit 14. | Nettoeinkommen / Monat
sene Schulbildung
1 Pflichtschule 1 | Student/Schiiler 1 | Unter 333 EUR
2 Lehre 2 | erwerbstdtig 2 | 333-993 EUR
3 Matura 3 | arbeitssuchend 3 | 1000-15498 EUR
4 Universitit/FH 4 Pension 4 | 1600 —2400 EUR
5 Anders: 5 | Anders: 5 | Mehrals 2400 EUR

Nicole Schischlik

Danlke fiir lhre Teilnahme!
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Appendix H: Final questionnaire (version 2)

FRAGEN ZUM THEMA IDENTITAT UND LANDERIMAGES
DIPLOMARBEIT AN DER UNIVERSITAT WIEN

Appendix

TEIL A: FRAGEN ZU IHRER PERSON (TEIL 1)

Inwiefern kdénnen sie sich mit folgenden Aussagen i s
1 . . | i nicht zu vall zu
identifizieren? Bitte kreuzen Sie jene Zahlen von 1-7 an. ]
11 Ich bin ein logisch-denkender Mensch. 6]
1.2 Ich bin eine Person mit einem guten Hausverstand. 6]
13 Ich treffe Entscheidungen auf Grundlage von wohl durchdachten, 6]
’ logischen Gedanken.
1.4 Ich wende rationales Denken an, um die Welt zu verstehen. 6]
15 Mir gefillt es, zu neuen Ideen zu gelangen, um Probleme zu lGsen. 6]
16 Mir gefdllt es, soviel wie méglich zu lernen und zu verstehen. 6]
17 Ich bin sehr selbstsicher in gesellschaftlichen Beziehungen. 6]
13 Ich bin von Natur aus gut darin, in der Gesellschaft Eindruck zu 6]
’ hinterlassen.
15 Ich bin selbstbewuRt, was gesellschaftliche Beziehungen angeht. 6]
110 Ich bin gut darin, herauszufinden, wie ich gesellschaftliche 6]
’ Anerkennung erhalte.
111 Ich bleibe wie ich bin, auch unter gesellschaftlichem Druck. 6]
112 Ich bin gut darin, meine eigenen Gefihle zu Uberwachen. 6]
1.13 Materielle Sicherheit ist mir sehr wichtig. 6]
1.14 Physisch, materieller Komfort ist extrem wichtig in meinem Leben. 6]
1.15 Materieller Besitz bereitet mir die groRte Freude im Leben. 6]
- Fiir mich ist es im Leben sehr wichtig, materiellen, finanziellen Erfolg B
: zu erzielen.
117 Der Genuss von materiellem Luxus entspricht meiner Vorstellung 6]
’ eines guten Lebens.
1.18 Die Dinge, die ich kaufe, spiegeln meinen Erfolg wider. 6]
1.18 Ich habe eine rege Fantasie. 6]
1.20 Ich bin fahig, Phantasiewelten zu erschaffen. 6]
121 Es liegt in meiner Natur, in phantasievolle Vorstellungen abzugleiten. 6]
1.22 Ich bin von Natur aus gut darin, meine Vorstellungskraft zu nutzen. 6]
193 Ich wende sehr viel Zeit auf, um Uber die verschiedensten Dinge 6]
’ nachzudenken.
Nicole Schischlik Mail: nicole.schischlik@univie.ac.at Page 1 of 5
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TEIL B: FRAGEN ZUR PERSONLICHEN EINSTELLUNG ZUR SCHWEIZ

Bitte kreuzen Sie auf den Zahlen von 1-% an, inwiefern die Aussagen ihrer persbnliche Einstellung zum Land

entsprechen.

2. Einstellung zur SCHWEIZ | EINSTELLUNG zur SCHWEIZ
24 mag ich nicht mag ich

2.2 negativ positiv

23 schlecht gut

24 unangenehm angenehm

25 unvorteilhaft vorteilhaft

26 feindselig freundlich

TEIL C: FRAGEN ZUR BESCHREIBUNG DER SCHWEIZ

Bitte kreuzen Sie jene Zahlen von 1-9 an, die ihrer persénlichen Beurteilung zum Land entsprechen. Es gibt
keine falschen oder richtigen Antwoerten. Wir sind nur daran interessiert wie 5Sie das Land wahrnehmen.

Trifft Trifft
3 Beschreibung ven der SCHWEIZ nicht zu vall zu
-
3.1 Hoher Stand an technologischer Forschungsarbeit 6] [sH?]
32 Hoher Lehensstandard 16| 18H 9]
3.3 | Hohe Lohnkosten 16} [sH>5]
3.4 | Wohlfahrtsstaat 6] (8H9]
35 Hohes Niveau an Inclustrialisierung o] [eH 3]
3.6 | Zivile, nicht Militdrregierung 6] [sH?3]
57 Hochentwicke lte Wirtschaft 16| 18 9]
38 System der freien Marktwirtschaft 6| HyEl
3.9 | Demokratisch 16 [sH3]
4 Produkthewertung SCHWEIZ
Nicht Sehr
Wie INNOVATIV wiirden sie Produkte aus der Schweiz einschitzen? Bugusih IHEES B
4.1 Hierbei werden unter ,innovativ® die Anwendung neuer Technologien

sowie technologischer Fortschritt verstanden.

[1H2H3H4HsHeH 7]

Nicale Schischlik
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Unattraktives Ansprechendes
Wie wiirden Sie das DESIGN von Produkten aus der Schweiz Design Design
4.2 einschatzen? Unter ,Design” werden Faktoren wie Form, Gestaltung, = |
Aufmachung, Stil und Farbe des Produkts verstanden. B
. . . i Niedriges Hohes
Wie wilrden Sie das ANSEHEN von Produkten aus der Schweiz Ansehen Ansehen
4.3 einschdtzen? Unter ,Ansehen” werden Faktoren wie Exklusivitit,
Status und Markennamenbekanntheit verstanden. [6]
. N L . Schlechte Gute
Wie wilrden Sie die VERARBEITUNG von Produkten aus der Schweiz Verarbeitung Verarbeitung
4.4 einschdtzen? Unter ,Verarbeitung" werden Faktoren wie Zuverlassigkeit,

Haltbarkeit, Kunstfertigkeit und Qualitit verstanden.

e ]
[1H2H3H4HsHeH 7]

TEIL D: FRAGEN ZUR LANDERKENNTNIS

Trifft Trifft
5 Kenntnis SCHWEIZ nicht 2u voll zu
5.1 | Ich habe sehrviel Erfahrung mit diesem Land.
5.2 | Ich kenne dieses Land Uberdurchschnittlich gut.
5.3 | Ich wilrde mich selbst als vertraut mit diesem Land einschatzen.
5.4 | Alles in einem, kenne ich dieses Land sehr gut.

TEIL E: KAUFBEREITSCHAFT/REISEINTENTION

Trifft Trifft
6 Kaufbereitschaft SCHWEIZ nicht zu voll zu
6.1 | lch wiirde gerne Produkte dieses Landes kaufen. 6]
6.2 | Es ist mir wichtig, Produkte dieses Landes zu besitzen. 6]
6.3 | Produkte dieses Landes sind fiir Leute wie mich gemacht. 6]
6.4 | Ich wiirde Produkte dieses Landes weiterempfehlen. 6]
6.5 | Ich verschenke gerne Produkte dieses Landes. 6]
Trifft Trifft
7 Reisebereitschaft SCHWEIZ nicht zu voll zu
71 Ich mache gern Urlaub in diesem Land. 6]
7.2 Ein Kurzurlaub in diesem Land wiirde mir sehr gut gefallen. 6]
75 Ich wiirde auch anderen empfehlen, Urlaub in diesem Land zu B
) machen.
7.4 Dieses Land ist das Land meiner Traume. (6]
7.5 Dieses Land ist sehr beliebt bei Touristen. 6]

Nicole Schischlik
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TEIL F: FRAGEN ZU IHRER PERSON (TEIL 2)

Bitte kreuzen Sie jene Zahlen von 1-7 an, um ihren T e
8 Y 3 nicht zu voll zu
Zustimmungsgrad mit folgenden Aussagen anzugeben. |
6]
8.1 lch kann mich gut in die Problemwelt anderer Leute hineinversatzen.
3.2 Ich treffe Entscheidungen mit meinem Herzen. 0 g A g El g Kl g B i

3.3 Ich bin oft zu gefiihlsmaBig involviert. A8 g P g 8 g K gy B

=] = (=]
] [~ [~
[e] ] [w]
] = [
[] [ [
] =] [=]
[ [ 1

a4 Ich schitze Gelegenheiten, in denen ich meine tatsdchlichen Gefihle 1M2H3HaHs 7
’ erforschen kann.

1H2H3H4Hs 7
3.5 lch mag es in der Umgebung feinfilhliger Menschen zu sein. E1 Pl El By By g Fl

[~]
[~]
[-]
-]
[]
[o]
[~]

3.6 Meine Gefilhle spiegeln mich wider. 1n2Asfars

1IM2r3Mn4rs

[~]
[~]
[-]
(-]
[]
[]
[~]

3.7 Ich bin ein gefilhlsbetonter Mensch.

8.8 lch bin eher ein ,Gefilhlsmensch” als ein ,Kopfmensch”. o]
Wenn ich mich an eine Situation zuriick erinnere, so erinnere ich mich 6]
3.9 . ! e
in der Regel an deren gefilhlsmiRigen Aspekte.
Bl Ich ziehe eine Aufgabe, die gefiihlsbetont und wichtig ist, einer 16]
’ verstandesbetonten und wichtigen Aufgabenstellung vor.
8.11 | Gefiihle kommen bei mir von selber. L6]
212 Ich genieBe es, meine Gefilhle zu erkldren, selbst wenn ich das nur 6]
’ mir selbst gegeniiber tue.
8.13 | Emotionen finde ich aufregend. L6]
TEIL G: FRAGEN ZU IHRER PERSON (TEIL 3)
Trifft Trifft
9 Inwiefern stimmen Sie diesen Aussagen zu? nicht zu voll zu
e ]
- Die Aufgabe, neue Lsungen fiir Probleme zu finden, macht mir L6]
’ wirklich SpaR.
42 Die Vorstellung, mich auf mein Denkvermdgen zu verlassen, um es zu Lo]
’ etwas zu bringen, spricht mich nicht an.
9.3 Ich wiirde lieber etwas tun, das wenig Denken erfordert, als etwas, 6]
’ das mit Sicherheit meine Denkfahigkeit herausfordert.
5.4 Ich finde wenig Befriedigung darin, angestrengt und stundenlang L6]
' nachzudenken.
95 In erster Linie denke ich, weil ich muss. 6]
e Ich trage nicht gerne die Verantwortung fir eine Situation, die sehr 6]
’ viel Denken erfordert.
Nicole Schischlik Mail: nicole.schischlik@univie.ac.at Paged of 5

115



FRAGEN ZUM THEMA IDENTITAT UND LANDERIMAGES

DIPLOMARBEIT AN DER UNIVERSITAT WIEN

Appendix

niversitat
wien

[LH2HzHsHsHeH7]

7

9.7 Denken entspricht nicht dem, was ich unter SpaB verstehe.

Ich versuche, Situationen vorauszuahnen und zu vermeiden, in denen L6]
9.8 die Wahrscheinlichkeit groB ist, dass ich intensiv iiber etwas

nachdenken muss.
9.9 Ich habe es gern, wenn mein Leben voller kniffliger Aufgaben ist, die L6]

’ ich 16sen muR.

9.10 | Ich wiirde komplizierte Probleme einfachen Problemen vorziehen. Lol
911 Es genigt mir, einfach die Antwort zu kennen, ohne die Griinde fiir 6]

die Antwort eines Problems zu verstehen.

TEIL G: ANGABEN ZUR PERSON

10. Geschlecht 11. | Staatsburgerschaft
1 Weiblich
2 Mannlich Staatsbiirgerschaft:
Falls Sie keine dsterreichische Staatbirgerschaft haben,
wie lange leben Sie schon in Osterreich?
Alter: ____ lahre Jahre
Hdchste abgeschlos-
12. g 13. | Tatigkeit 14. | Nettoeinkommen / Monat
sene Schulbildung
1 Pflichtschule 1 | Student/Schiiler 1 | Unter 333 EUR
2 Lehre 2 | erwerbstdtig 2 | 333-993 LUR
3 Matura 3 | arbeitssuchend 3 | 1000—-1599 EUR
4 Universitdt/FH 4 Pension 4 | 1600 —2400 EUR
5 Anders: 5 | Anders:._ 5 | Mehrals 2400 EUR

Nicole Schischlik
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Appendix |: Pearson Correlation Matrix

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {@iled)
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level @ied)

Appendix

Country Country Need for Need for familiarit Thinkin Feelin Material Imaginative Product Intention to Intention to
Affect Cognition Cognition Affect y 9 9 g valuation buy visit
Coliniy Pearson 4 gogme 0327 0,202 * -0,00¢  0,362* 0,103 0,110 -0,062 0,078 0,498* 0,352% 0,501%*
Affect Corr.
f;?lé(cf)' 0,000 0,003 0,948 0,000 0,141 0,116 0,373 0,266 000,0 0,000 0,000
N 203 203 203 203 202 203 203 203 203 203 203 203
Country Pearson g 35 1,000% 0,169+ -0,062 0,298  0,285* 0,096 0,036 0,086 0,569* 0,300 0,205
Cognition Corr.
?;%égz)- 0,000 0,015 0,378 0,000 0,000 0,169 0,603 0,218 0,000 0,000 0,000
N 203 203 203 203 202 203 203 203 203 203 203 203
Needfor — Pearson ;. 0,169+ 1,000  -0,301* 0,171* 0,594+ 0,144+ -0,095 0,031 0,217 0,140* 0,089
Cognition Corr.
?;?légz)' 0,003 0,015 0,000 0,014 0,000 0,039 0,176 0,652 0,001 0,045 030,2
N 203 203 203 203 202 203 203 203 203 203 203 203
Need for Pearson 4 304 -0,062 0,301*  1,000%* -0,114 -0,224% 080 -0,146* 0,429% 0,042 0,029 0,125
Affect Corr.
?;%égz)- 0,948 0,378 0,000 0,106 0,001 0,131 0,037 0,000 0,552 0,675 0,074
N 203 203 203 203 202 203 203 203 203 203 203 203
LT Pgi:fon 036  0298%  0,171* 0,114  1,000%  0,164% 0,287 0,120 0,037 0,295+ 0,446+ 0,436%
f;?légz)' 0,000 0,000 0,014 0,106 0,019 0,000 0,086 0,600 0,000 0,000 0,000
N 202 202 202 202 202 202 202 202 202 202 202 202
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Country Country Need for Need for familiarit Thinkin Feelin Material Imaginative Product Intention Intention
Affect Cognition Cognition Affect Y 9 9 9 Evaluation to buy to visit
Thinking ggfrrson 0,103 0,285 0,594** -0,224%* 0,164* 1,000%* 0,337 0,178* 0,087 0,309 0,072 0,1659*
tsa'ﬁ’éé)z' 0,141 0,000 0,000 0,001 0,019 0,000 0,010 0,215 0,000 0,301 0,018
N 203 203 203 203 202 203 203 203 203 203 203 203
Feeling pearson 0,110 0,096 0,144 0,106 0,287* 0,337 1,000%  201* 0,240% 0,113 0,016 0.073
tsa'ﬁ’ég' 0116 0,169 0,039 0131 0,000 0,000 0,002 0,000 0107 0,820 0,295
N 203 203 203 203 202 203 203 203 203 203 203 203
Material g‘;ﬁrso” -0,062 0,036 -0,095 -0,146* 0,120 0,178* 0,211 1,000%* -0,185** 0,044 0,040 -0,108
gﬁ’éé)z' 0,373 0,603 0,176 0,037 0,086 0,010 0,002 0,008 0,532 0,568 0,124
N 203 203 203 203 202 203 203 203 203 203 203 203
Imaginative Ef)frrson 0,078 0,086 0,031 0,429%* 0,037 0,087 0,240%* 518 1,000%* 0,132 0,022 0,122
tsa'ﬁ’ég' 0,266 0218 0,652 0,000 0,600 0215 0,000 0,008 0,058 0,754 0,081
N 203 203 203 203 202 203 203 203 203 203 203 203
Product Pearson
Evaluation  Corr. 0,498* 0,569** 0,217* 0,042 0,295%* 0,309%* 0,113 0,044 0,132 1,000%* 0,311  0,387*
gﬁ’é éf 0,000 0,000 0,001 0,552 0,000 0,000 0,107 0,532 580,0 0,000 0,000
N 203 203 203 203 202 203 203 203 203 203 203 203
Intention Pearson
to buy Corr. 0,352% 0,300%* 0,140 0,029 0,446%* 0,072 0,016 0a0 0,022 0,311* 1,000%  0,584%
tsa'ﬁ’ég' 0,000 0,000 0,045 0,675 0,000 0,301 0,820 0,568 0754 0,000 0,000
N 203 203 203 203 202 203 203 203 203 203 203 203
Intention Pearson 0.073
0 visit Corr. 0,501* 0,295% 0,089 0,125 0,436** 0,165 ' -0,108 0,122 0,387* 0,584  1,000%
gﬁ’é éf 0,000 0,000 0,203 0,074 0,000 0,018 0,295 0,124 810,0 0,000 0,000
N 203 203 203 203 202 203 203 203 203 203 203 203
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Appendix J: Factor Analyses of uni-dimensional Consucts

Appendix

Construct Factor Loadings | Communalities
Country Affect (i=6)

like - dislike 0.860 0.740
positive - negative 0.852 0.726
good - bad 0.930 0.865
Pleasant - unpleasant 0.880 0.775
Favorable - unfavorable 0.794 0.583
Hostile - friendly 0.764 0.631
Cronbach’s Alpha 0.938

Eigenvalue 4.319

Variance Explained 71.991%

Country Cognition (i=9)

High Level of technological research 0.474 0.485
High standard of living 0.647 0.567
High labour costs 0.536 0.344
Welfare system 0.777 0.478
High level of industrialization 0.568 0.386
Civilian non-military government -0.671* | 0.406
Highly developed economy -335 | 0.689
Free-market system -0.796*| 0.659
Democratic -0.651*| 0.518
Cronbach’s Alpha 0.860

Eigenvalue 3.922 / 0.609*

Variance Explained 43,575/ 6.761*

Product evaluation (i= 4)

not innovative - very innovative 0.669 0.448
non-attractive design - attractive design 0.660 304
low prestige - high prestige 0.728 0.529
bad workmanship -good workmanship 0.755 0.570
Cronbach’s Alpha 0.796

Eigenvalue 1.982

Variance Explained 49.546%

I ntention to buy (i=5)

I am willing to buy products from this country. 700 0.490

It is important to me to own products form this ntry. 0.720 0.518
Products from this country are made for people tilee 0.824 0.679

I would recommend products from this country toepgh | 0.751 0.564

| like to give away products form this country. Q27 0.551
Cronbach’s Alpha 0.862

Eigenvalue 2.802

Variance Explained 56.032%

Intention to visit (i=5)

I would like to take a vacation in this country. T4 0.599

A trip to this country would be a lot of fun. 0%8 0.474

I would recommend going to this country to others. 0.928 0.860
This country is a place | have dreamed of visiting. 0.683 0.466
This country is a place popular with travelers. 51@. 0.268
Cronbach’s Alpha 0.843

Eigenvalue 2.667

Variance Explained 53.349%

Notes: * items / values from artificial factor
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Appendix

Constructs Factor Loadings _Clti?irensmuna
Country familiarity (i=4)

| am very experienced with this country. 0.897 0a.8

I know this country better than others. 0.883 0.77
| am very familiar with this country. 0.925 0.856
All'in all, I know this country really well. 0.955 0.912
Cronbach’s Alpha 0.954

Eigenvalue 3.351

Variance Explained 83.774%

Need for Affect (i=13)

| am good at empathizing with other people’s protde 0.517 0.267

I make decisions with my heart. 0.789 0.622
| often get too emotionally involved. 0.709 0.503
| appreciate opportunities to discover my trueifegs. 0.786 0.618

I like being around sensitive people. 0.690 0.476
My feelings reflect who | am. 0.670 0.449
| am a feeling person. 0.855 0.731

| am more a “feeler” than a “thinker”. 0.827 0.684
When | recall a situation, | usually recall the eimoal aspects | 0.717 0.515
of the situations.

| prefer a task that is emotional and importarda task thatis | 0.727 0.529
intellectual and important.

Feeling comes naturally to me. 0.641 0.411
I enjoy trying to explain my feelings-even if itmly to myself. | 0.669 0.448
Emotion excites me. 0.620 0.384
Cronbach’s Alpha 0.930

Eigenvalue 6.637

Variance Explained 51.054%

Need for Cognition (i=11)

Die Aufgabe, neue Lésungen fur Probleme zu findescht 0.460* 0.288
mir wirklich SpaR3.

Die Vorstellung, mich auf mein Denkvermégen zu assen, | 0.478 0.240
um es zu etwas zu bringen, spricht mich nicht an.

Ich wiirde lieber etwas tun, das wenig Denken edidrls 0.825 0.689
etwas, das mit Sicherheit meine Denkfahigkeit hefirdert.

Ich finde wenig Befriedigung darin, angestrengt und 0.697 0.496
stundenlang nachzudenken.

In erster Linie denke ich, weil ich muss. 0.718 516.
Ich trage nicht gerne die Verantwortung fir einei&ion, die | 0.683 0.504
sehr viel Denken erfordert.

Denken entspricht nicht dem, was ich unter Spafteiee. 0.699 0.490
Ich versuche, Situationen vorauszuahnen und zueiden, in | 0.674 0.454
denen die Wahrscheinlichkeit grof ist, dass ichnsitv Gber

etwas nachdenken muss.

Ich habe es gern, wenn mein Leben voller kniffligefgaben 0.844* 0.712
ist, die ich 16sen muf3.

Ich wiirde komplizierte Probleme einfachen Problemen 0.635* 0.406
vorziehen.

Es genugt mir, einfach die Antwort zu kennen, otlieeGriinde| 0.552 0.306
fur die Antwort eines Problems zu verstehen.

Cronbach’s Alpha 0.837

Eigenvalue 3.923/ 1.178*

Variance Explained

35.666% /10.712%*

Note: * artificial factor due to use of reverse eddtems.
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Appendix K: Factor Analysis of Gountas’ PersonalityScale

Appendix

Personality Orientation Loadings Communalities
Thinking

I am very much a logical thinking type of person. 0.821 0.646
I am an intelligently practical person. 0.703 @58
I make decisions based on carefully thought outhkigdeas. | 0.851 0.717
| use clear rational thinking to make sense ofwbdd. 0.796 0.619
| enjoy coming up with new ideas to solve problems. 0.666 0.464
| enjoy learning and understanding as much as Iplessi 0.595 0.374
Cronbach’s Alpha 0.877

Eigenvalue 5.483

Variance Explained 24.921%

Feeling

I am very confident in social relationships. -®93 0.749

| am naturally good at creating social impressions. -0.851 0.737
| am self-sufficient with social relationships. .861 0.837
| am very good at figuring out how to be socialtirared. -0.753 0.641
| am myself when | experience social pressure.* - -

| am very good at monitoring my own feelings. -254 0.353
Cronbach’s Alpha 0.874

Eigenvalue 1.668

Variance Explained 7.583%

Material/Sensing

Material security is very important for me. 0.561 Am
Physical material comforts are extremely importanty 0.834 0.695
life.

Material possessions give me the most pleasuiiein | 0.881 0.739
Achieving material, financial success is very intpat in my | 0.843 0.756
life.

The enjoyment of material luxuries is my idea @ tgood 0.910 0.774
life”.

The things that | buy reflect my achievements. 0.69 0.521
Cronbach’s Alpha 0.907

Eigenvalue 2.452

Variance Explained 11.145%

I maginative/l ntuitive

| have an active imagination. 0.689 0.514
| am able to create imaginary worlds. 0.874 0.752
| drift into imaginative visualisations naturally. 0.896 0.744
| am naturally good at using my imagination. 0.727 0.643

I spend a lot of time thinking about different tm 0.534 0.350
Cronbach’s Alpha 0.860

Eigenvalue 4.001

Variance Explained 18.187%

Note: * item deleted due to loading on Thinkingeatation
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Appendix L: Regression Model 2 (product evaluation)

Model Summary b

Std. Error of the

Change Statistics

Appendix

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Estimate R Square Change F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change Durbin-Watson

1 ,685° ,469 ,438 ,68365 ,469 15,245 11 190{,000 1,958

b. Dependent Variable: Product Evaluation

Coefficients ?
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients 95% Confidence Interval for B Correlations Collinearity Statistics

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Lower Bound | Upper Bound | Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance VIF
(Constant) ,643 ,469 1,370,172 -,282 1,568
Country Cognition ,357 ,053 424 6,690(,000 ,252 ,463 ,568 ,437 ,354 ,696 1,438]
Country Affect ,191 ,034 ,335 5,558(,000 ,123 ,259 ,496 374 ,294 ,769 1,301
familiarity ,018 ,034 ,032 ,524 ,601 -,050(,086 ,296 ,038 ,028 742 1,347
Thinking ,139 ,052 ,162 2,703(,007 ,038 ,241 ,306 ,192 ,143 779 1,284
Feeling -,040(,050 -,048 -,792|,429 -,138/,059 ,110 -,057 -,042(,747 1,339
Material ,030 ,040 ,042 , 735 ,463 -,050(,109 ,045 ,053 ,039 ,851 1,175
Imaginative ,068 ,046 ,086 1,479(,141 -,023/,159 ,123 ,107 ,078 ,822 1,217
ThinkingxCountry coG™ |,034 ,038 ,054 ,897 371 -,0411,109 -,043(,065 ,047 J71 1,298
FeelingxCountryAFF*? ,020 ,033 ,035 ,605 ,546 -,045(,084 ,052 ,044 ,032 ,822 1,217
ImaginativexCountryAFF -,038(,028 -,076 -1,332(,184 -,0941,018 ,061 -,096 -,070(,852 1,174
MaterialxCountryCOG ,005 ,037 ,007 ,134 ,894 -,069(,079 ,033 ,010 ,007 ,898 1,114

1 CountryCOG = Country Cognition
12 Country AFF = Country Affect
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Appendix M: Regression Model 2 (intention to buy)

Model Summary

Std. Error of the

Change Statistics

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Estimate R Square Change F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change Durbin-Watson
1 5478 ,299 ,259 1,05693(,299 7,374 11 190{,000 2,229|
Dependent Variable: Intention to buy
Coefficients
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients 95% Confidence Interval for B Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Lower Bound | Upper Bound Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance VIF
(Constant) 1,734(,725 2,392(,018 ,304 3,164
Country Cogpnition ,110 ,083 ,097 1,331/,185 -,053(,273 ,299 ,096 ,081 ,696 1,438
Country Affect ,150 ,053 ,196 2,832|,005 ,046 255 ,350 ,201 172 ,769 1,301
Familiarity ,297 ,053 ,396 5,611(,000 ,193 ,402 447 377 ,341 742 1,347
Thinking -,029(,080 -,025 -,358],720 -,186(,129 ,070 -,026 -,022(,779 1,284
Feeling -,147],077 -,134 -1,905(,058 -,300(,005 ,014 -,137 -,116(,747 1,339
Material ,020 ,062 ,022 ,329 742 -,102(,143 ,041 ,024 ,020 ,851 1,175
Imaginative ,007 ,071 ,007 ,099 ,921 -,133(,147 ,016 ,007 ,006 ,822 1,217
ThinkingxCountryCOG* -,051|,059 -,060 -,860(,391 -,167(,065 -,072 -,062 -,052(,771 1,298
FeelingxCountryAFF" -,025(,051 -,034 -,501(,617 -,125(,074 ,052 -,036 -,030(,822 1,217
ImaginativexCountryAFF  |,047 ,044 ,070 1,064,289 -,040(,133 ,165 ,077 ,065 ,852 1,174
MaterialxCountryCOG 114 ,058 ,127 1,980(,049 ,000 ,228 ,105 ,142 ,120 ,898 1,114

13 Country COG = Country Cognition
14 Country AFF = Country Affect
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Appendix N: Regression Model 2 (intention to visit)

Model Summary

Std. Error of the

Change Statistics

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Estimate R Square Change F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change Durbin-Watson
1 ,601° ,361 324 1,05829(,361 9,759 11 190{,000 2,041
Dependent Variable: Intention to visit
Coefficients
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients | Coefficients 95% Confidence Interval for B Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance VIF
(Constant) ,873 , 726 1,202(,231 -,559 2,305
Country Cognition ,065 ,083 ,055 , 791 ,430 -,098(,228 ,293 ,057 ,046 ,696 1,438
Country Affect ,288 ,053 ,358 5,410(,000 ,183 ,393 ,499 ,365 314 , 769 1,301
Familiarity ,240 ,053 ,304 4,514,000 ,135 ,344 ,436 311 ,262 742 1,347
Thinking ,130 ,080 ,107 1,626(,106 -,028],287 ,160 117 ,094 779 1,284
Feeling -,105(,077 -,091 -1,354],177 -,258(,048 ,069 -,098 -,079(,747 1,339
Material -,107],062 -,108 -1,713],088 -,229|,016 -,108 -,123 -,099(,851 1,175
Imaginative ,055 ,071 ,050 74 ,440 -,085(,196 111 ,056 ,045 ,822 1,217
ThinkinngountryCOG15 -,027],059 -,030 -,460],646 -,143],089 -,020 -,033 -,027],771 1,298
FeelingxCountryAFF'® ,020 ,051 ,025 ,398 ,691 -,080(,120 ,073 ,029 ,023 ,822 1,217
ImaginativexCountryAFF  ],009 ,044 ,013 ,201 ,841 -,078],096 117 ,015 ,012 ,852 1,174
MaterialxCountryCOG -,028(,058 -,030 -,482(,630 -,142|,086 -,067 -,035 -,028(,898 1,114

15 Country COG = Country Cognition
16 CountryAFF = Country Affect
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Appendix

Appendix O: Abstract (Deutsche Zusammenfassung)

Beim Country-of-Origin Effekt geht es um das Imapees Herkunftslandes, das einen
wichtigen Einfluss auf das Konsumentenverhalterehakann. Die vorliegende Studie
hat es sich zum Ziel gemacht aus bestehender tuterain Model Uber das
Zusammenspiel von Landerimage, Produktbewertung, ufiki@ntion und
Reisebereitschaft anzuwenden und die  moderierenddtifekte  von
Personlichkeitsvariablen auf diese Konzepte zu gorifHierbei werden zwei
situationspezifische Personlichkeitsmerkmale (Nee€ognition und Need for Affect)
und eine neu entwickelte Personlichkeitstheorie tdbhesmd aus  vier
Personlichkeitsdimensionen (Kopfmensch, Gefuhlseigns materieller Mensch,
intuitiver Mensch) als Moderatoren eingesetzt uegrgjft ob diese Variablen einen
Effekt auf die Beziehung zwischen verschiedenendeémagekomponenten (affektiv
und kognitiv) und Verhaltensvariablen haben. Die ezwsituationspezifische
Personlichkeitsmerkmale haben sich als wertvolled®fatoren in Bezug auf den
Country-of-Origin Effekt erwiesen. So zeigt siclasd Personen mit einem hohen Need
for Affect im Prozess der Produktbewertung starkem affektiven Teil des
Landerimages beeinflusst werden, als Personeningteniedrigem Need for Affect.
Dariber hinaus hat die Studie gezeigt, dass in Adigheit der
Personlichkeitsklassifizierung einer Person, dgmitiven und affektiven Komponente
des Landerimages unterschiedliche Bedeutung begganeavird. So konnte festgestellt
werden, dass Personen (mit einem kognitiven Araatanformationsverarbeitung) ihr
Verhalten und ihre Produktbewertung starker aufld@gmitiven Teil von Landerimage
stutzten als auf den affektiven Teil. Abschlie3aredden praktische Auswirkungen der

Resultate der Studie diskutiert und Vorschlage eiiesfiihrenden Studien eruiert.
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08/2004
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09/2002

03/2001
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