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Ursula Wastian Introduction

1 Introduction

In 1968 the founding experiment in Country-of-OnigCOO) research by Schooler and Wildt
(in Usunier, 2006) showed that consumers evalu@tedcompletely identical drinks, which
only differed as regards their COO information thas given to study participants, in a
different way. Since then about 700 research ssudgee been published within these last 40
years that are subject to consumers’ product etratuand purchase intention as regards the
country of origin of different products (Papadopmsul&k Heslop, 2002, p.295). All of these
concluded, that a product’s country of origin isvary important information cue for
consumers on which they heavily rely when evalgatdifferent products and making
purchase decisions (Liefeld, 2004; Pharr, 2005).

Even though the concept of COO is one of the mingtied topics in International Business
and Marketing Literature (Spillian et al., 2007hdaCOO effects have been studied with
respect to endogenous antecedents, so as regammsamer's personal values and
psychographics, as well as in matters of exogeramiscedents, so due to the structural
dimensions of a particular country as a produat’a brand’s COO (cf. Pharr, 2005), “most of
the recent country-of-origin studies provide ushwittle generalizable knowledge” (Ozsomer
& Cavusgil, 1991, p.274), and “it is for instand#l sinclear if, how and to which extent the
CoO-effect impacts on consumer evaluations” (Blaeetal., 2009, p.63).

Even though within the last 40 years the businemsdwand the marketplace have developed
and passed through times where major changes tack,psince 1968 apart from very few
exceptions (cf. Liefeld, 2002, 2003; Pharr, 2005uhler, 2006), the relevance of previous
COO research in today's world has never been rethitoor questioned over the time.
Furthermore, the fact that the COO is an importaietin consumers’ evaluation processes as
well as that consumers heavily rely on COO infoioratvhen making purchase decisions
was never called into question (cf. Usunier, 2006).

The fact that what has been reported in Marketigrature about the COO construct so far
needs to be rethought, is underpinned by the esesiltrecent research studies, that have
shown, that the previous implicit assumption tt@aisumers know the country of origin of the
products and brand on the market does not refleatity (e.g. Samiee et al., 2005;
Hennebichler, 2006; Balabanis & Diamantopoulos,800

Another limitation of past COO research that hasd tmday resulted in biased study findings,

which are reported in Marketing Literature, reféssthe previous implicit assumption that

1



Ursula Wastian Introduction

consumers take the origin cue of products and Ilsraasl an important factor in their
evaluation processes and purchase decisions. Théhtt most research results of previous
studies that investigated in consumers’ COO cugeausae not valid predictors of consumers’
actual behavior is due to the limitations of presiaesearch methods applied; on the one
hand obtrusively asking respondents about the enfte a product’s or brand’s origin
information has on their opinions, beliefs, attégdand intentions, and on the other hand only
presenting respondents a very small range of cessldés the COO cue, which both further
entailed that the COO cue got inevitably highlighteore than it actually reflects reality (cf.
Liefeld, 2003; Usunier, 2006). This is underpintgdhe results of a recent research study by
Liefeld (2004) that investigated actual consum&@e©0 cue usage by unobtrusively testing
them on a verbal level. These results confirm tesymption that COO effects seem to have
been overestimated so far.

But as research that investigated consumers’ psowg®f a brand’s origin information has
highlighted, that consumers’ COO cue processingnisautomatic rather than a controlled
process and individuals therefore lack in termstredir awareness of their actual COO
information usage when evaluating brands and makingchase decisions (e.g. Liu &
Johnson, 2005), there is good reason to assuméhtiss results that Liefeld (2004) obtained
through unobtrusively testing respondents aboutotiigin cue’s influence only on a verbal
basis underestimate true COO effects.

1.1 Research Objective

Due to the above mentioned contradictory findinfjprevious research that report about the
importance or non-importance and the usage versumsusage of COO information in
consumers’ evaluation processes and purchase alesigshe main objective of this research
study is to find out if COO information actuallyshafluence on consumers’ brand perception
and whether, if at all, consumers use COO inforomatvhen evaluating different brands that
are competing in the same product category.

As this research study at hand follows the ide&‘thh@nd and origin cues may also influence
consumers’ implicitly rather than explicitly” andloses the gap by following the
recommendation that “more research into the rolenglicit memory are extended to COO
research”, as “research into memory access shoatsrtiplicit memory correlates strongly
with judgements, even in situations where explitiemory does not (Kardes, 1986)”
(Josiassen & Harzing, 2008, p.266), the approacthisfresearch work aims to step out of
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common obtrusive and verbal research methods prslyicpplied in studies about COO

effects and overcome previous constraints aboutviaive research techniques in
International Marketing research to prove the agdion that previous findings in COO

studies show a high degree of biased results, 0 gew insights in a widely explored

research field and to present new perspectives ©D Ceffects in consumers’ brand

perceptions, evaluation processes and purchassaei

Therefore, this study’s aim is to further identihow consumers, if at all, use COO

information, whether a brand’s COO cue also halsiémice on consumers’ general implicit
perception of a brand and/or whether COO effeatsbeameasured on a consumer’s explicit
level.

As it is reasonable to assume that consumers teadtomatically rather than in a controlled
manner process the COO cue (cf. Liu & Johnson, Rabts research study wants to give
insights into individuals’ tendency to process artof's origin information.

Moreover, the objective of this research work is determine the relative importance
consumers attach to a brand‘'s origin cue and wheflig0 cue’s importance varies with

certain factors in consumers' brand evaluation @sses and purchase intentions.

1.2 Structure of the Thesis

Following this introduction, irthapter two, the key concepts that underlie this researchghesi
will briefly be presented. The terminology whichrédevant for the reader of this work will be
highlighted.

Chapter three gives insights in the concepts that underlie ggnssnsumer behavior. In the
beginning a general introduction to the creatiompcpssing and management of an
individual's knowledge will be given. In order tonleance the understanding of how
individuals as consumers behave, the major fadiwas influence the consumer decision
making process and that determine its underlyingcgire will be presented. Furthermore, the
four key psychological processes of consumer behawiotivation, perception, learning and
memory, will be discussed in more detail. In a rexichapter, those stages from the classical
Five Stage Model, which is used in Marketing Litara to describe a consumer’s buying
decision process, that are relevant for this thedisbe highlighted. This chapter will close
with an explanation of consumers’ information prgiag which in particular refers to
consumers’ brand evaluation processes. The infeoomaties that consumers can use in their

evaluation processes and the effects of informatiges and irradiation on consumers’ brand
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judgments are discussed in more detail, as wetlbasumers’ variance of cue selection will
be explained and the Elaboration Likelihood ModdlN1), that gives insights in consumers’
attitude formation processes will be presented.

In chapter four the concept of a brand will be highlighted frontc@sumer’s perspective.
Therefore, the concept of Customer-Based Brandtiggamnd its underlying dimension that is
due to the level of a consumer’s brand knowledgeichvis further based on consumer’s
brand awareness, brand image and the way a congaraives and prefers the marketing of
a particular brand, will be presented in detailisTthapter will discuss the influence that a
consumer’s brand awareness and brand image havisdrand evaluation processes and
purchase intentions and will close with highliglgtithe reasonable superiority of the COO of
a brand over that of a product for the consumervaitid a presentation of COO cue’s role in
Marketing practice.

How the concept of Country-of-Origin should be seenrelation to consumers will be
highlighted inchapter five. Thus, previous COO research evolution will slydo# presented,
then the concept of Country Image will be explajresiwell as the three different aspects of
consumers’ COO cue processing will be presenteds dtmapter will close with presenting
different models identified in literature, that éxip the impact of country image on
consumers’ attitude formation towards a produca darand, and further discuss the problem
that refers to the reasonable assumption of anestieration of COO effects, about which
previous Marketing Literature has reported so far.

Chapter six will deal with consumers’ COO knowledge, presdrd teader the COO-ELM
model that explains which COO effects are likelyotzur in an individual's brand attitude
formation process towards a brand’s product fropamicular country based on the degree of
the consumer's COO prior knowledge about the prtsddilom this particular country.
Furthermore, this chapter will discuss the recemtifigs about consumers’ lack of knowledge
about the origins of the products and brands on nfaeket. Moreover, the reasonable
superiority of an individual's perceived COO overbend’'s actual COO and its further
influence on consumer behavior will be discussed.

Chapter sevenwill present different and possible arguments thatild highlight reasons for
consumers’ actual COO cue usage versus non-usageadhld be identified in literature. In
the last subchapter, consumers’ emotional reaslo@gactor of consumers’ limited awareness
of their actual COO cue usage and the concepteoAtitomatic Country-of-Origin Effect on

consumers’ brand judgment will be introduced asofgcwith which one could explain why
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consumers might first of all deny their actual C@Q@e usage when asked directly and
explicitly about it.

Chapter eight identifies a gap within the literature and furtidefines the research objective
of this study’s investigation, as well as formutatee research questions this research will
address in particular.

Chapter nine refers to the research methods applied. Firstlothes chapter will highlight
the limitations as regards previous research metlaod further present the methodological
approaches that are applied in this research poagswell as give a justification of the
methods chosen for this research study.

In chapter ten the reader’s understanding about the structutbeofesearch process and the
design and operation of this work’s study will mhanced.

The next section of this workhapter eleven will present the findings of this research study
and in particular address each of the researchiqonesaised in chapter eight of this work.
Chapter twelve will summarize this research’s results and hidftlidne conclusions that can
be drawn from this research work. Further possibiatations will be discussed, and

implications for future research will be presented.
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2 Conceptual Fundamentals and Definitions

In the following section the conceptual fundamentahich are relevant for this work are

presented. To enhance the reader’s understandng Hie difference between the concept of
a product and the concept of a brand, these twdaimentals are explained in detail here.
Also a brief overview of COO definitions will bevgin, whereas the concept of the COO of a

product and the concept of the COO of a brandhveiltiscussed in more detail.

2.1 Product Definition

By Kotler's and Keller's (2006, p.372) definitiom ‘product is anything that can be offered to
a market to satisfy a want or need. Products thatnaarketed include physical goods,
services, experiences, events, persons, placepemias, organizations, information and

ideas”.

Product Attributes and Cues

The character of a product is formed by a set dfageproduct attributes (cf. Peter & Olson,
1993). These “attributes are descriptive featuhed tharacterize a product and determine
what a consumer thinks about the product and wkanvolved with its purchase and
consumption” (Keller, 1993, p.4). And accordingdotler and Keller (2006, p.187), products
are even more than this description, as these “avesninor stimuli that determine when,
where, and how a person responds”.

Scientifically, product attributes can either beodurct-related attributes, in other words
intrinsic, which means that these attributes armeoted to and cannot be removed from the
core product, or non-product related attributesp @hlled extrinsic attributes, as these are the
attributes that are non-physical and are not aggmat part of the product itself. Therefore,
changes of intrinsic product attributes involveraes of the physical product itself and will
consequently be recognized by consumers, wheremsgel of extrinsic attributes do not
affect the physical product itself and might, biged not necessarily, be recognized by
consumers.

Intrinsic product attributes, in their nature ofrigenecessary ingredients of the product itself,

vary between product categories. For extrinsic pebattributes, in their nature of belonging

6



Ursula Wastian Conceptual Fundamentals anfihidens

to a product’'s purchasing or consumption processdleK (1993, p.4) identifies four main

types, which are (1) price information, (2) packagor product appearance information, (3)
user imagery (i.e. what type of person uses thdymtoor service), and (4) usage imagery (i.e.
where and in what types of situations the producseayvice is used). Figure 1 illustrates

examples of intrinsic and extrinsic product atttésu

In general, consumers gather product attributermn&ion by using cues, which help them to
make inferences about a product's underlying atteidb and which, in all likelihood, have
influence on consumers’ product evaluation andnitd@ to or even not to purchase a
particular product.

A cue can directly give the consumer informatiowtha specific product attribute itself, as
well as serve an intermediate function by allowihg consumer to make conclusions about
other product characteristics.

Consumers use cues to get an impression of a pfedperformance and shorten their
product evaluation process. The cues consumers itdkeconsideration depend on the
product category of the product. But this will bsadissed in more detail in chapter 3.4.1 of

this paper.

= Taste = Price

=Dezign =Packiaging

*Fit *Tlzer bragenye

= Perfommarice *Tzaze Bnageny

= Sime »Brand Hame
Brind Personality
= Baoafs courer Hurne
-zaoao
= Warrarty

Figure 1 — Examples of Intrinsic and Extrinsic RrodAttributes
Source: Hennebichler (2006, p.21)
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2.2 Brand Definition

As the marketplace is getting more and more cormpetand within the last century the
number of competitors within a product market hageased tremendously, companies and
marketers have realized that they need to helpuoess, so that they can more easily
identify which products are offered by which companherefore, branding their products or
services has become more and more important fopanres, as it is a good way to enrich a
company'’s offering with a certain value through fplosver of a brand.

There are several definitions that can be foundforand.

According to Jobber (2004) a brand is “a distinmiduct offering created by the use of a
name, symbol, design, packaging, or some combimaifahese intended to differentiate it
from its competitors” and the American Marketingsasiation defines a brand as “a name,
term, sign, symbol, or design, or a combinatiorthem, intended to identify the goods or
services of one seller or group of sellers and ifferéntiate them from those of
competitors”(in Kotler & Keller, 2006, p.274).

The definition which should be seen as being melstvant for this work, as it very precisely
highlights the difference between a product andaad and points out that a brand is more
than just a simple offering that satisfies a constisnneed, is given by Czinkota and Kotabe
(2001, p.217), who state that “the product is giwermrharacter, an image, almost like a

personality”.

2.2.1 Brand Dimensions

The various brand definitions given above shoulehipout that branding allows a company to
add dimensions to the product itself and is theegf@ good way to differentiate the
company’s good or service from the other offeringsthe market, that would also fulfill and
satisfy the consumer’s particular need or want. sTekonsumers may evaluate the same
product of one brand in a different way than ivére from another brand.
These differences or dimensions of a brand carcheHénnebichler, 2006, p.45; Kotler &
Keller, 2006, p.274):

* Rational, functional, tangible (e.g. the quality mmoduct performance of a brand’s

product)
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* Symbolic, emotional, intangible (refers to what brand stands for or represents; e.g.
the added value the customer gets through a pbd¢enmage of a brand, if a brand

acts as a status symbol for a customer)

According to Gillespie et al. (2007, p.339) “brar@®vide a name or symbol that gives a
product (or service) credibility and helps the aonsr identify the product. A brand that
consumers know and trust helps them make choicgerfand more easily’. So for the
consumer it is a learning process to find out whicdnds satisfy his needs and wants better
than others, and which brands he trusts. This ileguprocess is based on the consumer’s past

experiences with a brand’s products and on a bsamdrketing program.

2.2.2 Branding Strategy

The process of branding is defined as “endowinglpets and services with the power of a
brand” (Kotler & Keller, 2006, p.275). But one hisbe aware of the fact, that initially a
brand’s marketing program creates the brand asraaingructure in the heads of consumers,
further teaches consumers about the brand, asawdikelps them to learn about a product’'s
brand, but in the long run, “a brand is a percdptndity that is rooted in reality but reflects
the perceptions and perhaps even the idiosyncrasiesnsumers” (Kotler & Keller, 2006,
p.275).

Hence it is important for marketers to develop anding strategy where a marketing program
is employed, that creates the brand as a mentaitgte in consumers’ minds and further
shows consumers that there are differences betlrgrls within a product category that are
meaningful to them. So when consumers are awatieedbrand, the brand’s marketer has to
enhance consumers’ knowledge and convince consusherst the differential advantage of
the brand. In a further step, this will ease corenghpurchase decision making and probably

result in a brand’s success. (cf. Kotler & Kel2006, pp.275)

Global — Local Branding Strategy

A brand can be marketed or promoted as an eitleat, ltoreign or global brand (cf. Alden et
al., 1999). When a brand is marketed as a localdynaarketing programs focus on the local
customers’ needs and wants, as well as that “magketctivities concentrate on getting as
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close and personally relevant to individual custares possible” (Kotler & Keller, 2006,
p.244).

In contrast, global branding refers to the “achmeat of brand penetration worldwide”
(Jobber, 2004, p.285). As Marketing Literature gk terms of a formal definition of a
global brand, combining what several authors stateegards a global brand, a global brand is
“defined as a brand that shares common meaningaautures” (Sousa, 2000, p.21), has
“centrally coordinated marketing strategies” (Steemp et al.,, 2003, p.53) and “whose
positioning, advertising, strategy, personalitypkpand feel are in most respects the same
from one country to another” (Aaker & Joachimsthal@999, p.137). According to
Steenkamp et al. (2003, p.53) “although theredsath of formal definitions of global brand
in the literature, it is commonly agreed that they brands that consumers can find under the
same name in multiple countries with generally Emand centrally coordinated marketing
strategies”.

But the main issue concerning whether a brand abal local or foreign relates to
consumers’ perceptions about a brand’s penetrati@hin which and how many countries
they believe it is marketed. Referring to Steenkahal. (2003, p.54) and what they state
about a global brand, “the issue here is wheth@raad benefits from consumer perceptions
that it is ‘global’ — a perception that can be fednonly if consumers believe the brand is
marketed in multiple countries and is generallymuzed as global in these countries”.

As brand marketers have to develop a positioniragegyy for their particular brand, whereas
“positioning is the act of designing the compargffering and image to occupy a distinctive
place in the mind of the target market” and “thalgs to locate the brand in the minds of
consumers to maximize the potential benefit tofitme” (Kotler & Keller, 2006, p.310), they
can choose to follow a global, a local or a forgigsitioning strategy.

Alden et al. (1999, pp.75) label these potentiatk@ting positioning strategies as global,
local or foreign consumer culture positioning. Thrst type of global consumer culture
positioning describes a marketing positioning stggt which results in a brand being
associated with a global consumer culture (e.gadwassociated with a global culture: Nike,
Gatorade). The second possibility of a brand’stmosng in the heads of consumers refers to
the construct of local consumer culture positioniwgich Alden et al. (1999, p.77) define “as
a strategy that associates the brand with locati@llmeanings, reflects the local culture’s
norms and identities, is portrayed as consumea¢sl lpeople in the national culture, and/or
is depicted as locally produced for local people’g( associated local Austrian brands:

Ottakringer Beer, ja natuerlich!). The third pasiiing strategy that refers to foreign

10
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consumer culture positioning describes the ide@roffoking consumers’ associations of a

particular brand with a certain foreign cultureg(d8MW, Armani).

2.3 Country of Origin Definitions

In literature no consistent, straightforward anchegal definition of the Country-of-Origin
concept can be found. According to HennebichleO@®.7) “nowadays, COO serves as an
umbrella term and comprises various areas in relséafhe COO concept can be broken
down into subcategories, namely the Country of @raf the Product (COOP), the Country
of Origin of the Brand (COOB), the Country of Corate Ownership (COCO), the Country
of Manufacture (COM), the Country of Parts , theuBwy of Design (COD) and the Country
of Assembly.

But as research has shown, there is a certainrtigraf these subcategories as regards their
importance consumers attach to each of them (&kdih& Lavack, 2003), and as this study
focuses solely on a consumer perspective, onlyfiteetwo concepts will be defined and

explained in more detail here.

2.3.1 The Country of Origin of the Product

The first subcategory of COO is the oldest of aD@ concepts and refers to the product
level. According to Liefeld (2004, p.86) the coynaf origin of the product (COOP) is “the
place in the world, where a product is manufactured

But this general COOP construct again needs t@liteirto even more lower levels, to cover
all fields of the origins a product can have. Asvadays hardly any product is produced in
one single country, which is the result of increagibalization, more and cheaper imports
and a rise in multinational companies and stratafliances in the global marketplace, the
COOP has become a more and more complex constrectiee years, that needed to be split
in sub-classes. (cf. Insch & McBride, 2004).

The first sub-class is formed by the Country ofgdriof Design (COOD), which refers to the
particular country where a product was conceiveskighed and engineered, no matter if
during the production process itself this countigyp a role or not (cf. Ahmed et al., 1994;
Ahmed & D’Astous, 1995).

The second sub-class is the Country of Origin ofehsbly (COA), which indicates the
particular country where most of the final stepgh@ production process have taken place.

11
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The third sub-class, the Country of Origin of P4@©0 of Parts), can be described as the
country, where the majority of the materials thedurct consists of and is made of and/or

where component parts were made, have their origin.

2.3.2 The Country of Origin of the Brand

The second subcategory of the general COO conosgeatrates on the originating country
on a brand level and is called the Country of @rigf the Brand (COOB). According to
Liefeld (2004, p.86) the definition of the COOBti® following: “The country of the brand
(COOB) is the country in which the head office b&tcompany that owns the brand is
located.” The implication derived from that defiait is, that as the different products from a
particular brand can have different COOs, the origfi the brand itself can always be only
one particular country.

A second explanation of COOB can be found, as ddfiny Thakor and Kohli (1996, p.27),
who state that the COOB is “the place, region, @auntry where a brand is perceived to
belong by its target customers”.

Concerning the COOB concept in general, it is ingarto point out that “the COOB has
become more interesting in recent years due torifiee of international companies which
aggressively brand their products and implicitly explicitly promote the brand origin”
(Hennebichler, 2006, p.9).

12
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3 General Consumer Behavior

As a major focus of this thesis refers to consuiieend attitude formation processes, brand
evaluation processes and purchase intentions, ithg®rtant to understand the factors that
have influence on how consumers deliver a judgrabott a particular brand. Therefore, this
chapter will present the reader a collection of theoretical backgrounds and fundamentals
one has to be aware of, to understand consumeaklation processes.

The factors that exert influence on how consumbketiave and react on the market can be
classified into three distinct groups: The firsttta refers to the buying situation, which is
influenced by consumers’ perceived risk and impuaa of the purchase as well as
consumers’ experience within the product categdrypurchase. The second influencing
factor group is determined by social influencelse Iculture, social class, geo-demographics
and reference groups. The third class of factdesse¢o an individual's personal influences of
personality, lifestyle and age, lifecycle, informoat processing, motivation, beliefs and
attitudes. (cf. Jobber, 2004, p.77)

As it would go beyond the scope of this work to lakp each factor in detail, only those
factors that are relevant for the topic of thissthevill be discussed here.

To understand how consumers actually deliver amelg about a particular brand and how
they come up with the final purchase decision fopaaticular brand, it is important to
understand the underlying concepts of an individualain organization and functioning and
how an individual's information processing is orga&d. Therefore, in the beginning of this
chapter an introduction of the psychological preessthat underlie an individual’s general
behavior will be given. Furthermore, the way indivals generally process and store
information and how knowledge is built up will besclissed.

To understand how individuals behave as consummefs@ame up with brand judgments and
make purchase decisions, it is important to be ewéthe four key psychological processes
of motivation, perception, learning and memoryt tinaderlie general consumer behavior and
that interact with each other in a consumer’s brawdluation processes and purchase

decisions.
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Thereafter, the stages a consumer goes through wiadtmg a purchase decision will be
discussed, however, only the stages of a consunmgidsmation search and consumer’s
evaluation of alternatives, as they are of impartaior this work, will be discussed in detail.

In a next subchapter, a consumer’s information ggsinig in his brand evaluation processes
and the topic of how consumers can use a prodacttsand’s information cues to come up
with a product/brand judgment will be highlighted.

This chapter will close with a presentation of EieM model, that explains that the influence
a particular product’'s or brand’s information cugshon a consumer’s attitude towards a
particular brand is determined by the way how adividual consumer processes this

particular cue.

3.1 The Psychological Processes In General IndividuBehavior

Generally two types of an individual's psychologigaocesses need to be distinguished
(Kroeber-Riel & Weinberg, 1999, p.49):
1. Activating Processes:
Activating processes refer to situations of a p@ssarousal and excitement, that then set
an individual's drive to react and behave in mation
2. Cognitive Processes:
Cognitive Processes refer to an individual's reioept processing and retaining of
information and are in an even wider sense the gasms of notional information

processing.

As most psychological processes of an individueluide an activating as well as a cognitive
component, Kroeber-Riel & Weinberg (1999, p.49)ssify these complex processes into
either:
1. Activating complex psychological processes, ihiol the activating component
dominates (e.g. emotion, motivation, attitude)into
2. Cognitive complex psychological processes, inictwvhthe cognitive component
dominates (e.g. perception, evaluation, decisiokingg learning, memory).

Figure 2 illustrates the total system of psychatabiprocesses that have influence on an

individual’'s behavior.
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Figure 2 — Total System of Psychological Processes
Source (adapted): Kroeber-Riel & Weinberg, 19990p.

As it would go beyond the scope of this work anvitial’s activating processes will not be
presented in detail here. Therefore, only thosegs®es in an individual’'s behavior where the
activating component dominates and which are avesice for the topic of this diploma
thesis will be presented throughout the followiegt®ns.

However, the focus of this study lies on an indixatls psychological processes in which the
cognitive component dominates. Thus, an individuadgnitive processes and the underlying
dimensions of an individual's information receptiagmformation processing and information

storage will be discussed in detail here.

3.1.1 Information Storage and Individual’'s Knowledge

“Information Processing refers to the process byclwla stimulus is received, interpreted,
stored in memory and later retrieved.” (Jobber,42@079)

Here the concept of an individual’s information rafge and the three phases of an
individual's information reception, information erpretation and information processing, as
well as the creation, processing and managemerdnofndividual’'s knowledge will be
discussed in more detail.
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In an individual's information reception one hasb®aware of the fact, that as an individual
is confronted with a vast amount of informationgwvaay, it is impossible for an individual to
pay attention to each and every stimulus, as welpm@cess and store each information.
Therefore, an individual uses certain mechanismeetiuce these masses of stimuli into a
manageable amount and sort out those bits of irdbom that might be of particular
importance for him. An important factor that deteres an individual’s information reception
to a certain extent is the personal influence oindividual’s motivation and level of interest
in a particular topic. One of these sort out mewran refers to an individual's selective
attention, which Kotler and Keller (2006) definesl ‘@he mental process of screening out
certain stimuli while noticing others”.

As regards information storage, three differentmf®rof an individual’s memory can be
distinguished, that refer to how an individual’'seption of a stimulus leads to the storage of
the particular information that the individual ganveyed through receiving this stimulus (cf.
Kroeber-Riel & Weinberg, 1999). Understanding araing aware of these three forms is
essential towards comprehending how an individulatiswledge is created and organized.
Figure 3 helps to understand the process of awithdil's information storage and gives an
illustration of the different forms of an individtamemory.

When a particular stimulus is received by an irdimal it is stored in the first category of an
individual’'s memory, which refers to an individumkensory information storage, also named
ultra-short-term memory or iconic memory. Here dipalar stimulus, mainly those of visual
or acoustic nature, is stored only for a very siperiod of 0.1-1 second. In contrast to ultra-
short-term memory’s limited storage duration of atijgular stimulus, its capacity to store
many received stimuli is high. The importance ofiadividual’s ultra-short-term memory
refers to the fact that only if a stimulus is reeei and stored there, at least for a very short
time, can this stimulus further be interpreted mkked. (cf. Kroeber-Riel & Weinberg, 1999,
p.226)

In a second step, those stimuli which have beeeived and stored at the first level of an
individual's ultra-short-term memory are reducedoira manageable amount for the
individual. The likeliness that a stimulus fromratshort-term memory is carried over to the
second stage of information storage, namely tonaividual’s short-term memory (STM),
increases with the activation potential of the ipatar stimulus. The major importance of this
second stage in the information storage processsréd the fact that those stimuli that have
entered an individual’'s short-term memory are stdahere for a time period of at least some

seconds, which creates the chance for a partiatilsrulus that has been taken over from
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ultra-short-term memory, that it will be encodedldherefore transformed into information
that is cognitively available for an individual. ifimeans that once information is cognitively
available for an individual it will be processedlaelated to information that is already stored
in an individual's long-term memory (LTM), which fegs to an individual's previous
experiences and knowledge. Therefore, the STM péaysentral role in an individual’s
information processing, which refers to its intediaey and contact function between present
experiences and previous experiences that aredglstared in long-term memory and which
is furthermore due to the fact that at that leviehéormation storage, present information is
set in relation to past information and thus, orgedh in form of an information construct that
is higher in level. Therefore, the facet of cogratprocesses that refers to how information is
processed by an individual is due to the conceparofindividual’s knowledge, as it is a
person’s knowledge that determines the way an iddal receives, processes and stores a
particular bit of information. The mental constraétprior knowledge helps an individual to
interpret, categorize and process a particular ustisn received. (cf. Kroeber-Riel &
Weinberg, 1999, pp.226)

Ultra Short-term Memory Short-term Memory

Stitnulns ——» * Cutput

kL 4

F 3

(Sensory/lconic Memory)

Storage Processing

Figure 3 — Different Forms of an Individual’s Mermor
Source (adapted): Kroeber-Riel & Weinberg, 199925.
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A widely accepted model that describes the strecamd organization of an individual's
knowledge is the semantic network model. The seimaetwork model assumes that each
item that is stored in memory is linked to othesms, which represent an individual's
association of these two single items with eaclemtivhereas the strength of relationships
between different items varies. So if an individtedeives a particular stimulus that activates
one of these stored items, those items that akedirtio the primarily activated item will be
activated as well. Therefore, due to the fact thase single items are linked to each other,
between these single items, that all together bupdan individual’'s knowledge about a
particular object or situation, spreading activityl take place that results in the activation of
more than just the single item that initially haeb activated as a reaction to the reception of
a particular stimulus. (cf. Kroeber-Riel & Weinbgl®99)

According to Kroeber-Riel and Weinberg (1999, p)R8% major part of an individual's
knowledge is based on a person’s standardizedfbeli® images about what a particular
issue typically looks like. These particular knoslde structures of an individual are called
schemata and are characterized by the fact that rdygresent a topic’s most important
characteristics, that they are more or less alismatature and are hierarchically organized.
By definition schemas are “cognitive structuresoofjanized prior knowledge, abstracted
from experience with specific instances” (Fiske &nviille, 1980, p.543; in: Roth &
Diamantopoulos, 2008, p.3) and in Social Psycholatgrature schemas are also described
as stereotypes (cf. Bem, 1970; Roth & DiamantopmuR008). Therefore a schema or
stereotype is a form of knowledge organization tbatves an important function in an
individual's information processing, as it has ughce on an individual's perception,
simplifies an individual’'s thinking activity and gainizes the storage of information (Kroeber-

Riel & Weinberg, 1999, p.233). An example of a setitanetwork is illustrated in Figure 4.
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Figure 4 — Example of a Semantic Network
Source (adapted): Kroeber-Riel & Weinberg, 19923p.

Information that should not quickly be erased ndedse stored in an individual’'s long-term
memory, as the widely-accepted view is that oncendmrmation is stored in long-term
memory it can never be erased again. In LTM, inftian that has been processed in STM is
stored in form of biochemical substances. The tta&t information, once stored in long-term
memory, can never be erased again, does not centliyrmean that an individual will never
forget this information. An individual’s forgettingf information refers to the major limitation
of an individual’s long-term memory, which is duethe fact that the amount of information
stored there is so extensive, that it is a majoblem to actually “find” information there (cf.
Lindsay & Norman, 1977, 1981). Therefore, referriogthe theory of Memory Retrieval
which is due to information processing of “how infation gets out of memory” (Kotler &
Keller, 2006, p.190), one has to take the factohof accessible information is for the
individual and how easily a particular bit of infioation can be recalled into account. (cf.
Kroeber-Riel & Weinberg, 1999, pp.227)
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In Literature most models of LTM structure are lthsen forms of associative model

formulation (cf. Kotler & Keller, 2006, p.188).

Taking the very common and widely accepted Asseaietwork Memory model as an

example to explain how an individual's LTM is stiued, Kotler and Keller (2006) define

the Associative Network Memory model as “a concaptepresentation that views memory
as consisting of a set of nodes and interconnedimg where nodes represent stored
information or concepts and links represent theengfth of association between this
information or concepts”. So in other words, a naany kind of stored information, that

might be verbal, visual, abstract, or contextuall #his node is related or linked to other

nodes, whereas the strength of these relationbleipgeen nodes varies.

3.1.2 Visual Information Processing and Knowledge

Individuals also receive stimuli, which might berbv@ or non-verbal, which they often
encode in the form of an inner image. Accordingdemsen (1981the majority of individuals
has the tendency to process information visuallye Tole of inner images is not clear cut
throughout literature. One theory describes imagesis one possible form of decoding, as it
allows a person to get access to his knowledgeishatored in the individual’'s memory.
According to another view, an individual's knowledgs stored either in the part of an
individual’'s memory that refers to verbal infornmaticoding or in the other independent part
of memory that refers to visually coded informati@ut regardless of imagery’s underlying
theory, its strong impact on an individual's thingj feeling and acting is out of question (cf.
Kroeber-Riel & Weinberg, 1999).

According to Kroeber-Riel and Weinberg (1999, p)3#8agery is defined as the notional
formation, processing and storage of inner mentalges (cf. Leven, 1995) and therefore it is

a process of coding information in a non-verbahfan memory.

One can distinguish between two types of imageries:
* Perceptual Image (i.e. the object or any illustratof the object (e.g. model, picture)
is actually present and might be perceived by dividual)
 Memory Image (i.e. an individual’'s imagined concep@n object, but in absence of

the particular object)
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3.2 The Key Psychological Processes in Consumer Befor

How a consumer reacts as regards to a brand tisatehired his consciousness is the
outcome of certain psychological processes of ttkvidual in combination with certain
personal characteristics of the consumer.

To understand consumers’ behavior it is importanbé aware of the four underlying key
psychological processes that interact with eacleroth an individual's brand evaluation
processes and purchase decisions. In particulasetiour complex processes are: the
activating complex psychological process of motosgt and the three cognitive complex
psychological processes of perception, learning amemory, that follow whenever a
marketing stimuli has entered a consumer’'s consaess and that underlie consumers’
buying behavior processes. (cf. Kroeber-Riel & kibeirg, 1999; Kotler & Keller, 2006)

3.2.1 Motivation

The activating complex psychological process ofivation refers to the linkage between an
individual's needs, drives and goals. An individsialeed might either have its source in a
person’s physiology or psychology. Examples for siblpgical needs would be hunger or
thirst, that is anything that refers to the fundatabs of survival, whereas examples for
psychological needs would be self-developmentyustat esteem needs. When an individual's
need (deprivation) reaches a certain level of sitgnit will set drives in motion (deprivations
with direction) or in other words will become a iiwet which will lead the person to react
somehow to accomplish the individual’s goal (anythihat satisfies the need and reduces the
driver). (cf. Jobber, 2004, pp. 82; Kotler & Kell@006, p. 184)

The most important theories of consumers’ motivatio Marketing Literature are by Freud,
Maslow and Herzberg (cf. Kotler & Keller, 2006, 4), but it would go beyond the scope of

this thesis to describe each theory in detail here.

3.2.2 Perception

When a need has reached the required level ofsityeand therefore has become a person’s
motive, an individual’s actions will follow. But mothe individual will act and what these
actions will look like will depend on the individig perceptions, which are caused by an
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individual's cognitive complex psychological proses. An individual's perception refers to
his view of certain things or situations and isinled as “the process by which an individual
selects, organizes, and interprets information tsygo create a meaningful picture of the
world” (Kotler & Keller, 2006, pp.185).

According to Kotler and Keller (2006, p.186), in Mating Sciences “perceptions are more
important than reality, as it is perceptions thak affect consumers’ actual behavior”.

But it is important to be aware of the fact thatgegtions about one and the same object or
situation might vary among consumers and mighediffom individual to individual. These
differences in consumers’ perceptions of the sdnrgytwill not be discussed in detail here.
However, just to briefly mention it, these diffeces might be explained by the underlying
processes of selective attention, selective distoend selective retention.

Therefore, the way an individual consumer perceifsexample a product or brand, a
product’s attributes or brand’s information cue,ll wurther determine the individual's

evaluation of and behavior towards the productrand.

3.2.3 Learning

The cognitive complex psychological process of rividual’s learning is defined as “any
change in the content or organization of long-t@nemory and is the result of information
processing” (Jobber, 2004, p.82). Therefore, a wmes's behavior towards a brand and his
buying behavior is to a certain extend determingcis underlying learning processes. In
other words, this means that if a consumer gainsiceexperiences with a brand, this will
result in consumer’s learning about the brand, Wwkaeen further will have influence on his
behavior towards the brand.

According to Kotler and Keller (2006, p.187) “mdstman behavior is learned”, and by
referring to Learning theory they state, that “teag is produced through the interplay of
drives, stimuli, cues, responses, and reinforceim@stalready mentioned above, a drive is a
strong internal stimuli that will lead a persorréact somehow. In contrast to drivers, cues are
stimuli that have minor influence on consumer’s éflipg action, but they will determine the
way a consumer will react. In other words, a drwd determine that a consumer acts,
whereas cues will determine how, where and whemdiridual will react, as cues refer to
information that is linked with the particular stifnin the consumer’s head.

So in terms of consumer buying behavior this mehasan individual consumer’s need will

drive him to act, whereas these actions will cacgsesumer’s experiences and learning
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procedures. These learning procedures are on tlee hand based on the consumer’s
generalization of his response to a similar stimuand on the other hand are due to
consumer’s discrimination of differences in a desimilar stimuli and his adjusted response
to those recognized differences. (cf. Kotler & l€e)l2006, p.187)

3.2.4 Memory

As already discussed in a previous section ofttiesis, an individual stores information and
experiences in either ultra-short-term memory, stesm memory or long-term memory. The
difference is that information in STM is only tenmpoly stored, whereas in LTM information
is stored enduringly.

In order to explain a consumer’s general behadaatds a brand, which is influenced by an
individual’'s knowledge about the particular braod, the basis of the Associative Network
Memory model that has already been discussed iohsyter 3.1.1.1 of this work, one must
hold in mind that a brand is stored as a hodedorsumer’s memory. And this brand node is
connected or linked to other brand information r&pdehereas the strength between the brand
node and one linked node, and the brand node anttieaniinked node, might differ. Those
linked brand information nodes that all refer tocansumer’s “brand-related thoughts,
feelings, perceptions, images, experiences, bekdtisudes, and so on that become linked to
the brand node” are called brand associations éKé&tlKeller, 2006, p.188).

The strength of the link between the brand node anghrticular brand association in the
consumer’s mind is determined by the quantity aundlity of an individual’'s processing of
the brand-related information. This information g@ssing action refers to the theory of
Memory Encoding, which says that the more actialg attentively a person thinks about
brand information at encoding, the stronger a comsis related brand association will be.
An additional factor that has influence on how stjly the relationship between the brand
node and new additional brand information a consumeeives, in an individual’'s memory
will become, is the extent of consumer’s previowsnd knowledge, and how these existing
brand associations are organized, which contenttibge and how strong they are linked to
the brand node. The strength of the linkage betwhenbrand node and associated brand
nodes will to a certain extent further determinevhaxcessible brand-related information is
for the consumer and how easily a brand associatam be recalled by the individual.
Thereby, it is important to highlight again, thaitsf because information is potentially

available in memory, as it is stored there, dodscnacurrently mean, that it is also actually
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recallable by the consumer, as the individual mighive no access to the particular
information stored without other retrieval cuesreminders. (cf. Kotler & Keller, 2006,
pp.189)

Therefore, referring to theory of Memory Retrievahich, as already mentioned in previous
sections of this thesis, refers to “how informatigets out of memory” (Kotler & Keller,
2006, p.190), the way a consumer's memory procdésbrand information encoding is
organized will determine the structure of the indiinal’'s brand memory, which in a next step
will affect consumer’s memory process of brand iinfation retrieval, which finally will have
influence on the consumer’s behavior towards thiéquéar brand.

Figure 5 gives a simple example of a mental mapt thustrates how an individual's
knowledge and brand beliefs about the brand Femit be organized.

v
Schuhmacher Sperty

Drymarnis

¥ ) Accident

Figure 5 — Hypothetical Ferrari Mental Map
Source (adapted): Kotler & Keller, 2006, p.188
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3.3 The Consumer Decision Making Process

In Marketing Literature the classical model usedi¢scribe the consumer buying process is
the Five-Stage Model (cf. Jobber, 2004; Kotler &ll&e 2006). This model is based on the

five main phases a consumer goes through when gakgpurchase decision.

1. Need/Problem Recognition

The starting point and first stage refers to coretsrproblem recognition, which means
that the individual recognizes a need, want or lgrmb Such a need might refer to one of
an individual’s basic needs and be recognized Isecad an internal stimulus - like
hunger, thirst or sex — and might refer to a peésstumctional, emotional or psychological
needs and be recognized because of an externallssin(cf. Jobber, 2004; Kotler &
Keller, 2006)

2. Information Search

In a next step, after a consumer’s particular nee@roblem has become a driver, the
consumer will search for information to identifyetipossible alternatives to satisfy his
particular need or resolve his problem. A consuménformation search can be an
internal and/or external process. Internal infororatsearching means that a consumer
scans information stored in memory that would bpdrtant for problem solution. Such
internal information might refer to personal expades in the past and marketing
communications, and might well include possible svay problem solution. When the
internal information search does not result in #sBéng problem solution for the
consumer, he will start the external informationgass and start to search for information
actively. (cf. Jobber, 2004, p.70)
Major external information sources might be persos@urces, like family, friends,
neighbors or working colleagues, commercial soyrsash as advertising, web sites,
salespeople or packaging, public sources, like massdia or consumer-rating
organizations, or experimental, which refers tostoner’'s handling, examining and/or
usage of a product. Which of these external infoionasources are used by a consumer
and how much each of them influences the consuemrs on the product category and
certain consumer characteristics. At the end ofitfi@mation search stage, a consumer
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will have build up his awareness set, which willude those brands out of the total set of
all brands that are available on the market, thatcbnsumer knows and that could satisfy
his need or could provide him a problem solutiah. Kotler & Keller, 2006, p.192)

3. Evaluation of Alternatives

In the third stage of the buying decision processrssumer screens those brands from his
awareness set that meet his initial buying criteéfiaese brands are then included in the
consumer’s consideration set, or in other wordsprassumer’s consideration set includes
those brands that the consumer has selected toobé vurther evaluation. After the
consumer has gathered some additional informatibouta those brands in his
consideration set, he will again screen the stitmmagds that have certain characteristics
which are of particular importance for the indivadiuand include them in his choice set,
out of which he will make his final purchase demsiAs the initial stage of the buying
decision process is the consumer’s recognition pdréicular need, the consumer expects
to get certain benefits when satisfying this neeebugh the purchase of a particular
product or service. So the consumer looks for thedyrct/brand solution that would
deliver him the best sought-after benefits. (cftl&o& Keller, 2006, p.193)

According to Kotler and Keller (2006, p.193), “evations often reflect beliefs and
attitudes” and therefore “people’s beliefs abowt #ttributes and benefits of a product or
brand influence their buying decisions. Just asoitigmt as beliefs are attitudes”. A belief
is defined as “a descriptive thought that a perboitds about something” and by
definition, an attitude is “a person’s enduring deable or unfavorable evaluation,
emotional feeling, and action tendencies towardesatnject or idea” (Kotler & Keller,
2006, pp.193).

So in the evaluation process a consumer defingaiicarhoice criteria which he uses for
screening the products and brands according ta swmight-after benefits. And as
consumers see “each product as a bundle of agghwith varying abilities for delivering
the benefits sought to satisfy this need” (JobB804, p.71), these choice criteria might
on the one hand relate to certain product attrgthiat refer to the functional benefits of a
product. But on the other hand, “although brandghtnbe perceived as similar, this does
not necessarily mean they will be equally prefeérrédobber, 2004, p.71), these

differences in consumer’s preferences of the prodéimne brand over that of another
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brand can also refer to a symbolic, emotional ardnigible benefit of a brand, as for
example to a brand’s image.

According to Alba et al. (1999) a consumer’s fiaatl overall product or brand evaluation
can be explained by the theory of Information Inéign, and therefore results out of a
combination of extrinsic and intrinsic product cuksother words, generally a consumer
will use several cues, intrinsic and extrinsic grtesform a product or brand belief and
judgment. The nature of cues that influence conssineerall evaluation of a brand’s
product vary between product categories and indalil

The intensity of a consumer’s information searcld #me extent to which a consumer
evaluates a brand will depend on his level of imgolent. “Consumer involvement can be
defined in terms of the level of engagement andvaqgbrocessing undertaken by the
consumer in responding to a marketing stimulusdt{& & Keller, 2006, p.200)

For high-involvement processes, which refer to pases that are of high importance for
the consumer, include high expenditure and thapareeived as carrying a high personal
risk, as for example the purchase of a car, atflghan insurance, a consumer will
extensively search for information and will involvextensive evaluation. In low-
involvement processes, which refer to purchasesgufod or service that carry only minor
risk, like the purchase of cereals, soft drinksiaca cream, a consumer’s information
searching process will be more limited and shatwall as probably rather internal and

the consumer’s evaluation process will be rathepta. (cf. Jobber, 2004, p.71)

4. Purchase Decision

After a consumer has evaluated the brands in hogcebset, preferences for one brand
over another will have emerged. Therefore, the wores will have the intention to buy
the most preferred one, which is also what he fimdlly do, if none of the factors of the
attitudes of others or other unanticipated situmtiofactors will intervene in the
consumer’s purchase intention and purchase deci@btnlobber, 2004; Kotler & Keller,
2006)

5. Post-purchase Behavior

After a consumer has made a final purchase deceiohhas actually bought a product

from a specific brand, the consumer will gain exg®re with the brand’s product and
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make a post-purchase evaluation of the brand. Aswwoer’'s level of post-purchase
satisfaction will have influence on the probabililyat the consumer will decide to
repurchase the brand. (cf. Kotler & Keller, 2006)

Consumers do not necessarily go through all fieges in their decision making process.
Sometimes one or more stages might be skippedekhssvthe order of stages might vary (cf.
Kotler & Keller, 2006, p.191).

Figure 6 gives an illustration of the Five-Stage ddbof the Consumer Buying Decision

Process.

Problem
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Figure 6 — Five-Stage Model of the Consumer Buyngcess
Source: Kotler & Keller, 2006, p.191

3.4 Consumers’ Information Processing in Brand Evalation Processes

As already mentioned above, based on the theolryfafmation Integration, a consumer will
generally use extrinsic and intrinsic cues to eatdwa product from a particular brand. As the

typical consumer usually perceives to get morermédion from a product’s intrinsic cue
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compared to a product’s extrinsic cue, Marketintgiature assumes the relative importance
of intrinsic cues over that of extrinsic cues imsomers’ brand evaluation processes (cf.
Purohit & Srivastava, 2001).

Which cues and how many cues a consumer takesamsideration in his brand evaluation
processes depends on the given individual himsetf & also varies between product

categories.

3.4.1 Information Cues in Consumers’ Product and Band Evaluation Processes

When explaining consumers’ variance of cue seledmregards different product categories,
one has to suppose the following two buying situredi In the first situation an individual
needs a new refrigerator. In the second situatiersame individual wants to buy a soft drink.
In the consumer’s evaluation of different refrigerabrands, he will probably take cues like
quality, price, refrigerating capacity, consumptiamount of electricity and warranty into
consideration, whereas other factors like packafpngxample might be of no relevance. In
the consumer’s second evaluation process, wherevdrgs to buy a soft drink in the
supermarket, cues like price, packaging and tasghtnbe important for his purchase
decision, whereas the cues of refrigerating capacansumption amount of electricity and
warranty, that played a role in the consumer’'d farend evaluation situation, will not affect
the consumer’s judgment of different soft drinkriata at all.
Consumers often adopt stereotype thinking in theduct and brand evaluation processes, as
this thinking pattern allows an individual to preseinformation regarding his subjective
thinking and preferences and thus makes it easig¢hé individual to come up with a product
or brand judgment. Very often consumers use onéyatanformation cue to make inferences
about another product information cue or about lsgrotinderlying product attribute. In such
cases where an individual uses a product informatige to make conclusions about another
product information cue, one can observe threeswfft thinking patterns in a consumer’s
product and brand evaluation processes (cf. LebE26; Kroeber-Riel & Weinberg, 1999).
Figure 7 shows the three different types of effaftproduct information cues that can be
distinguished:

1. Information cue in a stricter sense: In thisecaspecific product information cue has

influence on how an individual perceives a paracyroduct attribute.
2. lIrradiation: In this case a specific productommfiation cue has an effect on how an

individual perceives another product informatioe.cu
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Information cue in a broader sense: This ca®sesr¢o the situation in which a specific
product information cue has influence on an indmals perception of a product
attribute and at the same time also on the indalidiyperception of another product

3.

information cue.
Quoting Hennebichler (2006, p.20), “in this regacdes serve as information chunks which

help the consumer to ease the cognitive effort rocgssing information and function as

substitutes for more complex information”.

(2) Irradiation

(1) Information Cuein a Stricter Sense

P...Product Quality
E1l, E2...Product Attributes

(3) Information Cuen a Broader Sense

Figure 7 — The Effects of Information Cues anddiation
Source: Lebrenz (1996, p.61; in Hennebichler. 2Q0&1)
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3.4.2 Elaboration Likelihood Model

Another influential theory of consumers brand eatibn and decision making process was
established by Petty and Cacioppo (1986), who deeel a model that explains how
consumers form attitudes and how these attitudescbange. Their Elaboration Likelihood
Model (ELM) shows how consumers evaluate betweégrratives both for situations in
which consumers’ level of involvement is high awd $ituations in which consumers’ level
of involvement is low.

The model (see illustration Figure 8) explains tn@bnsumer’s attitude can either be formed
via a central route or via a peripheral route. fderation refers to the ability, opportunity
and motivation of a consumer to process informa#iod information cues, it can either be
rated high, which means that a consumer has tall falf three underlying aspects of
elaboration, and only then, will a consumer folltne central route in his brand attitude
formation process. In any other case, if a consulaeks in either ability, opportunity or
motivation, then elaboration will be rated low, winiwould result in consumer’s information
processing following the peripheral route to foria attitude towards a particular brand. (cf.
Kotler & Keller, 2006, p. 200)

According to the ELM, when an individual’s attitiedare formed via the central route, these
attitudes are very persistent and resistant ovee @nd very predictive of the individual’s
behavior. Hence, if a consumer has processed iafttwm via the central route in his brand
evaluation process, the attitudes he has formedrttsveach of the brands in his choice set
will be very predictive of consumer’s actual pursbalecision. In contrast, if a consumer’s
brand attitudes are formed through information pssing via the peripheral route, these
attitudes are less persistent and resistant owex, tand less predictive of consumer’s actual
purchase decision for a particular brand. (cf.yPettlal., 1988, p.359)

In other words, the ELM explains that “consumersstmuant to evaluate a brand in detail,
must have the necessary brand and product or sekviowledge in memory, and must be
given sufficient time and the proper setting tauatly do so” (Kotler & Keller, 2006, p.200)
and only then will consumers follow the central teoun their brand attitude formation
process. In any other case, whether consumersimatdrms of their ability, motivation or
opportunity to process brand and product infornmaticconsumers will tend to use the
peripheral route and consider less central, momeneic factors in their decisions” (Kotler &
Keller, 2006, p.200).
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Consumer’s evaluation tendency to process an irgtom cue as a source of information
when evaluating a particular product is determibgdhe cue’s usefulness and value for the
consumer. So referring to Petty and Cacioppo (1986Bloemer et al.,, 2009, p.70), in
consumers’ product evaluation processes, the mateable a product information cue is for
an individual, the more motivated the consumer balto process such a cue. This will then
result in consumer’s central processing of suchalaable information cue in his attitude
formation process towards a particular productdntrast, the less value an information cue
has for a consumer, the lower will be his motivatio process such a cue. Consequently,
such a low-value cue will be processed, if at@aflly via the peripheral route in consumers
attitude formation process towards a particuladpob. (cf. Bloemer et al., 2009, p.70)

Based on the theory of Cue Selection Proceduresydlue and usefulness of an information
cue in a consumer’s evaluation process is detedrigehe predictive and confidence value a
consumer attaches to a specific cue. A cue’s piiedivalue is defined as “the degree to
which a consumer believes that a cue is indicabiva particular product characteristic of
interest”, whereas an information cue’s confidenakeie refers to “how certain the consumer
is that the cue is what he thinks it is” (Bloemeale, 2009, p.70).

Consumer's
Choice set
Erand x - Frandy~ Emnd =

Consumer‘s ability and
motivation to process
information/information
cues

Elaboration

LW

ATTITUDE

{change)

Figure 8 — Elaboration Likelihood Model
Source (adapted): Aaker et al., 1992, p. 186
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4 The Brand and the Consumer

From a consumer’s perspective a brand is a wagentify who or which company stands
behind a particular product. Brands give consurtfe@schance to distinguish within a product
market between those brands they like and thatfgdtieir needs in a good way, from those
which do not or which they do not like. That congusnare able to identify, remember and
distinguish between different brands as well aseheertain associations with a brand is a
process of learning by the consumer. Defining adbraith respect to a consumer, “a brand is
the total sum of consumer’s perceptions and fegladgput the attributes of a product, how it
performs, about the brand name of the good anchésgning, and about the company which
created the brand” (Hennebichler, 2006, p.46). By developing an individual identity,
branding permits customers to develop associatiatts the brand (e.g. prestige, economy)
and eases the purchase decision” (Jobber, 200814, )p.2

But the associations a customer holds about acpéati brand do not possess an objective
reality, as the image each person has in mind abaepecific brand differs from individual to
individual (cf. Blumelhuber et al., 2004; Fourni#&B98; Esch, 2005). Therefore, a brand in its
form of being an image construct in a consumersdnihe associations people hold about a
brand, its symbols and performance differ, as @adividual has a different perception,
experience and ideals. Thus, a brand in a consanhead is subjective and individual in
nature (cf. Herz, 2007). So the brand name or adsalogo as regards the individual
consumer, can therefore be interpreted as a cegnitblder system, which saves all
information, pictures, emotions, as well as thesegnperceptions of a brand in a multimodal
way (cf. Blumelhuber et al., 2004).

Branding a product is of great value for the cusibm@is his search costs in the market are
reduced and his perceived risk is minimized. Braaisas a act as a signal of quality (good or
bad), as well as as a symbolic piece of adviceHercustomer (cf. Jobber, 2004; Kotler &
Keller, 2006).

4.1 Customer-Based Brand Equity

In Marketing Literature several definitions for bdaequity can be found. In 1989, the
Marketing Science Institute specified brand egagythe value that is added by the name and

rewarded in the market with better profit margirrsnearket shares. It can be viewed by
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customers and channel members as both the finaass#t and as a set of favorable
associations and behaviors” (in Yasin et al., 2@039).

According to Keller (1993, p.1), “the brand equgydefined in terms of the marketing effects
uniquely attributable to the brand — for exampldiew certain outcomes result from the
marketing of a product or service because of imtdmame that would not occur if the same
product or service did not have that name.”

Even more precisely, nowadays general brand eguigfined as “the added value endowed
to products and services” and “this value mightdfeected in how consumers think, feel, and
act with respect to the brand, as well as the griocgarket share, and profitability that the
brand commands for the firm” (Kotler & Keller, 2006.276). Therefore, one can distinguish
between brand equity which refers to the finansialue that a brand represents for a
company, and brand equity which refers to the psipgical value that a brand has for the
consumer, also termed customer-based brand equity.

As the financial aspect of brand value for a conypgamot relevant for this work, here only
the concept of Customer-Based Brand Equity wildizeussed in more detail. By definition,
customer-based brand equity is “the differenti&afthat brand knowledge has on consumer
response to the marketing of a brand” (Kotler &1&el2006, p.277).

Referring to the definition by Kotler and KellerO@5), the three important key elements of
customer-based brand equity are therefore: conssinteand knowledge, consumer’s
perception and preference of a brand’s marketiry sesulting out of theses two factors, the
third factor which is, differences in consumer @s®e. So consumers’ knowledge about a
particular brand combined with how a consumer peese likes and behaves according to
how a particular brand is marketed, will furthesuk in how a consumer will respond to a
product of this particular brand in comparison twther brand’s product or a no-name
product. If customer-based brand equity is positasasumer’s reaction will be in favor of
the particular brand’s product, whereas a negatistomer-based brand equity will result in a
more unfavorable consumer reaction to a produan fiteat particular brand, compared to that
towards another brand’s or an unlabelled product.

As several definitions within the Marketing Litewad for customer-based brand equity can be
found, there are also variations in the specificatf brand equity’s underlying dimensions.
For example Aaker (199Inames brand-name awareness, brand associatiorcgiveer
quality and brand loyalty as the underlying dimensi of brand equity. But regardless of
brand equity’s definition and how the underlyingnénsions of brand equity are named, the

concept of Customer-Based Brand Equity is an exgtian of the brand effect on consumers’
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buying behavior, whereas “brand equity actuallyr@spnts a product’s position in the mind
of consumers in the marketplace (...). Therefore,twha consumers think of a particular
brand determines the value it has to its owner’s{iy&t al., 2007, p.39).

Therefore, brand marketers have to put specialsfocubuilding customer-based brand equity
through the creation of a familiar and strong brawith which consumers hold strong,
favorable and unique brand associations. Thus,ebyng on Kotler's and Keller's brand
equity definition and how they specified the unged dimensions of the concept in this
chapter, to ensure that, consumers have to gaith @qeeriences with the products or services
and marketing programs of a particular brand ad aslhaving a certain amount of brand
knowledge (cf. Keller, 1993; Kotler & Keller, 2006)

According to Kotler and Keller (2006, p.278) to ate brand equity, the special focus that
brand managers should emphasize is to enhancernersibrand knowledge, because “at the
end of the day, the true value and future prospetta brand rest with consumers, their
knowledge about the brand, and their likely respaiesmarketing activity as a result of this
knowledge. Understanding consumers’ brand knowledgk the different things that become
linked to the brand in the minds of consumersthus of paramount importance because it is

the foundation of brand equity.”

4.2 Consumer Brand Knowledge

Brand knowledge is defined as “all the thoughtslifgs, images, experiences, beliefs, and so
on that become associated with the brand” (Kotlé€&ler, 2006, p.277) and is composed of
two dimensions, namely brand awareness and braageinThe concepts of brand awareness
and brand image will be discussed in more detaithie following subchapters, as it is
essential to be familiar with the factors that utidea consumer’s evaluation processes when
dealing with the subject matter of this researcllyst

To discuss the concept of Consumer Brand Knowledge, the issue of how an individual’s
memory and knowledge is structured and organizédbei mentioned only very shortly to
remind the reader of the most important points tiaate already been discussed and explained
in more detail in the previous chapter of this work

Referring to the Associative Network model, whiciveg an explanation of how an
individual's semantic memory and knowledge is cosgab, an individual's knowledge is
based on a set of nodes, which “are stored infoomiatand links, which are the connection
between two or more nodes, “that vary in strendéller, 1993, p.2). In an individual’'s
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information processing process, in which a persitimee encodes external information or
retrieves internal information from memory, a partar node will be activated. Furthermore,
such a single node can lead to the activation bérohodes which are linked to it in the
individual’'s memory. Depending on how strong thek lbetween the node that is activated
initially and those linked nodes, that are actidgtest as a reaction to that node activated first,
the degree of this “spreading activation” will #gplying this general Associative Network
model in reference to consumers’ brand knowledbearid knowledge is conceptualised as
consisting of a brand node in memory to which aetarof associations are linked” (Keller,
1993, p.3).

4.2.1 Brand Awareness

One component of consumer brand knowledge is coasbrand awareness, which is defined
as “consumers’ ability to identify the brand undifferent conditions, as reflected by their
brand recognition or recall performance” (Kotleik&ller, 2006, p.286). As one can learn out
of the brand awareness definition, the concept @8 Awareness refers to how strong a
brand node is positioned in a consumer’s memowmyedlsconsumer’s ability to have access to
that informational node and recall the informationder different conditions. Thus, the
concept of Brand Awareness can again be splittieawo even deeper dimensions of brand
recall and brand recognition performance.

According to Keller (1993), the first dimension bfand recognition means that when a
consumer is asked whether he/she knows a partibtdad by representing the brand simply
as a cue, the consumer is able to correctly diftexte between the fact of having seen or
having heard of the brand so far, or even not. §émond dimension of brand recall means
that when a consumer is asked to state the namali tife brands from a given product
category he/she knows, the consumer mentions théicyar brand that is under
investigation. The fact that a consumer corredigsifies a brand as being part of a certain
product category, as well as mentions the correstbname, is a result of the circumstances
that, first of all, the consumer has stored thei@daar brand name node in memory, and
secondly, of the consumer’s ability to have actethe brand name information that is stored
in his/her memory.

As one can see from these definitions, consumeasicbawareness determines to a very large
extent how successful a brand will be on the matkatconsumer’s awareness of a particular

brand is rather low, the likelihood that the consumill have this brand in his consideration
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set or even further consider to actually buy thantd, will be rather low. As a consequence,
the brand’s success will probably also be rather. llm contrast, the higher a consumer’s
brand awareness of a particular brand is the mikeéylit is that the consumer will take into
consideration to actually buy that brand, which samuently will very likely result in the
brand’s success. (cf. Keller, 1993; Hennebichlefa)

4.2.2 Brand Image

By definition, brand image is “the perceptions doadiefs held by consumers, as reflected in
the associations held in consumer memory” (KotleKé&ler, 2006, p.286). In terms of the

Associative Network model this means that an irdlisi's brand associations are those
informational nodes that are linked to the brandenim the memory of the person. Depending
on the strength, favorability and uniqueness obéhbrand associations that an individual
holds in memory about a particular brand, the idial’'s brand knowledge about this

particular brand will distinguish it from his brakdowledge of other brands that compete in
the same product category. And as already menticaiealve, these differences in a
consumer’s brand knowledge will have further inflae on his buying decision. (cf. Keller,

1993)

But before going into more detail about the différdimensions of brand associations that
one needs to be aware of, the different forms tvahd associations can take will be

explained.

4.2.2.1 Types of Brand Associations

One has to distinguish between three differentsygpiebrand associations, that vary in their
degree of information content. The three differearms of brand associations listed in an
increasing order in terms of the magnitude of imfation they contain are (1) attributes, (2)
benefits and (3) attitudes (cf. Keller, 1993).

1. Attributes

As already discussed in more detail within the mieavork of a product’s concept in a
previous chapter of this work, “attributes are #hdgscriptive features that characterize a
product or service — what a consumer thinks thelygbor service is or has and what is
involved with its purchase or consumption” (Kelld993, p.4). One can distinguish
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between intrinsic and extrinsic product attributaginsic product-related attributes relate
to the product and cannot be removed from the povduct in their nature of necessity
for the product and/or physical connection to thedpct. Extrinsic or non-product-related
attributes are not an integral or physical parthef core product as, according to Keller
(1993, p.4), they refer to “the external aspectshefproduct or service that relate to its
purchase and consumption” and can take the formrigk information, packaging or
product appearance information, user imagery anddage imagery.

2. Benefits

According to Keller (1993) benefits refer to thduean individual perceives through the
attributes of a particular brand’s product. In otherds, benefits are the value that a
product’'s attributes represent for a person, amdehbenefits can either be functional,
experimental or symbolic.

- The first group of this classification are furctal benefits that refer mostly to
product consumption advantages that are due tauptadlated attributes. For
the consumer these benefits mostly refer to thefaation of his basic needs,
like physiological (e.g. food, water, shelter) afety (e.g. security, protection)
needs (Maslow, 1970; in Kotler & Keller, 2006, ©).8

- The second classification is experimental besefihich comprise mostly
product-related attributes. But experimental bésakfer more to the way a
person feels when using a particular product. Rerdonsumer these benefits
are mostly a result of his/her motivation to expece something, like variety,
sensory pleasure or cognitive stimulation.

- The third group is formed by symbolic benefitsievhrelate more to the non-
product-related attributes. For a consumer theseeflie refer to the
satisfaction of his/her personal needs to exprass/ierself, to get respect

from others and/or outer-directed self-respect.

3. Brand Attitudes

Brand attitudes refer to the extent how much a woes likes or dislikes a brand. This
type of brand association plays an important rméehrand attitudes, in their nature of how

a consumer evaluates a specific brand, have a nmdjoence on a consumer’s behavior.
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If a consumer has a positive attitude towards aiqudar brand, this will considerably
increase the probability that he/she will buy thand. (cf. Keller, 1993)

The Expectancy-Value model of Bettman (1986; inlé&tel1993, p.4) understands brand
attitudes as a consumer’s evaluation of those rgaleliefs, he/she holds about a
particular product. In other words, this means thatonsumer’s brand attitudes are a
combination of what the individual believes the quot attributes and benefits of a
particular brand are, and also how good or badntiwidual judges those attributes and

benefits.

As the different types of brand associations hawe been discussed, an explanation of
each of the three dimensions that, according tdeK€1993) brand associations can be
measured by, which are their favorability, theiresgth and their uniqueness, will be

given here.

4.2.2.2 Favorability of Brand Associations

The favorability of the associations an individiias with a particular brand refers to how
good or bad the individual perceives and judgesdhassociations. Therefore, if a brand is
successfully marketed, a consumer will hold positnd favorable brand associations about
the brand’s attributes and benefits as well asebelithat these attributes and benefits will
satisfy his needs. Thus, this will create a posibvand image in the head of the consumer and
in an even further step will enhance the possybdit a positive evaluation of and purchase
decision for the particular brand. The favorabilitfiya brand association also depends on a
consumer’s attached importance to the particutaibate or benefit. If a consumer perceives
one of the brand associations he has retained mameabout a particular brand, as being
unimportant or as being a brand factor that he doeésare about, then this brand association
will facilitate consumer’s brand recognition andaaeness, but will have no further influence
on consumer’s purchase decision. The degree ofrimnpee of a specific brand association
for a consumer also depends on the purchase situathd may vary between contexts,
according to what a consumer wants to achieve gireuspecific purchase. (cf. Keller, 1993)
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4.2.2.3 Strength of Brand Associations

The strength of a brand association relates to $toang the link between the brand node and
other brand-related informational cues is. Thergfen an individual’'s brand association is the
easier it is for the individual to process thisommhation and refer it to the brand image he/she
holds in memory. The strength of a brand associataries with the way the information is
encoded and stored as part of the brand image individual’s memory. More specifically,
the amount of time an individual spends thinkingwha particular bit of brand information
and the way the person thinks about this infornmatiofluences how strong the link between
the brand and the brand association is. So, if mswmer judges some specific brand
information as being important, the probability the will actively think about that specific
brand information is very high. The fact that tlimsumer actively thinks about some specific
brand information will increase the strength of thak with which he will store this
informational brand association node in relationtie brand node. The stronger the link
between the brand node and a brand associatibe imore likely it is that the individual has
access to this information as well as is able taltet more easily by “spreading activation”.
But referring to cognitive psychologists’ viewssjubecause a certain brand association is

stored “somewhere” “at some day” in memory, wheréaict information is stored for a very
long time, does not concurrently mean that an idd&l also has access to this information.

(cf. Kotler & Keller, 2006)

4.2.2.4 Uniqueness of Brand Associations

The fact that an individual holds specific brandagsations about a particular brand in mind
does not mean that these brand associations aedseathared with other brands.

There are certain product categories which are mtdnwith certain brand attributes. This
means that consumers hold prototypical beliefs aabpacific brand attributes for a product
category as a whole, and therefore expect eacld lthed competes in that particular product
category to have this specific, stereotypical acdnfmon” attribute. These prototypical
beliefs further have influence on how consumersegiee a brand that competes within such a

“brand attribute stamped” product category. (cfllé&te 1993, p.6)

Figure 9 gives an overview of the dimensions tmateulie brand knowledge.
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Figure 9 — Dimensions of Brand Knowledge
Source: Keller (1993, p.7)

4.2.3 Secondary Brand Associations

Brand associations might not only be created thiahg brand’s marketing, they might also
be generated through secondary sources, so theoagbondary source other than the brand’s
marketer. According to Kotler and Keller (2006, 72 “brand associations may themselves
be linked to other entities that have their ownoaidions, creating “secondary” brand
associations”, which means, that “brand equity mighcreated by linking the brand to other
information in memory that conveys meaning to comsis”.

Such information, that refers to another sourcen thabrand’s marketing program, but is
associated with the brand in consumer’s mind (asvaehn Figure 10), might relate to people
(employees, endorsers), things (events, caused;garty endorsements), places (country of
origin, channels) and/or other brands (alliancegtadients, company, extensions) (cf. Kotler
& Keller, 2006).
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According to Keller (1993, p.11) the product catggm which a brand competes itself can
also create secondary brand associations in thislodaonsumers.

Ingredienty

Country
Erployess Other of iz

Brands

People Places

Figure 10 - Secondary Sources of Brand Knowledge
Source: Kotler and Keller (2006, p.287)

4.3 The Influence of Consumer Brand Awareness anBrand Image on

Consumer Brand Evaluation and Purchase Intention

As already mentioned above, the concept of Cust@ased Brand Equity explains that the
level of a consumer’s brand knowledge, which isebdasn consumer’s brand awareness and
brand image and the way the consumer perceiveguidrs the marketing of a particular
brand, has influence on how the consumer will radpto that particular brand, which more
precisely means how he will evaluate the brand wahdt his intention to buy this brand’s
products will be.

The concept of Brand Awareness explains that awnas needs to be aware of a particular
brand as it is essential for a consumer actualBluating the brand and thinking about

probably buying it. So, if a brand is not in a cam®r’'s awareness set, it can also not be part
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of his consideration set, as well as not be patti®fchoice set and therefore will ultimately
not even be evaluated by the individual.

Another fact that shows how essential the roleasisamer’s brand awareness is, is that high
brand awareness will consequently have a positiffeence on the formation and strength of
consumer’s brand associations in the brand imabehahence again will have influence on
consumer’s brand decisions (cf. Keller, 1993).

According to Keller (1993, p.8) “fundamentally, hitevels of brand awareness and a positive
brand image should increase the probability of #hrahoice, as well as produce greater
consumer (and retailer) loyalty and decrease vabikty to competitive marketing actions.”
Consumer brand loyalty means that a consumer esgsdlrough his repeated purchase of a
particular brand that he has favorable beliefs md attitudes towards this brand. These
favorable beliefs and attitudes towards the bramghtron the one hand be due to the nature
of the product itself, but might on the other hatsb result out of the favorable, strong and
unique associations that a consumer holds aboubrdyed’'s products, that go beyond the
objective reality of the product (cf. Park, 1991.; Keller, 1993, p.8)

44 The COO Cue of a Brand

4.4.1 The Superiority of the COO Cue of a Brand vdhe COO Cue of a Product for
the Consumer

A brand’s country of origin might also be informati that consumers associate with a
particular brand. In other words, this means thataad’s COO information cue is linked to
the brand in consumers’ memory.

Most of the existing COO studies are aimed at thentry-of-origin effect of products, but as
a production facility can relatively easily be daped to another country it might therefore
change from time to time during the life cycle op@duct. There are plausible reasons for
assuming, that the country of origin of the brasmid much more stable cue than the COO of a
product. The country of origin of a brand is ratheiikely to ever change and therefore
provides COO information that consumers can begigron.

This is also consistent with the results of a redeatudy by Ratcliff (1989; in Thakor &
Lavack, 2003, p.406) that tested respondents’ C8@vledge about the Volkswagen Fox on
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the product level versus the brand level. 8% ofpoedents knew that the car was
manufactured in Brazil, whereas 66% indicated tihet/W Fox is a German brand.

This argument of the superiority of the COO effett brand over that of a product is also
brought forward by Johansson (1993, pp.83), whaiesgthat for foreign manufactured
products and hybrid products “one would expectranst brand name (again) to compensate
for a foreign manufacturing location” and referrittigexamples like Hewlett-Packard, that is
a US brand and Sony, which for the typical consummarJapanese brand, no matter in which
countries the products of these brands are actumlge, he also suggests “that well-
established brand names have clear “home” couhtries

The view that the COO cue of a brand seems to behnmuore relevant in consumers’
evaluation processes and purchase decisions tlelC@0O cue, or “Made in” cue, of a
product, is also underpinned by O’Shaughnessy aighdmghnessy (2000). When a new
brand comes to the market consumers learn aboubrdred’'s origin, and therefore will
associate the particular brand with a specific G@@eir minds. If, as it is often the case in
reality, the brand’s COO and the countries wheeslttand’s products are actually produced
differ, and consumers later on have to evaluateralygt from that particular brand,
consumers will, nevertheless, probably much mohle ae the COO they associate with the
particular brand, than on the COO that is indicdigdhe “Made in” cue, so the COO of the
product.

Thakor and Lavack (2003, p.404) prove in their gttids information content superiority of
the COO of a brand over that of the product in oamsr evaluation processes and
furthermore state in their Implication for Managetisat “Consumers perceive the brand
origin of a product to be associated with the coumthere the brand’s corporate parent
resides, rather than the country in which the pcobdu its components are manufactured at
any given time. (...) Therefore, the brand origincasation appears to represent a more
powerful influence on consumers, while informatiabout where a product’s parts were
manufactured or assembled is less important.”

Also Usunier (2006, p.64) states, by referring e studies of Leclerc et al. (1994) and
Samiee et al. (2005) in his paper, that “receneaesh shows that country of brand has
become more significant for consumers than COMfagwof manufacturer).”

Examples of other research studies, where redslissapport the view that consumers much
more rely on the COOB are by Cordell (1992), Battal. (1993), Thakor and Kohli (1996)
or Clarke et al. (2000).
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4.4.2 The COO Cue and the Brand in Marketing Practie

According to Laroche et al. (2005, p.97) a produair a brand’s COO “has significant
strategic implications for firms engaged in bothhm@stic and international businesses” as in
Marketing Literature it is generally assumed thdirand’'s COO cue is an information that
consumers rely on when evaluating brands and makimghase decisions. However, recent
findings show (cf. Samiee, et al. 2005; Hennebich?®06; Balabanis & Diamantopoulos,
2008) that consumers have only limited knowledgeualthe origin of their products and
brands purchased. This issue will be discusseduchmmore detail in chapter 6 of this work.
This aggravation of consumers apparently not haacurate country-of-origin information
knowledge about most brands on the market and ctgply about most of their goods
purchased, seems to attach even more importartbe topic of categorization in Marketing.
Categorization is that stage in an individual's ge@tion process, where the individual
classifies an object, according to its perceive@ratteristics to a specific group. (cf.
Hennebichler, 2006, p.57)

For brand management in Marketing practice, thismeethat as long as a specific brand
information cue can be processed by the consurherconsumer will make a connection
between this information and the brand and thisrmftion will further influence consumers’
perception and evaluation of the brand. So, ifanbtis COO information cue is processable
for the consumer, consumer’s country image will enamfluence on his brand image.
Therefore, if marketers wish to exploit a favoraBl®O image by communicating it through
their brand, it is important that the brand’s COffbrmation cue is accessible for and can be
processed by consumers. (cf. Papadopoulos, 1993)

To make the origin cue more accessible and eas€@@ cue information processing for
consumers, Papadopoulos (1993, p.1i4)s several possibilities of how the COO cue ban
incorporated in a brand, which further will manigtel consumers’ brand perception:

1. Embedded directly into the brand nameg. Alitalia Airline, Austrian Airlines,
Deutsche Bank

2. Indicated indirectly through the brand nammg. Lamborghini is Italian, Yves Saint
Laurent and Louis Vuitton are French (althoughhesitorand contains the respective

country’s name, they sound Italian/French as thakide a language cue)

! examples and explanations were partially adapteel h
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3. Indicated directly or indirectly in the producet®mpany namee.g., Nippon Steel

4. Promoted expressly as a significant part of, asr “the” brand’s unique selling
proposition

Direct use of country imag&he French cosmetic manufacturer Eugene de Paris
portrays in an advertisement an image that candseribed best as “seductive
elegance” under the headline: “So French. So Rare.”

Adapting country image to company imadiea using a cartoon drawing of a
moose, symbolizing Sweden and using the slogan ‘Thipgossible Store from
Sweden”, to build a playful aura around a known eegpected origin image for
furniture

Lateral transfer of image to an unrelated produatwenbrat beer uses a positive
stereotype in its advertising in Canada (“Lowenbraastefully Engineered in
Germany”)

Playing on a reverse-negative stereotype its British advertising, Lowenbrai
portrays a German in lederhosen with the slogamafikfully they sent us their
lager, not their shorts.”

5. Included as the centerpiece or a part of packagegiea nation’s flag, flag colors, or
some other internationally recognized symbol, pdnon or forming the packaging
(e.g. Joghurt “TOTAL” — Greek flag in package desgig

6. Associated, directly or indirectly, with well-knownepresentative symbols of the
origin country (Austrian Manner Schnitten — Viennese emblem Steptiom on

packaging)

It is reasonable to assume, that the strategy phasizing the COO cue by communicating it
directly through the brand, will enhance consumacsurate COO knowledge. Furthermore,
the fact that the COO cue clearly stands out wdbgably result in consumers’ perception of
an enhanced importance of the COO cue in theiradiMerand evaluation process.
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5 Country of Origin and the Consumer

One of the most controversial and most often dsetdigssues in COO literature is if, and if
so, how consumers do use the COO information cdewdrich influence a brand’s origin

information has on their evaluation of a brand eoksequently on their purchase decision.

5.1 The COO Cue and the Consumer

Nowadays, consumers are confronted with a tremendmount of products and brands from
different countries that are competing in the sgrauct category. As consumers have to
make choices out of the range of goods offeredbase their decisions on certain criteria, an
important role of a product’s or a brand’s origsmachoice criteria for consumers has been
assumed in literature so far.

That consumers perceive and evaluate products eartt$ that compete within the same
product category differently as regards their counf origin and the effect a product’s or a
brand’s COO cue has on consumers’ perception aaldiaion of the product or brand is one
of the most studied topics in International Busthesd Marketing Literature (cf. Liefeld,
2003; Spillan et al., 2007). Numerous studies hsivewn that a product’s/brand’s origin
information has influence on consumers’ productlwat#on, quality perception, perceived
risk and willingness to buy the particular prodomhd (cf. Bilkey & Nes, 1982;
Papadopoulos & Heslop, 2003). COO effects have bmerd to exist for products in general
(cf. Bilkey & Nes, 1982), for certain product cabeigs (cf. Cordell, 1992; Roth & Romeo,
1992), for certain classes of products (Nagashit®¥0) and for specific brands (Chao,
1993). Based on this research evidence, it is gépeoncluded, that “a product’s country of
origin matters to consumers” (Laroche et al., 24097) and the basic and common opinion
in Marketing Literature is that consumers heavédlyron the COO cue when they evaluate
different products and brands (cf. Liefeld, 1993auBhn & Yaprak, 1993; Verlegh &
Steenkamp, 1999; Jaffe & Nebenzahl, 2001).

The exact opposite view is propagated by Ohmae919344), who argues that the COO is
an information cue that does not matter to consam@nd as a product’s/brand’s origin is
nothing a consumer cares about, this cue alsdl$utio information or reference function for

the individual. Resulting out of that, Ohmae codelsi that something like a COO effect does
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not exist in consumers’ evaluation processes amchpge decisions, and therefore the COO

cue serves no function.

But it is reasonable to assume that neither gerMeaketing Literature’s view of COQ’s
great importance nor Ohmae’s view of a non-exigeot any COO effect in consumers’
brand evaluation processes reflects reality. Tkaraption that the COO cue actually plays a
role in consumers’ behavior towards a brand, baeither as important as assumed in general
literature nor as unimportant as Ohmae (1989) argsealso backed up by Johansson (1993,
p.78), who states that solely because a brand’s @O@ot the crucial factor on which
consumers base their buying decision does not rttegtnthe COO cue of a brand has no
effect at all on their behavior, or by Johanssoal 1985, p.395) who assume that “country-
of-origin effects may be less significant than gaserally been believed, and they may occur

predominantly in relation to evaluation of specditributes, rather than overall evaluations.”

The reasons why one should put the way common Magkd.iterature describes the

influence a product's/brand’s origin informationshan consumers into question will be
discussed in greater detail throughout this wothker&fore, in this chapter the milestones in
previous COO research will be highlighted to exphlainere these differing views about the
role that a product’s or a brand’s COO informatmays for consumers might source from.
Further those COO effects identified in previotsrature that are relevant for this thesis will

be presented to the reader.

5.2 The Milestones in Previous COO Research

According to Papadopoulos and Heslop (2002, p.2@B)| 2002 there were about 700
research studies published within the last 40 y#aat are subject to consumers’ product
evaluation and purchase intention as regards tacolb@try of origin of different products.
And this stable flow of COO literature continuedthe number of COO articles published
between 2002 and 2005 was estimated to be 53 ¢chigr, 2006, p.65).

5.2.1 The Experiment That Got the COO Ball Rolling

The founding experiment in COO research was don&9®8 by Schooler and Wildt (in
Usunier, 2006), who wanted to find out whether comsrs’ evaluation of two identical drinks
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in identical glasses differ, if they get the infation that one drink is “Made in the USA”,

whereas the other is “Made in Japan”. So the oiflgrdnce was the COO of those goods and
apart from that, both drinks were completely honmayes (whereas in fact they actually were
also made in the same country). Respondents gogstignnaire in which they were asked to
evaluate each drink. As the evaluation of thosatidal drinks, that differed only as regards
their country-of-origin information given, were nibte same for the “Made in the USA” and

the “Made in Japan” product, Schooler and WildtG8Pconcluded, that the COO cue has a

significant influence in consumers’ product evalbm@processes.

5.2.2 Rethinking COO Research: Single Cue vs. Mufile Cue

In 1982 Bilkey and Nes set new standards in COaret with their study as they
highlighted the problems concerning the overesionabtf effects when using single-cue
studies and the limitation of consumers’ evaluaia@i products, which are not tangibly
presented to them, but are only verbal descriptidiey argued that consumers’ product
evaluation processes are based on more than thke gine COO, as individuals also take
other information about a product into account, ckhimight either refer to a product’s
intrinsic (e.g. taste, design, fit) as well as msdic (e.g. price, brand name) attributes. Hence,
if COO is the only variable that changes when cores have to evaluate products, whereas
all other extrinsic and intrinsic product attribsiteemain constant, this will result in an
overestimation of the COO effect in consumers’ eaabn processes, as respondents do not
even get a chance to base their evaluation on ey oue. (cf. Bilkey & Nes, 1982; Usunier,
2006)

Based on Bilkey’'s and Nes’ (1982) criticism, seVdodlow-up multi-cue research studies
were made that proved that consumers base theingualecision on more than simply the
COO cue, but also on other product attributes dsasethe store image of where they buy a
particular product (cf. Erickson et al., 1984; Mtoe1984; Morganosky & Lazarde, 1987,
Thorelli et al., 1989). Several research studiss ptoved that the COO cue cannot simply be
seen in isolation, as in several cases a prod@ acts as a quality indicator for
consumers, has influence on consumers’ risk andevpkrception and has an impact on
consumers’ likeliness to purchase a particular pecocf. Han, 1989; Li & Wyer, 1994

But according to Usunier (2006, p.62), Bilkey's aNds’ (1982) criticism precipitated that
“from 1983 onward, the literature (therefore) deyeld mostly on the basis of multi-cue

studies adding price, store, quality, etc. to CQ@sit the major problem that remains with
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research findings since 1983 is, that researchmeaie over decades “without questioning the

basic relevance of COOs.”

5.2.3 Stuck on 1968 Relevance

Within the last 40 years the business world andntlagketplace have developed and passed
through times where major changes took place. Deweénts like the increasing
globalization has often resulted in companies daiog their business operations to other
countries, expansion, multinational productionha tise of global brands.

Even though many researchers have accepted totleiseCOO research work upon multi-
cue studies, in numerous studies the COO cuéllishgtionly cue presented to consumers (cf.
Papadopoulos, 1993, p.22). So the fact that the @O@n important cue in consumers’
evaluation processes as well as that consumersihhegaly on COO information when
making purchase decisions has never been put stigonesince 1968. Until today research is
based on the implicit assumption of COQO’s importarand appliance in consumers’
evaluation processes and buying decisions and alatlodata collection is administered by
using questionnaires and asking mainly student k(ef. Liefeld, 2003; Usunier, 2006).
Apart from very few exceptions (Liefeld 2002, 2003sunier, 2006) the relevance of
previous COO research in today's world has nevenbethought or questioned over a long

period of time.

But quoting Roth and Diamatopoulos (2008, p.1) ‘theus of COO research has gradually
shifted from evaluating differences in product exaions and preferences based on the mere
notion of the national origin of a product (e.galyt Japan, USA) to a more complex
construct, namely the image of the countries usdasideration”, it seems that within the last

few years changes have taken place within the GefdOO research.

5.3 Country (of Origin) Image

Generally one has to be aware that there is areifée between the concept of Country-of-
Origin (COO) and the concept of Country Image (C@$)the mere notion of COO represents
an extrinsic cue in consumers’ product evaluatwinereas COlI is stored in forms of beliefs
and stereotypes in people’s minds, which even éurttreates a form of affect towards a

particular country. In other words, this stereotypea consumer’'s mind has influence on
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whether he likes or dislikes a particular couny. definition (Kotler & Keller, 2006) an
“image is the set of beliefs, ideas, and impressaperson holds regarding an object”.

As for the concept of Country (of Origin) Image &ft no common definition can be found in
literature, Roth and Diamantopoulos (2008) higHlidfinee definitional groups of the COI:

1. Country Image

In this group those definitions that mainly refer tiow consumers perceive a specific
country, in other words, those that are mainly tguthe cognitive aspect of country image
can be found (cf. Bannister & Saunders, 1978; Delhal990; Martin & Eroglu, 1993;
Allred et al.,, 1999). There are a few which alselude an affective component
(Askegaard & Ger, 1998; Verlegh, 2001).

The definition of Kotler et al. (1993, p.141) alsders to this first group, as they specify
country image as follows: “The sum of beliefs angbressions people hold about places.
Images represent a simplification of a large numbgrassociations and pieces of
information connected with a place. They are a pcodf the mind trying to process and
pick out essential information from huge amountdath from a place.”

Almost all definitions in the first group have imramon that they mention a country’s
economic situation, level of technological devel@om political and legal structure,
culture and traditions, a country’s people andvilag a country deals with environmental

issues, as factors that influence how consumerepera particular country.

2. Product-Country Image

The definitions of this group distinguish betweédr tCountry Image concept and the
Product Image concept. Each of these two conceptgxamined in isolation, but in this

second definitional group a relation and an intéoacof these two concepts is also taken
into account.

Examples of definitions falling into this seconagp would be by Li et al. (1997, p.166),

whose definition of product-county image is “consugi images of different countries

and of products made in these countries”, or bjeJahd Nebenzahl (2001, p.13) who
give the definition: “Brand and country images sirailarly defined as the mental pictures

of brands and countries, respectively.”
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So the second group of product-country image refethie cognitive belief a consumer
has about a specific country which even furtheecff how the consumer perceives and
likes or dislikes the products that are made it twuntry (cf. Hooley et al., 1988;
Nebenzahl et al., 2003; Papdopoulos & Heslop, 2003)

3. (Country-related) Product Image

This third group of definitions puts special empblasn the product image and its
underlying construct rather than on the countrygeaSo the focus is on the product
image, whereas the term “country” simply specifiee particular country the product
originates in (cf. Nagashima, 1970; Narayana, 18&in, 1989; Bilkey, 1993; Strutton et
al., 1995). One example of these third group diédins would be one by Roth and Romeo
(1992, p.480): “Country image is the overall petmapconsumers’ form of products from
a particular country, based on their prior peraasi of the country’s production and
marketing strength and weaknesses.”

The COI Construct based on Attitude Theory

In terms of the concepts used to describe COl,amsistency can be found across and within
the three definitional groups (cf. Laroche et 2005; Roth & Diamantopoulos, 2008). Within
previous COI definitions its underlying conceptferdo “perception” (e.g. Narayana, 1981,
Han, 1989; Allred et al., 1999; Knight & Calanton2)00; Nebenzahl et al., 2003),
“stereotypes” (e.g. Nagashima, 1970; Hooley et 288; Strutton et al., 1995; Verlegh &
Steenkamp, 1999;), “impression” (e.g. Kotler et 4093; Allred et al., 1999), “belief’ (e.qg.
Martin & Eroglu, 1993; Kotler et al., 1993) as wel “schema” (e.g. Askegaard & Ger,
1998).

According to Laroche Papadopoulos, Heslop and Mou2005) the major problem
concerning these conceptual specifications prelyawsed to define COIl is, that each of these
items fails to explain the entire COI construct.flidher explain how country image, product
beliefs and consumer product evaluations relatatih other (see chapter 5.5), they base the
COl construct on Attitude theory (see Figure 11)eveas attitudes are defined as “a learned
predisposition to respond in a consistency faverablunfavorable manner with respect to a
given object’(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975, p.6)

52



Ursula Wastian Country of Origin atite Consumer

By referring to Attitude theory, the COI construct Laroche et al. (2005) has three
underlying dimensions and is therefore based ofoll@ving components:
- Cognitions: refer to consumers’ beliefs aboutoantry and what consumers believe
about the country’s level of industrial and teclugatal development
- Affects: refer to a country’s emotional value ttee consumer, i.e. a consumer has
positive or negative, so either favorable or unfabte, feelings towards a specific
country
- Conation: describes consumers’ behavioral inbestiwith regard to the sourcing

country

Figure 11 — COI based on Attitude Theory
Source (adapted): Laroche et al., 2005

5.4 Aspects of Consumers’ COO Cue Processing

As the COI construct that is based on Attitude thebows, “country-of-origin is not merely

a cognitive cue for product quality, but also retatto emotions, identity, pride and

autobiographical memories” (Verlegh & Steenkamp@9,9.523), therefore by referring to

Attitude theory, COO effects in consumers’ brantitade formation processes, evaluation
processes and purchase decisions might be of ativegraffective or normative nature, as

they refer to three different aspects which one @bserve in consumers’ processing of a
brand’s origin information. (cf. Obermiller & Spagwperg, 1989; Verlegh & Steenkamp,
1999; Laroche et al., 2005; Bloemer et al., 2009)
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5.4.1 Consumers’ Cognitive Processing of the COO @u

The cognitive facet of the COO cue refers to thg awlrand’s COO cue affects the consumer
in what he beliefs of a brand’s product itself asllvas the product’'s attributes. In other
words, looking at COO information from its cognéifunction, the COO cue will influence a
consumer’s product attribute perceptions. (cf. &ghl & Steenkamp, 1999)

So, according to Bloemer et al. (2009, p.63), “¢cogen COO-effects are characterized by the
fact that consumers make rational use of the CO€*cu

In literature the underlying concepts of stereosyp@d schemas are used to describe the
cognitive side of the COO cue, whereas stereotyBas-Tal, 1997, p.491) are defined as
“stored beliefs about characteristics of group @gle” and schemas (Fiske & Linville, 1980,
p.543) as “cognitive structures of organized pkimowledge, abstracted from experience with
specific instances”.

In many previous research studies that concentiatetthe cognitive part of the COO cue it
has been shown, that the COO cue merely fulfils filnction of a brand’s or product’s

quality indicator (cf. Roth & Diamantopoulos, 2008)

5.4.2 Consumers’ Affective Processing of the COO @u

The affective side of the COO information cue refer an individual’s emotions towards a
particular country. Whether these feelings of ascomer are favorable or unfavorable towards
a specific country, might refer to either a consusndirect contact, for example having been
on holidays there, or indirect contact, for exanmgpieugh reports on TV about the country.
Verleegh and Steenkamp (1999) also list autobidgcap memories, national or ethnic
identities, as well as individual's possible fegbnof “status” and “pride”, that consumers
might associate with having a product or brand dnaginates from a specific country. Thus,

“country of origin also acts as an “expressive™iarage” attribute” (Verleegh & Steenkamp,
1999, p.526).
Therefore, affective COO effects refer to situasioamwhich “the COO-cue is said to arouse a

purely emotional reaction in the consumer” (Bloemieal., 2009, p.63).
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5.4.3 Consumers’ Normative Processing of the COO @u

The COO cue can also have the function of a noanttas influence on consumer’s intended
behavior. This normative function refers to a cansts conative attitude when he is
confronted with a brand or a product from a paliclCOO. These normative attitudes are
based on a consumer’s cognitions, so his thougidsbaliefs about a country’s brands, and
by a consumer’s affects, so his emotions and fgelilowards a brand from that particular
country. (cf. Hennebichler, 2006, p.27)

Thus, by referring to Bloemer et al. (2009, p.G®)native/normative COO effects “manifest
themselves in a situation where the consumer’s\betial intentions towards a product are
guided by moral reflections generated by the CO@Zcu

An example of a COO cue’s normative aspect wouldabstuation in which a consumer
prefers to buy a product or brand from a particalauntry, whereas his motive is to support
that country’s economy.

Thus, as a brand’s COO cue can fulfill a normafirection in consumers’ buying behavior, a
lot of countries and provinces make use of thaetfarf the COO cue, through heavily
promoting themselves as a domestic and therefomrdhle product’s and brand’s COO and
by trying to sensibilize and motivate consumersupport the home country’s economy by
influencing them in their buying behavior to preflemestic over foreign brands.

Another example that describes the exact opposiiati®n of consumer usage of the COO
cue, but in which a brand’s COO information also/es a normative function, refers to cases
in which consumers actively avoid buying or boygontiducts and brands that originate from
a particular country. In that case, a brand’s C@® iofluences the consumer as regards his
negative buying decision, or in other words, CO@rimation tells the consumer which
brands not to purchase.

Klein et al. (1998, p.90) refer to the concept @nS€umer Animosity which is defined as “the
remnants of antipathy related to previous or ongamlitary, political, or economic events”
to explain that a product’s or a brand’s COO camehdirect influence on a consumer’'s
buying decision. Therefore, the origin cue of aipatar product or brand has no influence on
an individual’s cognition or affect, so on how hergeives certain product attributes or brand
characteristics, as it will directly determine tbensumer’s behavior towards the particular

product or brand. Klein et al. (1998, p.96) shovirdheir study, that Chinese consumers
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avoided buying Japanese products, whereas “thesteffas independent of their judgments

about the quality of Japanese products”, as itduasto consumers animosity.

5.5 Country-of-Origin Effects

It is generally concluded in Marketing Literatutbat “a product's country of origin, or
product country image (PCI) influences consumevsilwation of it” (Laroche et al., 2005,
p.96). And as consumers have different beliefsfartings about different countries, as well
as about the products and brands from differenbit@s, the question that arises is how these
two factors influence consumers’ brand perceptiol &rand evaluation processes and
purchase decisions. To explain the psychologicatgsses of COO effects that underlie
consumers’ product/brand perception and evaluapoocesses and purchase decisions,
several models been developed, whereas the mosttempwill be presented here.

In two follow-up studies that referred to the protievel, Hong and Wyer (1989,1990) found
out that consumers’ perception of COO informatiowd #heir usage of the COO cue differ
with regard to the point of time in which it is pemted to consumers. Consumers perceive a
product's COO cue simply as just another produdttibate whenever product origin
information and additional product attribute inf@tion are presented at the same point in
time to them. But whenever a product’s COO infoioraaind additional attribute information
are not presented together to the consumer, bu€E@®®@ cue is presented before and other
descriptions about a product’s attributes afterwatden the COO cue will have a greater
impact on consumers’ overall product judgment andhér will have influence on how
consumers perceive and interpret additional prochfotmation. Therefore, according to the
Product Attribute Effects theory developed by Hangd Wyer (1989, 1990), COO effect
occurrence depends on the point in time consumeereive COO information about a
particular product/brand, and although COO infororadirectly influences the consumer in
his attitude formation process towards a produrcindividuals’ general product evaluation

processes the COO effect is only marginal.

The theory about Default Heuristics Effects thaicelates a consumer’s attitude formation
process towards a product was developed by Manhrai €1998) and refers to “the process
where information about a product's COO is procegdsgether with additional information

about the product, resulting in an interactive @ffen the consumer’s product evaluation”
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(Bloemer et al., 2009, p.66). This interactive efffieefers to two related but distinct processes
that occur at the same time . The first effect th@durs is that the COO information cue and
the additional product information directly influsn consumers’ product attitude formation
and product evaluation processes. The second eféectrs simultaneously and refers to the
fact that even though each bit of information haed influence on consumers’ product
evaluation, the COO cue and the additional inforoma&bout the product also have an impact
on each others interpretation. Based on the resflttheir study, Manrai et al. (1998)
concluded, that a default heuristic effect referssituations in which an individual neither
attaches great importance to a product’s/brand’©@@ormation nor to any other additional
information about a product or a brand. Therefalleinformation cues are at a moderate level
in terms of their importance for an individual, whifurther means that a COO effect as well
as effects that are due to any other product/brafmdmation can also be found to occur at

only moderate levels in consumers’ evaluation psses.

The direct effects of country beliefs and produelidds in consumers’ cognitive processing
during COl-based product and brand evaluationslaog/n in a very influential study by Han
(1989). Results of this study (Han, 1989, p.228ptest structural interrelationships between
country image, beliefs about product attributesl, larand attitude.”

Han (1989) developed two models, as according to, the role of COI in consumers’
product evaluation can either be explained by tloHNodel (see Figure 12) or by the
Summary model (see Figure 13).

The Halo construct refers to situations in whichsaners have low product familiarity, and
therefore use COI as a halo for evaluating a prodocother words, a consumer’s country
beliefs will directly influence his perception aértain product attributes, as for example what
he thinks about the quality of a product, whictther will determine the individual's general
attitude towards the brand. So, if a person isfawtliar with a particular product, COI will
have an indirect effect via an individual’'s prodattibute perception on consumer’s attitude
towards the product’s brand and his overall bramdginent. (cf. Han, 1989) But it is
important not to forget that when consumers arefailiar with a product and have only
limited product information, they will also use amfation cues other than just COI, like
price, to form product beliefs (cf. Jacoby et 8071; Monroe, 1976).

Han’s (1989) Summary construct refers to situationahich consumers have high product
familiarity, and therefore COI fulfills a summanyriction. This summary function is based on

the way individuals store information in memory ahdw an individual’'s knowledge is
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composed. A person stores single elements of irdom in the form of nodes, if these single
nodes have certain similarities, they might be gealitogether and form so called “chunks”,
which are higher in level and are information elatmenits. When talking about consumers
and how they organize their knowledge and inforaratibout products and brands from a
particular country, one can conclude that a consgnmeformation chunking process might
be organized around the COO cue and therefordyfibal summarized in the COI (cf. Han,
1989, p.223).

In other words, when consumers are very familiathvthe products and brands from a
particular country, the COI might summarize a comsts beliefs about those attributes that
these COOQO'’s products and brands have in commothdfarore, a consumer might use COI
as a proxy for evaluating new products and brahds appear on the market and that have
their origin in the specific country. Therefore @aasumer’s product beliefs are subsumed in
the COI, so in a consumer’s country belief, whias Hdirect influence on the consumer’s
attitude towards the brand and the consumer’s mtoekaluation. (cf. Han, 1989; Bloemer et
al., 2009)

Low Product Familarity

Brand
(Comliqy Beliefs
Image Attitude

BEl,..N Beliefs shout product attributes

Figure 12 — Halo Model
Source (adapted): Han, 1989, p.224
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High Product Familarity

Country Brand
Image Attitude

B

Q00 66

Bl,...H Beliefs about product atributes from a countryr s products

Figure 13 — Summary Model
Source (adapted): Han, 1989, p.224

Han’s (1989) explanation of COI's role in consumdrsand evaluation processes, which
differentiated between consumers’ level of prodaatiliarity and explained the role of COI
in consumers’ product/brand judgment either byHado model or by the Summary model,
was even further advanced by Knight and Calant@®®Q), who developed and tested a
flexible model (see Figure 14). This flexible modehcludes that regardless of a consumer’s
level of product familiarity, “to the extent thabrtsumers are sensitive to country-of-origin
information, the flexible model implies that atties are, to a very substantial degree, the
result of simultaneous processing of product beleid COI” (Knight & Calantone, 2000,
p.139).
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Country
Image

Figure 14 — The Flexible Model by Knight and Céatare (2000)
Source (adapted): Knight & Calantone, 2000, p.13Heénnebichler, 2006, p.38)

All models that have been presented to explainitifgact of COIl on consumers’ attitude
formation processes towards a brand that originatesparticular country so far are all only

based on the cognitive approach towards consurG€®© cue usage.

Based on Han’s (1989) models, the flexible modeKoight and Calantone (2000), and the
Three-Component model of COl, that is based ortualé theory and that splits COI into the
three components of cognition, affect and conaticaroche et al. (2005) developed and
tested a more enhanced model to explain how coumiage, product beliefs and product
evaluation are related to each other and intesae Figure 15).

Laroche et al. (2005) also support the argumemtadioKnight and Calantone (2000) that
consumers’ product beliefs have influence on corsarbrand attitude formation, as well as
the assertion, that COI is directly related to cwners’ product beliefs as well as directly
related to consumers’ attitude towards a brandarddgss of consumers’ level of product
familiarity. But in addition, the Laroche et al.05) model explains that when the magnitude
of the affective component of the COI construcigisater in comparison to its cognitive
component, then COI's direct influence on produecaleation will be greater than its
influence on product beliefs, and vice versa, s@mwthe cognitive component of the COI
construct outweighs its affective component, the®I'€ direct influence on product

evaluation will be smaller than COI's influence moduct beliefs.
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Therefore, with the development of their flexibledel, Laroche et al. (2005) were able to
give an explanation of how the underlying magnitade¢he cognitive versus the affective
component, that build the COI construct, affect ¢éxéent to which COI influences product
evaluation directly or indirectly via product bétie The explanation of Laroche et al. (2005,
p.102) which determines the extent to which COlsgritive, affective or conative

component is dominant, is the following: “The ralatimportance given to each of these
dimensions when constructing a country image islyiko vary from person to person and

from country to country.”

Country Beliefs —I

Feople Affect I Country \ | Product
0 Image

Figure 15 — The Flexible Model by Laroche et 2005)
Source (adapted): Laroche et al., 2005, p. 100

Another study that investigated the topic of coynati-origin effects was made by Roth and
Romeo (1992), who examined whether country imagelsproduct categories are somehow
linked or related to each other and if they haviiu@amce on consumers’ perception of a
particular product. Therefore, Roth and Romeo (}19%9%ed perceived country image

dimensions to perceived product category dimensiand study results show that the
importance consumers attach to a product’s/bramagn cue varies with product categories,
as consumers prefer particular COOs in certain ymbdategories and consumers’ intention

to purchase products from a specific COO varieswéen product categories (see Figure 16).
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Roth and Romeo (1992) identified four distinct grewf product-country matches:

1. Favorable Match

A favorable match occurs when consumers percenartain country positively, as being
a very good COO of a product that competes withgpecific product category. So if a
product’'s COO is perceived positively, as the couhtis perceived strengths in an area
that is an important dimension as a product featareonsumer perceives a favorable
product-country match, which further will have uhce on his willingness to buy the
specific product.

For example, France is perceived positively in seohdesign and prestige. In the product
category of shoes, consumers attach great impeartianthe product dimensions of design
and prestige. Thus, consumers perceive a favopmbhiuct-country match of shoes from
France, which further has positive influence on stoners’ willingness to purchase

French shoes.

2. Unfavorable Match

An unfavorable match results from a product's C@éx is perceived as being weak in an
area that would be an important feature for theifiperoduct category. So if a country is
perceived as having a negative country image dimmensnd consumers perceive this
specific dimension as being important for the paiduof a certain category, then
consumers’ willingness to purchase such a produlttb& lower than for competing
products that originate from a country with a mfareorable image in that particular area
of importance.

Referring to the example above, when Hungary isgeed negatively in its design and
prestige COI dimensions, which are perceived asgoenportant product features for

shoes, then this results in an unfavorable prodootitry match of Hungarian shoes.

3. Favorable Mismatch

A favorable mismatch refers to the situation in ethiconsumers perceive a certain
dimension of a country very positively, but thisesated strength of a country is not
perceived as being an important feature for a prbduthin the particular product

category.

In terms of the example mentioned above, if Frasdeeing perceived positively in the

dimensions of design and prestige, but if the pcodunder investigation competes in a
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product category like beer, where these dimensiams completely unimportant for

consumers, then a favorable mismatch exists.

4. Unfavorable Mismatch

An unfavorable mismatch describes the situatiowhich certain dimensions of the image
of a country are perceived to be negative, butetlassociated weaknesses of a country are
not important dimensions as product features foaréicular product category.

For example, for Hungary, which is perceived negdyiin the COI dimensions of design
and prestige, these negative associations areetmtant for consumers if the product
under investigation competes in the product categbrbeer, where the dimensions of
design and prestige as product features are sdmxirgsof no importance at all.

Country Image Dimensions

Positive Megative
1. 2.
Favorable Unfavorable
Dimensions Important Match Match
As
Product
Features 3. 4.
Mot important Favorable Unfavorable
Mismatch Mismatch

Figure 16 — Country and Product Category DimenBatches and Mismatches
Source: Roth & Romeo, 1992, p.483

Another important point about country-of-originefts that one has to consider is highlighted
by the findings of a study made by Sauer et al 1),.98ho observed that a COO effect might
also be advertisement-specific, “which means theralls evaluation of the product is

narrowed down in such a manner that it is deterchalmost exclusively by product attributes
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contained in a target advertisement for a branddé€Bier et al., 2009, p.76). So if the COO of
a brand or product is emphasized or explicitly ndnmean brand’s ad, the fact that the COO
information cue plays a role in the brand evaluapoocess of some consumers, and therefore
if a COO effect is observed, this might only be dmuehe fact that the origin factor has been
raised in the advertisement. But of course thissdu# hold true for all consumers, that they
base their evaluation of a particular brand simplyits ad and consider only those product
attributes that have been emphasized in the braadisertisement. Sauer et al (1991)
observed also a more global COO effect, which Haracterized by the fact that the overall
evaluation of the product is not predominated ydpct attributes specifically addressed in
the ad but by other, more general attributes thaemot been explicitly shown” (Bloemer et
al., 2009, p.76).

5.6 Overestimation of COO Effects

“More than 600 consumer researchers have repdnedhe country of origin of products is
an important consideration when consumers choosdupts.” (Liefeld, 2003, p.13) Also
Bilkey and Nes (1982, p.94) conclude, that “alltteé studies reviewed indicate that country
of origin does indeed influence buyers’ perceptiohthe products involved.”

As already mentioned in previous sections of thiskwthe fact that consumers attach great
importance to the COO cue as well as heavily relyodgin information when evaluating
products and brands and make purchase decisiosifidea implicitly assumed in Marketing
Literature up till today. This argument is backquhy the fact, that until 2004 one can only
find two studies, in which consumers are directligea if they use COO information at all (cf.
Liefeld, 2004, p.87).

In almost all previous studies marketing reseat@ve routinely collected consumer data
about a respondent’s opinion, his beliefs, attisualed intentions all at the same point in time,
in one and the same questionnaire. Therefore, ieasonable to assume that through the
additional demand effect of researchers testingomdents obtrusively, what has been
measured is altered and distorted and thereforentasured attitudes, beliefs and intentions
of respondents, probably show a high degree ofetairon and consistency (cf. Liefeld,
2003).

This is also in line with what Balabanis and Diamegoulos (2008, p.61) stated referring to
the results of their study that showed that theonitgj of consumers is not even aware of the
correct COO of the products and brands on the malke saying “it is difficult not to
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conclude that the true importance of the COO infdrom could be significantly
overestimated in extant COO research.” The possiblesequences of consumers’ limited
COO knowledge will be discussed in much more dataihe next chapter of this thesis.

The presumption of an overestimation of previouipwn COO effects is underpinned by
the results of those few studies that investigdmediirectly asking consumers whether they
make use a product’s/brand’s origin cue at alkthim study of Hugstad and Durr (1986) 60%
of respondents indicated that they do not care tath@uorigin of their products purchased.
The findings of Liefeld’s (2004) research highligtitat only 2.2% of a total of 1248
respondents answered that COO might have playel& artheir purchase decision.

A problem as regards the results obtained througdctty asking consumers whether they
actually use COO information in their evaluationbydnds and purchase decisions is that
consumers might deny making any differences betwweducts and brands according to
their country of origin, as they do not want toejithe researcher the impression of being a
prejudiced and intolerant person (cf. Johansso®3)19

Another reason that would explain the contradictbprevious general Marketing view, that
consumers heavily rely on the COO cue in their pobtbrand attitude formation and
evaluation processes, and the findings of thosdiegu where consumers state, whenever
asked directly, that they do not take origin infatman into account in their evaluation
processes and buying decisions, is given by LiuJdotthson (2005). They advanced the view
that COO information in fact influences consumethaeor, but this COO effect is
automatically and inevitably activated and is ti@ne out of consumers intention and control.
Their explanation of why consumers on the one haderly using COO information when
asked directly about it, and on the other handdkalts obtained in their study actually prove
that a COO effect can be observed, is, that beaafube lack of consumers’ control over the
automatic activation of the COO cue in their evAtraprocesses, they therefore have only a
limited ability to give an unbiased statement abeath factor that has influence on their

product and brand evaluation processes and thgindpbehavior.
These subjects shortly touched on, so the argunients possible overestimation of COO

effects in previous Marketing Literature given,vesll as the reasons that would nevertheless

explain that a brand’s COO is not a senselessa@ueohsumers and that consumers actually
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use COO information in their brand evaluation psses and buying decisions, will be

discussed in more detail in chapter 7 of this work.

Therefore, even though the existence of the cotoftorigin effect in consumers’ product
and brand evaluation is without doubt (cf. Johansd893; Paswan & Sharma, 2004; Liu &
Johnson, 2005; Samiee et al., 2005; Usunier, 2B8Bbanis & Diamantopoulos, 2008) , it is
reasonable to suspect that in most previous studes OO0 effect and COO cue’s overall
importance for consumers was overvalued as wellpahaps wrongly categorized in

consumers’ general brand perception, brand evaluaind decision making processes.
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6 Consumers’ COO Knowledge

“Since consumers today are mostly well educated i.can be expected that they are well
informed about the original country of their seégtbrands.”(Yasin et al, 2007, pp.44)

This statement highlights one major assumption pnatious COO research has relied on so
far. In almost all previous COO research studiegai$ implicitly assumed that consumers are
knowledgeable about the origins of the products lanrathds on the market, or at least know
the country of origin of those products and bratiasy actually buy or consider purchasing.
(cf. Liefeld, 2004)

6.1 The COO-ELM Model

In order to explain the relationship between corensmCOO knowledge and their COO cue
usage and which of the cognitive processes, thd¢nia consumers’ evaluation processes of
different products with respect to their COO, witlcur and how each of them will influence
how a consumer uses a product’'s COO cue when parfgrthe task of evaluating a product
from a particular country, Bloemer, Brijs and Kas@eveloped the COO-ELM model.
Bloemer et al. (2009) linked four cognitive COOQOeeffs, which all had been described in
previous Marketing Literature, to the Elaboratiorkdlihood Model (ELM) of Petty and
Cacioppo (1986). Their argument for taking only tognitive perspective into consideration,
while ignoring the affective and conative aspectconsumers’ COO cue information
processing, is that “the cognitive COO-effect cancbnsidered as the most important type of
effect” (Bloemer et al., 2009, p.63). Another imjamt note with regard to Bloemer et al.’s
(2009) theory is, that in terms of the COI congtraleeir model only applies to the product
level, that is to consumers’ prior knowledge of flneducts of a particular country, and not to
a country level, or consumers’ prior knowledge aliba country itself.

To understand the COO-ELM model, one first of @ ho be aware of the concepts that the

model is based on:

The ELM Model

The ELM model (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986), has alrebdgn described in a previous chapter
of this work and will therefore not be explaineddetail once again here. Just to shortly
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recapitulate, the Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELMexplains how an individual's
motivation, opportunity and ability to process imf@tion and its cues will have influence on
whether his attitude will be formed via the centralia the peripheral route, which therefore
will determine attitudes’ degree of resistancesigence and enhance their influence on the

consumer’s evaluation of a product or brand.

Coagnitive Processing of COO Information in ConsuwshBrand Evaluation

As already mentioned above in the developmentaf tBOO-ELM model only the cognitive
aspect of COO effects was taken into account, wBickemer et al. (2009, p.68) defined as
“the rational processing of descriptive, infereh@iad/or informational beliefs one associates
with a particular country’s products in order toia at an overall evaluation of the product
being confronted with”.

As regards the situational context (e.g. whether @O cue is processed with additional
information about a product), the structure of timelerlying process (e.g. whether the COO
cue has direct or indirect influence on consumprstuct evaluation), the strength or impact
on overall product evaluation (e.g. whether COO datrong, moderate or low impact) and
the time interval in which the COO cue is eventugdtocessed together with additional
information (e.g. whether COO information is prdsenbefore or after additional product
information is presented to the consumer), Bloegteal. (2009) distinguish between four
types of cognitive COO effects, which they ideetfiwithin Marketing Literature, namely,
between the halo effect, the summary constructceftbe default heuristic effect and the
product attribute effect, that further influencensomers’ product evaluation processes, and
which they linked to the ELM model. As these foypds of cognitive effects have already
been discussed in detail in a previous sectiorhisf work, here only the linkages between
each of the four cognitive COO effects and the EhMdel that Bloemer et al. (2009)

developed, will be presented (see illustration FedLi7).

1. COO Cue’s Halo Effect and the ELM Model:

Relating the COO cue’s halo effect (Han, 1989h® ELM model, Bloemer et al. (2009,
p.66) suggest, that in such a case consumers witegs the COO cue via the peripheral
route. Resulting out of that, the COO cue will havesuch a case only indirect influence
on consumer’s final product evaluation and theeetbe importance of the COO cue will

be rather limited.
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2. COO Cue’s Summary Construct Effect and the ELbUM:

When linking the COO cue’s summary construct effétdan, 1989) to the ELM model,
Bloemer et al. (2009, p.66) argue that “the sumnsanstruct-effect would be an example
of central COO-processing since its impact on thresamer’s evaluation of the product is

direct and of substantial significance”.

3. COO Cue’s Default Heuristics Effect and the EMddel:

Relating the default heuristic effect to the ELMde{ this means that as no information
is of particular importance, the COO informationecas well as additional product
information will be processed via the peripheralteo But in terms of their importance in
consumers’ product evaluation process, informatibtine Default Heuristic model differs
from the information of the Summary Construct mothedt is also processed via the
peripheral route, as for the default heuristic @ffeolds, that “each of these cues taken
separately is expected to exert only a limitedp@tpheral) influence on the consumer’s
product evaluation. However, taken together, thesepheral cues still might have a

considerable impact” (Bloemer et al., 2009, p.67).
4. COO Cue’s Product Attribute Effect and the ELNdA@!:
Linking the Product Attribute Effect model to ELMt should be categorized as another

type of peripheral processing, while the impacttlwg particular COO-effect on the
evaluation of the product is almost negligible”’¢Bmer et al., 2009, p.68).

The Halo Effect

Product-country Attrihute
knowledge heliefs

— Central processing

wene Peyipheral processing
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Figure 17 — Cognitive COO Effects identified withire Literature and COO Cue’s Central
vs. Peripheral Processing
Source: Bloemer et al., 2009, p.69
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The Model: COO-ELM

Based on the classic ELM model, speaking of conssinpeoduct evaluation processes of a
particular country’s product, consumers’ degree aéboration of different product
information cues depends on the value and usefsleash cue represents for the individual.
Therefore, the more valuable a product informataue is for the consumer, the more
motivated and the more able he will be to cogniyivieocess such a cue, which will even
lead to the cue being processed via the centré ialconsumer’s attitude formation towards
the specific product. In contrast, for product mfi@ation cues that are less valuable for the
consumer, his motivation and ability to cognitivgdyocess such a cue will be rather low,
which consequently will lead to peripheral procegsif such less valuable information cues.
With regard to the value and usefulness of an mé&tion cue for the consumer, Bloemer et
al. (2009) argue that consumer’s prior knowledgeualan information cue, in particular
consumer’s COO prior knowledge, as the COO cuéasctue under examination, has to be
taken into account. A consumer's COO knowledge (orgntontent) might be based on
personal experiences with a COQ’s products, hearsayd-of-mouth from family and
friends, test magazine reports, etc. and can lel ras extended, moderate or limited (cf.
Bloemer et al., 2009, p.74).

The reason Bloemer et al. (2009) indicate why iimportant to take a consumer’s COO prior
knowledge into account, is, that the predictive andfidence value of a consumer's COO
prior knowledge will influence a consumer’s abilapd motivation to process the COO cue.
In other words, the more a consumer knows aboattaio country’s products, the higher will
be the COO cue’s predictive and confidence valu¢hi® consumer, and the higher will be his
ability and motivation to process the COO inforroaticue. In contrast, the lower a
consumer’'s COO prior knowledge is, the less will the COO cue’s predictive and
confidence value for him, which results in the aonsr being less motivated and able to
process the information cue. In terms of the CO@<ugonfidence value for the consumer,
Bloemer et al. (2009, p.72) state, that “confidemakies, besides being determined by the
degree to which a consumer’s COO knowledge is opeel, seems to be related to the nature
of the experiences on which this COO knowledge odtws based”.

Another factor that influences whether and how oomss use the COO cue in their
evaluation of a product is the availability of attehal product information to the consumer.

In terms of the availability of additional produaformation cues, there might be situations
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where only the COO cue and no other informationatu®ut a product’s attributes is available
for consumers, and therefore consumers can onlgepsoCOO information. In such a case
one speaks of a single-cue setting. An exampleic & situation where consumers have no
other opportunity than to rely on the COO cue taleate a product would be if a consumer
has to evaluate between different “Merlot” winegry/ often nothing else than “Merlot from

Italy”, “Merlot from France”, etc. is indicated amtb other product information is present.

Such single-cue settings are also often found éenpitoduct categories of vegetables, fruits
and meat. In multi-cue situations, where additigralduct information cues are available for
consumers, a consumer’s ability and motivationrmcess these additional information cues
has also to be taken into consideration, whereastheh a consumer is able and motivated to
process any additional product information cue af#lo be determined by the predictive and

confidence value each of these cues represertidaansumer. (cf. Bloemer et al., 2009)

As already mentioned above, the COO-ELM model @Geere 18) which Bloemer et al.
(2009) developed, divides consumers into threeggauth respect to their prior knowledge

about the products from a particular country:

1. Consumers with extended COO prior knowledge

In the product evaluation processes of this groupomsumers, the COO cue operates
either as a product attribute or as a Summary naeigigeneral or specific).

In situations where the COO cue is not an importaetfor overall product evaluation, as
it plays no significant role for a specific prodwstwithin a specific product category or
when consumers’ have high motivation and abilityatso process additional product
information, then the COO cue operates simply adhan product attribute, and hence is
processed via the peripheral route.

The COO cue serves the function of a General Sushow@rstruct and will therefore be
processed via the central route in situations wherether additional product information
is available (e.g. “tomatoes from Spain” vs. “tooes from Austria”).

But when the product a consumer has to evaluatgets within a product category,
where COO related expertise is important and higlsyinctive (e.g. “stamped” product
categories like cars (Germany vs. Poland) or teldgnmal products (Japan vs. Poland)),

then, in such situations, consumers will be lessivated to make the effort to process

72



Ursula Wastian Consumez®©O0 Knowledge

additional product information. Therefore, the C@Qe will serve the function of a
Specific Summary construct and be further proceizedigh the peripheral route.

For those cases in which a consumer has extend€kb@wledge, but COO information
of the product is not present for the consumergBler et al. (2009, p.76) conclude, that
“by definition, it is not possible for the COO efteto occur and this situation is

accordingly not relevant to COO effect research”.

2. Consumers with moderate COO prior knowledge

Consumers whose knowledge about a country’s producit a moderate level are
assumed not to solely rely on a product’'s COO auteir evaluation processes, as COO
cue’s confidence and predictive value will not hghhenough. Therefore, this group of
consumers will also process additional producttatte information in their evaluation of
a particular country’s product. The magnitude of @@ue usage of consumers with
moderate COO knowledge will depend on the amouatidftional information available.

In all situations, consumers with moderate COOrpkimowledge will always process the
origin cue via the peripheral route, whereas tlieatbnal context further determines
whether the COO cue operates either as anotheugrattribute or as a Default Heuristic

(general or specific).

3. Consumers with limited COO prior knowledge

As consumers within this third group have only tedi COO knowledge, this group will
search, if available, for additional product atitid information, as the confidence and
predictive value of the COO cue does not existhHem.

In the product evaluation processes of this thimuig of consumers, the COO cue is also
always being processed via the peripheral routedbe to the situational context operates

either as a another product attribute or as a tgdoeral or specific).
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Figure 18 — COO-Elaboration Likelihood Model asla¥Chart
Source: Bloemer et al., 2009, p.75

6.2 Consumers’ Lack of COO Knowledge

A major problem in previous Country-of-Origin resdais due to the fact, that, as already
highlighted above and as shown on the example ®fG®O-ELM, it has been implicitly

assumed that consumers know the actual originseoptoducts and brands on the market and
are further able to correctly identify the COO opmduct or a brand. Recent research that
tested whether consumers are actually able to ifgetite correct country of origin of

different products and brands, this previous iniphssumption that consumers have correct
COO knowledge about different products and bramdghe markets has been proved wrong,
as these studies have brought to light that tlseeeegreat lack of consumers’ ability to classify

different brands and products correctly accordmtheir COO.

Samiee, Shimp and Sharma (2005) carried out a stibdyt consumers’ ability to identify the
correct COO of a brand. A questionnaire was sert$ohouseholds and returned by 480
consumers. From the 84 brands under investigatiate study, 40 had their origin in the
United States and the remaining 44 brands originftem foreign countries. The brands
selected competed in ten different product categornamely: appliances, apparel items,

74



Ursula Wastian Consumez®©O0 Knowledge

beverages (alcoholic and non-alcoholic), camerasfibms, consumer electronics, health and
beauty aids, packaged foods, shoes, sports equimdrwatches. If a respondent was able to
identify all brand-origin matches correctly, hisabd-origin recognition (BORA) would score
100%, whereas if a respondent could not come up &isingle correct brand-origin match,
his BORA would be scored 0%. Results show, thapaedents had only modest COO
knowledge, as the average BORA score for all 8hdwaunder investigation was 35%,
whereas for the foreign brands BORA scored onhy8#and for the US brands BORA
scored 49%. These results show that the majoritgooSumers is not aware of the correct
COOB.

Hennebichler (2006) made a study with a mainly etidample of 205 respondents, in which
his main aim was “to extend the current state @wedge with respect to consumers’ brand
origin knowledge”(Hennebichler, 2006, p.81). Heteédsconsumers’ COOB knowledge in
eight different product categories, namely: TVs, IDYlayers, computers, mobile phones,
hifi-systems, refrigerators, microwave ovens armgital cameras. Results show that only in
the product categories of computers (53.6%) andatligameras (40.9%), the majority of
respondents were able to come up with correct boaigih matches. In all other six product
categories the majority of respondents chose then’tdknow” alternative in the
guestionnaire. In the product category of refriggng only 17.3% of respondents were able
to identify correct brand-origin matches, where@$% indicated a wrong COO to the brands

under investigation and 53.1% chose the “don’t Khakernative.

Balabanis and Diamantopoulos (2008) conducted adystuith a sample of 193 UK
households, in which they tested consumers’ COQwletge of 13 different brands in the
product category of microwave ovens, as well assgorers’ evaluation of the specific
brands. Results show, that not even a single regmrhad correct COO knowledge of all
the 13 brands under investigation. On averagentherity of respondents, 51.2%, were not
able to identify the correct COO of the particlbaands. On average 22.2% knew the correct
COO of the brands tested and 21.8% indicated kiwgt do not know where the brands come

from.

But it is not only recent studies that show limimxhsumers’ knowledge as regards the COO
of products/brands. Even back in the year 1987dfestd Huen conducted a study to find out

whether American and Canadian consumers are awane correct COO of goods they have
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actually purchased. Respondents were asked ritgrttaey had bought clothes, if they knew

from which country their piece of clothing origieat Results indicate, that even in the year
1987 consumers were unknowing about the origink®fproducts they bought, as only 25%
of the Canadian respondents and 20% of the Amerespondents were able to come up with
the correct COO. The majority of the consumers @sk&% of Canadians and 52% of

Americans, were clueless about the country, whaeectothes they had just purchased, had
their origins and they also stated, that they werteeven interested in knowing it.

These examples of research studies that invedligedesumers’ COO identification of
different products and brands show, the consunaatsial knowledge about the COO of the
products and brands on the market is very limitdwkse findings put previous COO research
that is based on the implicit assumption of congsmE€OO knowledge, as well as the
predictive value of models like the COO-ELM modéBloemer et al. (2009) that has been
discussed above, heavily into question. As the (EDO®F model is primarily based on
consumers’ COO-prior knowledge to further explaowhconsumers process the origin cue,
this model does not take into account that conssimmeght not even be aware of a particular
product’s or brand’s COO. But as the examples alstbvsv, that consumers’ lack of accurate
knowledge about the origins of the products anadsaon the market seem to hold true for
the majority of individuals, this model thereforeess to be no good reference to explain how
most consumers’ actual process and further on raakeof COO information in their brand
evaluation processes.

The fact that consumers have only limited, if atyalh, knowledge about the origin of
products or brands, also puts a second assumpfi@revious research, that consumers
heavily rely on the COO cue when evaluating prosliotd brands and making purchase
decisions, reasonably into question. But theseilplessonsequences of consumers’ limited

COO cue usage will be discussed in later sectibtisiowork.

As research has demonstrated that, when consunaees dorrect COO knowledge, COI
influences the evaluation of products in generpéctic classes of products, and specific
brands (cf. Baughn & Yaprak, 1993; Bilkey & Nes,829 Ozsomer & Cavusgil, 1991;
Liefeld, 1993), here the fact that a brand’'s CO@aty matters for consumers will still be
assumed. Therefore, it seems reasonable that tl@ i@formation cue consumers actually
use in their evaluation processes differs from whaearches previously defined as the COO

cue, which referred to the country where a produdirand in fact originates from.
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6.3 The COO Information Cue: Actual vs. Perceived OO

The fact that more and more companies have becdobalgand expand or move with their
manufacturing plants or at least with parts of rtheianufacturing operations to other
countries, so multinational production has incrdaseas led to the fact that it is sometimes
not clear-cut where a product or brand is actualfnufactured or designed, as well as that
the country-of-manufacture and the country-of-desityo increasingly do not correspond (cf.
Usunier, 2006).

There are certain product categories which becasecated as a whole with certain COOs
in the heads of consumers. For example, cars a@ciased with Germany, watches and
chocolate is associated with being Swiss, high-tpabducts are associated with Japan,
perfume with France and trendy clothes are assatiaith originating from Italy. That is the
reason why a lot of marketers exploit these pasiagsociations between a country and a
certain product category and use brand names @lae\brand positioning strategies that
promote a favorable origin to consumers, wheredadt) this promoted origin of the brand is
not identical to the actual COOB (cf. Thakor & Laka2003).

That consumers do not have correct COO knowledgghtnalso be explicitly desired and
provoked by brand managers themselves. Concepmsfdileign branding emphasize that a
product or the brand itself appears to be from aeniavorable COO than it actually does.
The advantages of misleading consumers by adoptibgpnd name that consumers would
associate with a more favorable COO than they wuaitld the brand’s actual COO, is also a
topic picked up by Johansson (1993), who gives gpansaof brands, which originate from a
less favorable, third world country, the recommeiotato adopt, at least as an intermediate
step, an Western-sounding brand name.

So as there are companies that “actively and ssftdlgsemploy origin positioning strategies,
that focus on emphasizing, downplaying or evenrialjeconsumers’ origin perception”
(Josiassen & Harzing, 2008, p.266), consumers mmghtassociate the actual COO with a
brand, maybe just because they associate the whadieict category with a specific country,
or because marketers exploit favorable COO assmegatnd communicate a wrong COO of
their brand.

According to Balabanis and Diamantopoulos (20080pwho state that “given that different
countries have different images in the mind of comers (Heslop and Papdopoulos 1993;
Jaffe and Nebenzahl 2006; Obermiller and Spanggri#89), if consumers associate a brand
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with the wrong COO, their brand evaluations (ankssguent buying decisions) could differ

from what they would have been if the correct CQd heen identified.”

So nevertheless, even if a consumer associategaan¢dor whatever reason, wrong COO
with a specific brand, this perceived COOB will aatingly also have influence on his brand

evaluation process and purchase decision.

As a study of Balabanis and Diamantopoulos (20068s, on average 22.2% of consumers
knew the correct COO of the 13 different microwaven brands tested, 51.2% were not able
to identify the actual origin of the brand, and&a.indicated that they do not know the COO
of the brand. These results show that at leastbbPconsumers guessed or assumed that a
particular brand originated in a particular coun®Rggardless of a brand’s actual COO, these
51.2% certainly had a certain country in their miadhich they associated with a specific
brand, and this perceived COO might also have hadnfiuence on their overall brand
evaluation. It can also be expected that amongetRds8% of tested consumers who stated,
that they “do not know” where a particular brantgmated, at least some can be found that
nevertheless had a certain COO in mind, which #sspciated with the brand, but as they did
not know for sure and maybe felt ashamed in gugssnongly, they preferred choosing the
“‘don’t know” alternative.

The same holds for the 88.8% of overall respondemt® were not able to identify the
correct COO of the products under investigatiothim study of Liefeld (2004). Just because
they were not aware of the origin of the producgythhad just purchased, does not
concurrently mean, that no COO played any roleheirtbrand evaluations and purchase
decisions. So Liefeld’s conclusion, that as thisugrwas not aware of the correct COO, and
therefore origin information also could have playeal role in these consumers’ purchase
decision, should not frivolously be accepted. Thexegood reason to assume, that if

examining that special situation more preciselg,abnclusion would not hold true.

To focus on what consumers perceive as a brand® @@her than what a brand’s COO
actually is, is also in line with what Samiee, Spiend Sharma (2005, p.382) stated, that
there is a possibility “that brand origin may bereatg perceived (but inaccurate), and that this
information is used in consumers’ evaluative prees$ as well as with Thakor and Lavack

(2003, pp.406), who stated as an implication fonaggrs, “it is brand origin association that
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should be our initial concern rather than the éftdfcwhere we actually make the product”
and “it is not where it is made, but where you khiins made that matters”.

Also Usunier (2006, p.62) states, that “COO is eéasingly considered as that country which
consumers typically associate with a product omdyarrespective of where it is actually
manufactured. Country image as such may also hawer@in influence on consumer
evaluation.”

Josiassen and Harzing (2008, p.265) also argue“thiatmost research questions, COO
research focusing on the COA (country of associatwould be more appropriate than

focusing on an increasingly irrelevant country @rmfacture”.
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7 Consumers’ COO Cue Usage

As already mentioned in previous chapters, the rggéngew in COO research is that
consumers use a brand’s COO cue and heavily relhisninformation when they evaluate
brands and make purchase decisions. This implgsumption of COO’s importance in
consumers’ product and brand evaluation processatso proved by the fact, that there are
only two studies in published literature (cf. Cdld&993; Liefeld et al., 1993), that report
“directly asking consumers how often they look &® svhere products are made in when
shopping”(Liefeld, 2004, p.87).

Johansson (1993, p.80) indicated in his paper, edemnconsumers are directly asked if they
actually take the COO of a product or brand intgoaat in their evaluation processes,
consumers answer that they do not care about dg99@@0O and that this information has no
influence on their buying decisions.

This argument is also discussed by Usunier (20083)pwho refers in his work to a study
carried out by Hugstad and Durr in 1986. Hugstad &urr (1986) investigated the
importance American consumers attach to the COtheofjoods they purchase. Results show
that the decline of COQ’s importance in consumeuying decisions does not seem to be just
a recent trend, as 60% of respondents indicatedh wivectly asked, that it is not important
for them where their goods purchased come from.

This argument of consumers’ decreasing usage ofClB® cue is also underpinned by a
recent study by Liefeld (2004), that also engagetésting consumers’ actual usage of origin
information in their evaluation and buying decisfmocesses. These research results obtained
put the in COO literature so far assumed importamzeusage of the COO cue in consumers’
product evaluation and purchase decision procdssesly into question.

The study was executed on a sample of 1248 consuanerinvestigated by testing in a two-
step experiment; firstly, respondents’ COO knowkedgd secondly, whether they make use
of COO information when deciding which goods to ghase. At first Liefeld asked
consumers directly at the point of purchase whiemegal factors had influenced their
decision for the particular product they had justchased. Thus, he wanted to find out if the
COO was something that consumers had taken intouatcwhen evaluating different
products. In a second step, Liefeld tested conssif@i®O knowledge about the products they

had just purchased.
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The first section of this study shows, that onl§f4.of consumers mentioned COO as a factor
they took into consideration when making their pase decision, whereas 65.5% mentioned
intrinsic cues, followed by price referred to by.4%, brand was stated by 6.3% and other
extrinsic cues by 2% of all respondents.

The second phase was to deliver insights into coessi actual knowledge about the COOP

and the importance the origin factor signifies éonsumers. After that stage, Liefeld could

identify 4 categories of consumers. The first classonsumers refers to those who did not
know the correct country of origin of the produbey had just purchased, which made up
88.8% of the 1248 respondents. Liefeld (2004) aotedl, that as this group was not aware of
the COORP, it also could have played no role inrtperchase decision. The second group,
4.7% of the consumers tested, includes those pespte guessed the correct COOP, but
stated that it had not influenced their productioboAnother 4.3% of respondents, making up
the third class, knew the correct COOP but stdtatlit played no role in their product choice.

And the smallest group (only 2.2%) out of all resgents knew the correct COOP and

indicated that it might have played a role in thEwduct choice decision.

The vast majority of all Marketing studies publidhgp to date report of consumers’ heavy
usage of COO information in their product and brawaluation processes and purchase
decisions whereas only a small number that invatgdyby indirectly asking consumers about
their actual COO cue usage (cf. Hugstad & Durr,6198efeld, 2004), show limited or non-
usage of origin information. In addition to the ggations of COO effects that have been
submitted in previous sections of this thesis, ttimpter will present further possible
arguments for consumers’ non-usage as well as ush@OO information that could be

found in Marketing Literature.

7.1 Possible Explanations for Consumers’ Non-Usagé COO Cue

Johansson (1993) picked up the idea of why onedcpuk the existence or decrease of
country-of-origin effects into question, by arguitigat last decade’s increased globalization,
has resulted in the world becoming one big globailav

Pharr (2005, p.34) also argues, that internatianal global markets have been restructured
over the last decade and names examples like themtdnd rapid growth of the World Trade
Organization (WTO) and the worldwide acceptancéefinternet as a medium of commerce

irrespective of country boundaries to underpin argument of last decade’s increased
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globalization. Furthermore, he puts into questiohether the constructs in previous
Marketing Literature of consumers’ COO cue usagle tstld true in today’'s era of global
brands.

Also Usunier (2006, p.61) argues, that due to #e that globalization has resulted in
multinational production, global branding, and ttexline of origin labeling in WTO rules,
these market developments “tend to blur out the @$3@e” and therefore the “COO effect is
no longer a major issue for international marketipgrations.”

Even though there are several research studiesshimat that when consumers perceive a
brand as a global brand, this has a positive infteeon consumers’ beliefs about the brand’s
guality, prestige and brand image (cf. Shocked.etl894; Kapferer, 1997; Steenkamp et al.,
2003), Steenkamp et al. (2003, p.60) found no emeethat consumers’ perceived brand
globalness and what they associate with a glokmidyrhas any influence on their purchase
likelihood.

7.2 Possible Reasons for Consumers’ COO Cue Usage

On the one hand it is true that our world is gettmore and more global and certain
differences between cultures are decreasing or atoerist any more. Another result of
globalization is that international trade has d®wome much more intensive. But on the
other hand one should not forget, that it is aldact, that countries differ in terms of their
natural resources, commodities, capabilities armh@mic standards. And resulting out of
that, the increased global trade in fact lead$i¢ocbonsequence that each country specializes
in what it is best at producing and exports theselycts and brands to other countries, while
importing those products and brands from produtégmaies another country is better in

producing. (cf. Johansson, 1993)

Another incontrovertible fact is that in the glolnadrketplace there are product categories that
are “stamped” with a certain country identity oats that represent the lifestyle of a certain
country (cf. Roth & Romeo, 1992; Paswan & Sharnt4). And therefore, no matter what
consumers say or even do not say, as well as flegardf the individual’'s attitude towards
foreign cultures, there are certain countries thattypical consumer associates with a certain
characteristic and consequently, also with the tglenproducts and brands. Japan, for
example, is known as a country which has a highrieal standard and is specialized in the
production of high-tech products. Therefore, therage consumer associates Japanese brands
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probably with high quality or good value. Hencegcansumer perceives and evaluates the
products of a high-tech brand from Japan in a diffeway than if the brand would originate
from Uganda. Another example of a country thatsisoaiated with a certain characteristic is
Italy. Italian brands enjoy a good reputation innevery trendy and stylish and the typical
consumer will therefore see the extravagant clotifesn Italian brand with other eyes and
judge them in a different way than if the COOB wbbk Poland. (cf. Roth & Romeo, 1992;
Johansson, 1993)

This is also in line with what Samil (1995; in Stkamp et al., 2003, p.56) argues, that
“despite the advent of global culture, local cutuemains a central influence on consumer
behavior and individual identity”. Based on thanding, Steenkamp et al. (2003, p.56)
conclude, that even though the marketplace ismgetthore and more multinational and
global, a global brand positioning strategy is tha& only way to success, as a brand can also
successfully compete when marketed as “an icoheofdcal culture”.

Samiee et al. (2005, p.382) distinguish even furthetween product categories concerning
consumers’ usage of the COO cue as an anteceddémwiahey perceive and judge other
characteristics of a product. They argue, thafpfeducts like cars or other technological or
crafted products, the COOB cue might be highly dasgic in consumers’ decision making.
Whereas in consumers’ buying decisions about imesige packaged goods, where it is less
common that product categories are stamped wigrtaio country superiority, the COO cue

might be entirely non-diagnostic.

The fact that consumers make inferences from adis&@OO to other brand attributes is a
topic also discussed by Balabanis and Diamantogo(2608), who sustain the opinion by
arguing that consumers who are confronted withamdbithat is new on the market and with
which they are unfamiliar, will probably use theabd’s COO information cue to make
predictions and inferences about some unknown ctarstics of the brand. The models of
Han (1989), Knight and Calantone (2000) and Larosthal. (2005) that have already been
highlighted in chapter 5 of this thesis underpiis te of argument.

Also Johansson (1993) explains, that the functibrihe COO cue in consumers’ brand
evaluation processes seems to be much more, theana’s origin information serves an
antecedent function, as it gives the consumer iialimdication of one or more other product
characteristics, like quality, design, price, assed risk or value. Citing Johansson (1993,

p.78) “country-of-origin is, in fact, used by consers to reinforce, create, and bias initial
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perceptions of products.” The fact that there amnerous studies which have arrived at the
conclusion that a product’s/brand’s origin inforroathas influence on consumers’ product
evaluation, quality perception, perceived risk awdlingness to buy the particular
product/brand (cf. Bilkey & Nes, 1982; Papadopousodieslop, 2003) has already been
highlighted in chapter 5.

That COO information affects consumers’ perceptiesilso in line with the findings of
Thakor and Lavack (2003), who examined whetherd@rgin information has an influence
on consumers’ perceptions of a brand’s quality, deteécted that COO information of a brand
has a significant effect on how consumers evalieg@uality of the brand.

Also Koubaa (2008) showed in his study that CO@rmifation has an effect on consumers’
perceptions of a brand, as he proved that a bra@@® cue has an influence on how
consumers perceive the overall image of a brandl #rat consumers’ brand image

perceptions differ across brands and across cegntri

So the effect of globalization with the mergingonfitures and countries becoming “one big
world” seems to be targeted and hold true for thgply side in the market in the long-run,

but not for the demand side. (cf. Johansson, 1993)

To conclude while taking into account both contcaally views about the degree of COO
cue’s influence on consumers’ brand evaluation ggses and purchase decisions, it seems
reasonable to assume that consumers use COO iriionn@zand a COO effect exists in their
brand perception and evaluation, but in previoterivational Marketing Literature this COO
effect has been overestimated, as well as the wagumers use the COO cue has been
misinterpreted and no complete picture of how aihg wonsumers use COO information in
their brand evaluation processes as well as itsente on consumers’ purchase decision has

been provided by Marketing researchers so far.

7.3 Possible Explanations for Consumers’ Denial €800 Cue Usage

7.3.1 Consumers’ Emotional Reasons

Reasons for these contradictory findings about whasumers say when directly asked about
their usage of the COO cue and the in COO liteeatso far purported exertion and

importance of COO information in consumers evabratprocesses and buying decisions

84



Ursula Wastian Consumé&®O0 Cue Usage

could be explained by study participants’ willingedo avoid the researcher from getting the
impression, that he/she might be an intolerantqmergho is prejudiced, and/or has negative
attitudes towards foreign countries. This is alsdime with Johansson (1993, p.80), who
states about his results from various studies aboasumers’ COO usage: “I find that the
respondents, when asked explicitly about it, caesty/ play down the role of country-of-
origin in their recorded product evaluations. Desfhis, the inferred CO effect is still strong.
(...) Judging other countries’ products on the badi®rigin, by contrast, is less socially
acceptable.” Therefore, he concludes, that the fhat consumers deny, when directly asked,
that a good’'s COO actually has influence on themlwation of it, seems to have rather
emotional than logical reasons. In order to refleality about consumers’ actual COO cue
usage research methods and measurements havadapied to these circumstances.

7.3.2 Consumers’ Limited Awareness of their ActuaCOO Cue Usage

There are many ways one could explain the antagoofghe previously assumed importance
of the COO cue for consumers in Marketing Literatand the results obtained in the first
section of the Liefeld (2004) study, where respotsiavere unobtrusively tested and asked
about the general product factors they have takBnaccount in their evaluation processes
and that have finally resulted in their buying dem for a particular product.

One explanation is given by Usunier (2006, p.61hovetates that “many consumers are
unaware of the manufacturing origin (made-in) & oods they buy and, if aware, tend to
use the origin information in conjunction with anmoer of other information cues such as
price, brand, retail store image, etc. Except lier latter (i.e. that consumers do not use solely
COO for evaluating products, which is rather sgifient), these changes have been ignored
by academic researchers in marketing.”

Another way one could understand why people mighthave mentioned that a product’s or
brand’s origin is important for them, whereas intfa actually is, would be by referring to
Johansson (1993, pp.78), who states that “the ppofiorigin is sometimes taken for
granted — and therefore — we as consumers do gatfention to it. But (...) the latent effect

can be quite significant.”
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7.3.3 The Automatic Country-Of-Origin Effects on Caxsumers’ Brand Judgment

Even though the increase of globalization during thst decades has resulted in the
diminishing of certain national differences and gtrease in people’s openness and
understanding of foreign cultures, this does noicaorently mean that people have gotten rid
of their perceived differences between countrisswall as the national stereotypes they
associate with specific countries. This is in limgh Johansson (1993), who argues that one
cannot conclude, that people’s increased globatisanwill erase the COO effect at alll.

In 2005 Liu and Johnson made a study to try to amplhe contradicting results of those
studies published in previous Marketing Literatud@ich show a high degree of COO cue’s
influence in consumers’ brand evaluation proceasesthose studies which put into question
that consumers heauvily, if at all, rely on origiiarmation when evaluating different brands.
Liu and Johnson (2005) argue that one has to digsh between two forms of human
information processing, as it can be an automatiwell as a controlled process (cf. Posner,
1978; Schneider & Shiffrin, 1977). When evaluatdifferent brands, the COO is a cue that
gets automatically activated in consumers’ infoioraprocessing, regardless of consumers’
intention to consider a brand’s COO as a factortheir evaluation. And therefore,
unavoidably, COO plays a role in consumers’ evadnatdf different brands.

The difference between these two types of autonaatct controlled information processing
lies in the degree of control a person has anc:ttoet a person has to make to get access to
the information stored in his/her memory. Whereasomatic processing “involves the
spontaneous activation of some well-learned setssbciations or responses that have been
developed through repeated activation in memorg’ ‘@an be initiated by the mere presence
of a stimulus in the environment”, controlled prssi@g is mostly regulated by the person
himself, who has to put much more effort into tloatn of information processing.

By adjusting Devine’s (1989a, 1989b) dissociationdel, which proves that there is an
effect, regardless of a person’s attitude towardlerdnt races, where each person
automatically and inevitably activates a certaisoagted racial stereotype when exposed to
certain racial primes, to COO research, Liu andndoh (2005) proved in their study that
beside consumers’ controlled use of brand inforomaitn their brand evaluation processes, an
effect of COO information’s influence on consumgtglgment of different brands can also
be observed, whereas this COO effect, even forwnass’ lack of intention, is automatically

activated.
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Liu's and Johnson’s (2005) experiment included mpa of 96 respondents, which had to
evaluate eight different brands (brand A, brandmnd C, brand D, brand E, brand F, brand
G, brand H) in the product category of notebook potars. Study participants were divided
into two groups, either to the memory or the evaduagroup. In a first step all members
learned about the product attributes of each btlarmligh advertisements that were presented
to them. Then the members of the memory group diadidress the task of keeping the brand
specific attributes in mind, whereas members ofetveduation group were told to categorize
each brand to being either good or bad, followhngrule that “If a brand has two or more of
the three diagnostic attribute values: 1.8 GHz @ssor speed, 40 MB hard drive, and 256
MB RAM, it should be judged as good” (Liu & Johns@©005, p.90), otherwise the brand
should be categorized as bad. The brands A, B, @Qlfiled at least two criteria in the
judgment rule and should therefore correctly begatized as “good”, whereas brands E, F,
G and H should correctly be judged as “bad”.

After this first stage of the experiment was fir@dhin a second step the memory group also
was asked to do the evaluation group’s task angejwéich brand as being either good or bad
by following the rule. The evaluation group wasdt@d memorize how they judged each
brand. During this second stage of the study thee8fondents also got information about
each brand’'s COO. As results of a pre-test havevshbat people evaluated the country
stereotype of Japan, including products originatingm Japan best, and the country
stereotype of China, including Chinese productsstyahe two COQOs of computer brands
chosen for the main study were Japan and ChinandBfaand C fulfilled the condition of
being judged as “good”, but originated from theawdfrable COO China. Brands B and D
should also be judged as “good” as fulfilling adde two of the three product attributes
mentioned in the judgment rule, but these two bsaodginated from the more favorable
COO Japan. The brands E, F, G and H did not passgbod” judgment rule, but the
indicated COO of brand E as well as G was Chindyrahd F and H Japan. Therefore the 4
brands B, D, E, G show a positive match accordmght rule-based judgment and their
COQO, and the other brands A, C, F, H show a negatiatch as they either fulfill the rule and
should correctly be judged as “good” and origirfaden an unfavorable country, or should be
judged as “bad” according to the rule, but havavaifable COO.

The results of the experiment prove that resposd@migment and evaluation of the eight
brands under investigation was influenced by twiependent sources of influence, firstly, by

their controlled and intentional use of the prodatitibutes to fulfill the “good vs. bad”
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judgment rule, as well as by their automatic and¢oascious activation of the country
stereotypes, that respondents held in mind of pemtiucts’ COO, China or Japan.

It is important to mention that all 96 study papgants were asked to indicate how much
influence the COO information had on their judgmanswer or decision on a 5 point Likert
Scale. Only 5 respondents stated that COO influerthem in their decision, whereas 91
indicated that the COO information did not influertbem in their judgment.

Therefore, the results of the Liu and Johnson (R006dy show that a COO effect in
consumers’ brand evaluation can be observed.

But as almost all study participants stated thay thid not have the intention to include and
use the COO cue in their judgment of each braretetls high evidence that consumers have
only limited ability of being aware of each factbat they consider in their brand evaluation
process and thus are unable to give an unbiastshm&at about all factors that influenced
their judgment of a brand. And as the experimerst i@ved, one cue that obviously has
influence on how consumers judge a brand, but wiscbut of consumers’ control and
intention, as it is activated automatically, seamse the COO information of a brand. (cf.
Liu & Johnson, 2005)
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8 Research Gap And Research Objective

One major issue in International Marketing reseavithin the last years was the country-of-
origin effect and its impact on consumer behavibr Bilkey & Nes, 1982; Papadopoulos &
Heslop, 2002; Liefeld, 2004). But even though withhe last decades a vast amount of
studies was aimed at finding out how, why and incWtsituations consumers use the COO
information cue of a particular product or brartte tountry-of-origin domain has remained
one of the most controversial fields in Marketingetature until today. This is underpinned
by the fact, that “recent reviews still deplore tlagk of conceptual, methodological and

theoretical transparency” (Bloemer et al., 20083p.

8.1 The Research Gap

As already discussed in previous sections of thesis, most of the existing COO studies are
focused on the country-of-origin effect of producksit there are plausible reasons for
assuming, that the origin information of brands hasch more influence on consumers’
perception of a good. It is very common that congsnelocate their production facility, i.e.
where they produce a particular product, to anotientry from time to time. But the COO
of a brand is with some exceptions hardly ever ghdnTherefore, the country of origin of a
brand represents a much more stable informatiorfa@usnsumers which further leads to the
reasonable assumption that consumers much moremellye COOB cue than on the COOP
cue in their evaluation processes and purchaseidesi

This superiority of the COO cue of a brand overt tbha product in consumers’ brand
evaluation processes and purchase decisions iodagdpoy several researchers as well as
backed up by several studies, which already haea beentioned and described in previous
sections of this work (cf. Ratcliff, 1989; Cordell992; Barta et al., 1993; Johansson, 1993;
Leclerc et al., 1994; O’'Shaughnessy & O’'Shaughne2890; Thakor & Lavack, 2003;
Samiee et al., 2005; Usunier, 2006).

Based on this line of argument this research stmtlyemphasize on the country-of-origin
effect on a brand level rather than on the prodiestl. But this focus on the brand level
should be seen as more referring to the reseaschiglé and the general background of this
study, than to the consumer side, as there isyahigh probability the word ‘product’ and the

word ‘brand’ are synonyms for the average consumer.
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Despite the fact that most COO studies focusederptoduct rather than on the brand level,
there are two major problems in previous COO reteathat should be more strongly
emphasized. In almost all studies it was implicagsumed that consumers first of all know
the country of origin of the products/brands ancbsdly, take the product/brand origin as an
important factor into account when evaluating adpiad/brand and making product/brand
choices.

The first assumption that consumers know the aattigin of products/brands was proved
wrong by several recent studies, that show a dmektof consumers’ COO knowledge about
the origins of products and brands (cf. Liefeld)20Samiee et al, 2005; Hennebichler, 2006;
Balabanis & Diamantopoulos, 2008).

The fact that consumers have only limited, if atyalh, knowledge about the origin of
products or brands, also puts the second assumpfioprevious research works, that
consumers heavily rely on the COO cue when evagatroducts and brands and making
purchase decisions, reasonably into question.

This is also in line with what Balabanis and Diaopatulos (2008, p.61) stated after the
results of their study proved that the majorit)cohsumers were not able to correctly identify
the COO of the brands under investigation: “Regemsliof the view taken, it is difficult not to
conclude that the true importance of COO infornratiould be significantly overestimated in

extant COO research.”

As already described in previous chapters of tloskwthe fact that consumers have incorrect
COO knowledge might be due to the fact that cenpmoduct categories are stamped with a
certain country identity and/or might explicitly ipeovoked by brand managers themselves
who want to exploit favorable COO associations #edefore communicate a wrong COO of
their brand to consumers (cf. Johansson, 1993; @k avack, 2003; Josiassen & Harzing,
2008).

But the fact that consumers might associate a wfo@@ with a particular brand, whether
provoked by brand managers or due to any otheomeakes not concurrently mean that a
consumer’s perceived origin of a brand has no @srihfluence on his brand perception,
brand evaluation and purchase decision.

So based on the results of his research studystta a great lack of consumers’ ability of

correct COO identification, Liefeld’s (2004) consian that if consumers do not have correct

90



Ursula Wastian Research Gap and Rebkd@bjective

origin knowledge, a product’s or brand’s COO cotudher have played no role in their
evaluation processes and purchase decisions, sesns hold true in reality. This is also in
line with Josiassen and Harzing (2008), that coresaimgnorance of a brand’s actual COO
cannot be put on the same level as consumers’ semsifl the COO cue in their brand
evaluation processes and purchase decisions.

Therefore, as recent research studies (cf. Lief2l)4; Samiee, et al., 2005; Balabanis &
Diamantopoulos, 2008) that investigated consumareivledge about the COO of products
and brands show a so far unrecognized, great tacknsumer knowledge about the origins
of the products and brands on the market, it ison@mt not to forget that even though a lot of
consumers are unknowing or unaware of the trueiromd brands and products, in the
majority of cases they might still associate aaiarcountry of origin with a particular product
or brand. As these consumers make up a majorithefverall consumership, they cannot
simply be excluded in further research about CO@flience on consumers’ product and
brand evaluation processes.

Based on this line of argument it is reasonablassume that consumers’ perceived COOB
has a stronger influence on consumers’ brand etrafu@rocesses and purchase decisions,
than the actual COOB. So to get a holistic viewthis research study, the fact that consumers
may not know the true COO will be ignored. Howewviie effect that each individual's
perceived COO has on his/her brand evaluation psgaseand purchase intentions will be

tested.

The fact that consumers attach great importandee¢dCOO cue as well as heavily rely on
origin information when evaluating products andnoi and make purchase decisions has
been reported in more than 600 research studieshasdbeen implicitly assumed in
Marketing Literature so far. This argument is batke by the fact, that until 2004 one can
only find two studies, in which consumers are dlyeasked if they use COO information at
all. (cf. Liefeld, 2004)

Because of major research limitations in nearlypetivious COO research studies, which are
mainly due to obtrusively asking consumers aboetitifluence a product’s or brand’s COO
has on their evaluation processes and purchassiatesi and the fact that mainly studies of
single-cue design were conducted, that inevitalgillghted the COO cue, it is hypothesized,
that the COO effect has been overestimated so far.

In contrast, those limited numbers of COO studies tnvestigated by unobtrusively testing

on a verbal level whether consumers even use C@@mation in their brand evaluation
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processes and purchase decisions and which shawdaagb's or brand’s COO cue’s non-
importance and its very limited usage by consuntetsHugstad & Durr, 1986; Liefeld,
2004), seem to underestimate the true COO effect.

A possible explanation of this underestimated CQf2 anportance refers to research
methods that were applied in those studies. Rafgtd the study findings of Liu and Johnson
(2005), who found out that consumers’ COO cue @®iog is an automatic rather than a
controlled process, it seems reasonable to asshatdhtese previous studies that highlight
only a minor or no COO effect and applied reseangthods of directly but unobtrusively
asking consumers about their COO cue usage, uniteats the true COO effect on
consumers’ behavior, as these research methode@dma not give insights into consumers
latent beliefs as well as do not give responddmsopportunity to get access to their latent
beliefs and name those cues which are out of ihintion and control, as they are processed
automatically. The limitations as regards previguapplied research methods will be
discussed in much more detail in chapter 9.1 afthesis.

To prove the expectation that previous finding€@O studies show a high degree of biased
results, further research where consumers are wsiatly tested is needed, and which
investigates to what extent, if at all, the peredicountry of origin plays a role in consumers’
unconscious and conscious brand perceptions, dwaiuarocesses and purchase intentions,
and how consumers’ judgments of other brand cugs @eality, price, design) are influenced

by their perceived COO of a particular brand.

As regards the research method applied to testG®© effects in consumers’ brand
perception, evaluation and purchase intention, Soamer science is in great need of
methodologies that unobtrusively discover the pobdtributes that consumers acquire and
use in choice situations and the role those at&gplay in the choices made” (Liefeld , 2004,
p.95) as well as there is a need of “more innoeatexperimental research” to get insights
into consumers’ COO information cue processing ndighlight that “the effects of COO
may not always be direct, instantaneous, and eakggrvable” as “even when no immediate
and discernable effects of COO are observed, CQ@ iill make a difference in the long
run” (Liu & Johnson, 2005, p.95).

Thus, this research will further examine whether ithea of Josiassen and Harzing (2008,
p.266) who argue that because “explicit memoryigest occurs consciously through the

episodic system, while implicit knowledge occursoanatically through the semantic system
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(Tulving, 1982; Schacter, 1987; Richardson-Klavéhijork, 1988) (...) brand and origin

cues may also influence consumers’ implicitly ratiian explicitly” can be confirmed.

As a lot of COO effects research studies focusrodyrcts and brands that compete in product
categories, for example in the automobile sectat thre effectively ‘stamped’ with their
country affiliation” it seems reasonable that CO@ats in consumers’ brand perceptions and
evaluations do not reflect COO effects that coujdadly be measured in consumers’ brand
perceptions of brands that compete in other prodategories, whereas “in many other
product categories, perhaps especially those imglconsumer packaged goods, CO(O)
information is less conspicuous and thus variablgsi recognition by consumers” (Samiee et
al., 2005, p.382).

As this research study follows the idea that pnesigesearch that investigated in COO effects
needs to be rethought, 1968’s COO cue relevancddhae adapted to today’s world (cf.
Usunier, 2006) as well as it is necessary to stembprevious Marketing research habits that
have led to an over-/underestimation and misinggtion of COO cue’s importance for and
usage by consumers, this research will avoid @sfi®O effects in consumers’ perceptions

about brands that compete in a product categotysistamped with any country affiliation.

8.2 The Research Objective and Research Questions

“It is for instance still unclear if, how and to wh extent the CoO-effect impacts on
consumer evaluations. These ‘if, how and to whixter® questions’ hinge on the nature of
the CoO-effect.” (Bloemer et al., 2009, p.63)

As it is assumed that neither consumers’ heavy QOO usage that has previously been
reported in Marketing Literature (cf. Bilkey & Ne$982; Baughn & Yaprak, 1993; Verlegh
& Steenkamp, 1999; Jaffe & Nebenzahl, 2001 Papdopa Heslop, 2003) nor the opposite
view that consumers do not care about a productisrand’s origin cue (cf. Ohmae, 1989;
Liefeld, 2004 ) actually reflects reality, the pang objective of this research study refers to
whether any form of COO effect actually exists @eh which forms the COO effect can be

observed.
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Based on this research’s presumption that COOtsffaght occur and be measured on more
than one level, the structure of this researchystilidws to measure consumers’ brand COO
cue processing on an implicit as well as on aniexpvel.

Therefore, this research study will follow a thr&tep approach, which is based on three
complementary parts and will apply research methatisch will be presented in much more
detail in the next chapter of this work, that avolatrusive testing of consumers’ COO cue
usage in their brand evaluation processes. Atdheegime it will provide a holistic view of
an individual respondent’s brand perception, overeahe problem of consumers' brand
information overload, give insights into respondénbnverbal, especially visual, channels of
thoughts and communication, and it will allow tat @¥en richer insights into consumers’
brand perceptions and give detailed informationualtbe COO effect on consumers’ brand
perception and evaluation as well as enhance tHerstanding of how, if at all, consumers

use COO information.

As it is assumed that consumers’ access to a m&@0 cue is rather limited and a brand’s
COO cue is probably processed rather automatitiaély controlled and might therefore be
harder to communicate on a verbal level, these lpnob should be overcome by the
introduction of a visual dimension in this reseatlelsign. Therefore, the research objective as
regards the first two steps of this research ambronat will refer to a respondent’s creation
of a collage and his explanation in an additioralofv-up interview, will be to find out
whether any implicit COO effect can be observed #ntherefore a brand’s COO cue

unconsciously has influence on a consumer’s intgjieneral brand perception.

Research Question 1:

Has a particular brand’s COO influence on consurhpesception of the brand?
Is there an observable implicit COO effect in cansts’ general perception of a particular

brand?

Moreover, the question that this research wantsarewer is whether consumers also
explicitly use a brand’s COO cue when evaluatirf(ecent brands and whether it is a factor

they consciously take into account when they tlohknaking purchase decisions. Therefore
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in the third step of this study’s process, whichsists of an individual in-depth interview, the
objective is to find out whether explicit COO effecan also be measured in consumers’
general brand evaluation processes and purchas#ionts.

As one major limitation in previous research referghe fact that COO effects occurrence
was obtrusively tested, the third step of this aede process will attempt to ascertain whether
participants state to use a brand’s COO informatwimen they are asked to freely indicate
which general characteristics of a brand they iake account when evaluating brands and
making purchase decisions. As discussed in se8tibd in the theoretical part of this thesis,
one can very frequently observe certain thinkinggoas in a consumer’s brand evaluation
processes, as individuals use a single productbnaformation cue to make conclusions
about another product attribute or brand charastteriTherefore, respondents will be asked
to also name those factors that have influence aw tmey perceive these particular brand
characteristics, which they stated as playing gmomant role in their evaluation processes, to
get insights into whether consumers state to dgtuak a brand’s COO cue indirectly in their
brand evaluation processes and purchase decisigtisey make inferences about other brand

characteristics from this piece of information.

Research Question 2:

2a: Do consumers explicitly state to directly use arls's COO information in their brand

evaluation processes and purchase decisions imabtuusive research setting?

2b: Do consumers explicitly state to indirectly usbrand’s COO information as they use a
brand’s COO cue to make inferences about other dbraharacteristics in their brand

evaluation processes and purchase decisions imabtuusive research setting?

2c: Is there a measurable difference between unaidgaligit and unaided explicit COO

effects’ occurrence in consumers’ brand percepéind brand evaluation processes?

Even though no explicit COO effect can be measatedl when consumers make no mention
of a brand’s COO cue as a brand characteristichthatinfluence on their brand evaluation

processes and purchase decisions when tested wsigbly about their COO cue usage, this
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does not concurrently mean, that no explicit COfeatfcan be measured at all. As already
mentioned, consumers’ rather limited access taadis COO cue and the fact that a brand’s
COO cue is probably processed rather automatitiadly controlled and therefore might be
harder to communicate (cf. Liu and Johnson, 20@53ssumed here, consumers’ awareness
needs to be rechecked through directly and obtelsasking if a brand’s COO has influence
on the individual’s brand perception and brand e@atibn processes.

As Johansson (1993) argued that consumers migttdirall deny actually using a brand
COO information cue, as they do not want to give tésearcher the impression of having
prejudices, further questioning needs to addregscdoof whether the importance an

individual attaches to a brand’s origin eventuahyies as regards to different situations.

Research Question 3:

3a: Do consumers who do not unaidedly mention using@ G@ormation in their brand
evaluation processes and purchase decisions, reallpot use a brand’s COO cue at all or

are consumers not just aware of their actual CO® gsage?

3b: Do consumers who have limited awareness of tleurah COO cue processing first of all

deny COO cue usage when asked directly?

The adoption of the three step approach in thisares study therefore allows to compare
COO cue’s role in consumers’ implicit perceptioragbarticular brand versus COO cue’s role
of what consumers explicitly state or even notestdiout taking a brand’s origin information
into account when evaluating brands and makinghase decisions. This highlights whether
there are differences and if one can distinguigivéen COO effects that occur implicitly in a
consumer’s brand perception and COO effects that explicitly stated to occur in a
consumer’s general brand evaluation processes. ddmaparison of measured implicit and
explicit COO effects gives insights into consumeesidency to process a brand’'s COO cue
and if a brand’s origin information is processetbanatically rather than controlled.

Figure 19 gives an illustration of the model ofstlesearch study that refers to the main
objective of measuring at which level(s) COO effeotcur and might be observed and

whether consumers’ COO cue processing is rathautmatic or rather a controlled process.
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Research Question 4:

4a: Can COO effect occurrence be observed at any l@vebnsumers’ unconscious and/or

conscious brand perception and/or brand evaluatiad/or purchase intention processes?

4b: Are there differences as regards to the level el@eCOO effect can be measured, so is
there a difference between consumers’ implicit erplicit COO cue usage and is a brand’s
COO cue rather processed automatically or contaifle

Implicit

Mo CO0 Effect

Implicit & Implicit & Onlv — —
Explicit COO Explicit COO Inplicit Only Explicit Only Explicit
Effect Effect o COO Effect COO Effect

E_Iplicit.

Stage

Only Implicit Only Explicit No COO

Iplicit & COO0 Effect €00 Effect Effect

Explicit
COO Effect

Implicit & Explicit Only Implicit Only Explicit No COO
COO Effect COO Effect COO Effect Effect

Figure 19 - The Research Model of Research Quetibn

As one can distinguish between three differenttfacé how an individual can process a
brand’s COO cue, namely between the COO cue’'s twgniaffective and normative
processing, if at any level of the research pro€@Q® effects can be observed, this research

will look into how and which aspect of a brand’s G©Oue consumers actually process.
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Research Question 5:

5a: Which aspect of a brand’s COO cue do consumersalgtprocess? Does the COO cue

rather fulfill a cognitive, an affective or a normng function in consumers’ behavior?

5b: Are there any measurable relationships regardimg level, where COO effect occurrence
can be measured for a consumer, and the aspedteofCOO cue an individual actually

processes?

If at any stage of the research process measutdd{@ effects occur, to understand why and
when consumers use a brand’s origin information aich influence COOB has on a

consumer’s judgment of a brand and how a consunpershase intention is determined by
the origin of a brand, research has to further emarmonsumers’ COO cue usage in detail.
The research objective here is to find out whetligy differences concerning the role a
brand’s COO cue plays in consumers’ brand evalnapimcesses can be observed and
whether the importance consumers attach to a wamdgin information differs between

individuals, product categories, buying situatioasd/or countries or varies with any other
factor. Another question this research work seekanswer is whether it is possible that a
strong, unique and favorable brand image can owsgcan individual’s brand’s COO cue

usage and importance at all.

Research Question 6:

6a: Are there observable differences as regards thaive importance consumers’ attach to
a brand’s COO cue, and if, which factors have iaflce on COO cue’s importance for
consumers?

6b: Are there any measurable relationships regardimglevel, where COO effect occurrence

can be measured for a consumer, and the factors lhge influence on the importance

consumers’ attach to a brand’s COO cue?
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In addition, this research will provide insightsarwhether measurable COO effects vary as
regards to how a brand is marketed, so whetheruooais’ implicit and explicit COOB cue
usage differs for a brand that follows a globalnbiiag strategy compared to a brand that

follows a local branding strategy.

Research Question 7:

Are there any differences as regards observable Céfta@cts in consumers’ brand
perceptions and brand evaluation processes of dlobha@rsus local brands?
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9 Research Method

The aim of this chapter is to give an overviewhs tesearch methods applied in this research
study. As a justification of the research methodsdy the limitations that refer to previous

Country-of-Origin research will be discussed first.

9.1 Previous Research Method Limitations

That previous research that examined the influemderand’s origin information has on

consumers’ behavior shows mainly biased resultues to the fact that in nearly all studies
linguistic methods were applied and respondentg wbtrusively asked about their COO cue
usage. Furthermore, data was mainly collected mguguestionnaires which were of single-
cue design or the cues presented to the studycipariis were only very limited in number.

(cf. Liefeld, 2002, 2003; Usunier, 2006)

9.1.1 Research Method Limitation of Obtrusive Quesbning

In almost all of the over 700 existing COO studiss existence and great importance of the
COO effect and its influence on consumers’ evatuafpirocesses was implicitly assumed, so
respondents were obtrusively tested and directtgdisbout their usage of the COO cue in
their product/brand evaluations and purchase dewsiBut as “a voluminous research
literature provides empirical evidence of the ektém which obtrusive, linguistic-based
measurement systematically deforms and misinteyghet true state of what existed, exists,
or will exist in the actual lives of consumers” éfeld, 2002, p.88), the evidence is that this
deformation and misinterpretation also holds fautes achieved in previous consumer COO
research.

Already in 1975 Jacoby, ACR president at that ticréjcized the poor quality of research
methods used in consumer behavior research antedanut that consumer researchers need
to rethink their over-reliance on verbal stimuliasll as their reliance on results achieved
through obtrusively asking consumers what theykilon belief rather than unobtrusively
observing and measuring consumers’ behavior. BuiooBly researchers seem to have not
respected Jacoby’s advice, as his statement isiml§oe with what Liefeld (2002, p.85)
urged consumer and marketing scientists to do arsylater, when he stated that consumer
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behavior research has “to start over with the fitsige of science which has been skipped
over — unobtrusive observation and descriptionasfsamer behaviour”, as only the results
and facts achieved through unobtrusive researchadstwill provide a basis on which theory

can be developed, that one can further draw upon.

As regards the limitation of previous COO effecta@rch findings that are due to the major
research method limitation of obtrusively testihg subjective that is under investigation in a
research study, Liefeld (2004) refers to the resoft an unpublished content analysis he
made, where the characteristics of 105 COO stutli@swere published between 1965 and
2003 and are common Marketing Literature were aealyResults show that in only 2 out of
the 105 studies, the COO effect was unobtrusivesdied. “The rest were obtrusive, linguistic,
interrogations of consumers” (Liefeld, 2004, p.8Kjth COO being the independent variable
in almost all studies, in 93.3% of them, responslenere asked solely about indicating
attitudinal data, whereas no investigation into doflection of any behavioral data from

observation or secondary data was made.

Liefeld (2003, p.14) describes in more detail fih@thtion of previous research results due to
obtrusive questioning, as follows: “There are headr of empirical studies and books
identifying, documenting, and summarizing the ektenwhich obtrusive questioning causes
systematic distortion, or even creates answers dltht't exist when questions are asked.
When all the distortion and answer-creating inflesn of obtrusive questioning are

considered, researchers must pause and wondesnlyabout over- or under-stating effects,
but also misinterpreting the direction of the nelaships. In short, the external validity of

guestion-based estimation of consumer perceptiogigefs, attitudes, or intentions is highly

suspect.”

9.1.2 Research Method Limitation of Single-Cue Studs

Another limitation that was highlighted through thentent analysis of COO studies by
Liefeld (2004) was, that in only a small numbetlw#se 105 cases that even were of multiple
cue research design, the number of choice cuesegmondent had were very limited in
number. So with only presenting the respondentra simall range of cues, the COO cue gets
inevitably highlighted more and the respondenksliness to chose the COO cue increases.
This overestimation of COQO’s importance in conswhewaluation and buying processes is

also highlighted by Usunier (2006, p.63), who refer a meta-analysis done by Peterson and
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Jolibert (1995), who analyzed 52 COO studies amthdoout that the average effect of COO
that was measurable in consumers’ perception alaadis quality and reliability was 0.30
when considering only single-cue studies. But wh#rer cues were added to COO, as for
example brand, price or store in multiple cue ft8dCOO effects dropped down to 0.16. The
effect of a product’'s/brand’s COO information omsomers’ purchase intention was 0.19 for
single-cue studies, whereas dropped to a low OlEhwverigin was considered in combination
with other attributes.

These existing grievances in previous COO reseatnods is a topic that was also picked
up by Johansson (1993, p.80), who states that “wierassessment of the country-of-origin
effects is done by simply asking people to assedmands or products and countries, the
measurement problem is acute”, as “this calls thentry-of-origin into salience much more

than warranted in a real purchasing situation”.

To prove the assumption that previous findings @CCstudies show a high degree of biased
results, further research which applies not omlgdistic research methods but also allows to
test consumers unobtrusively, is needed, to inyasito what extent, if at all, the perceived
country of origin plays a role in consumers’ bramdgment and choice, and how consumers’
evaluations of other brand cues (e.g. quality, grimnovation, reliability, design) are
influenced by their perceived COO of the brand.

9.2 Choice and Justification of the Method

Due to the previous research method limitations taedresulting reasonable assumption that
previous findings in COO studies show a high degfdgiased results, further research where
consumers are unobtrusively tested is needed tw glieether COO effects can be observed
in consumers’ brand perception and/or brand evalugrocesses and/or purchase decisions.
This is also in line with the statement of Lief¢&D04, p.95), that "'methodologies with better
external validity also are needed. Consumer sciénde great need of methodologies that
unobtrusively discover the product attributes thahsumers acquire and use in choice
situations and the role those attributes play éendoices made”. Also Liu and Johnson (2005,
p.95) “call for more innovative, experimental resdd to show consumers’ COO cue
information processing and to highlight that “tHéeets of COO may not always be direct,
instantaneous, and easily observable” as “even wbemmediate and discernable effects of
COO are observed, COO could still make a differenche long run.”
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9.2.1 Improved Marketing Research Methods

In the history of COO research “little change hasured as concerns research methods
which are based primarily on psychometric instruteesnd survey data.”(Usunier, 2006,
p.61). Liefeld (2003, p.12) questions “the validity using surveys and other interfering
linguistic methods to collect data” and states tiwatually none of the consumer behavior
research reported in academic journals measuresuamessfully predicts actual consumer
behavior. Instead, it reports on remembered (oginel) beliefs and rating scale attitudes
and intentions, as reported by survey respondentgedponse to obtrusive and transparent
guestioning. Consumer research does not have theatbristics of science. Nor does it
provide valid measure of what consumers actualhktim their everyday lives. We've fallen
into the trap of using unscientific, easy, quickdacheap research styles.”, as consumer
researchers “avoid the difficulties of developinwphbtrusive, non-invasive methods” (Liefeld,
2002, p.87).

This need for a new marketing research technichag, dives marketers better insights into
consumers’ thoughts and behaviors, as well as all@searchers to get access to consumers’
beliefs and emotions, that even they themselvesimaevare of, was also noticed and picked
up by Gerald ZaltmanThe idea behind Zaltman’s (1997) improved reseé&chnique is to
enhance insights into consumers’ perceptions, bingithem the opportunity to express
themselves, their feelings, experiences, attit@hesbeliefs not only through words, but also
by using pictures and images, that research stadicipants pick from a given set, during the
research process. According to Zaltman (1997, p,488oducing these visual aids allows
the researcher to get access to respondents’ “rioalyespecially visual, channels of thought
and communication”. Another advantage of using alisaols in Marketing Research is, that
“having participants collect stimuli increases tiileelihood that important but previously
unconsidered issues will be uncovered” (Zaltmar§719.428), whereas at the same time
such projective techniques allow to unobtrusiveBasure each effect that should be tested in
a respondent’s brand perception.

In fact, as already mentioned above, today's Mangetesearch still mainly uses the
traditional, quantitative and word-based methodsth&@ general marketing research view is
that “psychological states, such as thoughts, rfgs]i beliefs, and opinions (...) are not
directly accessible to anyone but the respondenti &an be obtained only through
language” (Bradburn, 1983; in Liefeld, 2002, p.86).
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This contradicts to a certain extent the fact thatmajority of individuals has the tendency to
process information visually (cf. Hansen, 1981)dAaven though academic research in the
fields of Psychology, Anthropology and Sociologyshaready adopted improved research
methods that are screen-related, these technigaes hot generally been accepted in
Marketing research to this day.

According to Blimelhuber (2004, p.572) Marketingearch techniques also need to become
more interpretative and visual, as this would hegrketers to overcome the problem of the
products’ and brands’ information overload of cansus that limits previous research
techniques. Qualitative visual research methods ldvgorovide deeper insights into
consumers’ macro-information as well as their ulyiigg relevant micro-information.

This need for overcoming the language barrier thasts in the methods of previous and
current consumer research is also discussed bgldi€2003, p.14) who questions whether
the results obtained through previous researchitivastigated by simply asking consumers
obtrusively about the influence a brand’s COO infation has on their beliefs, attitudes and
intentions are valid predictors of consumers’ dchehavior and who further states: “It's an
assumption that asking the right question will jpdevvalid information. What if the act of
asking the question creates an answer where nanaopsly existed? As Gertrude Stein
mused ‘Suppose no one asked a question. What wloaill@nswer be?’

Blumelhuber (2004) argues, that especially in brnasgarch, the introduction of visual tools
would be very useful. As an individual’'s image dbrand is the outcome of a combination of
his perceptions and beliefs, it is hard for consunte put their thoughts, their beliefs, their
emotions and their knowledge of a particular bramd words. Giving consumers the
opportunity to express themselves also on a viewal, so through pictures, makes it easier
for them to communicate how they actually perceavearticular brand and present a full
picture of a brand’s image they actually have imaniAnother advantage of also introducing
a visual aspect in the research design is thapitttares also fulfill a stimulus function in the
research process, which makes it easier for a nelgmd to get access to his latent beliefs and
feelings, in turn also to express them, as welbasdmit which brand information cues he has
processed and that had influence on his brand p&roe

This is also in line with what Josiassen and Hayza008, p.266}ktate for future COO
research: “Research into memory access showsntipdicit memory correlates strongly with
judgements, even in situations where explicit mgnalmes not (Kardes, 1986). Consequently,
we recommend that recent calls (e.g. Shapiro amhKan, 2001; Grimes and Kitchen, 2007)

for more research into the role of implicit memarg extended to COO research.”
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The introduction of a visual dimension in the reskaprocess, as Zaltman (1997) and
Blumelhuber (2004) have proposed should also bsoredble if they rely on accepted theories
in Psychology. Drawing upon Psychology, an indialdabsorbs 90% of total information
visually (Legewie & Ehlers, 1994, p.83), and taaegk extent this picture absorption process
works automatically just as an individual does wontrol this information processing.
Therefore in the majority of cases, images areivedebefore words are in communication
(Esch, 2001, p.134; in Herz, 2007, p.31). And aticgy to Kroeber-Riel and Esch (2000,
p.145; in Herz, 2007, p.31) text elements commueity far less information than pictures
do, and the verbal transmission of information i schmmore time consuming, partial and by

far less impressive than a visual illustration.

9.2.2 Research Method I: Brand Bricolage Method

According to Blumelhuber (2004, p.576) the brandge that an individual has as a construct
in mind is very similar to a collage, as both congbmultiple elements to a new scope of
associations. Therefore, Brand Bricolage is a goethod to elicit brand knowledge that is
stored in an individual’'s memory.

A given set of magazines, brochures and journalsyell as pens in multiple colors, scissors
and glue is given to the respondent and out ofgthen material he is supposed to create a
collage. As the respondent is confronted with a sasunt of visual and verbal stimuli in the
material provided for the creation of his collaged d&nas the possibility to choose and pick
those elements for his collage design, that woudst lvepresent his thoughts and feelings
about the particular brand under investigation, ghiat material will also provide a lot of
different stimuli while not biasing the respondenthoice. The image selection process
brings the respondent to filter out certain infotima and code only those matters that are of
particular importance. Therefore the Brand Bricelagethod (Blimelhuber, 2004) can be
classified as an unaided projective visual expvessechnique and is used to capture the
holistic construct of a brand image in the constsmaind at all levels (Rook, 2006; Hofstede
et al., 2007).

The high validity of each collage refers to thetféiwat this method is autonomous of a
participant’s creative talent and verbal skills. dreate a collage gives each respondent the

equivalent opportunity to express his thoughts dmaliefs about a particular brand.
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Additionally pictures give people the chance totdrettommunicate their emotions and
intuitions about a brand, than words in their omaahsionality do. (cf. Blimelhuber, 2004;
Herz, 2007)

As no picture or image is self-explanatory, it ddaiherefore better be viewed as a metaphor
that serves the function of communicating the tnueaning of something via an indirect
round-about way. So to understand what the respuratgually intended to say through a
chosen image, it is important that the researcimeowers the meaning behind. To make
image interpretation as valid and objective as iptssand limit researcher’s freedom of
interpretation, each individual participant should a follow-up interview explain his
designed collage, its general composition and tidertlying reasons, the meaning and tenor
behind each chosen image, picture or textual ritisin as well as talk about possible missing
elements. A standardized follow-up interview gugh®uld assure that the interpretations of
respondents’ collages are comparable and the dateséaful for analysis. (cf. Zaltman &
Coulter, 1995; Zaltman, 1997 ) Thus, this reseéechnique where a combination of a visual
and a narrative dimension in the research methatpment one another and balance each
other's weaknesses should help brand marketinguresers to enhance their understanding
and interpretation of how consumers perceive aiquéatr brand (cf. Zaltman, 1997,
Blumelhuber, 2004).

The Brand Bricolage method allows to perfectlydullthe idea of this research work, that in
this study, the fact that consumers may not knantthe COO of a brand should be ignored,
and rather tests if an individual's perceived CQ43 hAny effect on his brand perception and
evaluation. As this research further assumes, twatsumers tend to process origin
information in a rather automatic than controlledrmer and therefore, the COO cue works
on a higher and more latent level than other brare$ and is some information that is harder
for consumers to communicate, the collage technghauld also provide a good research
methodology. As respondents are confronted withast wmount of different pictures and
sentences in the collage designing process, thalt fu stimulus function, this will give
individuals the opportunity to get easier accesth#ir latent beliefs and feelings and in turn,
also to express those, that are of particular itapoe, whereas what a respondent chooses
from the material provided is beyond any reseaisl@as.

As already defined in the theoretical parts of thégper, a brand can be seen as an image
construct in a consumer’s mind. Therefore, the inaiga brand refers to the perceptions and

beliefs consumers hold. These are further refleictéldeir brand associations which they hold
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in memory (cf. Kotler & Keller, 2006). So with reénce to the Associative Network model,
which has already been presented in much detadhapter 4.2.2, each respondent will
primarily express those brand associations he/st®e ilm memory, that are of particular
strength, favorability or un-favorability and unaness in the design of his collage about a
particular brand. Thus, by making use of a colksghnique in this research study will further
help to determine the relative importance consuattash to a brand’s country of origin.

As “country-of-origin is not merely a cognitive c(e.) but also relates to emotions, identity,
pride and autobiographical memories” (Roth & Diaopatulos, 2008, p.8) all these possible
elements of a brand’s COO in an individual respotiddorand perception will be considered

with the adoption of the Brand Bricolage methodhiis research study.

Therefore, in this research work this improved radtiogy approach of the Brand Bricolage
method, that gives respondents the possibilityolmraunicate not only on a verbal basis, but
also by using visual tools, will be applied, asthilows to unobtrusively test the COO effect
in consumers’ brand perceptions on a non-verbal J@lows research participants to express
things they might be unaware of and will providéetter picture of consumers’ holistic

thinking.

9.2.3 Research Method II: In-Depth Interview

In line with what Zaltman (1997, p.435) argues tiesearch methodologies, like the collage
technique, are good to be “incorporated in thegesf new and existing research techniques,
as they can provide qualities of customer thoulgat are absent in standard research tools”,
the approach of this research study will furthes@dhe research method of an Individual In-
Depth Interview as this is a method of qualitatigeearch, that “is used to develop a deeper
understanding of consumer attitudes and the reabehsd specific behaviours”(Wilson
2006, p.107).

As already mentioned the major advantages of thedBricolage method are that it covers a
visual as well as a narrative dimension in theaeseprocess and the fact that the respondent
is confronted with a lot of different stimuli dugrhis picture collection process for designing
his collage, and respondent’s choice for one owvether picture is totally unaided, these
stimuli are completely out of any researcher’s bidtese stimuli as well as their
complementary explanation and interpretation infdlew-up interview should be seen as a

connecting factor for even further research. Thievation of a respondent’s latent beliefs
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about a particular brand and the automatically g¢gsed information cues in a participant’s
collage creation and the follow-up interview shothérefore help the individual to enhance
his awareness of those information cues that hewastually processed automatically rather
than controlled and provide a basis for topics thatindividual will emphasize and discuss in
more detail in even further questioning.

With the appliance of the Brand Bricolage methodhis study’s approach, the questions of
whether a consumer explicitly takes a brand’s C@@rmation cue into account when
evaluating brands and making purchase decisioni$,haris aware of the fact that a brand’s
COO possibly influences his general perception &rand, or if a COO cue’s importance
varies between product categories, or how the CQ® works in a respondent’'s brand
evaluation processes and purchase decisions, ana lhespondent actually makes use of and
relies on COO information and its relative impodarnto the individual, will still remain

unanswered.

So to scrutinize whether any explicit COO effectaiparticipant’s general brand evaluation
processes and purchase intentions can be obserded éurther determine the role a brand’s
origin cue plays in individuals’ buying behavioppdying the research method of Individual

In-Depth Interviews in this research study willba¥ito provide further insights.

Pertaining to the aim of this research study, iptdeinterviews in its unstructured and

flexible approach should go beyond the topic ofstoners’ pure brand images, and provide
even richer insights and more information aboutscomers’ actual brand evaluation processes
as well as give a better understanding of the fadtmat have influence on consumers’ actual

brand evaluations and purchase intentions for amnaga particular brand.
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10 The Research Study

In the following section a detailed explanationtloé structure of this research study will be
given. The product category in which the brands Wexe under investigation in this research
study compete will be discussed briefly. Each eftino brands that were used as a stimuli in
the first two steps of this research process uslb &e presented. This chapter will close with
a presentation of this study’s sample charactesisti

10.1 Structure of the Research Process

The methodological approach of this research stadddhere to a research process that is
based on three complementary parts. According toand Johnson (2005, p.89) “a major
difficulty in studying automatic and controlled pesses is that experimental tasks used to
demonstrate automatic processing might be contaednaith controlled processing, and vice
versa.” So the major advantages of this three stsparch process are, that it allows to
overcome the limitations of each single researchthate when applied in isolation of
unobtrusively measuring respondents’ controlled vasll as automatically processed
information cues, and that it is possible to measurd understand all three possible aspects
of consumers’ COO cue processing at the same timagé,is consumers’ cognitive, affective
and normative processing of a brand’s COO cue.

Therefore, the approach of this research work istép out of common research methods
previously applied in studies that investigated Cé¥fects and overcome previous constraints
about innovative research techniques in Internatidarketing research, to gain new insights
in a widely explored research field and present rasvspectives of COO effects in
consumers’ brand perceptions, evaluation procemségurchase decisions. In the design of
this research process the two research methods Bxfaad Bricolage technique and an
Individual In-Depth Interview, that have alreadyebepresented in theory in chapter 9 of this
thesis, are applied and combined.

Hence, the structure of the research process i$olksvs: The first step refers to a
respondent’s collage creation about his perceptwbnone of the two brands under
investigation, so either Almdudler or Red Bull. §oarantee the validity and objectivity of
collage interpretation, in a next step, each redponis asked to participate in a follow-up

interview to explain his collage. The third andtlsige in this research process is concerned
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with consumers’ brand evaluation processes andnguyitentions in general. So in an
individual in-depth interview even further questimyn about a respondent’s general brand
evaluation processes and his general buying behasaecthe topics emphasized. The in-depth
interview is again split into two parts, whereas finst part of the interview gives attention to
unobtrusively testing whether a COO effect can bseoved by indirectly asking a study
participant about his general buying behavior, brend evaluation processes and important
brand factors that have influence on his purchadentions and decisions in general.
Depending on a respondent’s answers obtained ifirgtgpart of the in-depth interview, in
part two the topic of a respondent’'s COO cue usageither unobtrusively, so in case a
respondent has himself and unaidedly revealedagbie bf his COO cue usage in his brand
evaluation processes, or obtrusively, as the CQ@ ts initially revealed by the researcher,
tested. Therefore, in the second part of this wer, either obtrusively or unobtrusively, the
COO effect on consumers’ brand perception, evalnaéind purchase intention is directly
under question.

Now each step of this research approach will lstitated in more detail:

1. Collage

At first a respondent is confronted with a partecubrand name of either one of the two
brands that serve a stimulus function for partictpaso either Aimdudler or Red Bull. The
respondent should have some purchase experiertbe iparticular product category of soft
drinks and has to be aware of the specific brand henfronted with. As already discussed in
much detail in chapter 4.2.1 of the theoreticalt mdrthis work, the fact that respondents’
brand awareness will be rechecked will assure tthatbrand node of the stimuli brand is
strongly enough positioned in each individual's noeyn so that each study participant has
the ability to have access to that informationadle@f the stimuli brand and further recall
certain brand information he/she has stored in mmgmia terms of the two underlying
dimensions of the concept of Brand Awareness, ia #tudy, only respondents’ brand
recognition performance will be checked. Theref@ach study participant will directly be
asked whether he/she knows the particular stinrald by representing the brand simply as a
cue.

Then, if a certain level of an individual’'s brandaeness is assured, each participant is asked
to create a collage that would be as representasvpossible of his/her perception of the

particular brand under study.
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The material for creating the collage is providedhe researcher and consists of a given set
of magazines (random assortment of 6-8 magazinesné&iin, Wiener, Compliment, miss,
Sport Magazin, Profil, Format, Gesund Leben, Nesvsjedia, Trend, Diva) and advertising
material (Zielpunkt, Hofer), scissors, glue and pém different colors. With the material
provided the respondent is supposed to create kgeolin about 30 minutes’ time.
Respondents are told in advance that there isgind or wrong in designing the collage and
that they are allowed to write anything they waat, or pull out any word, sentence or picture
from the printed material, can fold it, glue it,dado whatever they want as it would be

representative for their view of the particulansilus brand.

So the first part of the three step approach gbaoedents’ collage design should provide a
holistic view of respondents’ implicit brand pertieps and bring to light whether an implicit
COO effect in consumers’ brand perceptions candserwed and measured.

Each collage is digitally photographed and pictusse Appendix E).

2. Follow-up Interview to Collage

Right after each respondent has finished desighiagcollage, each participant should in a
follow-up interview, as the second step of thiseegsh process, explain his collage and the
meaning behind his chosen design.

The interview to each participant’'s collage followas standardized interview guide (see
Appendix D) that is based on the Zaltman Metaphlicit&tion Technique (ZMET) (cf.
Blimelhuber, 2004; Zaltman & Coulter, 1995; Her@02):

Mental map:The respondent should give insights into his galdesigning procedure

and indicate whether his image choice was planedor® beginning to create his/her

collage or was rather on impulse when inspired Hey material found in the set of

magazines.

» Central constructThe respondent explains the general compositidnisofollage.

» Storytelling: The respondent is asked to explain the contergagh of his chosen
images.

» Sorting: The respondent should sort his chosen imagesdingado their meaning.

* Most representative imagdhe respondent is asked to name the image thabst

important to him.
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* Emotional imagesThe study participant explains which images rébeany personal
experiences with the brand under investigation.
* Missing imagesThe respondent should explain which images mightmitssing and

explain their relative importance.

Zaltman’s (1997) idea, that no picture or imagée theespondent has chosen for the design of
his collage is self-explanatory, and should theeefze viewed as a metaphor, that serves the
function of communicating the true meaning of sdnmgj the participant wants to say via an
indirect round-about way, is adopted in an adjudteth in this research study. This study
follows the view that pictures can serve as a ntetgut will not generally assume that each

and every picture necessarily serves a metaphotifumand has a deeper meaning behind it.

Therefore, the second step in this research prootss follow-up interview allows the
researcher to understand and uncover what eacbn@spt wants to say with or through each
of his chosen pictures or images. This limits redea’s own interpretation and therefore
enhances the validity of the data. This and the flaat each interview follows the same
standardized interview guide, enhances the comhityais the overall data.

Each follow-up interview is not only recorded bhe tinterviewer also takes notes during the

interview.

3. In-Depth Interview

Up to this point of the research process the rekearhas an understanding of how each
respondent generally perceives the particular brartter investigation and knows whether a
brand’s COO plays a role in an individual’'s gengrablicit brand perception.

Therefore, after completion of the first two stagésollage design and follow-up interview,
the third step in this research process will be iadividual in-depth interview. The
participant’s designed collage should from now @naawhole provide an attraction or
stimulus to the respondent and serve as some kibhddge-building function to the in-depth
interview. Those cues that are processed autortigticather than controlled in an
individual's brand information processing shouldadativated through a respondent’s creation
of the collage and their explanation and transtattm a verbal basis in the follow-up

interview should enhance the participant’s awarerdshis latent beliefs and automatically
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processed brand information cues. So the topicsodstrated on the individual’s collage
should give the respondent impulses to emphasideqmound these topics.

As already mentioned, in this study approach thvd gtep of an individual in-depth interview
is again split into two complementary parts. Thistfpart of the in-depth interview is devoted
to a participant’'s general brand evaluation proegsand to important brand factors he is
conscious of and that have influence on the resparsl explicit purchase intentions in
general. Therefore, the participant is asked telyrendicate which general characteristics of a
brand he takes into account when evaluating bramdsmaking purchase decisions. Those
brand dimensions stated are emphasized, to finavbigh relative importance the individual
attaches to each of them and which are the fatbatshave influence on the respondent’s
brand dimension perception. So in the first staigt® in-depth interview the COO effect is
unobtrusively tested and consumers are asked wsdlaly about whether they use a brand’s
COO cue in their brand evaluation processes anthpae decisions.

Thus, the first part of the individual in-depthentiew should answer the question whether
consumers explicitly and unaidedly mention a brar@OO as a factor they take into account
when evaluating brands and making purchase desision

The second part of the in-depth interview inveséigathe individual's usage of a brand’s
COOQ in detalil.

In case of a respondent’s explicit and unaidedcetehn of taking account of the COO cue as
a factor when evaluating different brands and nmkpurchase decisions, or when a
participant explicitly and unaidedly states thatrand’s COO cue has influence on how he
perceives other dimensions of a brand (e.g. quaigl,...) in the first questioning part of the
in-depth interview, the respondent’'s COO cue usigeglative importance for the individual
and whether it varies between product categoriesggl$ of involvement and originating
countries is directly questioned. It is reasonaldleassume, that those respondents that
explicitly and unaidedly state their COO cue usagehe first questioning part and as a
consequence are asked in more detail about ithaereaware of the research topic under
investigation. As detailed questioning about brdimdensions is also applied to each other
brand characteristic that the respondent indicaselseing important for him, the COO effect
on these individuals’ consumers’ brand perceptidroutd very reasonably be tested
unobtrusively.

When respondents do not unaidedly and explicidyesthat a brand’s COO cue plays a role in
their buying behavior, in this second section @& ith-depth interview, the topic of a brand’s

COO cue is raised by the researcher and as a reltriisively under question. Study
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participants are directly asked whether a brand@0OCcue plays a role in their brand
perception, brand evaluation processes and purchtsgions and whether the importance
they attach to a brand’s origin eventually variesween product categories or different
COOs.

Therefore, the last stage of this study’s thre@ steproach of respondents’ individual in-
depth interviews should provide insights into wieetbxplicit COO effects can be measured
in consumers’ general brand evaluation processgparthase decisions.

Each in-depth interview follows a semi-structureteiview schedule (see Appendix D), is
taped and later on transcribed (see Appendix E9.iterview length varies between 15 and
25 minutes, as this time span allows getting eveepdr insights into consumers’ brand
evaluation processes while at the same time keepmgspondents’ attention and motivation
to answer.

Figure 20 gives an illustration of the structureto$ research process.
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Figure 20 — Structure of the Research Process
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10.2 Product Category Under Investigation

The first two steps of this study’s three step apph will investigate consumers’ perceptions
about either one of two low-involvement fast movoansumer good brands that compete in
the product category of soft drinks and non-alcmhotverages.

As this research assumes that consumers haveionitgd awareness of their actual usage of
a brand’s origin information when evaluating diéiet brands and therefore COO effect
occurrence needs to be measured on more than dicitelgvel, as one can observe the
influence of a brand’s origin cue also on an inmplievel of an individual’'s general
perception of a brand, the product category of doftks seems to be a good choice, as “the
automatic and less observable effects of COO mag lgaeater impact on products whose
purchases are determined by intuition or impul&ai & Johnson, 2005, p.95).

10.3 Brands under Investigation

The brands that serve a stimuli function to geigims into whether a brand’s COO cue
implicitly influences consumers’ general perceptaima brand are Almdudler and Red Bull.
As one major focus of this study is to investigatesther any differences in COO effects can
be observed as regards a brand’s marketing stratafjyiot so much whether any differences
between countries as a brand’s origin in consunmggseral brand perception exist, as this
would go beyond the scope of this work, both stirbtdnds used in this study originate from
Austria. The main difference between the two Aastrisoft drink brands picked for
unobtrusively testing consumers’ COO cue processirtheir brand perception processes, is
that AlImdudler follows a local branding strategyesas Red Bull is marketed globally.

10.3.1 Almdudler

Almdudler was contrived in 1957 by Erwin Klein ames his patriotic Austrian answer to

Coke, as his aim was to bring “auf der AlIm dudeft@’ tootle in the alps), which is an old

Viennese yodelling style, into the form of a spengldrink and to create the association of
Austria’s success in skiing sports and the branddAidler and incorporate Austria’s prestige
as a skiing nation in the image of the brand Almeud
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Almdudler’s strong link to its originating home cuduy is underpinned by the fact that in
1971 Erwin Klein was exclusively entitled to use tAustrian national coat of arms in his
business activities with the brand AlmdudleFor 37 years Almdudler had only been
available in Austria, but then in 1994 Almdudlearstd to be exported to Germany,
Switzerland, Belgium and Poland (whereas today Aidber is not available in Poland
anymore, as they stopped doing business there).

According to Spectra Marktforschung (20089% of the Austrian population is aware of the
brand Almdudler and after Coke, Almdudler is Aumts’ secondly most preferred soft drihk.
Concerning the brand’s marketing strategy, todamdildler investigates in organizing its
own events, does event sponsoring and sports spogsdheir advertising strategy, the
message of one of Almdudler’s first radio spots Wa&er Almdudler trinkt, liebt Osterreich!”
(Whoever drinks Almdudler, loves Austria!). Aimdediwas one of the first Austrian brands
that was promoted on TV and later on also in cinspwts. Almdudler's most important and
popular claim is “Wenn die kan Almdudler hab'n, getvieder ham™ (If they don’t have
Almdudler, I am gonna go back home!). One majonaigof the brand Almdudler is the
couple of Marianne and Jakob. This popular cougeet of Alimdudler originates from the
Austrian post-war period, where the picture of Aiasafter the reconstruction period should
be expressed, so Marianne and Jakob are showsedregsa traditional Austrian costume, in
an Alpine scenery, drinking AlmdudIgr.

10.3.2 Red Bull

The Red Bull GmbH based in Fuschl am See (Austsia3 established in 1984 by the
Austrian businessman Dietrich Mateschitz. 49% ef limited liability corporation are held
by Mateschitz, 49% by Hong Kong T.C. Agrotradingnany Limited and 2% by the
Bangkok businessman Charlem Yoovidhya. In 1987Athstrian soft drink brand Red Bull
was first introduced onto the Austrian market, Wals exported to other European countries
beginning in 1993. Between 1993 and 1997 Red Bak wtroduced onto the Hungarian,
German, U.K., Norwegian and Danish market. In 18&d Bull was launched worldwide,

whereas naming only its biggest markets here, Realtl vilBas made available in the USA,

http://www.wienerzeitung.at/Desktopdefault.aspxMis8946 &alias=wzo&lexikon=Trinken&letter=T&cob=2
42847

® http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Almdudler

* http://www.marke.at/content/knowledgebase/did_ymow/dyk_detail.asp?dykid=13
*http://www.wienerzeitung.at/Desktopdefault.aspxfie8946&alias=wzo&lexikon=Trinken&letter=T&cob=2
42847
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Brazil, Australia, the Middle East, Mexico, Canadé;. In 2006 Red Bull was available in
130 countries on every single contin@nt.

After a study of the European Brand Institute (90@8ed Bull's brand equity is 12 billion
Euro, which is the 12highest brand equity of Europeans Top Brands.

Red Bull's Marketing strategy is based on clasdieegtising, events, sponsoring of individual
sportsmen and sampling. The main focus of the bsaadvertising strategy is to create and
enhance consumers’ awareness of the soft drinkBRédnainly through sponsoring (mainly
in extreme sports), which further will generate futmers’ associations of the brand Red Bull
and the sponsored events. Red Bull has hosteds hodtorganizes its own local Austrian as
well as international sports events, does evemispang, Sponsors sports teams, has set up
its own sports teams, has founded several Red Bujects like Hangar-7 in Salzburg,
Austria, and Formula Una. A major principle in RBdIl's marketing strategy is to use no
newspaper advertisements and not to do billboaveéréiding. The most popular advertising

slogan for the brand is “Red Bull verleiht FlutiityéRed Bull makes you able to flyP).

10.4 The Study’s Sample

In total 34 brand collages were tinkered and 34lapth interviews were conducted. The
overall study sample relevant for this work coresisbf 27 respondents, whereas 9 (33.3%)
were male and 18 (66.7%) were female.

With the exception of 1 respondent who was a fremdg all other 26 study participants were
students. The average age of this student sam@@3d years.

As the first two steps of this research approacheveencerned with respondents’ general
brand perception of either one out of two differbrands that served a stimuli function, 15
study participants designed a collage and madellawfoip interview about their brand
perception of the soft drink brand Almdudler, wteerdor 12 respondents their perception of

the second soft drink brand Red Bull was explored.

® http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Red_Bull_Energy_Drink
http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Red_Bull_(Unternehmnje

" http://diepresse.com/home/wirtschaft/internati¢tss203/index.do

8 http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Red_Bull_(Unternehnjen
http://mww.redbull.com/#page=HomePage.117458028411228949053
http://mww.marketingmall.ch/portal/site/printoasp?id=453056856
http://mww.slogans.de/slogans.php?BSelect%5B%%D=9
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Sample
Gender Distribution Frequency Percent
Male 9 33.33%
Female 18 66.67%
Total 27 100.00%

TABLE 1 — S\MPLE: GENDERDISTRIBUTION

Sample
Employment Status
of Respondents Frequency Percent
Student 26 96.30%
Freelancer 1 3.70%
Total 27 100.00%

TABLE 2 — SAMPLE: EMPLOYMENT STATUS OFRESPONDENTS

Sample
Age Distribution Frequency | Percent
21 3 11.11%
22 5 18.52%
23 10 37.04%
24 5 18.52%
25 1 3.70%
26 0 0.00%
27 1 3.70%
28 1 3.70%
29 1 3.70%
Total 27 100.00%

TABLE 3 — SA\MPLE: AGE DISTRIBUTION

Sample
Brands Frequency | Percent
Almdudler 15 55.56%
Red Bull 12 44.44%
Total 27 100.00%

TABLE 4 — SAMPLE: BRANDS
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11 Results

In this chapter the findings of this qualitativesearch study will be presented in the form of

addressing the research questions that were raisedtion 8.2 of this work.

11.1 Results of Research Question 1

Research Question 1

Has a particular brand’s COO influence on consurhpesception of the branc

Is there an observable impli COO effect in consumers’ general perception
particular brand’

To answer the question of whether any implicit C&€if@ct can be observed in a respondent’s
general perception of a brand, each respondentisgeo and the additional follow-up
interview, that was conducted to uncover the meprbehind the designed collage and
transform a respondent’s non-verbal form of commatmon into a verbal form, were
conjointly analyzed by a group of researchers.

As regards consumers’ holistic perception of eitbee of the particular brands under
investigation, the fact that a brand’s COO hasugrice on consumers’ general brand

perception could be measured for 16 out of the &&mtal of 27 respondents (59.26%).

Measurable Implicit COO Effects

Frequency | Percent
COO Effect 16 59.26%
No COO Effect 11 40.74%
Total 27 100.00%

TABLE 5 — MEASURABLE IMPLICIT COO BE-FECTS
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11.2 Results of Research Question 2

Research Question
2a: Do consumers explicitly state to directly use ara‘s COO information in the

brand evaluation processes and purchase decisioags iunobtrusive research setting?
2b: Do consumers explicitly state to indirectly userand’s COO information as they t
a brand’'s COO cue to make inferences about othandbrcharacteristics in their brai
evaluation processes and purchase decisions imabtwsive research setting?

2c: Is there a measurable difference between unaidgdicit and unaided explicit CC

effects’ occurrence in consumers’ brand percepéind brand evaluation processes?

As regards the research objective of finding ouetivar consumers, who actually use COO
information, are conscious of their COO cue usage, explicitly state that a brand’s origin

has direct or indirect influence on their brandcpetion, brand evaluation and/or purchase
decision when the research subjective of a bra@®0O cue is unobtrusively tested,

respondents were asked to indicate those factatsbeand characteristics which they take
into account in their brand evaluation processeas @urchase decisions when talking about
their general buying behavior. Furthermore intesges should also explain which other cues

they use to make inferences about each of theatetidactors of importance.

Directly Indicated Influential Factors In Consumers '
General Brand Evaluation Processes

Frequency | Percent
Quality 18 66.67%
Price 14 51.85%
Brand Image 13 48.15%
Overall Brand Liking 10 37.04%
Brand's Product Packaging 5 18.52%
Perceived Risk 4 14.81%
COO 1 3.70%

TABLE 6 — DRECTLY INDICATED INFLUENTIAL FACTORS INCONSUMERS GENERAL BRAND
EVALUATION PROCESSES
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Directly Indicated Influential Factors In Consumers ' General
Brand Evaluation Processes

CoO [ 4%

Perceived Risk 7:| 15%

Brand's Product Packaging | | 19%
Overall Brand Liking | | 37%
Brand Image | ‘ ‘ | 48%
Price | ‘ ‘ | 52%
Quality | |67%

Figure 21 — Directly Indicated Influential FactdénsConsumers’ General Brand Evaluation

Processes
(values rounded)

The factor that was most frequently explicitly icatied by 18 (66.67%) study participants of
being of particular importance in consumers’ gehierand evaluation processes and purchase
decisions is a brand’s quality. Of these 18 respats] who stated that they take a brand’s
quality into consideration and who mentioned faxtthat have influence on how they
perceive a brand’s quality and which cues theytosmfer a brand’s quality, 5 or 27.78%
mentioned price; 5 or 27.78% brand image; 5 or &k bwn experiences with a brand; and
once again 5 or 27.78% recommendation of otheras,Tthese can be regarded as the most
influential factors on interviewees’ general petaap of a brand’s quality. 4 respondents
(22.22%) mentioned that reading the text on theeidignts which are indicated on a brand’s
product packaging and a product’s description essatihem to draw conclusions about the
quality of a particular brand. The fact that tharad image of the store where a particular
brand is available allows respondents to conclim®itaa particular brand’s product quality
was indicated by 3 respondents (16.67%) and twWise21{ 11.11%) a brand’s packaging was
mentioned as an indicator of a brand’s quality.ti@f 18 interviewees who stated that they

take a brand’s quality into account when evaluabrends and making purchase decisions, 1
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respondent (5.56%) unaidedly indicated using adisa@OO cue to make inferences about a

brand’s quality.

Indirectly Indicated:
Influential Factors on Consumers’ Perception of a
Brand's Quality

Frequency | Percent
Price 5 27.78%
Brand Image 5 27.78%
Own Brand Experiences 5 27.78%
Recommendation of Others 5 27.78%
Ingredients/Product Description 4 22.22%
Store Brand Image 3 16.67%
Brand's Product Packaging 2 11.11%
COO 1 5.56%

TABLE 7 — INDIRECTLY INDICATED: INFLUENTIAL FACTORS ONCONSUMERS PERCEPTION OF A
BRAND’S QUALITY

The second dominant factor in consumers’ brandueti@in processes and purchase decisions
was price (N=14; 51.85%). Out of those 14 respotsdevho indicated considering a
particular brand’s price, 10 (71.43%) argued thabrand’'s price allows them to make
conclusions about the quality of the particulamioirand for 5 (35.71%) participants the price

cue has influence on their general brand imagespéom.

Indirectly Indicated:
Consumers’ Inferences from a Brand’s Price on Other
Brand Characteristics

Frequency Percent
Quality 10 71.43%
Brand Image 5 35.71%

TABLE 8 — INDIRECTLY INDICATED: CONSUMERS | NFERENCES FROM ABRAND’ S PRICE ON
OTHER BRAND CHARACTERISTICS

The third most frequently mentioned factor that stoners take into consideration in their
brand judgments and buying decisions was the famt@ brand’s image (N=13; 48.15%),
whereas 11 study participants (84.62%) referreth&oimage of a product’s brand and 2
(15.38%) to the brand image of the store wherericpéar brand’s product is available. The
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fact that consumer take the image of a store withengpurchase a particular product or brand
into account, is already underpinned by previoushsfindings (cf. Morganosky & Lazarde,
1987; Thorelli et al., 1989).

12 times (92.31%) these 13 interviewees indicated they infer a brand’s quality from a
particular brand’s image and 5 times (38.46%) thadéviduals indicated that a favorable
brand image limits their perceived risk as regaodsuying the specific brand. 1 interviewee
(7.69%) indicated that he cannot conclude anytliogn a brand’s image. In terms of which
factors have influence on how consumers perceweéntlage of a particular brand, 3 (23.08%)
indicated that the length of time a brand is atdéan the market has a positive influence on
their brand image perception and 1 respondent ¥@)6@dicated, that how a brand is
marketed and advertised has a positive influend@hrand image perception.

Brand Image (Brand of Reference)
Frequency Percent
Product's Brand Image 11 84.62%
Store's Brand Image 2 15.38%

TABLE 9 —BRAND IMAGE (BRAND OF REFERENCH

Indirectly Indicated:
Consumers’ Inferences from a Brand's Image on
Other Brand Characteristics

Frequency Percent
Quality 12 92.31%
Perceived Risk 5 38.46%
None 1 7.69%

TABLE 10 — NDIRECTLY INDICATED: CONSUMERS | NFERENCES FROM ABRAND’ S IMAGE ON
OTHER BRAND CHARACTERISTICS

Indirectly Indicated:
Influential Factors on Consumers’ Perception of a
Brand's Image

Frequency | Percent
Brand's Time on the Market 3 23.08%
Brand's Marketing/Advertising 1 7.69%

TABLE 11 — NDIRECTLY INDICATED: INFLUENTIAL FACTORS ON CONSUMERSPERCEPTION OF A
BRAND’ S IMAGE
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A total of 10 study participants (37.04%) statedt ttheir overall liking of a particular brand
has a positive influence on how they evaluate tiamd and whether they have the intention
of actually buying a product of this brand. As tin® phases of collage creation and the
additional follow-up interview, that were used teasure whether any implicit COO effect in
a consumer’s general perception of a brand candsereed, were concerned with two
particular soft drink brands, which were used asii, it was reasonable to assume that
respondents were influenced by the fact that thet fivo stages in this three step research
approach referred to the product category of sofikd, and therefore a lot of respondents
would indicate the taste of a particular brand dactor of importance. Thus, as the “good
taste” of a brand falls in the category of an indlial's personal liking, it was included in the
factor group of an individual’s overall liking of @articular brand. Concerning those factors
these 10 interviewees indicated that the followage influence on their general liking of a
particular brand were: personal sensation (N=4; ¥Q§aality (N=3; 30%), brand image
(N=3; 30%), then if a brand is attractively market@nd advertised (N=3; 30%), product
ingredients when talking about food (N=2; 20%) andattractive brand’s product packaging
(N=1; 10%). 1 study participant (10%) indicatedttiiaa brand originates in the respondent’s
home country, this has an additional positive iafice on his personal liking of a particular

brand.

Indirectly Indicated:
Influential Factors on Consumers’ Perception of
a Brand's Overall Liking

Frequency | Percent
Personal Sensation 4 40.00%
Quality 3 30.00%
Brand Image 3 30.00%
Brand's Marketing/Advertising 3 30.00%
Product Ingredients 2 20.00%
Attractive Brand's Product
Packaging 1 10.00%
COO (local) 1 10.00%

TABLE 12 — NDIRECTLY INDICATED: INFLUENTIAL FACTORS ONCONSUMERS PERCEPTION OF
A BRAND’S OVERALL LIKING
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5 respondents (18.52%) said that they take a sgmdduct packaging into account in their
general brand evaluation processes and purchassiotsc Whereas 3 (60%) of these 5
interviewed mentioned that they make an inferertm@utaa brand’s quality from a brand’s

product packaging, 1 (20%) said a brand’s tastelaf#0%) interviewee stated that a brand’s
product packaging reduces his perceived brandks 2g40%) out of these five respondents
who stated taking a brand’s product packaging iatoount, indicated that they cannot
conclude anything from it, whereas 1 of these ttadesl that a brand’s product packaging is
just important in a spontaneous purchase situafisiregards the question of how one could
explain differences between the levels of attrartess among different brands’ product
packagings 1 respondent indicated that this is lgidpe to the fact that marketers want to
cover all different types of consumers, which diffe terms of their personal tastes and
preferences and 1 respondent indicated that hesthilhat this is because of the price

differences between brands.

Indirectly Indicated:
Consumers’ Inferences from a Brand's Product
Packaging on Other Brand Characteristics

Frequency | Percent
Quality 3 60.00%
Taste 1 20.00%
Perceived Risk 1 20.00%
None 2 40.00%

TABLE 13 — NDIRECTLY INDICATED: CONSUMERS |NFERENCES FROM ABRAND’S PRODUCT
PACKAGING ON OTHER BRAND CHARACTERISTICS

Of the total number of 27 respondents, 4 (14.81#bicated that how they perceive the risk of
buying a particular brand has influence on how tbegluate the brand and also on whether
they have the intention to actually buy the braftte factors that have influence on how these
4 respondents perceive a brand’'s associated riskg:v8 times (75%) it was stated that a
favorable brand’s image limits the risk that iscasasted with the purchase of a particular
brand, twice (N=2; 50%) a brand’s price, twice (N&D%) individuals’ own experiences

with a brand and once (N=1; 25%) the factor of anldis established quality over time were

mentioned.
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Indirectly Indicated:
Influential Factors on Consumers’ Perception of a
Brand's Associated Risk

Frequency| Percent
Brand Image 3 75.00%
Price 2 50.00%
Own Experiences 2 50.00%
Established Quality over Time 1 25.00%

TABLE 14 — NDIRECTLY INDICATED: INFLUENTIAL FACTORS ONCONSUMERS PERCEPTION OF
A BRAND’ S ASSOCIATEDRISK

The fact that respondents take a brand’s COO iotount when evaluating different brands
and making purchase decisions was explicitly amelctly mentioned by only one respondent
out of the sample of 27 persons (3.70%).

This is in line with the previous findings of Liéde(2004), that have been discussed in
chapter 7 of this work. Liefeld (2004) also invgated consumers’ COO cue usage in an
unobtrusive research setting, and in his study &riM$6 of respondents directly and unaidedly

indicated that they take a product’'s COO into aotethen making purchase decisions.

11.2.1 Results of Research Question 2a

Only 1 (3.70%) out of a sample of 27 respondentsctly indicated using a brand’'s COO
information cue in his brand evaluation processes [@urchase decisions. Therefore, only 1
unaided, direct and explicit COO effect could beameed.

11.2.2 Results of Research Question 2b

As 2 respondents (7.41%) indirectly stated usingrand’s COO information, whereas 1
interviewee mentioned making inferences from a dsarrigin cue on a brand’s quality
(3.70%) and 1 study participant (3.70%) said thataand’s COO has influence on his overall
liking and preference of a particular brand, onlyotal of 2 unaided, indirect and explicit
COO effects could be observed.
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Measurable Unaided Explicit COO Effects

Frequency | Percent
Direct Explicit COO Effect 1 3.70%
Indirect Explicit COO Effect 2 7.41%
No Explicit COO Effect 24 88.89%

TABLE 15 — MEASURABLE UNAIDED EXxPLICIT COO B-FECTS

Measurable Unaided, Indirect & Explicit COO Effects
Consumers’ Inferences from a Brand's COO on Other
Brand Characteristics

Frequency | Percent
Quality 1 3.70%
Price 0 0.00%
Brand Image 0 0.00%
Overall Brand Liking 1 3.70%
Brand's Product Packaging 0 0.00%
Perceived Risk 0 0.00%

TABLE 16 — MEASURABLE UNAIDED, INDIRECT & EXPLICIT COO E-FECTS

Concerning the research question of whether theseddferences between implicit and
explicit COO effect occurrence that can be measwkdn respondents are unobtrusively
tested about their COO cue usage in their brandepéon and brand evaluation processes,
results show, that out of the overall sample of&pondents, 16 (59.26%) incorporated the
COO cue in their collage creation about their gehperception of either one of the two
stimuli brands under investigation, whereas outhef overall sample, only 3 respondents
(11.11%) unaidedly explicitly stated that a bran@®0 cue has influence on their brand
perception, brand judgment and buying behavior. Agnthose 3 participants where an
explicit COO effect could be measured, also an ieitpCOO effect could be observed.
Therefore, the assumption that a brand’s COO cteall has influence on consumers, but
consumers lack awareness of their actual COO cageysvhich is due to the fact that most
individuals process a brand’s COO cue rather auticaily than controlled, is proved to hold

true.
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Results

11.2.3 Results of Research Question 2¢

Up to this stage of data analysis for 16 out of 2d@erespondents (59.26%), a brand’'s COO

cue processing could be measured. 3 of these H§ participants (18.75%) were actually

aware of processing a brand’s COO cue in theirdevaluation processes. Therefore, results
indicate, that out of those consumers for whomnaplicit COO effect could be measured, as

it is incorporated in their general perception gfaaticular brand, 81.25% (N=13) processed

the brand’'s COO cue automatically and therefore dvdg limited awareness of their actual

COO cue usage.

Measurable COO Cue Processing in Unobtrusive Resear ch Settings

Implicit Level Ur_@ded
Explicit Level
N % N %
COO Cue Processing 16 59.26% 3 11.11%
No COO Cue Processing 11 40.74% 24 88.89%
Total 27 100.00% 27 100.00%

TABLE 17 — MEASURABLE COO (JE PROCESSING IN UNOBTRUSIVE RESEARCH SETTINGS

41%

Implicit Level

89%

Unaided Explicit Level

O No COO Cue Processing
Il COO Cue Processing

Figure 22 — Measurable COO Cue Processing in Unsive Research Settings

(values rounded)
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Automatic vs. Controlled COO Cue Processing in
an Unobtrusive Research Setting

Frequency Percent
Controlled 3 18.75%
Automatic 13 81.25%
Total 16 100.00%

TABLE 18 — AUTOMATIC VS. CONTROLLED COO QJUE PROCESSING IN ANUNOBTRUSIVE
RESEARCH SETTING

Controlled
18.75%)

Figure 23 —Automatic vs. Controlled COO Cue Proogss an Unobtrusive Research
Setting

11.3 Results of Research Question 3

Researcl| Question 3:

3a: Do consumers who do not unaidedly mention usin@ @@ormation in their bran
evaluation processes and purchase decisions, réallgot use a brand’s COO cue at
or are consumers not just aware of their actual C&@ usage?

3b: Do cansumers who have limited awareness of their adi@D cue processing fii

of all deny COO cue usage when asked directly?

The fact that consumers did not explicitly mentisging a brand’s COO cue when asked
unobtrusively about their COO cue usage does notwroently mean that they make no use

of a brand’s origin information at all. For thosespondents where an implicit COO effect
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could be measured it could either be that theyge®a@ brand’s COO cue rather automatically
than controlled and therefore, lack awareness @if ctual COO cue usage in their brand
evaluation processes and purchase intentions partecular brand, or perhaps that a brand’s
COO cue can be observed as a neutral factor in peeception of a brand, but serves no
information function for the individuals, and thiusther plays no role in how they evaluate a
particular brand as well as has no influence oir thechase decision for a particular brand.
When explicit COO effects were rechecked througtrusiive testing of all 24 respondents
who did not indirectly or directly state taking eabd’s origin into account in their evaluation
processes, and they were directly asked whethearadts COO cue plays a role in their brand
evaluation processes, 7 of those 24 participar@®sl26) instantly indicated actually using a
brand’s origin information.

Further questioning that investigated in consum&Q0 cue usage in more detail showed,
that throughout the interview, 18 of the 24 intewees (75%) where no explicit COO effect
could be measured when asked unobtrusively, sag #Hcttually take a brand’s origin

information into account when evaluating brands awading buying decisions.

11.3.1 Results of Research Question 3a

Out of the sample of 27 respondents, 24 (88.89%ndt directly or indirectly mention taking
a brand’'s COO information into account when evahgatdifferent brands and making
purchase decisions when the subject of a brand® €@ usage was unobtrusively tested. As
this research work had previously assumed thaturoass’ COO cue processing is a rather
automatic than a controlled process, further obteuguestioning that rechecked consumers’
actual COO cue usage by directly asking study @petnts about whether a brand’s COO cue
plays a role in their judgment formation of a partar brand and/or in their purchase
behavior, showed, that throughout the interviewoll8hose 24 respondents (75%) where up
to the point of obtrusively asking respondents ahibeir COO cue usage, no explicit COO
effect could be measured, indicated that they #gtteke a brand’s origin cue into account.
Therefore, the assumption that the majority of comsrs, for which a brand’s COO cue
actually plays a role in their perception, evaloiatand purchase intention of a particular
brand, process a brand’s COO cue automaticallysholek, as out of the overall sample of 27,
explicit COO effects could be measured for 21 redgpaots (77.78%), whereas only 3 of these
21 individuals (14.29%) showed that they procebsaad’s origin information controlled and

therefore were aware of their actual COO cue usagepntrast to the remaining 18 out of
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these 21 interviewees (85.71%), who showed that dlomatically process a brand’s COO
cue and therefore lacked awareness as regardsatiteal COO cue usage. The fact that the
majority of consumers tends to process a brand’®© @€0Oe in an automatic rather than in a
controlled manner is supported by previous resefamdimgs (cf. Liu & Johnson, 2005).

Results of this study show that for only 6 out @fr2spondents (22.22%) no explicit COO

effects could be measured at all.

Exlicit COO Effects:
COO Cue Processing

Frequency Percent
Automatic 18 85.71%
Controlled 3 14.29%
Total 21 100.00%

TABLE 19 — ExpLICIT COO BEFeCcTSs COO (QJE PROCESSING

Overall Measurable COO Effects
Explicit
Implicit (unaided & aided)
N % N %
COO Cue Processing 16| 59.26% |21 77.78%
No COO Cue Processing 11| 40.74% | 6 22.22%
Total 27| 100.00% |27 | 100.00%

TABLE 20 — Q/ERALL MEASURABLE COO BE-FeCTS IMPLICIT VS. EXPLICIT
(UNAIDED&A IDED)

Overall Measurable COO Cue Processing

Implicit Level Explicit Level
Controlled Automatic
N % N % N %
COO Cue Processing 16| 59.26% | 3| 11.11% |18| 75.00%
No COO Cue Processing 11| 40.74% |24| 88.89% | 6| 25.00%
Total 27| 100.00% |27| 100.00% |24| 100.00%

TABLE 21 — OvERALL MEASURABLE COO QJUE PROCESSING
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11.3.2 Results of Research Question 3b

The assumption that consumers tend to first ofdaly that a brand’s origin information
actually has influence on how they perceive anduata a brand and on their intention to buy
a particular brand, as they do not want to givertds=archer the impression that they have
prejudices and are intolerant, is proved to holektras only 7 out of those 24 respondents
(29.17%) who did not indicated using a brand’s CO@ when asked unobtrusively,
immediately stated that a brand’s origin plays la o their brand evaluation processes and
purchase decisions when asked obtrusively andthyir&ut throughout the interview, when
respondents were asked in more detail about whéltlegrcan think of certain situations in
which they actually use a brand’s COO informatid8, of those 24 respondents (75%)
mentioned that a brand’s origin actually has inflcee on their brand perception and/or
evaluation and/or purchase intention. Therefore,oliil of 18 respondents (61.11%) who
automatically process a brand’s COO cue first bflahied taking a brand’s COO cue into
account when asked directly and obtrusively abobether they use a brand’s origin
information in their brand evaluation processesemshs in fact they actually do, as further
guestioning highlighted.

As has been highlighted in previous chapters afttinésis, these findings are in line with what
Johansson (1993) previously argued, that consuteacsto play down or deny their actual
COO cue usage more because of emotional than lagiasons, as they do not want to give
the researcher the impression that they are ioleand have prejudices, as it is less socially
acceptable to judge brands as regards their COO.

Recheck Explicit COO Effects:
COO Cue Usage/Non-Usage and Denial

Recheck Direct Question | Recheck Detailed Questions

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
COO Cue Usage 7 29.17% 18 75.00%
COO Cue Non-Usage 17 70.83% 6 25.00%
Total 24 100.00% 24 100.00%

TABLE 22 - RECHECK OFEXPLICIT COO B-FECTS
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11.4 Results of Research Question 4

Research Question ¢

4a: Can COO effect occurrence be observed at any leve&lonsumers’ wonsciou
and/or conscious brand perception and/or brand eafibn and/or purchase intenti
processes

4b: Are there differences as regards to the level elee€COO effect can be measurec
is there a difference between consumers’ implind axplicitCOO cue usage and is

brand’s COO cue rather processed automatically antoolled?

Pertaining to the question on which levels COOa#fecan actually be measured and which
differences between implicit and explicit COO effecan be observed, results show that
COO effects can be measured on a consumers’ imfdi@ind perception level (N=16;
59.26%) as well as on an explicit level (N=21; BP4j. As already discussed above, the
problem concerning COO effects that can actuallyobserved on an individual’'s explicit
level, is their measurability, which is due to comers’ limited awareness of their actual
COO cue usage, as individuals rather automati¢aliyl8; 85.71%) than controlled (N=3;
14.29%) process a brand’s origin information. Femmore, the majority of those who
automatically process the COOB tend to first ofdaihy (N=11; 61.11%) their actual usage.
For the total of 27 study participants results sfamwoccurrence of 16 implicit COO effects
(59.26%), as a brand’s COO information cue couldbserved in consumers’ collages and
the additional follow-up interview to the collage in respondents’ general perception of a
particular brand under investigation.

In the overall sample of 27 respondents, whenvrgerees were asked unobtrusively as well
as obtrusively about their COO cue usage, all In 21 explicit COO effects could be
measured (77.78%).

11.4.1 Results of Research Question 4a

Concerning the question of whether a COO effectmobserved in having influence at any
level on a consumer, so either on an individuafand perception and/or brand evaluation
processes and/or purchase intention, results sheaivfor 24 respondents of the overall
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sample of 27 study participants (88.89%) a COOceffan be measured at either an implicit
level, so in the first two stages of the researobcgss which comprised a respondent’s
collage creation and an additional follow-up intew about the individual's general
perception of a particular stimulus brand undeestigation, or/as well as can be measured
on an explicit level, so in the third step of tmesearch approach, which was due to an
individual's in-depth interview about his brand axaion processes.

Therefore, in only 3 out of 27 cases (11.11%) naOCédfect occurrence could be observed
neither on an implicit nor on an explicit level, dartherefore played no role in these

consumers’ general brand perception, brand evaluaind purchase intentions processes.

Totality of Overall Measurable COO Effects
(Implicit & Explicit)

Frequency Percent
IAny COO Effect 24 88.89%
No COO Effect 3 11.11%
Total 27 100.00%

TABLE 23 — TOTALITY OF OVERALL MEASURABLE COO E-FECTS(IMPLICIT & EXPLICIT)

11.4.2 Results of Research Question 4b

Due to the two levels on which COO effects, thadtuence consumers’ general brand
perception, brand evaluation processes and/or psecliecisions, can be measured, four
different groups of consumers emerged (see Figlye 2

The first type of consumer comprises the biggestigrout of the total 27 respondents (N=13;
48.15%), and refers to those cases where an impl@O effect as well as an explicit COO
effect could be measured throughout the threeagtepoach of this research process.

The second most common consumer type refers te stagly participants (N=8; 29.63%) for
which indeed no implicit COO effect could be measuon the projective level of the first
two stages in this research process, but for whoewertheless, a COO effect could be
measured on an explicit level. So these responasmpicitly stated in the third and last step
of this research process of an individual's in-tieipterview that a brand’s COO cue plays a

role in their brand evaluation processes and psedacisions.
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For the third consumer type (N=3; 11.11%) a COQaficould be measured only on an
implicit level, which could be observed in an indwal's general perception of a brand, but
was not measurable on an explicit level.

The last group of consumers is formed by 3 respaisd@ 1.11%) out of this study’s sample
of a total of 27 persons and refers to those iddiais where neither an implicit nor an explicit
COO effect could be measured. Therefore, a bramdgn information plays no role in the
brand perception, brand judgment and buying behafoo the members of this fourth

consumer group.

Implicit

Collage & Follow up Interview

Stage

Explicit

Stage

Only Implicit OO No
Effect CO0 Effect
13 (48.15%) — AR 8 (20.63%)

Comarolled Prooessing

—

Figure 24 —4 Types of Consumers as Regards MedsC&lO Effects
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4 Types of Consumers:
Level of Measurable COO Effect Occurrence

Frequency Percent
On Implicit & Explicit Level 13 48.15%
Only On Explicit Level 8 29.63%
Only On Implicit Level 3 11.11%
At No Level 3 11.11%
Total 27 100.00%

TABLE 24 — 4 TYPES OFCONSUMERS LEVEL OFMEASURABLE COO EFFECT OCCURENCE

Concerning the question of whether a brand’s CO@® isyrocessed rather automatically or
controlled, this research study’s results show, fitva24 (88.89%) of the sample’s total of 27
respondents, COO cue’s processing was observabteof@hese 24 study participants, only 3
(12.5%) processed a brand’s COO cue in a controtiadner, whereas all three respondents
who processed COO information in a controlled mawere individuals for whom COO
effect occurrence was measurable on an implicival as on an explicit level, so for
members of the first consumer group. The remai@ihgtudy participants (87.5%), for whom

COO cue processing could be observed, automatigadlyessed a brand’s COO cue.

11.5 Results of Research Question 5

Research Qustion 5:

5a: Which aspect of a brand’s COO cue do consumernsaligtprocess? Does the C(
cue rather fulfill a cognitive, an affective or aommative function in consume
behavior?

5b: Are there any measurable relationships regardihg tevel, where CO effec
occurrence can be measured for a consumer, andgpect of the COO cue an individ

actually processes?

Concerning the research objective of highlightingicl of the three aspects of a brand’s
origin cue consumers actually process, that is ®@0e’s cognitive, affective or normative
facet, and of finding out whether any trend concgyna combination of aspects which
consumers actually process can be observed, oal@21hstudy participants, that were either

members of the first consumer group (N=13; 48.18%) emerged out of the total sample of
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27 where implicit and explicit COO effects were sw@able in these respondents’ brand
perception, brand evaluation processes and purathessions, or of the second consumer
group (N=8; 29.63%) for which COO effect occurreneas only observable on an explicit
level were further analyzed with regard to whichetaof a brand’s origin information these
individuals actually process.

The fact that the third group of consumers for WwhacCOO effect could only be measured on
an implicit level was excluded from the further lgses of this research question is due to the
limitation of an objective and valid interpretatiof if any, and if any, which aspect each of
these 3 individuals had actually processed. Evengh it seems very reasonable that these 3
respondents, for which a brand’s origin informatamuld only be observed to have influence
on their implicit general perception of a partieulstimuli brand, but was further not
measurable on an explicit level, process a COOscafkéctive aspect and the brand’s origin
information has influence on their brand image eption, it might also be possible, that for
them, the COO cue serves only a neutral functiahtherefore has no further influence on
their feelings towards a brand, which would beime with the suggestion Ohmae (1989) that
has been highlighted in the theoretical part of thiesis, that a brand’s COO cue serves no
information or reference function for the consumer.

The reason why the fourth group of consumers foiclwvmo COO cue usage could be
measured at all (N=3; 11.11%), so neither on anliahmor on an explicit level, was
excluded from the analysis of this research quesi®due to the implication, that as these
individuals do not process a brand’s COO cue atlaly also do not process a particular facet
of a brand’s origin information.

For these 21 respondents, for which COO effectddcbe measured on an explicit level, as
what they indicated about their COO cue usage wmdsatways straight forward, a data
analysis of measuring these debatable cases ohvasigect of a brand’s origin information
these study participants actually process, isd¢ertain extent based on researcher’s intention
and on the conclusions drawn from a group discassith other researchers.

11.5.1 Results of Research Question 5a

Results show that out of the 21 respondents whdiogtkp stated using a brand’s COO cue
when evaluating brands and making purchase desiscamsumers’ processing of COO cue’s

cognitive aspect was measured 15 times (71.43%i}s aiffective facet 14 times (66.67%)
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and respondents’ processing of a brand’s originthaewas due to its normative side could
be measured 9 times (42.86%).

Processed Aspects of a Brand's COO Cue

Frequency Percent
Cognitive 15 71.43%
Affective 14 66.67%
Normative 9 42.86%

TABLE 25 - FROCESSEDASPECTS OF BRAND’'SCOO QUE

Cognitive 71%

Figure 25 — Processed Aspects of a Brand’s COO Cue
(values rounded)

The most frequently processed aspect of a bran@® Cue that could be measured refers to
the cognitive aspect of a brand’s origin informatiavhich was measurable for 15 out of the
overall 21 cases (71.43%) in what intervieweescatgid concerning their usage of a brand’s
COO cue in their brand perception, brand evalugtimtesses and purchase decisions.

Out of these 15 respondents, where COO cue’s mimgesould be observed to refer to the
way a brand’s COO cue affects the individual in M beliefs of a brand’s product itself as

well as about the product’s attributes, all 15 gtpdrticipants (100%) indicated that a brand’s
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COO cue has further influence on how they percailmand’s product quality. Looking at
those 15 individuals who referred to the cognifiwection of a brand’s COO information, the
fact that the COO cue has influence on how conssirperceive the risk that is associated
with the buying of a particular brand was mentioBetiimes (20%). This is in line with what
numerous studies that have analyzed the influeh€&0® on consumers’ perceptions have
brought to light (cf. Bilkey & Nes, 1982; Papadofmsu& Heslop, 2003). The fact that when
concentrating on the cognitive part of the COO cubas also been previously shown, that
the COO cue’s cognitive facet has merely the famctof a brand’s or product’s quality
indicator (cf. Thakor & Lavack, 2003; Roth & Diantapoulos, 2008).

The second strongest side of a brand’s origin médion that study participants have shown
to actually process refers to the cue’s affectieet, which could be ascertained as being
processed by 14 respondents out of the 21 case&/@6p which were subsequently analyzed
in more detail.

In line with what Verleegh and Steenkamp (1999%estathat COO can act as an “expressive”
or “image” attribute”, COO cue’s influence on consrs’ general brand perception could be
measured 8 times (57.14%), when the 14 participahtsreferred to the affective function of
a brand’s origin information were interviewed. 5t af these 14 interviewees (35.71%)
indicated that the fact whether a food brand oatgs from a specific country which is typical
and famous for producing specialities in the spedibod product category in which the
particular brand competes, has influence on thesfirigs about the particular food brand.
Other emotional reasons and personal feelings adbqatrticular country as a brand’s COO
that were due to respondents’ affective processfregbrand’s origin cue were mentioned by
4 of these 14 individuals (28.57%).

The function of a brand’s origin information thatutd be measured to have lowest influence
in consumers’ brand evaluation processes and pseathecisions refers to its normative side,
which was observable for 9 respondents out of thet@dy participants (42.86%). In these 9
cases where individuals’ normative processing dfrand’s origin information could be
observed, 4 (44.44%) referred to the preferenceoup a brand that originates in the
individual's home country which was assigned to thetive of supporting the home
country’s economy. 3 times interviewees (33.33%)dated that they process a brand’'s COO
cue if they make purchase decisions in producgcaies where the brand’s product freshness
is important, which would have further influence their buying behavior. The fact that

individuals process a brand’s COO cue as they w&tkécal reasons relating to certain
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countries as a brand’s origin into account in thmirchase decisions was indicated by 3

participants (33.33%).

Cognitive Processing of the COO Cue:
Indicated COO Cue's Influence on Consumers' Percept  ion

Frequency| Percent
Quality 15 100.00%
Risk 3 20.00%

TABLE 26 — GGNITIVE PROCESSING OF THEEOO QUE: INDICATED COO GJE'SINFLUENCE ON
CONSUMERS PERCEPTION

Affective Processing of the COO Cue:
Indicated COO Cue's Influence on Consumers' Feeling s

Frequency| Percent
Brand Image Perception 8 57.14%
A Country’s Speciality Product 5 35.71%
Other Emotional Reasons/Personal Feelings 4 28.57%

TABLE 27 — AFFECTIVE PROCESSING OF THEEOO QUE: INDICATED COO QUE'SINFLUENCE ON
CONSUMERS FEELINGS

Normative Processing of the COO Cue:
Indicated COO Cue's Influence on Consumers' Behavio  r

Frequency | Percent
To Support Home Country's Economy 4 44.44%
If a Brand's Product Freshness Is Important 3 33.33%
Ethical Reasons 3 33.33%

TABLE 28 — NDRMATIVE PROCESSING OF THEZEOO GQUE: INDICATED COO QUE’SINFLUENCE
ON CONSUMERS BEHAVIOR

11.5.2 Results of Research Question 5b

Concerning the question of whether any relationg@pveen the level where a respondent’s
COO cue usage occurs, that is on which level a @@€2t can be measured, and the aspect
of a brand’s COO cue a participant actually proegssan be observed, each of the four
groups of consumers that have emerged throughzanglthe data as regards the level where
COO effects can be measured in an individual’s doy@arception, brand evaluation processes
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and purchase decisions was further analyzed, tbdirt which facet(s) of a brand’s COO cue
each group’s respondents actually process. Thisoaased out to determine whether any
differences between implicit and/or explicit COOfeefs that can be measured in a
participant’s behavior towards brands and COOB <uefluence on rather a respondent’s
cognition, affect and/or conation can be observed.

For the first group of 13 consumers (48.15%) thademyed out of the sample of 27
respondents, where an implicit and an explicit C&¥fact could be measured in their brand
perception, evaluation processes and purchase tioisn COO cue’s cognitive side
processing could be measured for 10 of these J®neents (76.92%), 9 times (69.23%) this
group’s respondents’ processing of a brand’s in&diom’s affective aspect was observable
and 6 members (46.15%) of this first group of comers indicated that a particular brand’s
origin information has a normative influence onitheelying decisions.

For 5 members (62.5%) of the second consumer gtioapcomprises 8 (29.63%) of the
overall 27 respondents for whom only an explicit @@ffect could be measured in their
brand perception, brand evaluation processes arahgse decisions, COO cue’s processing
of its cognitive aspect could be measured. It ccuddobserved in 5 cases (62.5%) that
members of this second group of consumers for wthelr COO cue usage could only be
measured on an explicit level, process the affecspect of a brand’s origin information. For
3 respondents out of this second group (37.5%)suwmers’ processing of a brand’s COO
referred to its normative function.

The third group of consumers (N=3; 11.11%) wheredG£ifects occurred only on an implicit
level, so could only be measured in a respondgat'eeral implicit perception of a particular
brand, but did not occur on an explicit level, thés high evidence that these consumers
process neither COO cue’s cognitive nor its nomeatispect. And, as already mentioned
above, as data analysis concerning these indigdymbcessing of COO cue’s affective
aspect seems to be very reasonable on the one Imaindn the other hand this assumption
lacks in terms of its confirmation, the question wiich aspect of the COO cue these
individuals, for which a brand’s origin informatisninfluence could only be measured on an
implicit level, actually process, still remains nsaered.

For the fourth and last group of consumers (N=311%) for which no COO cue usage could
be measured at all, so neither on an implicit moap explicit level, it is logical that as these
individuals do not process a brand’s COO cue atth#y furthermore do not process a

particular facet of a brand’s origin information.
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Relationship Between Level Of COO Effect Occurrence & COO Cue's Processed Aspect
Implicit & Explicit |Only Explicit COO |Only Implicit COO|No COO Effects
COO Effects (N=13)] Effects (N=8) Effects (N=3) (N=3)
N % N % N % N %
Cognitive 10 76.92% 5 62.50% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Affective 9 69.23% 5 62.50% ? ? 0 0.00%
Normative 6 46.15% 3 37.50% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

TABLE 29 — RELATIONSHIP BETWEENLEVEL OF COO BE-FECTOCCURRENCE ANDCOO QJE’S
PROCESSEDASPECT

Despite the fact that those individuals for whic®@ effects could be measured on an
implicit as well as on an explicit level, seem tgess each facet of a brand’s origin cue
more heavily than those consumers for which CO@cedf could only be measured on an
explicit level, the distribution of consumers’ CQDe’s processed aspect does not show any
other trend or any major differences between the gooups of consumers that have emerged
from the different levels where COO effects could measured in respondents’ brand
perception, brand evaluation processes and purclezssons.

According to what Laroche et al. (2005, p.102) estahbout which factors determine the
extent to which COO cue’s cognitive, affective onative component is dominant, that “the
relative importance given to each of these dimerssio..) is likely to vary from person to
person and from country to country”, this reseasthdy could also not observe any
relationship between the level where consumersalgtwse, or even not use, COO

information and the function a brand’s origin cu#ilis for the individuals.

11.6 Results of Research Question 6

Research Question

6a: Are there observable differences as regards tHative importance consume
attach to a brand’'s COO cue, and if, which factdrave influence on COO cu
importance for consumers?

6b: Are there any measurable relatghips regarding the level, where COO e
occurrence can be measured for a consumer, andattters that have influence on

importance consumers attach to a brand’s COO cue?
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Concerning the research objective of finding ouemhhow and why consumers, if at all, use
a brand’s COO cue, whether there are any obserd#ifdeences as regards the role a brand’s
COO cue plays in consumers’ brand evaluation pss®sand whether the importance
consumers attach to a brand’'s origin informatioffeds between individuals, product
categories, buying situations, and/or countrieyasies with any other factor, results show,
that out of those 21 respondents for which an eXpfOO effect could be measured, 1
respondent (4.76%), who also was the only indiMidhat also directly mentioned taking a
brand’s COO cue into account when asked unobtrlysaleout it, stated that a brand’s COO
cue is of high importance to him, 3 (14.29%) intkchathat a brand’s COO cue plays only a
minor role in their brand evaluation processes amthase decisions and the majority of 17
interviewees (80.95%) indicated that the importartbey attach to a brand’s origin

information is rather limited in general, but varend depends on certain factors.

Measured Explicit COO Effects:
COO Cue's Indicated Importance

Frequency | Percent
High Importance 1 4.76%
Minor Importance 3 14.29%
Depends 17 80.95%
Total 21 100.00%

TABLE 30 — MEASUREDEXPLICIT COO BEFeCTS COO GJE’ SINDICATED IMPORTANCE

11.6.1 Results of Research Question 6a

Concerning the question of whether the importanmesemers attach to a brand’s origin
information varies with certain factors, result®whthat out of those 21 respondents where
any explicit COO effect could be measured, 18 (8%)mentioned that the importance they
attach to a brand’s COO information differs betweenntries, and 16 (76.19%) indicated
that the importance they attach to a brand’s origiiormation varies between different

product categories.
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Measured Explicit COO Effects:
COO Cue's Importance varies with

Frequency | Percent
Countries 18 85.71%
Product Categories 16 76.19%

TABLE 31 — MEASUREDEXPLICIT COO BEFeCTS COO QJE'SIMPORTANCE VARIES WITH

Out of those 21 respondents where any explicit Gff€ct could be measured, 18 (85.71%)
mentioned that the importance they attach to ad®a@OO information differs between
countries. That consumers’ perception of a braffiérdi as regards the country image these
individuals have in mind about the brand’s COOergfto the concept of Country (of Origin)
Image Effects, which has been discussed in ch&pbéithe theoretical part of this work. Out
of these 18 interviewees, for 11 (61.11%) of thbdifference as regards COO effects refers
to the concept of Country Image (cf. Roth & Dianmgatulos, 2008), as they indicated that a
particular country’s level of economic developmestt,a factor that mainly refers to how the
individuals perceive a particular country, hasuaefice on how they perceive, evaluate and/or
buy a brand that originates from that country, \ehsrmost respondents drew a line between
Western countries as a brand’s COO and/or betweeopEan or EU brands, and brands that
originate from other less developed countries. Aapinfluential factor concerning the usage
of a brand’'s origin information that was mentionkbyg 8 out of these 18 interviewees
(44.44%) was due to consumers’ preference of hauatcy’s over foreign countries’ brands.
4 of these 18 individuals (22.22%) who explicithgniioned differentiating between countries
as a brand’s COQO, indicated that a particular bsa@@®O and the overall image of that brand
have to fit, which therefore refers to the defmii@l group of COI effects that is due to Brand-
Country Image (cf. Roth & Diamantopoulos, 2008)ttese individuals examine the image of
a brand and the image of the country where theifspbcand originates each in isolation, but

also see an interaction of these two.
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Indicated Differences between Countries concerning
COO Cue's Importance

Frequency Percent
Country Image 11 61.11%
Home vs. Foreign COO 8 44.44%
Brand-Country Image 4 22.22%

TABLE 32 — NDICATED DIFFERENCES BETWEENCOUNTRIES CONCERNINGCOO QJE'S
IMPORTANCE

16 of those 21 study participan&(19%), whaexplicitly stated that they take a brand’s COO
cue into account when the subject of a brand’smrigormation was either unobtrusively or
obtrusively under questionjndicated that the importance they attach to a disamrigin
information varies between different product categgo The fact that consumers prefer
particular countries in particular product categerias a brand’s COO is underpinned by

previous research (cf. Roth & Romeo, 1992).

Out of these 16 consumers, the product categonieshich these interviewees indicated
attaching great importance to a brand’s COO cuevaridh therefore have been stated most
often refer to the car industry (N=8; 50%) and faodjeneral (N=8; 50%). 7 out of those 16
study participants (43.75%) mentioned that theyetak brand’s origin information into
account when evaluating and buying in the prodattégory of technical products. A brand’s
COO cue’s importance was also highlighted by 4hoke 16 respondents (25%) for product
categories in which a particular country is famdos producing specialty goods and
delicacies, as for example, Greece, where olivesaadelicacy or Switzerland which is
famous for producing very good chocolate. The that a brand’s COO cue plays a role in
unbranded product categories like vegetables,sfretit was also mentioned 4 times (25%),
which is in line with what has been discussed attieoretical part of this work, as Hong and
Wyer (1989, 1990) and Bloemer et al. (2009) haveaaly found out that the availability of
additional product/brand information to the consuimes further influence on the importance
consumers attach to a product’s or brand’s COOatukethat consumers tend to much more
rely on the origin cue in single-cue settings. Wiegplaining the fact that individuals attach
much more importance to COO information when ewaigaproducts that compete in
unbranded product categories, like e.g. wine, mesgetables or fruits, by referring to the
COO-ELM model (see chapter 6.1) when ignoring timetision of an individual’'s COO-
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prior knowledge, the only case in which the COO-EbMdel predicts that consumers will
process the origin cue via the direct route, wHiatther enhances the extent to which the
COO cue will actually influence the consumer in lagtitude formation towards a
product/brand, is due to situations where littlenorinformation about other product attributes
or brand characteristics is available.

COOQ'’s importance in the product category of clothness mentioned 3 times (18.75%),
whereas 1 of these 3 participants indicated, thahe moment he cannot take a clothing
brand’s COO into account in his final purchase sieaqi, as his limited budget situation does
not allow him to do so at the moment. 2 out of ¢h&6 respondents (12.50%) indicated that
they care more about a brand’s origin when theyuew@ brands and make purchase decisions
in product categories in which the factor of a ptts freshness is important (e.g. meat,
vegetables, fruits). A product category where CQ@<importance was also highlighted by

1 respondent (6.25%) was cosmetics.

Indicated Product Categories of COO Cue Importance

Frequency Percent
Car Industry 8 50.00%
Food in General 8 50.00%
Technical Products 7 43.75%
Speciality of particular COO 4 25.00%
Unbranded Product Categories 4 25.00%
Clothes 3 18.75%
Food where Freshness is important 2 12.50%
Cosmetics 1 6.25%

TABLE 33 — NDICATED PRODUCTCATEGORIES OFCOO QJE IMPORTANCE

By referring to the ELM model by Petty and Caciofd986), that has been discussed in
much detail in section 3.4.2 of the theoreticalt pair this work, consumer’s evaluation
tendency to process a brand’s COO cue as a sodragfoomation, when evaluating a
particular brand, is determined by the cue’s usefss and value for the consumer. In other
words, the more valuable a particular informatioe & for an individual, the more motivated
the consumer will be to process such a cue. Asntipertance consumers attach to a brand’'s
COO cue in general is shown to be rather minase@ms reasonable that as the majority of
consumers lack in terms of their motivation to s a brand’s origin information (and

probably also in terms of their ability and oppaoity, but this cannot be confirmed by this
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research study) the country-of-origin cue followe tperipheral route in most consumers
attitude formations towards a particular brand.

This presupposition is also underpinned by the CGEX® model of Bloemer et al. (2009)
which has been described in much detail in chaptarthis thesis. Even though this model is
based on the implicit assumption that consumersaarare of the correct origins of the
products and brands on the market, which has beewrsto be rather limited in fact (cf.

Samiee et al., 2005; Hennebichler, 2006; Balab&ridsamantopoulos, 2008) and is therefore
ignored in this research study, the model show, @h all levels of consumers’ COO-prior
knowledge and for all underlying cognitive dimemsoof individuals’ COO cue processing,
in all except one situation, consumers processroiigformation via the peripheral route,

which further means that COO cue’s influence in stoners’ evaluation processes is

marginal.

11.6.2 Results of Research Question 6b

Concerning the research question of whether tisea@y measurable relationship between the
level where a COO effect is observable to occuannindividual's brand perception, brand
evaluation and/or purchase intention processestla@dactors of variance as regards the
importance a consumer attaches to a brands COQttiee 4 different consumer types that
could be identified as regards the different levdiere COO effects could be measured, only
those two groups of consumers for whom a COO effet measurable on an explicit level
were further analyzed as regards the factors thae hnfluence on the importance the
individuals attach to a brand’s COO cue.

Here it was observable, that all 13 study partigcipdor whom an implicit and an explicit
COO effect could be measured in their brand pel@me@nd evaluation processes, indicated,
that the importance they attach to a brand’'s CO®waries with different countries (N=13;
100%), compared to only 5 of the 8 (62.5%) respatsldor whom a COO effect was
observable only on an explicit level.

In contrast, the fact that COO cue’s importanceegawith different product categories was
mentioned by 7 of those 8 respondents (87.5%) fawnwv COO effect occurrence was only
measurable on an explicit level, compared to 9hoké 13 study participants (69.23%) for
whom an implicit and an explicit COO effect was @bhsble.

These results show, that for individuals from thretfconsumer group (N=13), for whom

COO effects were measurable on an implicit as aglbn an explicit level, the importance
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they attach to a brand’s COO cue varies much mdafedifferent countries as a brand’'s COO
(N=13; 100%), than between different product categaN=9; 69.23%)

For those consumers from the second consumer dida®) for whom COO effects were
measurable only on an explicit level, COO imporean@aries more as regards different
product categories (N=7; 87.50%) than between miffecountries as a brand’s COO (N=5;
62.50%).

Relationship between COO Effect Occurrence & Factor s of COO Cue's
Varying Importance

Implicit & Explicit Only Explicit COO
COO Effect (N=13) Effect (N=8)
N % N %
Countries 13 100.00% 5 62.50%
Product Categories 9 69.23% 7 87.50%

TABLE 34 — RELATIONSHIP BETWEENCOOQO B-FECTOCCURRENCE ANDFACTORS OFCOQO
CUE’S VARYING IMPORTANCE

11.7 Results of Research Question 7

Research Question
Are there any differences as regards observable G&#@cts in consumers’ bra

perceptions and brand evaluation processes of dgleb@sus locl brands?

As the two brands that served a stimuli functiothia first two steps of this research process
differ in the way they are marketed, whereas tre¢ Brand Almdudler follows a local and the
second brand, Red Bull, follows a global branditrgtegy, another question this research
work addresses is, whether there are any diffeeeaseregards measurable COO effects in
consumers’ brand perceptions, brand evaluationgss®s and purchase intentions between
these two brands.

The fact that this research study allows to preagpitture of consumers’ holistic perception
of either one of the two stimuli brands and furtben answer the question of whether any

implicit COO effect can be observed in a resporidaggneral perception of a brand, for the
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locally marketed brand Almdudler, which was thensii brand for 15 respondents out of the
total sample of 27 (55.56%), the brand’s COO cuddcbe measured to have influence on
how 11 out of these 15 individuals (73.33%) gergnaérceive Almdudler. In contrast, for
the second stimuli brand, Red Bull, which followglabal marketing strategy, out of the 12
study participants who made a collage about Red &ull explained it in an additional
follow-up interview, only 5 (41.67%) implicit COQfects could be measured.

These results highlight that a brand’s origin imfation has much more influence on

consumers’ perception of a locally marketed brammared to a globally marketed brand.

Implicit COO Effects: Local vs. Global Brands

Almdudler (local)|Red Bull (global)
N % N %
Implicit COO Effects 11] 7333% |5| 41.67%
No Implicit COO Effects 4| 26.67% 7 | 58.33%
Total 15| 100.00% ]12| 100.00%

TABLE 35 — MPLICIT COO BE-FECTS LOCAL VS. GLOBAL BRANDS

Implicit COO Effects: Local vs. Global Brand

27%

58%

ONo Implicit COO Effects
@ Implicit COO Effects

73%

42%

Almdudler (local) Red Bull (global)

Figure 26 — Implicit COO Effects: Local vs. Gloligiand
(values rounded)
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As explicit COO effects were measured in the tistep of this research process which were
concerned with consumers’ general brand evalugiimcesses and purchase decisions and
did not refer to either one of the two stimuli balanit makes no sense to differentiate between
global and local brands as regards to explicit C&fect occurrence in this study’s results.
But a very interesting aspect of explicit COO effecthat could be observed in what
respondents indicated about their general branbh@van processes and purchase decisions,
refers to the fact, that for each of the 3 indialdu(11.11%) out of the total of 27 respondents
who either directly or indirectly, but unaidedly ni®ned to take a brand’s origin cue into
account when evaluating brands and making buyimjsaas, the stimuli brand in the first
two steps of this three step research approachtheasocally marketed brand Almdudler.
Therefore, it seems reasonable that for thesedy garticipants for whom an unaided explicit
COO effect could be measured, their controlled @ssmg of a brand’s COO cue was to a
certain extent due to the fact that their COO cwaraness was still stimulized by their
creation of a collage about their perception of ltteal brand Almdudler, and moreover, as
results have shown, the probability that consumessess a brand’s origin information cue in

their brand perception of a local brand is higlhantit is for global brands.

Unaided Explicit COO Effects:
Local vs. Global Stimulus Brand

Frequency| Percent
Stimuli Brand Almdudler 3 100.00%
Stimuli Brand Red Bull 0 0.00%
Total 3 100.00%

TABLE 36 —WNAIDED EXPLICIT COO BEFECTS LOCAL VS. GLOBAL STIMULUS BRAND
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12 Discussion

Even though COO effects are one of the major topicprevious International Marketing
Literature and a vast amount of studies refersheimpact a product’s or brand’s origin
information has on consumers’ perception and evialugrocesses and purchase decisions
(cf. Bilkey & Nes, 1982; Papadopoulos & Heslop, 20Diefeld, 2004), the country-of-origin
domain still is one of the most controversial feeld Marketing Literature.

“Most of the recent country-of-origin studies prd&ius with little generalizable knowledge”
(Ozsomer & Cavusgil, 1991, p.274), and ‘it is fostance still unclear if, how and to which
extent the COO-effect impacts on consumer evalnstidhese ‘if, how and to which extent
guestions’ hinge on the nature of the COO-effeBtbémer et al., 2009, p.63).

The fact, that most research results of previoudiss that investigated consumers’ COO cue
usage are not valid predictors of consumers’ adbgddavior is due to the limitations of
previous research methods applied, by on the ond bhbtrusively asking respondents about
the influence a product’s or brand’s origin infotioa has on their opinions, beliefs, attitudes
and intentions and by on the other hand only ptesgmespondents a very small range of
cues besides the COO cue from which they can chedseh both resulted in the COO cue
getting inevitably highlighted more than it actyakflects reality.

To prove the assumption that previous findings @QCstudies show a high degree of biased
results, this research also applies research methgdvhich consumers are unobtrusively
tested.

Furthermore, this research study at hand followsidea that “brand and origin cues may also
influence consumers’ implicitly rather than exgligi and closes the gap by following the
recommendation that “more research into the rolenglicit memory are extended to COO
research”, as “research into memory access shoatsrtiplicit memory correlates strongly
with judgements, even in situations where expliciemory does not (Kardes, 1986)”
(Josiassen & Harzing, 2008, p.266).

Therefore, the approach of this research work aostep out of common research methods
previously applied in studies about COO effects amdrcome previous constraints about
innovative research techniques in InternationalKdtang research, to gain new insights in a
widely explored research field and present newpsatsves of COO effects in consumers’

brand perceptions, evaluation processes and p@wceassions.
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This qualitative investigation shows that with thdoption of an improved methodology
approach of giving respondents the possibilitydmmunicate not only on a verbal basis, but
also by using visual tools, one can overcome timédiions of each single research method
when applied in isolation of unobtrusively measgrirespondents’ controlled as well as
automatically processed information cues. Furtheema facilitates unobtrusive testing of
COO effects on an implicit as well as on an explievel in consumers’ brand perceptions
and evaluations. It also allows research partidgpém express things they might be unaware

of and finally provides a better picture of consushaolistic thinking.

12.1 Conclusion

In line with the recently voiced critique (Liefeld2004; Pharr, 2005; Balabanis &
Diamantopoulos, 2008) the findings of this studgwhhat previous research studies which
have been published in Marketing Research Litegato far (cf. Bilkey & Nes, 1982;
Papadopoulos & Heslop, 2003) and which report altbet major influence of COO on
consumers’ product and brand perception and evafuand the fact that individuals further
heavily rely on a brand’s or product’s origin inmio&tion cue when making purchase
decisions, show a high degree of biased resul@usecof major research method limitations.
As nearly all previous COO research studies wermlgnhased on obtrusively and directly
asking consumers about the influence a product’brand’s COO has on their evaluation
processes and purchase decisions and the faa@lthast all studies conducted were of single
cue design (cf. Liefeld, 2002), this qualitativesearch work, that also investigated by
unobtrusively testing individuals’ COO cue usagepves that previously obtrusive
guestioning inevitably highlighted the COO cue mtran it reflects reality and therefore,
shows overestimated COO effects which can be medsur a consumer’s explicit level.

In line with those limited numbers of COO studiek Hugstad & Durr, 1986; Liefeld, 2004).
that investigated by unobtrusively testing the C€ifect on consumers’ evaluation processes
and purchase decisions on a verbal level and ti@aw shat consumers very rarely state to
take a product's or a brand’s origin informatiortoiraccount in their brand evaluation
processes and purchase decisions, in this ressardi only one respondent (3.70%) out of
the sample’s total of 27 participants unaidedlypliextly and directly indicated using origin
information in his evaluation processes and buyiegisions and two individuals (7.41%)
unaidedly admitted using a brand’s COO to makeramfees on other characteristics of a
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brand, one respondent in particular referred toaadis quality and one said it was due to his
overall liking of a brand.

The majority of this study’s participants (N=24;.88%) did not explicitly and unaidedly
mention that a brand’s origin information has amyuence on their behavior towards a brand
when the research’s subject was unobtrusively ugdestion.

In contrast with consumers’ non-usage of originoinfation that has been concluded if
respondents did not explicitly state using a brar@@©O when they were unobtrusively tested
(cf. Liefeld, 2004), this research work proves wlasiassen and Harzing (2008) already
suggested, namely, the fact that consumers igndymard’'s COO cue when talking about
their general brand evaluation and buying behagannot be put on the same level with
consumers’ non-usage of a brand’s origin infornmgtias individuals tend to process a
brand’s origin information rather automatically theontrolled.

To get access to consumers latent beliefs andvtesther a brand’s origin cue has influence
on a person’s general implicit perception of a drahis research study followed the recent
calls for more innovative research methods (cffdlee 2004; Liu & Johnson, 2005) and
adopted an unaided projective visual research tqahrthat allowed participants to provide a
holistic view of how they perceive a particular fula whereas the fact of whether a
respondent expressed that a brand’s origin cuertila@nce on his implicit brand perception
was totally unaided and out of any researcher’s.bia

With the introduction of a visual dimension in thissearch approach this research study
highlights that a brand’s COO cue actually hasuerfice on consumers, as for 16 (59.26%)
study participants out of the sample of 27 an imp OO effect could be measured.

Thus, these findings show that consumers actuatiggss a brand’s origin information, but
when consumers should be unobtrusively tested alioeit actual COO cue usage,
measurement needs to be undertaken on more thahysam explicit level, but also on an
implicit level, as individuals’ actual COO cue pessing could unaidedly be measured for
59.26% (N=16) of the overall sample on an implleitel, compared to 11.11% (N=3) for
which it could be observed on an explicit levelisTHifference is due to the fact that those
individuals who actually process a brand’s COO when they are unobtrusively tested about
the influence a brand’s origin information has bait brand perception and evaluation, tend
to process a brand’s COO cue rather automaticiliyl8; 81.25%) than controlled (N=3;
18.75%).

Past findings which have indicated that consumensl tto first of all deny or at least play

down the influence a brand’s origin cue actually lwm them (cf. Johansson, 1993), are
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confirmed by this research, as for those partidgpdor whom no explicit COO effect could
be measured when the subject of this study wastumsaely under question, their actual
COO cue usage in their brand evaluation processpuarchase decisions was rechecked by
directly asking them. Results show that out of ¢hosspondents who did not unaidedly and
explicitly stated using a brand’s origin informatjovhen individuals’ actual COO cue usage
was directly and explicitly rechecked, at first pi@9.17% indicated that they actually take
origin information into account in their brand evation processes and purchase decisions,
whereas further detailed questioning has showrt, ithdact 75% of them actually use a
brand’s COO cue.

As this study allowed to measure COO effects omailicit as well as on an explicit level,
four different types of consumers could be ideetifthat differ as regards the level where an
influence of a brand’s COO information could beeaed and in terms of their actual origin
cue usage. The majority of respondents (48.15%)ften the first consumer group refers to
those individuals for which an explicit as well as implicit COO effect could be measured.
The second biggest group (29.63%) comprises thossumers for which COO effect
occurrence could only be measured on an explieéllelhe third and fourth group are equal
in size as they are each formed by 11.11% of tted tmmber of consumers; the third group
consists of individuals for which only an impli€tOO effect could be observed, whereas the
fourth group refers to those persons where nedhegxplicit nor an implicit COO effect, so
no COO effect at all, could be measured.

Consistent with the assumption of Balabanis andmai@opoulos (2008) as regards the
probable significant overestimation of COO informoats importance in previous COO
research, results of this study show, that ouho$¢ respondents for which any explicit COO
effect could be measured, only 4.76% indicated éhhtand’s origin information is of high
personal importance, 14.29% stated COO cue’s nmimportance and for 80.95% COO cue’s
importance varies with certain factors. For alliwdbuals for which a COO effect was
measurable on an explicit level, the importance thigach to a brand’s origin information
differs, for 85.71% of them variations were as rdgahe image of different countries as a
brand’s origin, and 76.19% of these respondentisateld that variations referred to a brand’s
product categories, which is in line with extamtdings (cf. Cordell, 1992; Roth & Romeo,
1992).
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12.2 Limitations of the Study

The major limitation of this study refers to thetféhat because of its qualitative nature and its
entailed limited sample size of only 27 respondesttgdy findings cannot be generalized and
should rather be considered as bringing to lighatwdan be observed with enhanced COO
effect research. As this study’s three step rekeapproach, which combines two research
methods, allows to overcome the problems and weslkeseof previous COO research by

introducing established models and theories frdated disciplines into COO effect research,

results therefore highlight that a brand’s origiformation can be measured to have influence

on consumers on more than just an explicit, but atsan implicit level.

The second clear limitation of the findings of tetady is due to the fact that the data sample
is a student sample. As Liefeld (2003) already edigstudent samples are not representative
for a wider consumer population and therefore, Itegihhat are obtained by using student
samples cannot be generalized. Also Sternthal. €1994) raised the topic of students’ non-
representativeness of an average consumer grotipeyagare a relatively homogenous group,
as well as differ in terms of their socio-demogiaphso in terms of age, income and

education, from a wider consumer population.

The main advantage of this three step approacthendsage of a projective visual expressive
technique as it allows researchers to measure whethbrand’s origin cue is implicitly
embedded in an individual’'s perception of a patéicbrand, can to a certain extent also be
seen as a limitation. To test whether the COO ca® dn influence on how consumers
perceive a brand, the stimuli brands used for ti@ysneeded to be real brands.
As the majority of implicit COO effects could be asaired in consumers’ perception of the
local brand compared to those that could be obdarveespondents’ perception of the global
brand, it seems reasonable that this trend isusbtgnly due to the fact that these two brands
differ in the way they are marketed, so either llgoar globally. Although measured implicit
COO effects are totally out of any researcher’s bilae fact that the COO topic is very much
emphasized in the marketing and advertising ofltieal brand Almdudler and the brand’s
image is highly affiliated with its origin cue a’distrian traditions, may possibly bring forth
misleading results concerning the COO effect oenwge that could be measured in
consumers’ implicit use of the brand’s origin infation. As highlighted in section 4.4.2 of
this work, Papadopoulos (1993, p.14) lists “assowathe brand, directly or indirectly, with
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well known symbols of the origin country” as onesgibility to make the origin cue more
accessible and therefore ease the COO cue infamatiocessing for consumers, and as
discussed in chapter 5.5, Sauer et al (1991) obdethat a COO effect might also be
advertisement-specific. Thus, the fact that the G@D® clearly stands out will have probably
resulted in consumers’ perception of an enhancegaitance of the COO cue in their overall
brand perception of Aimdudler,

As the stimuli brands used in this study both campe the product category of soft drinks, it
seems reasonable that because this study testeliciinpOO effects in consumers’
perception of low-involvement fast moving consungeods, results might differ if COO
cue’s influence on how individuals implicitly perce a high-involvement good was
examined. Therefore, the findings of this studywbplicit COO effects in consumers’

brand perception cannot be generalized across girodtegories.

The limitation as regards explicit COO effects tleanh be measured in what consumers
indicate about COO cue’s influence on how they @ast# a brand and their intention to
further buy it when the topic of a brand’s originfarmation usage is obtrusively raised and
under question have been discussed in much detailghout this work. But as also in this
research, study participants who did not unaidedijme up with the issue under question
when tested unobtrusively have been rechecked alhweut actual COO cue usage and
therefore the topic of a brand’s COO informations Haeen obtrusively raised by the
researcher and respondents have been directly adi@md their COO cue usage, it seems
reasonable, that explicit COO effects that coully be measured after addressing the topic of
a brand’s origin information are not only due te ttact that individuals tend to process a
brand’s origin information automatically rather thaontrolled and therefore have only
limited awareness of their actual COO cue usagealso show a certain amount of biased

results, that have led to an overestimation ofieXglLOOQO effects in this study’s findings.

12.3 Future Research Suggestions

As one possible limitation of this research stuefers to the fact that the data sample was a
student sample, future research should investigatether there are any observable

differences between measurable implicit and expli@DO effects if the experiment is

conducted by using a sample that better represaetdifferent positions in society, and
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therefore varies more in terms of age and educasisrwell as the distribution between the
sexes should be reasonably balanced.

The factor of a participant’s income could alscaldditionally included in the research design,
as perhaps a consumers’ COO cue usage differsaniindividual’s income level and price

sensitivity.

In the first two steps of this three step approtet was adopted in this research study the
brands that served a stimuli function to get inghto whether a brand’s COO cue implicitly
influences consumers’ general perception of a braeick two low-involvement fast moving
consumer good brands that compete in the prodieegagy of soft drinks and non-alcoholic
beverages. Future research should investigate iasum@g implicit COO effects in
consumers’ brand perceptions for brands that cagnjmetther product categories than soft
drinks and should give insights whether measurabjgicit COO effects vary between low-
involvement and high-involvement product categories

Moreover, the stimuli used for this study were tiwostrian brands, so brands which have
their origin in this study participants’ home coynor at least country of residence. Another
issue that should be addressed in future studfessreo measuring implicit COO effects in
consumers’ perception of other soft drink brandst thave their origins in other, that is
foreign countries. In a next step the results afioed implicit COO effects that can be
measured in consumers’ general perception of forbignds should then be compared with
the results of this study, where observed impl@®O effects were due to respondents’

general perception of home country’s brands.

Another suggestion for future research would bapply the methodology of this research
work on a service level rather than on a produgtlleas this would provide important

insights concerning implicit and explicit COO effedhat can be measured in consumer
behavior towards brands on a product level compéoetirands on a service level. One
proposition for stimuli brands would be supermarkiedin brands, as some respondents in
this study mentioned that the image of the storeresta particular brand is available is highly
important for them and is the most influential Gacon how they generally perceive and

evaluate a particular product’s brand.

An interesting area for future research would beanduct a study, like the study at hand, in

countries beside Austria and explore whether maaseiimplicit and explicit COO effects
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differ, as well as whether consumers’ automaticswgrcontrolled processing of a brand’s
COO cue differs between cultures, as it is readenbassume that different people from
different nations vary in their degree of senstfiwith regard to a brand’s COO cue and in

the degree of importance they attach to a bramiinanformation.

Interesting insights would also be provided by taifel rerun of the study at hand by using the
same stimuli brands, but by conducting it with angke of respondents who immigrated to
Austria, as it would allow to further compare wheatiCOO effects in consumers’ perception

of home country’s brands differ between locallyrbpeople and immigrants.

Another proposal for prospective research wouldobapply this study’s three step approach
and test whether a reverse effect is observablié,ascountry’s brands have influence on how
consumers and individuals perceive and judge acp&@t country. This would refer to

whether implicit and/or explicit brand effects cdlle measured in an individual’'s country

image perception and country evaluation processes.
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Appendix
Appendix A - Abstract (English Version)

Even though the Country-of-Origin (COQO) concept bagn excessively studied within the
last 40 years, the country-of-origin domain islstihe of the most controversial fields in
International Marketing Literature.

The major drawback of the about 700 research futii@ have been published up to date,
refers to the previous implicit assumption thatradpict's or brand’s country of origin is a
very important information cue for consumers, onchhthey heavily rely when evaluating
different products and brands and making purchasesidns. This has further provoked that
as COO cue’s importance for consumers has beemmasdsiwalmost all previous research
studies that investigated COO effects tested coastirmabtrusively about their origin cue
usage and study participants were directly askeditathe influence a product’s or brand’s
origin information has on their opinions, beliefdtitudes and intentions. This has entailed
that the COO cue got inevitably highlighted morartht actually reflects reality and has
biased the outcomes of previous study findings,ctvHurther report about overestimated
COQO effects in Marketing Literature.

Those limited number of studies that investigatgdibobtrusively asking individuals about
their COO cue usage report about the non-importarfice brand’s origin information for
consumers. On the one hand these findings confienptesumption that COO effects seem to
have been overestimated through obtrusive questjosw far, but on the other hand recent
research that investigated consumers’ processinga dfrand’s origin information has
highlighted, that consumers’ COO cue processingnisautomatic rather than a controlled
process and individuals therefore lack awarenegbef actual COO information usage as
well as the ability to state their actual origiformation usage when evaluating brands and
making purchase decisions. Therefore, the majoitdtion of those findings that were
obtained by unobtrusively testing COO effect ocence in consumers’ behavior refers to the
fact that respondents were only tested on an ek@aicd verbal level. As a result, those
findings that were obtained through unobtrusivelsting respondents about the origin cue’s
influence on a verbal basis have underestimatedG@O effects.

The fact that research results of previous stuthias investigated in consumers’ COO cue

usage are not valid predictors of consumers’ adtebhvior, which is due to the limitations of
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previous research methods applied, this reseaundly st hand follows the idea of consumers’
limited awareness of their actual COO cue usagedisiduals tend to process a brand’s
origin information automatically rather than comied and closes the research gap by
following the recent recommendation for extendinQQ research into individuals’ implicit
memory, as the access to individuals’ memory whibwg that implicit memory correlates
strongly with judgements, even in situations whetglicit memory does not.

The approach of this work at hand was to step bebomon research methods previously
applied in studies about COO effects and overcomegiqus constraints about innovative
research techniques in International Marketing aese to gain new insights in a widely
explored research field and present new perspactveCOO effects in consumers’ brand
perceptions, evaluation processes and purchassaei

The adoption of a two method - three step approasimg the Brand Bricolage technique
combined with the method of an Individual In-Deptiterview in this research study,
therefore allowed to compare COO cue’s role in oameys’ implicit perception of a
particular brand versus COO cue’s role of what aoreys explicitly state or even not state
about taking a brand’s origin information into agobwhen evaluating brands and making
purchase decisions.

This qualitative investigation shows that with thdoption of an improved methodology
approach of giving respondents the possibilitydmmunicate not only on a verbal basis, but
also by using visual tools, it overcomes the litndtas of each single research method when
applied in isolation of unobtrusively measuring p@sdents’ controlled as well as
automatically processed information cues. Furtheema facilitates unobtrusive testing of
COO effects on an implicit as well as on an explievel in consumers’ brand perceptions
and evaluations. It also allows research partidgpém express things they might be unaware
of and finally provides a better picture of consushlolistic thinking.

By introducing established models and theories frafated disciplines into COO effect
research, results of this study therefore highligitst a brand’s origin information can be
measured to have influence on an implicit level,oeoconsumers’ general perception of a
particular brand, as well as on an explicit, butnarily aided, level, as consumers tend to

process COO information in an automatic rather thamcontrolled manner.
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Appendix B - Abstract (German Version)

Die Rolle, die das Herkunftsland eines Produktesw.bzeiner Marke in der
Markenwahrnehmung, Markenbeurteilung und Kaufalhsatmes Konsumenten spielt, wurde
zwar innerhalb der letzten 40 Jahre sehr intensiorseht, dennoch ist der
Herkunftslandeffekt bis heute eines der widersgiticbten Forschungsgebiete in der
internationalen Marketingliteratur geblieben.

Das grol3e Manko der bis dato ca. 700 vertffendichStudien ist, dass diese auf der
bisherigen, impliziten Annahme basieren, dass daguhftsland eines Produktes oder einer
Marke eine wichtige Information fir Konsumentendielit, die sie in weiterer Folge auch
benutzen und sehr stark in ihre Produkt-/Markertedungen, wie auch in ihre
Kaufentscheidungen miteinbeziehen.

Diese bisher angenommene Wichtigkeit von Herkuafigsinformationen flr Konsumenten
hat in weiterer Folge dazu gefiihrt, dass in fasinabisherigen Studien, die den Effekt von
Herkunftslandinformation erforschen wollten, Konsnten offensichtlich Gberpruft wurden,
ob und wie sie Herkunftslandinformationen benutZtudienteilnehmer wurden direkt tber
den Einfluss, den das Herkunftsland eines Produbdies einer Marke auf sie hat, befragt.
Dies hat zwangslaufig dazu geftihrt, dass die In&dion Uber das Herkunftsland einer Marke
in den Vordergrund gestellt und somit starker heggboben wurde, als es der Realitat
entspricht, was schlussendlich dazu fuhrte, dassediStudien verfalschte Ergebnisse
hervorbrachten. Bis heute wird in der Marketingater Uber einen zu hoch bewerteten
Einfluss, den das Herkunftsland eines Produkts oderer Marke tatsachlich auf
Konsumenten hat, berichtet.

Die wenigen Studien, in denen Personen nicht offbtich Gber ihre Benutzung von
Herkunftslandinformation  untersucht wurden, zeigemjass Konsumenten der
Herkunftslandinformation einer Marke keine Wichigk beimessen. Einerseits bestétigen
diese Ergebnisse die Annahme, dass der Herkundesifwkt dadurch, dass er bisher
offensichtlich tberprift wurde, tGberbewertet wordsin Andererseits haben jlingste Studien
nun aber gezeigt, dass Konsumenten Informationeer Utlas Herkunftsland eines
Produktes/einer Marke in ihrer Markenbeurteilungl U¢aufentscheidung eigentlich schon
miteinbeziehen, jedoch nicht fahig sind, dies amaohverbalisieren. Das liegt daran, dass
Konsumenten die Information Uber das Herkunftslaod Produkten/Marken eher in einem

automatischen als in einem kontrollierten Prozessarbeiten, und sich somit ihrer
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tatsachlichen Benutzung von Herkunftslandinfornmatiur in beschranktem MalRe bewusst
sind. Die Einschrankung der Erkenntnisse jener i8tyddie den Einfluss, den das
Herkunftsland auf das Verhalten von Konsumentenureuffallig erforscht haben, liegt also
darin, dass die Befragten nur auf einer explizitad verbalen Ebene getestet wurden. Somit
wird die tatsachliche Wirkung, die das Herkunftslainer Marke auf den Konsumenten hat,
in den Ergebnissen, die durch eine unauffalliged&gfng von Konsumenten erzielt wurden,
unterbewertet.

Da die Ergebnisse bisheriger Studien auf Grund degewandten Methoden keine
verlasslichen Daten liefern, um vorauszusagen, olnd uwie Konsumenten
Herkunftslandinformation verwenden, verfolgt di€dedie die Idee, dass Konsumenten sich
nur beschrankt tber ihre tatsachliche Benutzung Werkunftslandinformationen bewusst
sind, was daran liegt, dass die meisten Persomrelmidirmation Uber das Herkunftsland einer
Marke in einem automatischen und nicht in einemtiadiierten Prozess verarbeiten. Diese
Untersuchung schliel3t somit eine Forschungsliickdem sie jungsten Empfehlungen,
Herkunftslandforschung auch im impliziten Gedachtwon Individuen zu betreiben, folgt.
Der Zutritt in das Gedachtnis von Personen ermbgles zu zeigen, dass das implizite
Gedachtnis, gerade in Situationen in denen es)gaizite Gedachtnis nicht ist, sehr stark mit
dem Urteilsvermoégen verbunden ist.

Der Denkansatz dieser Studie ist es also, nicht idgdithen methodischen Anséatzen zu
folgen, die in bisherigen Herkunftslandeffekt-Sarditblich waren, und die bisherigen
Hemmungen, innovative  Forschungsmethoden auch inr dimternationalen
Marketingforschung anzuwenden, abzulegen, um neimblike in einen sehr stark
erforschten Bereich zu gewinnen und den Einflussh dlas Herkunftsland auf die
Markenwahrnehmung, Markenbeurteilung und Kaufersitingen von Konsumenten hat,
aus neuen Blickwinkeln zu betrachten.

Dadurch, dass in dieser Studie ein dreistufiger afngnit zwei Methoden - der Brand
Bricolage Technik in Verbindung mit einem Tiefemintiew - verfolgt wird, wurde es
maoglich, die Rolle, die das Herkunftsland in depliziten Wahrnehmung einer Marke eines
Konsumenten spielt, damit, wie Konsumenten die &rotlie die Information Uber das
Herkunftsland einer Marke in ihrer Markenbeurtegumd Kaufentscheidung spielt, explizit
beschreiben, oder eben gerade auch nicht beschyeib&ergleichen.

Diese qualitative Untersuchung zeigt, dass es deirodn verbesserten methodischen Ansatz,
der es Studienteilnehmern ermdglicht sich nicht awir einer verbalen Ebene, sondern sich

auch mit Hilfe visueller Mittel auszudriicken, magliist, die Nachteile, die jede einzelne
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Methode hat, wenn man nur diese eine Methode benutz unauffallig zu messen welche

Informationen eine Person in einem automatischen. ba einem kontrollierten Prozess

verarbeitet, auszugleichen. Weiters erleichtertieser Ansatz unauffallig zu untersuchen,
inwieweit das Herkunftsland einer Marke einen Kansaten auf impliziter Ebene, in seiner
Markenwahrnehmung, wie aber auch auf expliziter niében seiner Markenbeurteilung,

beeinflusst, da den Studienteilnehmern die Mogkthgegeben wird, etwas auszudricken,
dessen sie sich gar nicht bewusst sind. Somit wWurth den Ansatz, den diese Studie
verfolgt, ein besseres und holistisches Bild dagmboten, wie Konsumenten wirklich

denken.

Da im Ansatz dieser Studie etablierte Modelle uhédrien aus verwandten Bereichen ihre
Anwendung in der Herkunftslandforschung fanden, esrmoglich aufzuzeigen, dass die
Beeinflussung von Konsumenten durch die Informatiber das Herkunftsland einer Marke
sowohl auf einer impliziten Ebene, die der allgemai Wahrnehmung einer Marke, wie auch
auf expliziter Ebene, wobei hier priméar nur durcheegestitzte Befragung, was wiederum
daran liegt, dass Konsumenten die Information (ilzer Herkunftsland einer Marke eher in

einem automatischen als in einem kontrolliertere®se verarbeiten, nachweisbar ist.
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PERSONLICHE FAHIGKEITEN UND KOMPETENZEN

Muttersprache

Sonstige Sprachen

IT-Kompetenzen

Bisherige
Arbeitserfahrung

Deutsch

Englisch:
Lesen: ausgezeichnet

Schreiben: ausgezeichnet
Sprechen: ausgezeichnet

Franzdsich:

Lesen: gut
Schreiben: gut
Sprechen: gut

Italienisch:

Lesen: Grundkenntnisse
Schreiben: Grundkenntnisse
Sprechen: Grundkenntnisse

Microsoft Word, Excel, PowerPoint, SPSS

August 2002 und August 2003
Stadtgemeinde St.Veit/Glan

Juli 2004

Wirtschaftskammer Klagenfurt
Februar 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008 & 2009
Praktika in der Karntner Sparkasse
August und September 2007 & 2008
Praktika in der Karntner Sparkasse

Job im Einzelhandel, Jobs im Gastgewerbe,
Telefonistin zur Kundenakquise
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Appendix D - Interview Guide

| Erstelhng der Collage |
B Mladkie der Collage

Einleitung

Hallo liebe(r) Teilnehmer(in),

vielen Dank, dass Sie sich die Zeit genommen habes,bei unserem Projekt zum Thema
.Markenwahrnehmung“ zu unterstitzen. Ich werde thmain in Kirze den Ablauf der
Erhebung erklaren und dann werden wir sofort starte

Die Erhebung dauert ca. 40 Minuten und bestehzaes Teilen.

Im ersten Teil bitten wir Sie aus dem vorliegenden Material (Bgpieitschriften, Kleber,
Schere, Stifte) eine Collage zu bastétmzweiten Teil werden wir Sie bitten uns Ihre
Collage kurz erklaren und einige kurze Fragen antweorten.

Wie bereits angesprochen, bezieht sich unser Rrajéldie Wahrnehmung von Marken. Es
ist also lhre personliche Meinung gefragt und &s kgeine richtigen oder falschen Aussagen.
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Quoten und Grunddaten

Q1 - Q2 - Q3 - Q4 -Marke | Q5 - Q6 - Q7 - Beruf/
Fallnumme | Interviewer Datum (Treatment | Alter Geschlecht | Studienfach
om ow

Drop-out questions!

Drop out 1 | Kennen Sie die Markalmdudler / Red-Bull ? Oja onein

Drop out 2 | Trinken (Nutzen) Sie zumindest ab undAmdudler / Red-Bull ? oja onein

» COLLAGEN ERSTELLUNG

Wie sind Sie bei der Collagenerstellwmygeganger? Welche Zeitschriften haben Sie verwendet | C1
Wussten Sie bereitsvelche Bilder Sie verwenden mdchten, oder habersi8h eher spontan beim
Durchblattern inspirieren lassen?a spontan inspiriert C2

o bereits vorher gewusst und zwar:

Bitte beschreibenSie kurz in eigenen Worten lhre Collage? C3
Was soll die Collage ausdriicken? Was istkienaussageder Collage? C4
Was genau bedeuteidie einzelnen Bilder und Texte auf lhrer Collage? C5
Stehen bestimmte Bilder, Texte oder Bereiche I@alage in einenbestimmten Zusammenhang C6
Sind die Elemente auf Ihrer Collage in einer bestimForm oder Anordnung aufgeklebt worden? C7
Gibt es ein Element, welches auf Ihrer Collage z@ntraler Bedeutungist? Welches? Warum? C8
Gibt es besondefgreignisse, bzvy.. Erlebnissedie Sie mit der Marke verbinden, und die Sie Hurc c9
Elemente auf der Collage ausdriicken?

Wenn |hre Collage eiKunstwerk wére, welchen Titel wirde Ihr Werk dann tragen? C10
Welche Elemente haben Ihngefehlt? Warum waren diese wichtig gewesen? Cl1

Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Wenn ja Was waren lhre Grinde warum Sie sich fir den Kiseger Marke entschieden haben?

Wenn neinWas waren lhre Grinde warum Sie sich gegen den #iesér Marke entschieden haben?

Spontankauf - Welche Faktoren/Eigenschaften einer Marke bakeisén Sie auch in einer spontanen
Kaufsituation?

Welche Marken kennen Sie noch in dieser Produltiaie?

Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entsitehet

o Preis o Qualitat o Marke o Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik

o Verpackung | o Gefallen/Geschmac | o Gesund o SONSTIG:
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» Sobald ,HERKUNFTSLAND*" der Marke als Kaufentscheindysfaktor erwahnt, zu COO Frag [n

"HERKUNFTSLAND" der Markenicht als Kaufentscheidungsfaktor erwahnt, dann aufrjet
genanntenFaktoren einzeln eingehen und nach dem WARUM fig§aktor: Preis, Qualitat,
Bekanntheit der Marke, Risiko/Garantie, Ethik, Varkung, Geschmack/Gefallen, Gesundhei

Faktor Preis: F1
WelcheRolle spielt der Preis einer Marke in |hrer Kaufentsdbeg? Fla
Kann man anhand des Preises einer MRiekschliisseauf andere Markeneigenschaften ziehen? W F1b
ja, auf welche?
Faktor Qualitat: F2
Wie wichtig ist fur Sie die Qualitét einer Markedes Produktes in lhrer Kaufentscheidung? F2a
Welche anderen Marken-/Produkteigenschaften laSsgRiuckschlisseauf die Qualitdt machen? F2b
Die Marke als Produktfaktor: F3
WelcheRolle spielt die Marke eines Produktes in Ihrer Kaufemtsdung? F3a
WelcheRickschlissekdnnen Sie aus dem der Bekanntheitsgrad eineréviaukandere F3b
Markeneigenschaften ziehen?
Faktor Risiko/Garantie: F4
Beeinflusst eine Marke das von Ihneahrgenommene Risiko/Sicherheibeim Kauf eines Produktes’ | F4a
Welche anderen Marken/Produkteigenschaften bess#hulhrer Meinung nach das von lhnen Fab
wahrgenommene Risikoeiner Marke?
Faktor Ethik: F5
WelcheRolle spielt die Ethik einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentsahaig? F5a
Wasbedeutetfur Sie Ethik einer Marke? F5b
Welche anderen Eigenschaften einer Marke/einesuRtesl lassen Sieiickschliisseauf eine ethisch F5c
korrekte Marke machen?
Faktor Verpackung/Prasentation der Marke: F6
WelcheRolle spielt die Verpackung eines Produktes/die Pragentainer Marke in Ihrer

. F6a
Kaufentscheidung?
Lasst die Verpackung/das Erscheinungsbild einek®l&ieRiuckschlisseauf andere F6b
Markeneigenschaften ziehen?
Wie erklaren Sie sicbinterschiedein Bezug auf die Attraktivitat einer Verpackung/dittraktivitat der E6c
Prasentatioawischen den einzelnen Marken in dieser Produkgkaie?
Faktor Gefallen/Geschmack der Marke: F7
Wasbedeutetfur Sie Ihnen geféllt eine Marke? F7a
WelcheMarkeneigenschaften beeinflusseie eventuell noch darin, ob Ihnen eine Magkéillt oder
nicht?
WelcheMarkeneigenschaften beeinflusseeventuell noch dass lhnen ein Produkt einer Marke e
schmeck®
Wie erklaren Sie sich, dass SielarterschiedlichenMarken in dieser Produktkategorie unterschiedli F7c
Gefallen finden?
Faktor Gesundheit F8

Ist der Faktor Gesundheit fur Sie gleichbedeuteitd)ualitat und/oder Risiko einer Marke?

Siehe Qualitat und/oder Risiko
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Fortsetzung: Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Welcher der von lhnen eben genannten Faktoren sligabichtigste/geringsteRolle (z.B. Qualitat, Preis,...)
in lhrer Entscheidung fir den Kauf einer Marke?

Gibt esUnterschiede Ihrer Markenkriterien zwischen verschiedenen Produktkategorien?
Wenn ja, welche? Begriindung warum?

Bis hierhin (in Interview)
LHERKUNFTSLAND" der Marke als Kaufentscheidungstakerwahnt, zulCOO Fragen

SHERKUNFTSLAND" der Markenicht als Kaufentscheidungsfaktor erwahnt, dann zu
Abschlussfragen ohne COO

Abschlussfragen ohne COO

Bisheriges Interview kurz zusammenfassen:

Sie haben Faktor X, Y,... (z.B. den Faktor Preis,Fdor Qualitat,...) genannt und wir haben
besprochen welchen Einfluss diese einzelnen Fakewélhre Markenevaluation bzw.
Kaufentscheidung haben.

Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fur bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Wenn ja:
Warum haben Sie es bisher nicht erwahnt?

» Weiter zuCOO Fragen

Wenn nein:
Gibt es eventuelUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategoriemb das Herkunftsland einer Marke lhre
Kaufentscheidung beeinflusst?

Wirde sich Ihre Wahrnehmung uBeéurteilung einer Marke verandern, wenn nur das Herkunftsland der
Marke ein anderes ware, die Marke ansonsten alpergiaich ware?

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

» Weiter zuRecheck — Positioning: Empfundene Markenherkunft
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COO Fragen

WelcheRolle spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke genau fuP Sie

WasschlussfolgernSie aus dem Herkunftsland einer Marke in BezuglaiMarke selbst?

Hat das Herkunftsland einer Marke Einfluss darevid, Sieandere Eigenschaften der Marke wahrnehmen
bzw. beurteilen?

Was sind digsriinde warum Sie Herkunftslandinformationen in lhre Markeurteilung bzw.
Kaufentscheidung miteinbeziehen?

Wie ausschlaggebendst das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihre Kaufehtsdung?

Woher beziehen Sie IWissenbzw. lhre Informationen liber die Herkunft einerrk&?

Wenn Sie nicht Uber das Herkunftsland einer Mar&sdBeid wissennformieren Sie sich extra?

Wenn ja:
Wo und warum?

Wenn nein:
Warum nicht?

Gibt esUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategoriefeziiglich der Wichtigkeit die Sie dem Herkunftslan
einer Marke beimessen bzw. ob Sie Informationem dleeHerkunft einer Marke benutzen?

Wenn ja:
Welche Unterschiede bestehen? Warum?

Wie definieren Sie das Herkunftsland einer Marke?
(z.B. Produktionsland, ,made-in“ Land, Firmensitz)...

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tiber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

» Weiter zuRecheck — Positioning: Empfundene Markenherkunft
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Recheck — Positioning: Empfundene Markenherkunft
Empfinden SieAlmdudler / Red-Bull /

. Checkl
eher als Marke aus Osterreich oder Marke aus destaAd (Deutschland/USA)?
Almdudler o aus Osterreich o aus dem Ausland (Deutschland/USA)
Red-Bull o aus Osterreich o aus dem Ausland (Deutschland/USA)
Empfinden Sie die Mark€oca-Cola / Aimdudler / Red-Bull / Bionade Check?
eher als globale Weltmarke oder als lokale Marlsedr Heimat?

Almdudler o global o lokal
Red-Bull o global o lokal

Vielen Dank fur das Interview und vielen Dank fur Ihre Unterstitzung!
Ende des Interviews
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Appendix E - Collages and Transcripts

Respondent 1 (Almdudler)

Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Ja.

Wenn ja Was waren lhre Grinde warum Sie sich fir den Kiéeger Marke entschieden haben?

Weil es mir schmeckt...also hauptsachlich wegen descmack.
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Welche Marken kennen Sie noch in dieser Produlgiaie?

Adelholzer Apfelkrauterlimonade, Tiroler Alm

Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entsiehe?

X Preis X Qualitat o Marke o Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik
o Verpackung | o Gefallen/Geschmac | X Gesund o SONSTIG:

Faktor Qualitat: F2
Wie wichtig ist fur Sie die Qualitat einer Markeies Produktes in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung?

Na ja, sagen wir so...Qualitat ist schon sehr wichtdper Preis ist auch wichtig. Also Qualitat ist ar | | F2a
erster Stelle, aber wenn ich es gewichten miisate) 80 Qualitat und 40 Preis.

Welche anderen Marken-/Produkteigenschaften laSssRuckschlisseauf die Qualitdt machen?

Dass etwas gesund ist, also die Inhaltsstoffe immdutaten.
Dann noch das Herkunftsland und das Produktionstatalso dass ein Produkt nicht so lange

logistische Wege gehabt hat. Also dass das jetzeké Wege vom Schlachtort oder vom F2b
Produktionsort zum Supermarkt gehabt hat. Also @disgetzt nicht unbedingt agyptische Erdbeerel
essen wirde wenn ich im Sommer italienische haban kder so.

Faktor Preis: F1

WelcheRolle spielt der Preis einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentsdheg?

Ja, Preis ist wichtig. Aber er muss im Verhéaltnis Qualitat stehen. Also wie schon gesagt, gewich
Qualitat 60% und Preis 40%.

Also ich entscheide eher vor Ort und ich schaudigirProdukte an. Also wenn ich jetzt an Germkn¢
denk...ob ich jetzt Iglo oder eine Hausmarke vom 8upekt kaufe...wenn ich die Hausmarke kenr
und schon gekostet habe, dann hangt es davon eb by schmeckt. Oder auch bei Ketchup, da ke || Fla
ich eher Heinz weil es mir besser schmeckt. Undhdlzen da ein spezielles Rezept und da zahle ic
den Geschmacksaufpreis...also das hangt wirklich @@schmack ab.

Aber bei den Hausmarken jetzt von Billa oder Spég,jetzt clever oder so...das probiere ich schol
und da habe ich Vertrauen dass die da jetzt aufit@uachten. Also bei so Sachen wie Butter undsF
da tendiere ich eher zu Hausmarken.
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Kann man anhand des Preises einer MRiekschlisseauf andere Markeneigenschaften ziehen? W
ja, auf welche?

Ich wiirde mal sagen dass wenn etwas teurer ist,etagewisse Griinde dafir gibt. Und das zum T
also nicht immer daran liegt, dass vielleicht diga{@atskontrollen besser sind, oder dass vieltedidn F1b
Zutaten die dafur verwendet wurden von besserelit@usind.

Aber gleichzeitig ist es mir bewusst dass bei mandiarken...dass man nur den Aufpreis fir die
Marke zabhlt.

Faktor Gesundheit F8
Ist der Faktor Gesundheit fiir Sie gleichbedeuteitd)ualitat und/oder Risiko einer Marke?

Qualitat.

Fortsetzung: Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Welcher der von lhnen eben genannten Faktoren sligabichtigste/geringsteRolle (z.B. Qualitat, Preis,...)
in lhrer Entscheidung fur den Kauf einer Marke?

Qualitat

Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fir bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

- direkt erwahnt bei F2b

COO Fragen
WelcheRolle spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke genau fuP Sie

Also wenn es jetzt um bestimmte Produkte gehtjeti# zum Beispiel Germknddel...dann kaufe ich
Osterreichische. Also ich weild auch gar nicht weldirgestellt werden, aber ich gehe davon ausdiass
Osterreichisch sind.

Wenn ich eine Griinen Veltliner trinke, dann mussfidemich aus Osterreich kommen.

Wenn es Milchprodukte sind, dann tendenziell ausRigion, also Wien, Niederdsterreich...Hauptsache
dass das frisch ist.

Und bei exotischen Sachen, da missen die haltestgrionten Landern kommen. Was weil3 ich, Mangos
Asien...

Bei Fleisch hatte ich gerne dass es aus Osterkeimimt und weil ich jetzt ja auch hier lebe und denke
dass das streng kontrolliert ist.

Also ich wirde jetzt zum Beispiel chinesische Geselwder so kaufen, aber ich brauche jetzt kein
chinesisches Schweinefleisch oder so.
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Hat das Herkunftsland einer Marke Einfluss dareiid, Sieandere Eigenschaften der Marke wahrnehmen
bzw. beurteilen?

Ja, also bei gewissen Landern da bin ich mir damfach sicher dass die Qualitat stimmt.

Und wenn ich jetzt die Wahl habe zwischen einenm@niVeltliner aus Osterreich und einem aus
Frankreich, dann denke ich nicht dass die Qudlgétiem aus Frankreich schlecht ist, sondern daegeimir
darum, dass Gruner Veltliner urspriinglich aus @siehn ist...und da wiirde ich dann einfach den
Osterreichischen bevorzugen.

Bei Feta Kése, da kaufe ich den aus Bulgarienaelmiveil das Land typisch dafir ist und ich finée d
schmeckt besser.

Also da geht es auch darum dass ein Land einfgiscty fiir bestimmte Produkte ist.

Was sind digsriinde warum Sie Herkunftslandinformationen in lhre Markeurteilung bzw.
Kaufentscheidung miteinbeziehen?

Also bei Fleisch, einfach weil ich will dass esft ist und deshalb kaufe ich kein Fleisch aus & sanderr
aus Osterreich.

Und bei so Produkten wie Griinem Veltliner oder QGeridel oder Aimdudler, da ist Osterreich einfach
typisch dafir und das Ursprungsland...und das hat darfach emotionale Griinde warum ich darauf acl

Woher beziehen Sie IWissenbzw. lhre Informationen liber die Herkunft einerrk&?

Von Konsumentenzeitschriften, also in Deutschlaibtigydoch das Test.
Ab und zu schau ich da auch online rein.
Und ja, hauptséachlich aus den Medien.

Gibt esUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategorierbeziiglich der Wichtigkeit die Sie dem Herkunftslan
einer Marke beimessen bzw. ob Sie Informationem dleeHerkunft einer Marke benutzen?

Wenn ja:
Welche Unterschiede bestehen? Warum?

Naja, in gewissen Produktkategorien, da lege iblosenehr Wert auf die Marke. Also woher die Marke

kommt und nicht wo die das zusammengebaut haberistair egal.

Weil man kriegt ja jetzt keine 6sterreichischen @ater oder so. Das ist ja eh alles in China od@miman

oder so zusammengebaut worden. Also ich wiirdegetrin etwas von Sony oder von Dell oder so kaufi
statt jetzt Medion von Hofer oder so. Also bei t@shhen Produkten da achte ich mehr auf die Manke u
nicht auf ein spezielles Land.

Und beim Essen...na ja, da sind so Sachen wie Flaasigh Obst und Gemuse eher markenunabhéangig.
dann lege ich eher Wert auf das Herkunftsland.

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tiber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Osterreich.

nd
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Respondent 2 (Red Bull)

MUDE BIN ICH, X
GEH ZUR RUT

Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Nein, eigentlich na ja.

Wenn ja Was waren lhre Grinde warum Sie sich fur den Kieger Marke entschieden haben?

Ich trinke es in Verbindung mit Wodka, also beintgehen und wenn ich miide bin.

Wenn neinWas waren Ihre Griinde warum Sie sich gegen den #iaesér Marke entschieden haben?

Es schmeckt mir nicht.
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Welche Marken kennen Sie noch in dieser Produlgiaie?

Flying Horse

Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)
Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entstehe?

o Preis o Qualitat X Marke o Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik

o Verpackung | o Gefallen/Geschmac | o Gesund X SONSTIG: Erfahrung mit der Marke

Die Marke als Produktfaktor: F3
WelcheRolle spielt die Marke eines Produktes in Ihrer Kaufeméstung?

Mir ist wichtig dass ich eine Marke kenne. Also lih da sehr konservativ und vertraue in diese F3a
Marken die ich kenne.

WelcheRuckschlissekdnnen Sie aus dem der Bekanntheitsgrad eineréviarkandere
Markeneigenschaften ziehen?

Ja, begrenztes Risiko, Sicherheit und Qualitat.. wiedbei Waschmittel zum Beispiel, da kaufe ich
Gleiche wie meine Mama schon immer. Da weil3 ichdeig riecht und wie ich es anwende und da\
ich was rauskommt irgendwie. F3b
Und bei neuen Produkten, da wirde ich dann aucNdr&en ausprobieren die ich schon kenne. Al
wenn jetzt Red Bull ein neues Getrank auf den Markigt und die Marke XY bringt dasselbe Prodi
auf den Markt, dann wiirde ich das neue Getranledich von red Bull probieren und nicht von
XY...einfach weil ich Red Bull, die Marke kenne.

Fortsetzung: Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Welcher der von lhnen eben genannten Faktorent sligabichtigste/geringsteRolle (z.B. Qualitat, Preis,...)
in Ihrer Entscheidung fur den Kauf einer Marke?

Dass ich die Marke kenne.

Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fur bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Nein, nicht wirklich.

Wenn ja:
Warum haben Sie es bisher nicht erwahnt?
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Wenn nein:

Gibt es eventuelUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategorierob das Herkunftsland einer Marke lhre
Kaufentscheidung beeinflusst?

Naja, das kommt darauf an. Also bei Red Bull, dadetiich jetzt nicht schauen wo ist das wirklichgwmiert.
Wenn ich jetzt Tomaten kaufe, also in Produktkatiegoetwas kaufe, wo es keine Marken gibt, da wiche
dann schon schauen dass die Tomaten jetzt augésitesind. Einfach weil die nicht so weite Transpege
hinter sich haben und dann schmecken die auchresse

Also bei Kleidung, da wiirde ich schon gerne daeatiten, dass das nicht in einem Dritte Welt Land
produziert worden ist, aber das kann ich mir jatgtStudent eben noch nicht leisten es in meine
Kaufentscheidung mit einzubeziehen.

Wiirde sich Ihre Wahrnehmung uBeéurteilung einer Marke verandern, wenn nur das Herkunftsland der
Marke ein anderes ware, die Marke ansonsten alpergiaich ware?

Nein, wenn eine Marke bekannt ist, dann ist eseigé woher das kommt. Da z&hlt das Image und die
Bekanntheit der Marke und das gibt mir Sicherhagisdich mich auf die Qualitat und Sicherheit vegas
kann.

Was das Herkunftsland solcher bekannter Markentanda schliel3e ich weder irgendein Land ein nagh ¢

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tiber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Nein. Aber ich empfinde es als eine Marke aus @steh...aus Salzburg.
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Respondent 3 (Almdudler)

9

prOl | Osterreich
5 v L

| Trend

{

Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Manchmal trinke ich es.

Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entsitehe?

o Preis o Qualitat X Marke o Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik

o Verpackung | o Gefallen/Geschmac | o Gesund X SONSTIG: Erfahrung
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Die Marke als Produktfaktor: F3
WelcheRolle spielt die Marke eines Produktes in Ihrer Kaufeméstung?

Es spielt schon eine Rolle, aber ist nicht das Vigste. =

WelcheRiuckschlissekdnnen Sie aus dem der Bekanntheitsgrad eineréviaukandere
Markeneigenschaften ziehen?

Ja, einfach dass sich die Marke bewahrt hat, dags®lg hat, dass das Konzept passt, also dass F3b
Qualitat auch passt. Weil sonst ware sie wahrstibkinicht so erfolgreich geworden.

Und wenn sich eine Marke bewahrt hat Gber einelZed, dann ist auch nicht so ein hohes Risiko r
dem Kauf verbunden.

Faktor Qualitat: F2
Wie wichtig ist fur Sie die Qualitat einer Markeies Produktes in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung?

Umso teurer die Produkte werden umso wichtiger winddie Qualitat. Wenn ich eine Laptop, einer Foa
Fernseher oder ein Auto kaufe, umso wichtiger istdie Qualitat der Produkte und dass Preis und

Leistung stimmen.

Welche anderen Marken-/Produkteigenschaften laSssRiuckschlisseauf die Qualitdt machen?

Ich wirde sagen anhand der Marke selber. Wenn iicfetat einen neuen Fernseher kaufe, dann w
ich mich wohl oder tbel fur einen Samsung entsaei&infach weil viele meiner Freunde sich jetz
einen Samsung gekauft haben und einfach so hapgplemisind, dass ich mir denk ,,okay, da kann || F2b
dann nicht wirklich viel falsch machen”.

Aber ob mir die Qualitat dann auch wirklich so gdssn ich dann wahrscheinlich auch erst nach €
paar Wochen oder Monaten sagen.

Fortsetzung: Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Welcher der von lhnen eben genannten Faktorent sligabichtigste/geringsteRolle (z.B. Qualitat, Preis,...)
in lhrer Entscheidung fur den Kauf einer Marke?

Primér wurde ich sagen Erfahrungswerte was die Magkrifft und was Freunde und Bekannte sagen.
Also hauptsachlich kaufe ich Marken die ich kenneaser Bauer nicht kennt...

Gibt esUnterschiede Ihrer Markenkriterien zwischen verschiedenen Produktkategorien?
Wenn ja, welche? Begriindung warum?

Ja, also das kommt schon darauf an ob es sichust8upermarktprodukte oder um andere Produkte
handelt.

Bei Preis ist es schwierig, also da kommt es sclawauf an um was fiir Produkte es sich handelt. Vitdnn
jetzt ein Getrank kaufe, dann entscheide ich miciese eher spontan und sage ,,0kay, das hab idnsch
einmal probiert und das ist gut®. Wenn ich mir feginen neuen Fernseher kaufe, dann ist das weder

19)




Ursula Wastian Appendix

ganz andere Schicht, weil da kommen einfach nodir ikgterien hinzu.

Also ich wiirde sagen je teurer die Produkte werdtsm wenn ich jetzt anfange bei Supermarktartikeelc
Nahrungsmitteln, tiber Handys und dann weiter raufaptops, da hole ich mir dann mehr Erfahrungssve
von Freunden und recherchiere auch mehr. Also égidps dann mache ich schon viel Preisvergleicde 1
was die Laptops dann qualitatsmafig und qualittés konnen und haben. Und so geht das dann halt
weiter. Bei einem neuen Fernseher, da informidrericch halt auch tber die Qualitat und die ganzen
Leistungen und hole mir auch viel mehr Erfahrungssvein als bei anderen Produkten. Und das stesgzri
dann mit dem Preissegment. Bei einem neuen Autdenich jetzt auch nicht sagen ich gehe in den Lade
und 1 Stunde spater komme ich dann mit einem nAuemraus. Also da brauche ich schon ein paar Tac
und Wochen bis ich mich dann entscheide. Also #iéesich dann immer mehr auf die Qualitat, alsostla i
primér, dass Preis und Leistung stimmen.

Also umso teurer umso wichtiger wird die Qualitat.

Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fir bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Wenig...und kommt auch wieder darauf an. In der Autbitbranche da bin ich schon auf die Deutschen
fixiert, aber sonst eigentlich...ist mir das ziemladhnuppe.

Wenn ja:
Warum haben Sie es bisher nicht erwahnt?

Wenn nein:

Gibt es eventuelUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategoriermb das Herkunftsland einer Marke lhre
Kaufentscheidung beeinflusst?

In der Automobilbranche da bin ich schon auf dieitSehen fixiert, aber sonst eigentlich...ist mir das
ziemlich schnuppe.

Und bei Autos, einfach weil die sich wirklich bewtihaben und qualitativ auch wirklich besser slddd das
ist auch wegen meiner Familie, da...die wiirden mitterkwenn ich ein anderes Auto kauf.

Wiirde sich Ihre Wahrnehmung uBeéurteilung einer Marke verandern, wenn nur das Herkunftsland der
Marke ein anderes ware, die Marke ansonsten alpergiaich ware?

Also die Autos, keine Ahnung BMW, die werden jalaafle im Ausland produziert...aber wenn BMW jet:
keine deutsche Marke ware...hmmm, bliebe die Qualaan bestehen?

Also wenn ich mir vorstelle es ware ein und dabeséuto, schaut gleich aus und kann das Gleichewérte
es jetzt aus Polen zum Beispiel...dann frage ich mixlie es geschafft hatten, dass das Auto sageefoh
wird. Und wenn ja, wenn es sich in der Branchelesdthat, oder hatte, oder hatte kénnen...ja, sctiggée
Frage.

Aber meine Wahrnehmung ware dann sicher eine andiseauf jeden Fall. Also mein erster Blick wiirde
dann sicherlich nicht zu der Marke gehen, sondewrscheinlich erst mein zweiter oder mein dritter.

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Aus Osterreich.
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Respondent 4 (Red Bull)

Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Ja, ab und zu.

Wenn ja Was waren lhre Griinde warum Sie sich fir den Kiéeger Marke entschieden haben?

Damit ich wach bleibe... und weil ich die Marke kenmel die anderen nicht so gut. Keine Ahnung, ich
verlasse mich bei Red Bull auf die Qualitat undst@er Preis dann auch nicht so wichtig, wenn stwa
Qualitat hat. Und bei den anderen Marken, die wtieicht 1 Euro, da weifd ich dann nicht ob dastjetz
vielleicht nur irgendetwas ist oder ob das Getréméh wirklich getestet ist..

Und fur Red Bull, da habe ich von anderen auch getéss das gut ist und so, und es ist ja aucstgpt
AuRBerdem sieht man Red Bull auch in Werbungen fundndere Marken, wie jetzt zum Beispiel Res od
Dragon, da habe ich nie Werbungen gehdort oder gaseh
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Welche Marken kennen Sie noch in dieser Produlgiaie?

Res, Dragon, und ich weil3 jetzt nicht wie die Mahnké3t die es beim Hofer gibt. Aber da gibt es aeicle
Marke.

Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entstehet

o Preis X Qualitat X Marke o Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik
o Verpackung | o Gefallen/Geschmac | X Gesund o SONSTIG:

Faktor Qualitat: F2
Wie wichtig ist fur Sie die Qualitat einer Markeies Produktes in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung?

Also gerade bei Obst und Gemiuse, da nehme ich iBioezum Beispiel ,na naturlich bio“. Also da
achte ich schon sehr auf die Qualitat und dasiishuth sehr wichtig.

Und bei Red Bull zum Beispiel kaufe ich auch dasi] @s fur Qualitat steht und somit mit dem Kaul || F2a
kein Risiko verbunden ist. Da ist der Preis darrhanicht wichtig fur mich, wenn ein Produkt
qualitativ hochwertig ist.

Also die Qualitat einer Marke ist sehr wichtig.

Welche anderen Marken-/Produkteigenschaften laS&gRiickschliisseauf die Qualitat machen?

Wenn ein Produkt zum Beispiel weniger Fett hatraileht diese Stoffe hat, die schlecht sind.

Und ich lese immer den Inhalt, also die Inhaltsstefnes Produktes, und daher weil ich ob die Me F2b
Quialitat hat oder nicht.

Und wenn ich eine Marke finde, die diese Inhalfstbfat die ich mdchte, dann entscheide ich mich
auch dazu, diese Marke zu kaufen.

Die Marke als Produktfaktor: F3
WelcheRolle spielt die Marke eines Produktes in Ihrer Kaufemtsdung?

Ja, die Marke spielt auch eine groRRe Rolle. F3a

WelcheRuckschlissekdnnen Sie aus dem der Bekanntheitsgrad eineréviaukandere
Markeneigenschaften ziehen?

Ich schliel3e auf eine gute Qualitéat und dass nmit Hauf kein Risiko verbunden ist.
Bei Red Bull, das ist fir mich bekannt wegen diedfrbungen. Und daraus kann ich schlieen da || F3b
Red Bull auch qualitativ hochwertig ist.

Und wenn ich im Fernsehen immer die Werbung odsrSpmnsoring sehe, dann kaufe ich diesen
Energy Drink.
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Faktor Gesundheit F8
Ist der Faktor Gesundheit fur Sie gleichbedeuteitd)ualitat und/oder Risiko einer Marke?

Das ist fir mich gleichbedeutend mit Qualitét unch8rheit.

Faktor Risiko/Garantie: F4
Beeinflusst eine Marke das von Ihngahrgenommene Risiko/Sicherheibeim Kauf eines Produktes’

Also zum Beispiel wenn jetzt Obst und Gemuse bifitgund nicht bio, dann ist das auch nicht gest e
Welche anderen Marken/Produkteigenschaften bess#hulhrer Meinung nach das von lhnen
wahrgenommene Risikoeiner Marke?

F4b

Der Preis.

Fortsetzung: Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Welcher der von lhnen eben genannten Faktorent sligabichtigste/geringsteRolle (z.B. Qualitat, Preis,...)
in Ihrer Entscheidung fur den Kauf einer Marke?

Die wichtigste Rolle spielt die Qualitat.

Gibt esUnterschiede Ihrer Markenkriterien zwischen verschiedenen Produktkategorien?
Wenn ja, welche? Begriindung warum?

Ich achte immer auf Qualitat und darauf, dass edulfkt diese Eigenschaften die ich brauche hat.dkiiaual
ist auch der Preis wichtig. Dann achte ich aufldemfort den ich brauche.

Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fur bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Nein.

Wenn ja:

Warum habe Sie es bisher nicht erwahnt?
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Wenn nein:

Gibt es eventuelUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategorierob das Herkunftsland einer Marke lhre
Kaufentscheidung beeinflusst?

Nein, das ist mir eigentlich immer egal.

Nein, ich probiere meistens einfach verschiedemfi&a und das was mir am Besten schmeckt odelltgef:
das kaufe ich dann auch weiterhin. Aber ich wiltkeMarken ausprobieren, egal aus welchem Land sie

kommt. Also das hat nichts mit dem Herkunftslanduru Das ist mir komplett egal. Ich probiere eifarke,

egal aus welchem Land.

Wiirde sich Ihre Wahrnehmung uBeéurteilung einer Marke verandern, wenn nur das Herkunftsland der
Marke ein anderes ware, die Marke ansonsten aloergiaich ware?

Nein, wirde sie nicht. Wenn jetzt ein Produkt vapah, von China, von irgendwoher kommt, wenn es
Qualitat ist und es schmeckt zum Beispiel, danesstgal.

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tiber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Keine Ahnung, kénnte ich jetzt auch auf kein Laipgen.
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Respondent 5 (Red Bull)

ﬁ)@oop TO BE QUSTR\AN ‘H

| BELIEVE | ¢AN FL7
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Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Ja, wenn ich mude bin, dann trinke ich Red BulldWrenn ich fort bin, dann trinke ich immer WodkadRe
Bull.

Wenn ja Was waren lhre Grinde warum Sie sich fur den Kieger Marke entschieden haben?

Ich komme aus einem Land, wo es keine dieser Magk®rwie im restlichen Europa. Und in Europa gibt
schon so viele Marken und so viel von allem, das jaayar nicht mehr weifld was man trinkt.

Aber in meinem Land gab es damals nur Red Bulldarth erst spater sind die anderen Energy Drinks
gekommen. Und diese anderen die kaufe ich auch. nich

Und diese anderen Energy Drinks, die kaufe ichtnirbd Bull schmeckt mir gut und man sieht, dass es
nicht einfach nur irgendein billiges Getrank iss.i&t Red Bull jetzt auch nicht so teuer, aberanisko
schon.

Aber Red Bull ist irgendwie dynamisch. Jetzt nidass ich immer auf den Namen, die Marke schaue, at
Red Bull kennt einfach auch jeder.

Vielleicht gab es friher in meiner Heimat auch aaddarken, aber ich habe nur Gber Red Bull gewusst.
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Ich habe immer nur von Red Bull gehort, dariiberenadile geredet und somit gab es fir mich nur Rad E
Und das klebt irgendwo in meinem Kopf fest, dabtstia irgendwo. Und dieser Name ist einfach stark u
Red Bull steht auch irgendwie fiir Qualitat, obweklnicht nur mehr so ist. Aber wir, die Leute sind
irgendwie so...wir kaufen Red Bull, weil alle reddredi Red Bull. Keiner trinkt Wodka shalalala, ali@ken
nur Wodka Red Bull. Und es steht auch nur so imiMaiso in der Karte...Wodka Red Bull.

Welche Marken kennen Sie noch in dieser Produlkgiaie?

Also irgendwelche Namen von anderen Energy Drirgdgk ich jetzt nicht.

Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entsitehe?

X Preis X Qualitat o Marke o Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik

o Verpackung | X Gefallen/Geschmac | o Gesund o SONSTIG:

Faktor Preis: F1
WelcheRolle spielt der Preis einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentsdheg?

Jetzt, in meiner jetzigen Situation ist der Preaishiig. Ich arbeite nicht, meine Eltern finanzieren Fla
mich...es ist wichtig.

Kann man anhand des Preises einer M&Riekschlisseauf andere Markeneigenschaften ziehen? W
ja, auf welche?

Man sagt zwar, dass wenn etwas teuer ist, dams igtit. Muss es aber nicht. Also es gibt auctyilli
Sachen, die aber auch wirklich gut sind. F1b
Preis sagt mir gar nichts tber die Marke,

Jetzt achte ich auf den Preis, weil ich muss. Atreis sagt mir Uberhaupt nichts. Ich werde siclat|

ein Hotel buchen, wo die Nacht 25000 Euro kostatweil ich 25000 Euro habe. Das sagt einem
Uberhaupt nichts, weil das ist keine Garantie dasueh wirklich gut ist, fur mich.

Faktor Qualitat: F2

Wie wichtig ist fur Sie die Qualitat einer Markeies Produktes in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung?

Sehr wichtig. Besonders bei gewisser Kleidung, eidSchuhen und bei Schminke. Besonders bei || F2a
schminken und bei Waschgel usw.

Welche anderen Marken-/Produkteigenschaften laS&aRiickschliisseauf die Qualitat machen?

F2b
Hier habe ich auch gesehen...zum Beispiel Cliniglse, die weltbekannteste Kosmetikmarke, da h
ich von meinem Hautarzt die Information bekommessdich kein Clinique benutzen sollte, da das
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ganz schlecht fiir meine Haut ist. Da sind schlebttialtsstoffe drinnen, und die machen die Haut
stichtig. Also da sieht man dass die Qualitat nicinteine reine Geldsache ist.

Qualitat verbinde ich mit einer gewissen Sicherbed auch Gesundheit. Also der Preis sagt mir ni
immer wie die Qualitat ist.

Zum Beispiel bei Cereals. Es gibt Cereals um 5 Emum 1 Euro. Und da lese ich die
Verpackungsinformation, also wie viele Kalorien gheveils haben und was die Inhaltsstoffe sind. L
da kann keiner ligen. Und wenn ich damit zufriebien und es sich ja bei Cereals um Produkte
handelt die ich nicht fur die Ewigkeit habe, dafkaich dann diese Marke, wo ich mit den
Inhaltsstoffen zufrieden bin.

Also ich kaufe etwas, ich probiere es, und danrdeséch sehen ob die Qualitat auch gut ist.

Wie bei Schuhen. Ich kaufe, dann probiere ich ggewad wenn sie nach einem Monat kaputt sind,
dann kaufe ich diese Marke nicht mehr. So chedkeneine Marken und die Qualitat. Ich sehe eine
Marke nicht und sage gleich, uh ja das ist Qualitat

Fortsetzung: Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Welcher der von lhnen eben genannten Faktorent slidabichtigste/geringsteRolle (z.B. Qualitat, Preis,...)
in lhrer Entscheidung fir den Kauf einer Marke?

Fur mich, Design.
Und in Produktkategorien wo es jetzt nicht so sghrDesign geht, Qualitat.

Gibt esUnterschiede Ihrer Markenkriterien zwischen verschiedenen Produktkategorien?
Wenn ja, welche? Begriindung warum?

Also bei Kleidung, Dingen durch die ich mich jetitlleicht ausdriicke, da achte ich auf Design. Adso
Produkt muss mich ansprechen und mir gefallenabet weniger mit der Marke zu tun.

Und in Produktkategorien wo es nicht so sehr unigdegeht bzw. es sich um Dinge handelt, die magdai
hat, da achte ich auf die Qualitat. Da ist es negfal ob es jetzt 100 Euro mehr kostet. Aber grumtish
spielt Preis sonst schon eine Rolle.

Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fur bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Nein, Uberhaupt nicht.

Wenn ja:

Warum habe Sie es bisher nicht erwahnt?

Wenn nein:

Gibt es eventuelUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategoriemb das Herkunftsland einer Marke lhre
Kaufentscheidung beeinflusst?

Nein. Also das sieht man ja schon bei Kleidung..sal¢ aus China. Und ob das jetzt aus Italien oder
Frankreich ist, nein, das spielt keine Rolle.
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Wirde sich Ihre Wahrnehmung uBeéurteilung einer Marke verandern, wenn nur das Herkunftsland der
Marke ein anderes ware, die Marke ansonsten alpergiaich ware?

Nein, das ist mir ganz egal. Ich habe sogar getass Red Bull eigentlich aus Thailand ist...aberistagir
egal. Wenn es eine Marke in Wien zu kaufen gibdndat mir egal woher die kommt.

Weil fiir mich war Osterreich vor 10 Jahren so weeitfernt, wie China es jetzt ist. Und ich habe darim
meiner Heimat auch Red Bull aus Osterreich gekauftd. wenn es jetzt aus Kasachstan ware...mir egal.
Aber wenn es diese Marke in Wien gibt und die Gétedlose geschlossen ist, dann kaufe ich es.

Ich glaube Osterreich wiirde gar nichts am Markehalwenn es ungesund oder illegal wére. Das kdnn ic
garantieren, obwohl ich das nie gecheckt habevéctiaue einfach.

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tiber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Aus Osterreich...Salzburg.
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Respondent 6 (Almdudler)

Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Ich habe es nur ein paar mal getrunken. Also inleleten 2 Jahren vielleicht so 2-3 mal.

Wenn ja Was waren lhre Grinde warum Sie sich fur den Kiseger Marke entschieden haben?

Ich habe Almdudler im Sommer gekauft. Und es war sefrischend im Vergleich zu anderen Getranken
wie Cola.
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Welche Marken kennen Sie noch in dieser Produlgiaie?

Sprite, Seven Up

Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entstehe

o Preis X Qualitat X Marke o Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik
o Verpackung | o Gefallen/Geschmac | o Gesund o SONSTIG:

Faktor Qualitat: F2
Wie wichtig ist fur Sie die Qualitat einer Markeies Produktes in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung?

Ja, also Qualitat ist sehr wichtig. Also die Qullieeinflusst meine Kaufentscheidung schon sehr || F2a
stark.

Welche anderen Marken-/Produkteigenschaften laSssRiuckschlisseauf die Qualitdt machen?

Das kann ich so eigentlich gar nicht sagen. Mansmesseinfach probieren. Oder zumindest bei mir || F2b
das so.

Die Marke als Produktfaktor: F3
WelcheRolle spielt die Marke eines Produktes in Ihrer Kaufeméstung?

Also wenn ich jetzt ein Produkt kaufe, das ich himbsonders gut kenne, dann wirde ich schon dai || F3a
achten, dass es vielleicht eine gewisse Marke hat.

WelcheRuckschlissekdnnen Sie aus dem der Bekanntheitsgrad eineréviarkandere
Markeneigenschaften ziehen?

Ab und zu kann man schon darauf schlieRen wie gsifftodukt ist. Es ist nicht immer so, aber zurr
Beispiel wenn ich an die Coca Cola Company den&endkann ich mir schon vorstellen was und wi
die Produkte sind. Ich meine, die Marke hat schinarehohen Einfluss darauf wie ich ihre Produkte
wahrnehme.

F3b
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Fortsetzung: Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Welcher der von lhnen eben genannten Faktorent slidabichtigste/geringsteRolle (z.B. Qualitat, Preis,...)
in lhrer Entscheidung fur den Kauf einer Marke?

Am wichtigsten ist eigentlich Qualitat.

Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fir bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Nein, das ist egal.

Wenn ja:
Warum habe Sie es bisher nicht erwahnt?

Wenn nein:
Gibt es eventuelUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategorierob das Herkunftsland einer Marke lhre
Kaufentscheidung beeinflusst?

Ja, vielleicht schon. Zum Beispiel bei Autos, dadelich deutsche Autos bevorzugen. Oder Fleisch, da
wirde ich Fleisch aus Argentinien bevorzugen. Kaffas Kolumbien oder arabischen Landern.

Wiirde sich Ihre Wahrnehmung uBeéurteilung einer Marke verandern, wenn nur das Herkunftsland der
Marke ein anderes ware, die Marke ansonsten aloergjaich ware?

Nein, also wie jetzt bei Aimdudler. Es ist Ostecrgsch, aber wenn es jetzt auch vielleicht in dehwiz
produziert werden wiirde, dann wirde ich es auckekales sind auch Lander die eine ziemlich ahnliche
Tradition haben.

Aber ware Almdudler jetzt vielleicht aus einem fisghen Land, dann wirde ich es doch anders wahmereh
Almdudler ist eine Krauterlimonade, also das is den Bergen und das wird produziert irgendwo rie i
Land mit vielen Bergen. Und das wirde dann nichtmaesammen passen.

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tiber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Aus Osterreich.
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Respondent 7 (Red Bull)

Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Ab und zu mal, ja.

Wenn ja Was waren lhre Grinde warum Sie sich fur den Kiseger Marke entschieden haben?

Ich trinke es wenn eher beim fortgehen mal und dami eher mit Alkohol gemischt. Aber wenn ich es
trinke, dann ist die Entscheidung wohliberlegt.
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Welche Marken kennen Sie noch in dieser Produlgiaie?

Nachdem ich nebenbei in einem Supermarkt arbeé#} ieh dass es zum Beispiel Race gibt, oder...wWats | |i
es noch...Power Horse...dann das Shark gab’s einn&l,i@bglaube das gibt es jetzt nicht mehr. Unchd
noch andere Billigprodukte, wie jetzt zum Beisglab S Budget von Spar.

Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entstehe?

X Preis X Qualitat o Marke o Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik
o Verpackung | o Gefallen/Geschmac | o Gesund X SONSTIG: Empfehlung

Faktor Qualitat: F2
Wie wichtig ist fur Sie die Qualitat einer Markeies Produktes in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung?

Die Wichtigkeit die ich der Qualitat beimesse...dasmknt ganz auf das Produkt selbst an. Wo mir
hohe Qualitat besonders wichtig ist, ist bei KleiguDa ist die Verarbeitung das Non Plus Ultra.
Und wo es mir noch wichtig ist, ist bei technisch2abehtr. Zum Beispiel Computer, MP3 Player.

F2a

Welche anderen Marken-/Produkteigenschaften laSssRuckschlisseauf die Qualitdt machen?

Also vom Aussehen her...wenn ich mir jetzt vorstatestehe vor dem Regal und ich sehe 2 Prodt
von 2 verschiedenen Marken...dann von auf3en siehfjargigentlich kaum einen Unterschied. Wer
man es jetzt aber genauer betrachtet, wie jetztEeispiel bei Kleidung es anzieht, dann merkt mai| | F2b
sehr wohl ,aha, das ist von der teureren Markedaslvon einer billigeren*.

Also ich glaube Marken kann man heutzutage vonmasBkr gut falschen, aber jetzt quasi vom inne
Teil des Produktes, das ist relativ schwer nachzhema

Faktor Preis: F1
WelcheRolle spielt der Preis einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentsdheg?

Also ich habe die Erfahrung gemacht, dass Markehgde eigentlich teurer sind als so andere nict
bekanntere Markenprodukte. Aber fiir mich spielt®imis, gerade als Student, eine wichtige Rolle.
Also somit ist meine Auswahl zwischen verschieddiagken, einfach durch mein Budget das ich al
Student zur Verfiigung habe, begrenzt. Also esfijitrnich bestimmte Marken, die dadurch einfach
gar nicht in Frage kommen.

Fla

Kann man anhand des Preises einer MRiekschlisseauf andere Markeneigenschaften ziehen? W
ja, auf welche?

Das ist schwer zu sagen. Man kann nicht immer vogisRwf die Qualitat schliel3en...also das kom
wieder auf die Produkte an. Fib
Ich denke bei Computern war es, oder zumindestdriginigen Jahren, war es noch so, dass je tet
ein Computer war, desto eher konnte man darauiefdn dass die Qualitdt auch besser ist und da
auch wirklich hochwertigere Teile verwendet wurden.
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Fortsetzung: Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Gibt esUnterschiede Ihrer Markenkriterien zwischen verschiedenen Produktkategorien?
Wenn ja, welche? Begriindung warum?

Vor allem bei Nahrungsmitteln glaube ich dass dexié relativ wenig aussagekréaftig ist, weil die
Inkredenzien meistens die gleichen sind, nur halankann das glaube ich ganz gut vergleichen mieHo
contra Merkur glaube ich. Und ah...quasi der Gleicitmalt, nur halt eben mit der Marke ist teurer nmah
zahlt halt die Marke.

Genau das gleiche ist bei Autos...Mercedes zahlsgbalsi den Stern und bei anderen gleichwertigen al
billigeren Produkten, da zahlst halt nicht den 15terd zahlst deshalb ein bisschen weniger.

Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fir bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Also ich wiirde mich schon fiir eine bestimmte Magkéscheiden auf Grund ihres Herkunftslandes.

Wenn ja:
Warum habe Sie es bisher nicht erwahnt?

COO Fragen

WelcheRolle spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke genau fuP Sie

Also ich bin Israeli. Und wenn ich jetzt in meirtdéeimat bin, dann kaufe ich israelische Produktel ik
damit quasi die heimische Wirtschaft férdern will.

WasschlussfolgernSie aus dem Herkunftsland einer Marke in BezugdaiMarke selbst?

Das ist jetzt wieder Produkt-spezifisch.

Also jetzt zum Beispiel Mineralwasser, also itaigghes Mineralwasser ist nach meiner Erfahrund gtm
Beispiel billiger als dsterreichisches Mineralwas¥garum das so ist...keine Ahnung.

Ja also ich glaube rein das Herkunftsland sadt fiétht wie viel bezahlst du fur eine Marke, jasdst eher
meine Message.

Also auf Grund des Herkunftslandes auf Preis undlit schlussfolgern...nein.

Es ist schwer zu sagen, aber bei Qualitat...ich wioten sagen, dass die dsterreichischen Produkte w:
man sie jetzt mit zum Beispiel asiatischen Produktrgleicht auf jeden Fall besser sind. Aber ihaty
Europas oder im Vergleich mit amerikanischen wiictiesagen da gibt es wenig Qualitatsunterschiede.

Was sind digsriinde warum Sie Herkunftslandinformationen in lhre Markeurteilung bzw.
Kaufentscheidung miteinbeziehen?

Das ist eher so die Heimatverbundenheit. Also dasviniger funktionale Griinde, sondern eher
symbolische.

Das ist eher so ein Heimatgefiihl und deshalb elilgerne heimische Produkte kaufen.

Also wenn ich in Israel bin, dann kaufe ich isrseiie Produkte und genau so wenn ich in Osterréich b
dann wirde ich eher 6sterreichische Produkte kaufen
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Wie ausschlaggebendst das Herkunftsland einer Marke in lhre Kaufeh&sdung?

Naja, es hat halt eben symbolischen Charakter.

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tiber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Ja, Red Bull ist aus Salzburg...also Osterreich.
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Respondent 8 (Almdudler)

Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Ja.

Wenn ja Was waren lhre Grinde warum Sie sich fur den Kiseger Marke entschieden haben?

Ja, also der Geschmack. Und nachdem es doch gaszhexnd ist...oder auch beim Heurigen zum Beisg | |,
wo es halt einfach kein Cola oder kein Fanta odes gibt.

Welche Marken kennen Sie noch in dieser Produlkgiaie?

Radelberger.
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Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entstehet

X Preis X Qualitat X Marke o Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik
X Verpackung | o Gefallen/Geschmac | o Gesund o SONSTIG:

Faktor Preis: F1
WelcheRolle spielt der Preis einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentsdheg?

Also bei so alltaglichen Produkten ist mir Preisatwichtig. Wenn ich eben von einer giinstigeren
Marke oder No Name Produkt das selbe habe, darfa dueben das was glnstiger ist.

Bei teureren Sachen, also bei nicht so alltaglic®&chen, da ist mir schon eher die Marke wichtig.
Also bei Elektronik zum Beispiel, da ist der Pneisht der ausschlaggebende Faktor auf den ich
schaue.

Fla

Kann man anhand des Preises einer MRiekschlisseauf andere Markeneigenschaften ziehen? W
ja, auf welche?

Ja teils auf die Qualitat. Flb
Und bei bestimmten Marken, da ist sicherlich mihdeuren Preis ein gewisses Image oder ein
gewisser Status verbunden.

Faktor Qualitat: F2
Wie wichtig ist fur Sie die Qualitat einer Markeies Produktes in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung?

Kommt jetzt auch wieder darauf an ob es sich unaligliches Produkt handelt oder nicht.
Aber Qualitat ist eher schon wichtig. Aber musg hath im bezug zum Preis stehen, also dass da
auch irgendwie gerechtfertigt ist.

F2a

Welche anderen Marken-/Produkteigenschaften laSssRiuckschlisseauf die Qualitdt machen?

Sicher vielleicht auch wo man es kaufen kann. Alsach etwas jetzt vielleicht beim Diskonter oder
beim Merkur kaufe. Also alltédgliche Produkte witzje-leisch zum Beispiel, wirde ich sicher eher || F2b
beim Merkur kaufen, als beim Hofer. Einfach weilbesm Merkur teurer ist und deshalb nehme ich
halt auch an dass die Qualitat da dann auch bissser

Vielleicht auch die Verpackung.
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Faktor Verpackung/Prasentation der Marke: F6
WelcheRolle spielt die Verpackung eines Produktes/die Pragentainer Marke in Ihrer
Kaufentscheidung?

Ja gerade wenn jetzt etwas im Regal steht und dainh auch anspricht von der Farbe her, oder vc —
der Aufschrift, dann gibt mir das schon auch Ribkss auf die Qualitat.

Lasst die Verpackung/das Erscheinungsbild einek®i&ieRiuckschlisseauf andere

Markeneigenschaften ziehen?

Ja, auf die Qualitat. Also wenn jetzt die Verpackigtzt allerbilligst ist, dann schlie3e ich sclarch F6b
auf schlechtere Qualitat.
Wie erklaren Sie sicbinterschiedein Bezug auf die Attraktivitat einer Verpackung/dittraktivitat der
Prasentatioawischen den einzelnen Marken in dieser Produkgkaie?

Also ich denke mir, bei den Markenprodukten, dielserstens teurer undetzt rein vom Preis her sit 6
die billigen Produkte ja auch nur deshalb so hilligil sie auch irgendwo dann einsparen missen. ¢
da wird die Verpackung dann eben auch nicht sakiitrund aufregend gestaltet sein, wie bei teure
Produkten.

Fortsetzung: Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Welcher der von lhnen eben genannten Faktorent slidabichtigste/geringsteRolle (z.B. Qualitat, Preis,...)
in lhrer Entscheidung fir den Kauf einer Marke?

Qualitat.

Gibt esUnterschiede Ihrer Markenkriterien zwischen verschiedenen Produktkategorien?
Wenn ja, welche? Begriindung warum?

Ja, bei nicht alltdglichen Produkten achte ich eluéidie Qualitat und vor allem die Marke.
Und bei alltdglichen Produkten, wie jetzt Butteeodiilch, da ist dann eher der Preis entscheidend.

Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fir bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Da achte ich eigentlich nicht drauf. Also ich reetgigentlich einfach damit, dass alles was der Merk
verkauft sowieso okay ist.
Also spielt das Herkunftsland fir mich nicht widtli eine Rolle.

Wenn ja:

Warum habe Sie es bisher nicht erwahnt?
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Wenn nein:

Gibt es eventuelUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategorierob das Herkunftsland einer Marke lhre
Kaufentscheidung beeinflusst?

Nein, also ich wiirde sagen das ist immer gleicg alcht wichtig.

Wiirde sich Ihre Wahrnehmung uBeéurteilung einer Marke verandern, wenn nur das Herkunftsland der
Marke ein anderes ware, die Marke ansonsten aloergjaich ware?

Glaube ich nicht. Also wenn jetzt Aimdudler zum &#el aus Amerika kommen wiirde, also wenn es mir
schmeckt, dann kaufe ich es trotzdem.

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Aus Osterreich hatte ich mir gedacht.
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Respondent 9 (Red Bull)

Q2 ,
verleihl

Konlurrenten
Bsp.: Beoster;

Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Ja, also ich muss sagen fast jeden Tag.

Wenn ja Was waren lhre Grinde warum Sie sich fur den Kieger Marke entschieden haben?

Na, vielleicht wenn ich auf der Uni sitze und daverde ich schon miide, dass ich mir denke ,Ach, &kaz
mir schnell ein Red Bull“.
Und es schmeckt aber auch gut finde ich.
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Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entstehne?

o Preis o Qualitat X Marke o Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik
X Verpackung | X Gefallen/Geschmac | o Gesund X SONSTIG: Werbung; Empfehlung

Faktor Verpackung/Prasentation der Marke: F6

WelcheRolle spielt die Verpackung eines Produktes/die Prasentainer Marke in lhrer
Kaufentscheidung?

Naja, also wenn ich jetzt vor dem Regal stehe unidtoein Energy Drink und der ist iftgriin verpack el
dann wirde ich finden das schaut giftig aus.

Lasst die Verpackung/das Erscheinungsbild einek®i&ieRickschlisseauf andere
Markeneigenschaften ziehen?

Also ich glaube schon, dass die Verpackung eineduktes mich schon sehr beeinflusst wie ich die F6b
Qualitat einer Marke wahrnehme. Also wenn etwaal tedisslich ist von aul3en, also eine furchtbare

Farbe hat oder so, dann wirde ich es glaube ittt nehmen.

Also ich wirde glauben wenn etwas hasslich verpatkilann schmeckt es auch nicht.

Fortsetzung: Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Welcher der von lhnen eben genannten Faktorent slidabichtigste/geringsteRolle (z.B. Qualitat, Preis,...)
in lhrer Entscheidung fir den Kauf einer Marke?

Ja, eigentlich beeinflusst mich am meisten die Wiegkeiner Marke. Dann noch die Verpackung und
vielleicht Empfehlungen von Freunden oder meinenike.

Gibt esUnterschiede Ihrer Markenkriterien zwischen verschiedenen Produktkategorien?
Wenn ja, welche? Begriindung warum?

Nein, also ich wiirde sagen meine Kriterien sindnaaer ziemlich ahnlich.
Wobei bei Autos muss ich sagen, da wirde ich selhen auf die Erfahrungswerte von Bekannten und

meiner Familie vertrauen, als auf die Werbung. fdgliaube ich schon der Erfahrungswert wichtigesi] es
ist doch eine gréRRere Investition.

Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fur bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Nein, glaube ich nicht.
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Wenn ja:

Warum habe Sie es bisher nicht erwahnt?

Wenn nein:

Gibt es eventuelUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategorierob das Herkunftsland einer Marke lhre
Kaufentscheidung beeinflusst?

Naja...ich meine es kommt auch wieder darauf an eagetzt ist. Aber das ist dann Einstellung. Aloér i
mag jetzt die japanischen Autos zum Beispiel nschgern. Wobei ich sagen muss, ich bin noch niesein
gefahren.

Ich habe nur 2 Freunde, die eines haben und dienheb standig in der Werkstatt stehen. Also sdghaltt
auch so, japanische Autos...weil3 ich nicht.

Wobei es kommt dann eben schon auch auf das Praduktd man muss aber auch wie gesagt die Erfah
damit machen. Also das ist schwierig.

Aber so im Grol3en und Ganzen glaube ich ist dakuiésland egal.

Ich glaube man weil3 aber oft einfach auch gar mictiter ein Produkt kommt.

Wirde sich Ihre Wahrnehmung uBeéurteilung einer Marke verandern, wenn nur das Herkunftsland der
Marke ein anderes ware, die Marke ansonsten alpergiaich ware?

Nein, glaube ich nicht. Also ich wiirde Red Bulkfegenauso trinken wenn es aus Deutschland oderikame
oder China ware. Also ich glaube nicht, dass dakuihdtsland Einfluss auf die Qualitat hat.

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Ja, also aus Osterreich.
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Respondent 10 (Almdudler)

Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Selten, weil diese ganzen Getranke mir einfachgdinau suf3 sind.

Wenn ja Was waren lhre Griinde warum Sie sich fiir den Kkedger Marke entschieden haben?

Also wenn ich doch mal einen Aimdudler gekauft hatann weil es im Zweifel von diesen siiRen Getrén |
dann doch nicht sooo sufd ist. Also geschmacklicAlimdudler da dann noch das Beste.

Welche Marken kennen Sie noch in dieser Produlkgiaie?

Grobi, Coca Cola, Fanta, und diese Billigschiene Mofer usw.
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Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entstehe?

X Preis X Qualitat X Marke o Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik

o Verpackung | o Gefallen/Geschmac | o Gesund X SONSTIG: Marke des Geschéfts

Faktor Preis: F1
WelcheRolle spielt der Preis einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentsdheg?

Wie wichtig mir der Preis ist, hangt oft davon aile wut ist ein Konkurrenzprodukt oder wie viele
grundlegende Produkte (Marken) gibt es in diesaeg@rie tberhaupt. Also wenn es jetzt in einer
Produktkategorie 10 Marken gibt, eine ist prefstiatal anders und 9 andere sind preislich alle aut
demselben Niveau und von der Qualitat her ahntlann wird sich das was am teuersten ist sowies
nicht durchsetzen.

Fla

Kann man anhand des Preises einer MRiekschlisseauf andere Markeneigenschaften ziehen? W
ja, auf welche?

Ja, also bis zu einem gewissen Grad steht Preism saich fur Qualitat. F1b
Aber nur das alles...der Rest ist dann schon audtiee Also ich glaube dass ein absolut Uiberteu
Preis halt vielleicht gewisse Leute anzieht, wigh kann’s mir leisten“ und die es dann herzeigen.

Faktor Qualitat: F2
Wie wichtig ist fur Sie die Qualitat einer Markeies Produktes in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung?

Also die Wichtigkeit der Qualitat ist wieder so @igersa mit dem Preis.
Also Qualitat ist grundsatzlich wichtig, ja, abeemm ich das funffache zahlen muss fir vielleicht F2a
doppelte Qualitat, dann nein.

Also Preis und Qualitéat stehen fir mich in direktBasammenhang in meiner Kaufentscheidung.

Welche anderen Marken-/Produkteigenschaften laSssRiuckschlisseauf die Qualitdt machen?

Ja, also wieder bis zu einem gewissen Grad stelRmés schon auch fur Qualitat. Aber nicht nur. F2b
Wie gesagt, Preis und Qualitat stehen fur michinektem Zusammenhang...ich schlieRe aus dem |
bis zu einem gewissen Grad auch auf die Qualitét.

Die Marke als Produktfaktor: (ADAPTED — Die Marke d es Geschéfts als Qualitétsfaktor) 8
WelcheRolle spielt die Marke des Geschafts wo Sie ein Prodalfdn in lhrer Kaufentscheidung?

Ja, also jetzt bei nicht Fleisch und Gemduse...alssdaull-acht-flinfzehn Produkten ist mir dann di || F3a
Marke auch eher egal. Also ich achte eher wenigedia Marke sondern eher darauf wo ich es
einkaufe.

Also wenn ich jetzt zum Beispiel Frischfleisch einke, dann schaue ich schon dass ich so
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Diskontersachen wie jetzt Hofer oder so vermeid# elmer zum Spar gehe. Welche Marke das dan
keine Ahnung. Also da steht die Marke Spar fiir naitshUberbegriff.

Also wenn es jetzt um Frischeprodukte geht wie OBemmiise oder Fleisch, da achte ich schon auf
Marke des Geschafts und kaufe es eher beim Spar.

Bei so Sachen wie jetzt zum Beispiel Mehl, da sstrér egal. Auch ob es jetzt ein Diskonterprodsk
oder nicht.

WelcheRuckschlissekénnen Sie aus dem der Bekanntheitsgrad einerév{@fodukt) auf andere
Markeneigenschaften ziehen?

Naja, je bekannter eine Marke ist, vor allem jeggkres sie gibt...wie jetzt Aimdudler, das gibt es ja
schon ewig...dann bekommt das halt eine gewissensStalso eine neue Marke wird wahrscheinlic
ewig brauchen und wird es auch niemals schaffesedi&tatus zu haben.

Ja also der Bekanntheitsgrad einer Marke stelddiuahrte Qualitét.

Und man kann nicht wirklich etwas falsch macheresi&aufen.

F3b

Fortsetzung: Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Welcher der von lhnen eben genannten Faktorent slidabichtigste/geringsteRolle (z.B. Qualitat, Preis,...)
in lhrer Entscheidung fir den Kauf einer Marke?

Ja, also dann die Prestige der Marke des GesaiftQualitat.

Gibt esUnterschiede Ihrer Markenkriterien zwischen verschiedenen Produktkategorien?
Wenn ja, welche? Begriindung warum?

Ja, also bei Frischeprodukten auf die Qualitat.

Bei Getranken auf ja, vielleicht gibt es da darmoscauch Lieblingsgetrénke...da kann dann schon diect
Marke im Vordergrund stehen. Wie jetzt bei Raucstdst oder so. Das schmeckt jetzt mir zum Beisjpiel
besten...keine Ahnung warum, aber ist so.

Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fir bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Grundsatzlich nein. Aber bei Frischeprodukten wiictieschon versuchen zu schaun, dass die aus éster
kommen.

Wenn ja:
Warum habe Sie es bisher nicht erwahnt?

Wenn nein:

Gibt es eventuelUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategoriemb das Herkunftsland einer Marke lhre
Kaufentscheidung beeinflusst?

Naja, also so wie bei Frischeprodukten, da wiirtlelso schon versuchen zu schauen, dass die aerseist
kommen.

Bei Getranken, oder extrem haltbaren Produkteesishir eigentlich mehr egal.

Und jetzt Produktkategorien wie Autos oder so...[@also das ist so eine Kategorie von Kauf, also daeu
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ich mir dann dieses Auto aus, das ich mir A lei$tann und B mochte. Und was ich mdchte ist nicht
beeinflusst vom Herkunftsland einer Marke. Viellgischliel3e ich jetzt gewisse Marken, ich sage ainm
primar schon aus, was aber nicht heil3t dass eiriatsprechender Preis das nicht wieder revidieran,kand
das Auto dann wieder interessant wird.

Also grundlegend weil3 ja jeder, dass die franz@sis@utos von der Haltbarkeit her nicht so toldsiwenn
jetzt das Auto aber nur 80% von einem anderen Rostet, fir vergleichbares was die Autos kénnenndst
es schon wieder eine Uberlegung.

Und bei technischen Produkten ist es mir auch kethpbal, weil da kommt ja eh alles aus dem aslais
Raum.

Wirde sich Ihre Wahrnehmung uBeéurteilung einer Marke verandern, wenn nur das Herkunftsland der
Marke ein anderes ware, die Marke ansonsten alpergiaich ware?

Kdnnte ich mir jetzt schwer vorstellen. Na gut, mkine, kommt dann schon auch wieder auf das Ptoduk
darauf an.

Ja, also bis zu einem gewissen Grad, wie jetzAbtas steht das Herkunftsland einer Marke schot &iic
Qualitat. Diese vielleicht niedrigere Qualitat kaatrer ein entsprechender Preis in meiner Kaufegicighg
wieder wett machen.

...aber es gibt schon so Prestigesachen, die geS@d®n so suggerieren. Also wenn ich jetzt hernehme
eine absolut neue Computertechnik und die kommtisb&kistan, dann vermittelt das dann doch...also c | ¢
sind dann doch relativ, durch Kommunismus und siteweotal im Rickstand...kénnte man vielleicht seh
einmal kurz Uberlegen ob das irgendwie naheliegeikann...aber ich wirde trotzdem nicht soweit geh
und sagen, dass mich das dann in meiner Kaufemndseigebeeinflusst.

Also das Herkunftsland einer Marke beeinflusst nvigfleicht im ersten Moment wie ich eine neue Mark
wahrnehme...aber in meiner finalen Kaufentscheidugentlich nicht.

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Almdudler gehdrt zu Coca Cola Beverages dazu...abetdsprungs-Almdudler kommt schon aus
Osterreich.
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Respondent 11 (Red Bull)

: @wepv
m d&gau'ﬂ.fevefrbe, et 5

cu/d, cmgaaicq,.dm

Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Ab und zu schon.

Wenn ja Was waren lhre Grinde warum Sie sich fur den Kieger Marke entschieden haben?

Also ich habe oft gesehen dass Leute das auf Rgetysnken haben und die dann die ganze Nacht
durchhalten und die sind nicht miude.

Also Griinde warum ich Red Bull kaufe sind hauptsélsh.damit ich fit bin.
Und ich trinke vor dem Sport Red Bull und dann highe..ich glaube ich habe mehr Kraft.
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Welche Marken kennen Sie noch in dieser Produlgiaie?

Tiger...im Supermarkt ist das das Gleiche. Weil Retl Bt schon am teuersten und andere wie jetziTig
oder...andere Marken, die Red Bull &hnlich sind,vditken schon auch nicht so gut wie Red Bull und die

schmecken auch nicht so gut.

Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)
Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entsiehe?

X Preis X Qualitat X Marke o Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik

X Verpackung | o Gefallen/Geschmac | o Gesund X SONSTIG: Werbung

Faktor Qualitat: F2

Wie wichtig ist fur Sie die Qualitat einer Markeies Produktes in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung?

Also fir mich ist die Qualitat das erste an dasdehke wenn ich etwas kaufen will. —

Welche anderen Marken-/Produkteigenschaften laSssRuckschlisseauf die Qualitdt machen?

Hmmm...das ist eine gute Frage. Die meisten Prodsétten super aus, aber die sind trotzdem

schlechte Qualitat.
Aber ich glaube das weild man dann eben nur aubrtrfg. Gewisse Sachen muss man gekostet h || F2b

oder bei anderen gesehen haben, und wenn die stgsneine Marke oder ein Produkt perfekt ist,
dann kann ich darauf vertrauen und dann das gléahfen.
Also Empfehlungen sind da auch wichtig.

Faktor Preis: F1
WelcheRolle spielt der Preis einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentsdheg?
Also die Wichtigkeit des Preises steht fur micrasadritter Stelle. iz
Kann man anhand des Preises einer M&Riekschlisseauf andere Markeneigenschaften ziehen? W
ja, auf welche?
Flb

Ja, also vom Preis einer Marke kann man schonialuhktionalitt schlieRen und auch auf Qualiti
Also ein hoherer Preis ist glaube ich schon eirkbtdr fiir bessere Qualitat.
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Faktor Verpackung/Prasentation der Marke: F6

WelcheRolle spielt die Verpackung eines Produktes/die Pragentainer Marke in Ihrer
Kaufentscheidung?

Also es ist nicht so wichtig wie etwas verpackuist aussieht. Aber ich glaube, dass wenn man et F6a
nicht kennt und im Geschaft ist, dann schaut maarsten Moment schon darauf wie irgendetwas

aussieht. Und dann, wenn einem das gefallt wiestwasieht, dann kauft man das wahrscheinlich
auch eher.

Lasst die Verpackung/das Erscheinungsbild einek®&ieRickschlisseauf andere
Markeneigenschaften ziehen?

F6b
Nein, ich glaube nicht wirklich.

Fortsetzung: Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Welcher der von lhnen eben genannten Faktoren sligabichtigste/geringsteRolle (z.B. Qualitat, Preis,...)
in lhrer Entscheidung fur den Kauf einer Marke?

Qualitat

Gibt esUnterschiede Ihrer Markenkriterien zwischen verschiedenen Produktkategorien?
Wenn ja, welche? Begriindung warum?

Ja, also bei Lebensmittel spielt das Aussehenisitblet so eine grof3e Rolle. Man kennt eh fassallas im
Geschéft steht, und die, die das verkaufen macigeBathen halt nicht so besonders schoén, aber ich
glaube...

Ja, also bei Klamotten da zahlt das Aussehen schon.

Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fir bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Nein, also das spielt fur mich keine Rolle.

...weil ich habe zum Beispiel oft gesehen, dass g@wiSachen in der Tirkei gemacht sind ode
China...und eigentlich, ja, das ist mir egal.

Wenn ja:

Warum habe Sie es bisher nicht erwahnt?

220



Ursula Wastian

Appendix

Wenn nein:

Wirde sich Ihre Wahrnehmung uBeéurteilung einer Marke verandern, wenn nur das Herkunftsland der
Marke ein anderes ware, die Marke ansonsten alpergiaich ware?

Also ich glaube nicht dass etwas besser oder duklerst, weil es aus einem bestimmten Land korkstis
in Bezug auf die Funktionalitdt oder Qualitat eiffr®duktes egal und aber auch von der emotionadite
her, ist es mir egal.

Also alleine bei Klamotten, fast alles ist in deiirRei gemacht worden und ja, ich glaube ich selesse
Sachen waren gleich, wenn sie jetzt in Polen au@siterreich gemacht worden waren.

Und wie jetzt Red Bull, das ware mir egal ob daztjerspringlich in den USA oder in China gem
worden ist...das ist deshalb nicht besser oder cooler

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tiber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Red Bull...USA? Keine Ahnung.

U7

cht
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Respondent 12 (Red Bull)

N
S-S

oS

Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Nein.

Wenn neinWas waren Ihre Griinde warum Sie sich gegen den #iaesér Marke entschieden haben?

Weil es nicht gesund ist und es schmeckt auch siigut.

Welche Marken kennen Sie noch in dieser Produlkgjaie?

Ah...andere Energy Drinks...Gatorade und Powerrade.. @ieesind nicht mit Koffein.
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Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entstehe?

o Preis o Qualitat X Marke o Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik
o Verpackung | o Gefallen/Geschmacl | o Gesund X SONSTIG: Erfahrung

Die Marke als Produktfaktor: F3
WelcheRolle spielt die Marke eines Produktes in Ihrer Kaufemsdung?

Ich achte auf die Marke und dass die ein gutes énzd). F3a
Also die Marke spielt schon eine wichtige Rolles dairde ich schon sagen.

WelcheRickschlissekdnnen Sie aus dem der Bekanntheitsgrad eineréviarkandere
Markeneigenschaften ziehen?

Ahm, ich probiere eine Marke immer selber und mamaltbin ich tiberzeugt dass eine Marke nicht
ist, obwohl alle anderen diese Marke nutzen. Sozwre Beispiel das Windows Betriebssystem...icl
habe mich fur Apple entschieden und ich bleibe aladtei, auch wenn alle anderen Windows nutze || F3b
Ich sehe bestimmte Vorteile und ja...deshalb proligreine Marke immer selber ob die auch wirk
fur mich gut ist.

Also es ist so, dass das Image einer Marke miclz&hgt eine Marke auszuprobieren, aber bedeut
nicht dass ich sie dann weiterhin kaufe nur wettieg bekannte Marke ist.

Fortsetzung: Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Welcher der von lhnen eben genannten Faktorent slidabichtigste/geringsteRolle (z.B. Qualitat, Preis,...)
in lhrer Entscheidung fir den Kauf einer Marke?

Ja, also das Markenimage beeinflusst mich dariss a4 eine Marke ausprobiere, aber nichts wellsn da
wiurde ich schon eher eine Marke mit einem gutergbrausprobieren. Aber erst wenn mir eine Marke d¢| p
gefallt und ich gute Erfahrungen damit gemacht hdban bin ich auch tberzeugt von einer Marke.

Gibt esUnterschiede Ihrer Markenkriterien zwischen verschiedenen Produktkategorien?
Wenn ja, welche? Begriindung warum?

Ja, also bei manchen Produkten ist die Marke efedrund bei manchen Produkten ist es wichtig.

Also bei Elektrogeraten, da wirde ich zum Beispigl Markenprodukte kaufen und nicht irgendwelche
gefahrlichen no name Sachen.

Bei Nahrungsmitteln, also Brot und solche SachetteB und so...da ist es nicht wichtig.
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Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fur bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Ja, ich habe gewisse Vorurteile, dass wahrschiiklaffee aus Italien besser schmeckt.

Wenn ja:
Warum haben Sie es bisher nicht erwahnt?

COO Fragen

WelcheRolle spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke genau fuP Sie

Das kommt auf die Produktkategorie an.

Hat das Herkunftsland einer Marke Einfluss darevid, Sieandere Eigenschaften der Marke wahrnehmen
bzw. beurteilen?

Also bei gewissen Produktkategorien wie Kaffee déighiokolade, da glaube ich dass das aus gewissen
Lander besser ist.

Bei Red Bull, da glaube ich nicht unbedingt dassies positiv auf die Marke auswirkt, dass die aus
Osterreich kommt, weil die werben ja damit nichhdivenn Red Bull jetzt zum Beispiel aus China
kdme...also ich versuche ja inlandische Nahrungsmzitt&aufen...und wenn es jetzt aus China ware, de | p
wirde ich es wahrscheinlich nicht kaufen.

Aber ich glaube jetzt nicht generell dass ein Pkbdus einem gewissen Land qualitativ besser oder
schlechter ist. Ich probiere das selber.

Was sind digsriinde warum Sie Herkunftslandinformationen in lhre Markeurteilung bzw.
Kaufentscheidung miteinbeziehen?

Also ich versuche deshalb inlandische ProduktéNlagirungsmitteln zu kaufen, damit ich die Wirtschaft
damit ankurbeln kann.

Gibt esUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategorierbeziiglich der Wichtigkeit die Sie dem Herkunftslan
einer Marke beimessen bzw. ob Sie Informationem dleeHerkunft einer Marke benutzen?

Ja.

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Aus Osterreich.
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Respondent 13 (Almdudler)
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Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Ja, ab und zu.

Wenn ja Was waren lhre Griinde warum Sie sich fir den Kiéeger Marke entschieden haben?

Es schmeckt mir gut.

Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entstehe?

X Preis X Qualitat o Marke o Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik

o Verpackung | X Gefallen/Geschmacl | o Gesund X SONSTIG: Herkunftsland

COO Fragen

WelcheRolle spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke genau fuP Sie

Also flr mich ist es wichtig.

WasschlussfolgernSie aus dem Herkunftsland einer Marke in BezuglaiMarke selbst?

Es gibt dariiber Aufschluss wie lange Transportwdigd’rodukte zuriickgelegt haben und auch unter
welchen Bedingungen etwas erzeugt wurde.

Also ich kann Rickschlisse auf die Qualitat zielneth auch darauf, dass es ja, vielleicht auch
umweltfreundlicher ist auf jeden Fall. Vielleichich...ja, also ob das wirklich auch qualitéatsvolleargt
worden ist, oder ob da irgendwie Sorgfalt dahisteckt, oder...also so etwas in die Richtung.

Hat das Herkunftsland einer Marke Einfluss darevid, Sieandere Eigenschaften der Marke wahrnehmen
bzw. beurteilen?

Was sind digsriinde warum Sie Herkunftslandinformationen in lhre Markeurteilung bzw.
Kaufentscheidung miteinbeziehen?

Ja, weil ich aus dem Herkunftsland auf die Quadtéer Marke schlieBen kann und vielleicht aucHwei
dass es vielleicht auch umweltfreundlicher istjaden Fall. Vielleicht auch...ja, also ob das wirklauch
qualitatsvoll erzeugt worden ist, oder ob da irgeiedSorgfalt dahinter steckt, oder...also so etwadien
Richtung.
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Woher beziehen Sie IWissenbzw. lhre Informationen lber die Herkunft einerrki&?

Also hauptsachlich eigentlich vom Etikett, was dem steht.
Und bei manchen Marken, da wei? man halt einfachag ist eine ésterreichische Marke.
...und ja, sonst eigentlich hauptsachlich vom Etikett

Wenn Sie nicht Uber das Herkunftsland einer MarkedBeid wissennformieren Sie sich extra?

Ah...kommt darauf an welches Produkt das ist wiirtiesagen.

Gibt esUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategorierbeziiglich der Wichtigkeit die Sie dem Herkunftslan
einer Marke beimessen bzw. ob Sie Informationem dleeHerkunft einer Marke benutzen?

Ja.

Wenn ja:
Welche Unterschiede bestehen? Warum?

Bei einem Lebensmittel ist es mir wichtiger als Kksidung zum Beispiel. Weil bei Kleidung darf mdas
glaub ich eh nicht glauben was da so drauf steht.

Also hauptsachlich spielt das Herkunftsland wittkl&ine Rolle bei Lebensmitteln. Und dann vielle@bth
noch bei Kosmetikartikeln.

Eventuell auch bei technischen Geraten. Wobei dasftdschwierig ist, weil das da oft aus verschiedte
Bestandteilen besteht die alle von woanders komundrdann weif3 man es eigentlich eh nicht wirklich,
aber...ja, bei so etwas steht ir mich dann die Makké&berbegriff. Wie jetzt zum Beispiel Sony, dalza
dann fur mich einfach nur woher Sony kommt.

Wie definieren Sie das Herkunftsland einer Marke?
(z.B. Produktionsland, ,made-in“ Land, Firmensitz)...

Ich glaube auch, das ist oft nur ein Gefiihl. Wadkds made-in, gerade in der Textiloranche, einddichicht
stimmt. Wo man weif3, da wird nur ein Etikett dazm@ht und dann steht drauf made in Italy und esikon
nicht aus Italien.

Also da steht dann schon die Marke fiir mich einfasiJberbegriff.

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Aus Osterreich.
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Respondent 14 (Red Bull)

Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Nein, eigentlich nicht.

Wenn neinWas waren Ihre Griinde warum Sie sich gegen den #iaesér Marke entschieden haben?

Es schmeckt mir nicht. Es ist mir zu sufd und auffarist es nicht gesund.

Welche Marken kennen Sie noch in dieser Produlkgjaie?

Ich glaube Fly Horse oder so.
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Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)
Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entstehne?

X Preis X Qualitat o Marke o Garantie/Risiko o Ethik

o Verpackung X Gefallen/Geschmack | o Gesund X SONSTIG: Werbung

Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fir bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Ja, doch.

Wenn ja:
Warum habe Sie es bisher nicht erwahnt?

Es ist mir irgendwie nicht eingefallen. Also ichbleaes vergessen...ich wei auch nicht warum.
Vielleicht habe ich mich zu sehr auf Red Bull komzeert...aber generell weil3 ich nicht warum es niihh

eingefallen ist.

COO Fragen

WelcheRolle spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke genau fuP Sie

Das Herkunftsland ist fir mich irgendwie in mein&iopf schon mit der Marke verbunden. Also wenn ich
eine Marke gut finde, dann nehme ich einfach sgrandsatzlich an, dass sie aus einem Land kommt, ¢
okay ist.

Ja, also wenn ich etwas kaufe, zum Beispiel Klegglalann weif3 ich einfach schon wo ich hin muss. Zun
Beispiel schlieRe ich manche Geschafte die sodligikinesisch sind, schon von Anfang an aus.

Also es ist jetzt nicht sehr wichtig das Herkuraftal, und ich kaufe jetzt auch nicht nur Sachenadgeden
USA kommen. Aber es ist mir schon wichtig dassQiimlitat passt.

WasschlussfolgernSie aus dem Herkunftsland einer Marke in BezugdaiMarke selbst?

Ja, also ich schlieRe aus dem Herkunftsland davieudie Qualitét ist.

Hat das Herkunftsland einer Marke Einfluss darevid, Sieandere Eigenschaften der Marke wahrnehmen
bzw. beurteilen?

Und ein ,gutes” Herkunftsland rechtfertigt fir mialich einen héheren Preis. Also schlussfolgerauci

auf den Preis.
Und mich beeinflusst auch die Werbung einer Maigerglich sehr stark. Also wenn eine Marke ein

gewisses Image hat, dann schlie3e ich darausdaesss Marke vielleicht eben nicht gerade aus China
kommt.
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Was sind digsriinde warum Sie Herkunftslandinformationen in lhre Markeurteilung bzw.
Kaufentscheidung miteinbeziehen?

Ja, weil ich generell auf die Qualitat und den £sehlieRe.
Und ich habe auch im fernsehen oft gesehen, da3kina alles so billig produziert wird und so, weshalb
ist auch die Qualitat schlechter.

Wie ausschlaggebendst das Herkunftsland einer Marke in lhre Kaufeh&sdung?

Naja, also ich bin da sicherlich beeinflusst vomadeas ich im Fernsehen gesehen und gehért habdassd
die Sachen aus China einfach billig und schlechialit sind.

Aber wenn jetzt das Gegenteil bewiesen wird, daardeich vielleicht auch meine Meinung @ndern. Unc
ich bin da auch sehr beeinflusst von der Werbung.

Also wenn eine Marke ein gewisses Image hat, dahiiefe ich daraus, dass so eine Marke eben diellei
jetzt nicht aus China kommt.

Woher beziehen Sie IWissenbzw. lhre Informationen lber die Herkunft einerrki&?

...es ist irgendwie gefihlt. Also Zara zum Beispiglquziert in Ruménien in der Stadt wo ich herkomme
Aber obwohl ich das weil3, ist Zara fur mich einaripche Marke. Einfach weil in Rumanien, Zara haha
diese spanischen Vorraussetzungen.

Wenn Sie nicht Uber das Herkunftsland einer Mar&sdBeid wissennformieren Sie sich extra?

Eher nicht, aber manchmal bei Kleidung und Techgielo

Wenn ja:
Wo und warum?

Im Internet und Zeitschriften.

Gibt esUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategorierbeziiglich der Wichtigkeit die Sie dem Herkunftslan
einer Marke beimessen bzw. ob Sie Informationem dleeHerkunft einer Marke benutzen?

Ja.

Wenn ja:
Welche Unterschiede bestehen? Warum?

Bei Kleidung, bei Technologie ist es mir schon Wiigh
Und bei so alltaglichen Produkten ist es mir eiieimegal. Aber da rechne ich einfach damit, dasmb
Billa oder beim Spar...da reprasentieren die Geseldfie gewisse Qualitat fur mich.
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Wie definieren Sie das Herkunftsland einer Marke?
(z.B. Produktionsland, ,made-in“ Land, Firmensitz)...

...ist ein Gefuhl meistens.

So wie Red Bull, da weiB ich dass es aus OsterigicAber wenn ich nach meinem Gefiihl gehe, dé fiih
sich Red Bull an, als ob es aus Amerika kommt.dgihfweil es so sUR ist und das assoziiere ich mit
amerikanischen Produkten...also es fiihlt sich nistgrdeichisch an, einfach weil der Geschmack sen(
ist.

Also wenn irgendetwas sif3 schmeckt, dann verbifudas mit Amerika. So wie Schokolade, die mache
das nur damit es siR ist. Aber so Schokolade widtlader so, das ist gute Schokolade. Ich weif} m@h
ich das sagen soll...

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tiber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Ja, aus Osterreich.
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Respondent 15 (Almdudler)

Ilerausragemle Alpenkriiuter !

Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Nein.

Wenn neinWas waren Ihre Griinde warum Sie sich gegen den #iaesér Marke entschieden haben?

Nein, ich mag keinen Krautergeschmack. Und ichzise Krauter mit Medizin.

Welche Marken kennen Sie noch in dieser Produlkgjaie?

Nein.
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Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)
Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entstehet

X Preis o Qualitat o Marke X Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik

o Verpackung | X Gefallen/Geschmac | o Gesund o SONSTIG:

Faktor Risiko/Garantie: F4
Beeinflusst eine Marke das von Ihngahrgenommene Risiko/Sicherheibeim Kauf eines Produktes’
Ahm, es ist mir wichtig dass ein Produkt natiirlichiealtsstoffe hat und nicht diese chemischen 8tc
Aber eine bekannte Marke steht nicht unbedingtférSicherheit. Also das hangt davon ab, um wa
F4a

fur ein Produkt es sich handelt.
Also wenn ich zum Beispiel in meinem HeimatlandgPdKase kaufe, dann wiirde ich den nattrlich

polnischen Kase kaufen, und nicht den, der in Rlastpackt ist.
Also nur weil etwas eine Marke ist kann man siahhsicher sein, dass es natirliche Inhaltsstatfe

Welche anderen Marken/Produkteigenschaften bess#hulhrer Meinung nach das von lhnen
wahrgenommene Risikoeiner Marke?

Ja, die Qualitat und einfach wie sich etwas Ubepaar Jahre halt. Also bei Lebensmitteln ist éé& j || F4b
schwer, aber bei Kleidung zum Beispiel...wenn eire3xhon nach 1 oder 2 Jahren kaputt
sind...dann kaufe ich diese Jean nie wieder.

Faktor Preis: F1

Kann man anhand des Preises einer MRiekschlisseauf andere Markeneigenschaften ziehen? W
ja, auf welche?

Ich glaube der Preis sagt sehr viel Uber eine Marke/ohl es gibt auch viele billige Marken die von || Fib

sehr hoher Qualitét sind.
Aber grundsétzlich glaube ich dass ein hoher Rngi fir hohe Qualitat steht.

Faktor Gefallen/Geschmack der Marke: F7

Wasbedeutetfiir Sie Ihnen geféllt eine Marke?

Bei Getranken bedeutet es, dass es mir schmeckt. Fra
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WelcheMarkeneigenschaften beeinflusseie eventuell noch darin, ob Ihnen eine Magkéillt oder
nicht?

WelcheMarkeneigenschaften beeinflusseeventuell noch dass lhnen ein Produkt einer Marke
schmeck®

Ja, also ich muss eine Marke einfach probiert haben F7b
Wenn es im Supermarkt zum Beispiel eine VerkosutorgAlmdudler gébe, dann wirde ich das
Getrank probieren. Aber zum Ausprobieren mir eiaezg Flasche selbst zu kaufen, das wirde ich
nicht.

Also ich muss eine Marke schon einmal selber gettéstben.

Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fir bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Das ist nicht wichtig glaube ich.

Wenn ja:
Warum habe Sie es bisher nicht erwahnt?

Wenn nein:

Gibt es eventuelUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategorierob das Herkunftsland einer Marke lhre
Kaufentscheidung beeinflusst?

Also bei Lebensmitteln ist das Herkunftsland edehke ich.

Aber bei Laptops oder so, wenn die in China gemsicidt, vielleicht wiirde ich mich dann fir etwas ares
entscheiden.

Aber sonst, grundsétzlich glaube ich nicht dads d&s Herkunftsland direkt auf das Funktionale rehiarke
auswirkt.

Wiirde sich Ihre Wahrnehmung uBeéurteilung einer Marke verandern, wenn nur das Herkunftsland der
Marke ein anderes ware, die Marke ansonsten aloergjaich ware?

Nein, das glaube ich nicht. Also ob Almdudler jetas Polen, aus Frankreich, aus China oder ausrélste
kommt, solange es schmeckt, ist es egal aus welthech Alimdudler ist. Also bei Lebensmitteln istezzal
glaube ich.

Also heute ist Aimdudler zwar aus Osterreich, abergen wird es vielleicht in Frankreich produziernd
es bleibt trotzdem das Gleiche.

Ich glaube das Herkunftsland spielt nur eine Rek@&n jemand zum Beispiel Vorurteile gegen Russhaatd
dann wird diese Person keine Marken aus Russlam@rkaDas finde ich zwar komisch, aber...

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Aus Osterreich.
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Respondent 18 (Red Bull)

Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Ja.

Wenn ja Was waren lhre Grinde warum Sie sich fur den Kieger Marke entschieden haben?

Um fit zu werden. Also ich trinke es entweder béimgehen oder vor der Uni.

Welche Marken kennen Sie noch in dieser Produlkgjaie?

Isostar
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Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entstehne?

o Preis o Qualitat X Marke o Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik

o Verpackung | o Gefallen/Geschmac | o Gesund o SONSTIG:

Die Marke als Produktfaktor: F3

WelcheRolle spielt die Marke eines Produktes in Ihrer Kaufeméstung?

Das Image einer Marke ist mir schon sehr wichtig. F3a
Mir ist es vor allem bei Lebensmitteln sehr wichgig Markenprodukt zu kaufen. Also da wirde ich
jetzt nur etwas nehmen wo ich schon Bescheid weil3.
WelcheRickschlissekdnnen Sie aus dem der Bekanntheitsgrad eineréviarkandere
Markeneigenschaften ziehen?
F3b

Also in Bezug auf die Qualitat kommt es daraufAdmer bei Lebensmitteln sollte schon die Qualitat
besser sein.

Fortsetzung: Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Welcher der von lhnen eben genannten Faktorent slidabichtigste/geringsteRolle (z.B. Qualitat, Preis,...)
in lhrer Entscheidung fir den Kauf einer Marke?

Ja, das Image einer Marke.

Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fur bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Ja.

Wenn ja:

Warum habe Sie es bisher nicht erwahnt?

COO Fragen

WelcheRolle spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke genau fuP Sie

Ja, also bei Elektronik oder so spielt es schoe Riolle. Also da wiirde ich nur etwas kaufen wovieti3
das ist aus einem Land wo mir auch eine gewissdit@igicher ist. Also da wiirde ich nichts kaufers a
einem Land wo ich nicht genau wei3, wie das da ist.
Und bei Lebensmitteln ist das auch so, wirde igesa

236



Ursula Wastian Appendix

WasschlussfolgernSie aus dem Herkunftsland einer Marke in BezuglaiMarke selbst?

Wenn ein Land in einer bestimmten Produktkategguieist, dann auf eine gewisse Qualitat und Sickierh
der Marke aus diesem Land.
Im Fall von Osterreich zum Beispiel Milchprodukte.

Hat das Herkunftsland einer Marke Einfluss darevid, Sieandere Eigenschaften der Marke wahrnehmen
bzw. beurteilen?

Ja, das macht schon einen Unterschied, ob eineevark Osterreich oder Deutschland oder Polereides)
Land hat ja so seine Vor- und Nachteile bei gewiss&chen.

Ja, also in dem Fall von Red Bull, es wiirde keldaterschied machen ob Red Bull jetzt aus Osterradeh
aus Deutschland ware. Ware es aber aus Chinaydaxe das fiir mich schon einen Unterschied mache
Aber ob jetzt eine Marke aus Osterreich oder Délascl oder Frankreich kommt, das wiirde fiir mich
keinen Unterschied machen. Ware es aber aus IndienChina, dann ware das flir mich schon ein
Unterschied. Und ich denke, dass die Qualitat d¢a anterschiedlich ist.

Was sind digsriinde warum Sie Herkunftslandinformationen in lhre Markeurteilung bzw.
Kaufentscheidung miteinbeziehen?

Weil ich denke dass zwischen den Marken bestimbitader Qualitatsunterschiede bestehen.
Also ich glaube das gewisse Lander einfach mitestiierem Material produzieren.

Gibt esUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategorierbeziiglich der Wichtigkeit die Sie dem Herkunftslan
einer Marke beimessen bzw. ob Sie Informationem dleeHerkunft einer Marke benutzen?

Wenn ja:
Welche Unterschiede bestehen? Warum?

Ja, also bei Elektronik oder so spielt das Herlglanfid schon eine Rolle. Also da wiirde ich nur etveagen
wo ich weild das ist aus einem Land wo mir auch gewisse Qualitat sicher ist. Also da wirde icthtsc
kaufen aus einem Land wo ich nicht genau weil3 daeda ist.

Und bei Lebensmitteln ist das auch so, wirde igesa

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Aus Osterreich.
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Respondent 19 (Almdudler)
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Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Ja.

Wenn ja Was waren lhre Grinde warum Sie sich fur den Kieger Marke entschieden haben?

Ja, ich trinke es seit Jahren. Wir haben in Seraigh ein &hnliches Getrénk, das ist nur nichtrsixend
sondern ein bisschen stiller sozusagen. Und esegtimich irgendwie an Kaugummis, was wir als Kinde
immer hatten, also so vom suiien Geschmack.

Und ab und zu wenn ich viel Durst habe, dann istesser als Cola oder so. Und ich mag es weil rimem e
groRen Almdudler gibt.

Und ich trinke es auch mit Bier wenn ich fortgebeuad zu. Dann trinke ich Radler.
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Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entstehe?

o Preis X Qualitat o Marke X Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik

o Verpackung | X Gefallen/Geschmack | o Gesund o SONSTIG:

Faktor Qualitat:

F2

Welche anderen Marken-/Produkteigenschaften laSssRiuckschlisseauf die Qualitdt machen?

Ja ich glaube schon. Weil heutzutage haben wirsele statistische Daten...und da kdnnen wir se
wie viele Probleme hat man zum Beispiel mit Auderhit Teilen von einem Audi...im Vergleich zt
zum Beispiel mit einem Hyundai. Also da sieht melmos wie die Sicherheit ist und so.

F2b

Faktor Risiko/Garantie:

F4

Beeinflusst eine Marke das von Ihngahrgenommene Risiko/Sicherheibeim Kauf eines Produktes’

Ja, man ist sicherer wenn man eine bekanntere Maikie

Fda

Welche anderen Marken/Produkteigenschaften bess#tulhrer Meinung nach das von lhnen
wahrgenommene Risikoeiner Marke?

Ja, die Leistung einer Marke beeinflusst das vanwahrgenommene Risiko. Und die Sicherheit...z
Beispiel wenn man von Autos oder Bikes redet o@eSkiern nimmt man Atomic Ski und nicht
irgendwelche anderen total billigen oder so.

F4b

Faktor Gefallen/Geschmack der Marke:

F7

Wasbedeutetfir Sie Ihnen geféllt eine Marke?

Das bedeutet dass mir eine Marke vom Image oderStyta her einfach gefallen muss.

F7a

WelcheMarkeneigenschaften beeinflusseie eventuell noch darin, ob Ihnen eine Mayké&illt oder
nicht?

Ich weil3 nicht...das ist zu personlich. Ich musssaligendwie selbst ausprobieren. Ich kann jetitn
sagen ich mag nur Prada oder Armani oder D&G...ichswas erst anprobieren und schauen ob n
das steht und so.

Und bei Essen und Getranken, da ist es auch sonassich erst mal selber ausprobieren damit ict
dann sagen kann ich mag es oder so.

Und jetzt zur Zeit ist es mir auch wichtig, dassh.mag Sachen die aus meinem Heimatland komn
Weil ich weil3 nicht...das fehlt mir jetzt und meineutier schickt mir dann Sachen und Marken aus
meiner Heimat, die ich hier nicht kaufen kann. Odbrkann es kaufen, aber halt nicht so viel.

F7b
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Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fur bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Ja teilweise.

Wenn ja:
Warum haben Sie es bisher nicht erwahnt?

COO Fragen
WelcheRolle spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke genau fuP Sie

Jetzt zur Zeit ist es mir auch wichtig bei Nahrunijteln, dass...ich mag Sachen die aus meinem Heingh
kommen. Weil ich weil3 nicht...das fehlt mir jetzt umeiine Mutter schickt mir dann Sachen und Markes1 | ju
meiner Heimat, die ich hier nicht kaufen kann, dés Getrank Zetevita. Oder ich kann es kaufen, ladder
nicht so viel.

Hat das Herkunftsland einer Marke Einfluss darevid, Sieandere Eigenschaften der Marke wahrnehmen
bzw. beurteilen?

Ja, es beeinflusst mich nur wenn es positiv ismi\&ne Marke eine negative Eigenschaft hat, damkel
ich nicht daruber nach.

Sowie McDonalds, das ist jetzt nicht gesund undsiter, aber mich beeinflusst das dann nicht dassis
den USA kommt oder so.

Aber mir gefallt es schon wenn eine Marke aus @sitelr kommt, die ich in Serbien jetzt mittlerwedlech
kaufen kann seit wir Spar und diese Supermarkterhab

Aber zum Beispiel ich trinke zum Beispiel diesedr&ek Zetevita, das gibt es in Serbien und ich smg

sehr. Aber es kommt eigentlich aus Kroatien glaabeAber das ist egal...ich verbinde es mit Serhied
nicht mit Kroatien. Also das ist schon so Erinngrumd Heimatgefihl...egal aus welchem Land das Get | |n
eigentlich kommt.

Und generell sind einige Lander wahrscheinlichaghfbesser in etwas als die anderen. Also da khbe i
jetzt noch nie so dariiber nachgedacht ob das Hitskamd auch Einfluss auf die Qualitat hat. Aber.inne
das ist mir nicht so wichtig.

Was sind digsriinde warum Sie Herkunftslandinformationen in lhre Markeurteilung bzw.
Kaufentscheidung miteinbeziehen?

Ja, eben so die Erinnerung an Serbien und an zseHBas sind mehr so die Faktoren die mich da
beeinflussen. Das ist mehr so eine emotionale Bigdu

Gibt esUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategorierbeziiglich der Wichtigkeit die Sie dem Herkunftslan
einer Marke beimessen bzw. ob Sie Informationem dleeHerkunft einer Marke benutzen?

Wenn ja:
Welche Unterschiede bestehen? Warum?

Bei Autos wiirde ich mich auf Deutschland verlassen.
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Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Aus Osterreich.
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Respondent 20 (Almdudler)
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Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Sehr selten eigentlich.

Wenn neinWas waren Ihre Griinde warum Sie sich gegen den #iaesér Marke entschieden haben?

Ja, das fallt doch mehr oder weniger unter Softldrund das finde ich einfach zu suR3.

Welche Marken kennen Sie noch in dieser Produlkgjaie?

Tiroler Alm, und die ganzen Hofer Produkte, abérweifd nicht wie die jetzt heilen.
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Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemrns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entstehe?

X Preis o Qualitat o Marke o Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik
X Verpackung | o Gefallen/Geschmac | o Gesund o SONSTIG:

Faktor Verpackung/Prasentation der Marke: F6

WelcheRolle spielt die Verpackung eines Produktes/die Pragentainer Marke in Ihrer
Kaufentscheidung?

Also ich habe bei mir des 6fteren bemerkt, das$mine schone Verpackung am meisten zum Kat F6a
anregt. Also davon lasse ich mich sehr stark leiten

Also wenn jetzt verschiedene Marken in einer Prédatkegorie unterschiedlich verpackt sind, dann

wirde ich sicher eher zu dem greifen was einekdittexe Verpackung hat.

Lasst die Verpackung/das Erscheinungsbild einek®&ieRickschlisseauf andere

Markeneigenschaften ziehen?

Ja, also das kann man doch eher weniger verallgenmei F6b
Aber fiur den Spontankauf ist es dann doch ehertigictiass es nicht zu tberladen ist und in einer
gewissen Schlichtheit gehalten ist.

Faktor Preis: F1
WelcheRolle spielt der Preis einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentsdheg?

Ja, der Preis spielt logischerweise eine Rolle.rAlas kommt auch immer darauf an, in welchem Fla

Rahmen sich das abspielt.
Also ich zahle gerne fiir gute Produkte ein bissahehr.

Kann man anhand des Preises einer MRiekschliisseauf andere Markeneigenschaften ziehen? W
ja, auf welche?

Also auf die Qualitat...da weil3 ich dass es meisgggsntlich nicht so ist, aber ich weifld von mir ||
dass ich wenn ich zwei Produkte, die gleichwertiggyoduziert worden sind, sicher eher das kaufe
werde, das die schonere Verpackung und den hoReess hat. F1b
Einfach weil ich annehme, dass wenn man mehr defzahlen muss, dann ist die Qualitat héher.
Und ich meine, wenn ich jetzt wirklich sehe, daas dm selben Ort produziert worden ist, dann wi
ich mich wahrscheinlich eh wieder anders entscimeidiso das ist auch gar nicht so selten soweit i
weil3, dass Produkte verschiedener Marken in eirdensklben Fabrik produziert werden.
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Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fur bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Ja, sicher.

Wenn ja:
Warum habe Sie es bisher nicht erwahnt?

COO Fragen
WelcheRolle spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke genau fuP Sie

Also generell schaue ich schon, dass es zumiralsstwenn es nicht aus Osterreich ist, aber dass es
zumindest aus Europa kommt.

Hat das Herkunftsland einer Marke Einfluss darevid, Sieandere Eigenschaften der Marke wahrnehmen
bzw. beurteilen?

Also ich wiirde schon auch sagen, dass ProduktdeansHeimatland generell besser sind, also von kdhe
Quialitat sind.

Wenn jetzt Alimdudler zum Beispiel aus Spanien walsg immer noch aus Europa, dann wirde es von | Ir
Quialitat her wahrscheinlich keinen Unterschied reaclaber ich wiirde es nicht kaufen. Also da wiiake d
Image einfach nicht passen.

Und ware Almdudler jetzt aus Pakistan, dann wiictiees schon gar nicht kaufen. Aber dann aus
Qualitatsgrinden.

Was sind digsriinde warum Sie Herkunftslandinformationen in lhre Markeurteilung bzw.
Kaufentscheidung miteinbeziehen?

Ja, einfach weil diese Sachen dann so lange Mestkiege hinter sich haben.
Also das hat jetzt keine funktionalen Grinde, delsglaube dass die Qualitéat schlechter ist odeDas sinc
Umweltschutzgriinde, also ethische Griinde eher.

Aber ich wiirde schon auch sagen, dass Produktdesmdieimatland generell besser sind, also von ledh:
Quialitat sind.

Woher beziehen Sie IWissenbzw. lhre Informationen lber die Herkunft einerrki&?

Ich schaue hinten auf den Hersteller.

Wenn Sie nicht Uber das Herkunftsland einer MarkedBeid wissennformieren Sie sich extra?

Wenn ja:
Wo und warum?

Ja, ich schaue hinten bei der Verpackung auf destélker und das mache ich fast bei jedem Produkt
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Gibt esUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategorierbeziiglich der Wichtigkeit die Sie dem Herkunftslan
einer Marke beimessen bzw. ob Sie Informationem dleeHerkunft einer Marke benutzen?

Wenn ja:
Welche Unterschiede bestehen? Warum?

Also gerade bei Obst, sobald da irgendwas aus a&fadkler so Kiwis aus Neuseeland oder Ananas aua C
Rica oder so...das kaufe ich einfach nicht, einfacgen der langen Transportwege.

Aber sonst fallt mir jetzt gerade kein Beispiel,aber ansonsten glaube ich schon dass man venaligern
kann, dass Produkte die aus Osterreich sind vesebarsQualitét sind.

Bei Kleidung ist es mir wirklich egal woher das ko Also da schaue ich auch nicht nach.

Also vorrangig bei Lebensmitteln, da schaue ichesdnerkommt.

|72}

Wie definieren Sie das Herkunftsland einer Marke?
(z.B. Produktionsland, ,made-in“ Land, Firmensitz)...

Also das kommt dann meistens auch wieder daraubamelchen Produkten man redet. Aber
normalerweise der Produktionsstandort.

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Aus Osterreich.
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Respondent 21 (Red Bull)

Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Ja.

Wenn ja Was waren lhre Grinde warum Sie sich fir den Kiéeger Marke entschieden haben?

Naja, ich arbeite viel und auf der Uni bin ich vigid da trinke ich Red Bull, aber einfach nur zur
Abwechslung.
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Wenn neinWas waren lhre Grinde warum Sie sich gegen den #iesér Marke entschieden haben?

Also ich entscheide mich nicht immer fir Red BWeil ich finde dass Booster vom Zielpunkt genau
dasselbe ist und ich trinke das glaube ich sogar.of

Welche Marken kennen Sie noch in dieser Produlgiaie?

Booster von Zielpunkt, und dann gibt's da noch...kefhnung.

Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entstehet

X Preis X Qualitat o Marke o Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik

o Verpackung | o Gefallen/Geschmac | o Gesund X SONSTIG: Empfehlung

Faktor Preis: F1
WelcheRolle spielt der Preis einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentsdheg?

Ja, das Preis-Leistungsverhaltnis muss stimmen. Wéain mich ein Energy Drink zum Beispiel nick
wach halten wiirde, dann wirde ich ihn auch nialthavenn er jetzt nur 1 Euro kostet, kaufen. Fla
Also ja, das Preis-Leistungsverhaltnis muss stimflemich. Farben und so, das ist mir eigentlich
egal.

Kann man anhand des Preises einer M&Rkekschlisseauf andere Markeneigenschaften ziehen? W
ja, auf welche?

Ich glaube das hangt immer vom Status/Image desh@#sab. Also wenn ich weil3...also wenn mar
Red Bull nur bei Lidl kaufen kdnnte, dann wiirde éshwahrscheinlich nie kaufen.
Aber wenn ich weil3 das gibt es auch bei Zielpumkt ieim Billa, und bei was weil3 ich wo, dann F1b
wirde ich es schon kaufen.
Und bei Computermarken oder so...wenn ich mir deiké\pple kostet was weil3 ich 1700 Euro un
ich mir anschaue was der kann und ich einen CompeieDell bestellen kann um 900 Euro, und de
Apple dann doppelt so stark ist, dann denke icbrsctass man anhand des Preises auf die Qualité
schlieen kann.
Faktor Qualitat: F2
Wie wichtig ist fur Sie die Qualitat einer Markeies Produktes in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung?
. . . o F2a
Ja, wie gesagt. Das Preis-Leistungsverhaltnis passen.
Welche anderen Marken-/Produkteigenschaften laS&gRiickschliisseauf die Qualitat machen?
F2b
Um zu wissen wie die Qualitat ist muss ich es sediosprobieren.
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Aber ansonsten wirde ich schon sagen, dass dieadarpg eine Rolle spielt. Ja, also es muss
irgendwie ansprechend sein. Weil wenn das nur dgige Plastikdose mit irgendeinem Logo drauf
dann ist das uninteressant. Und da denke ich mim dach immer das Produkt taugt nichts.

Also anhand der Verpackung, ja, das muss ansprdcesn.

Fortsetzung: Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Welcher der von lhnen eben genannten Faktorent slidabichtigste/geringsteRolle (z.B. Qualitat, Preis,...)
in lhrer Entscheidung fir den Kauf einer Marke?

Ja, das Preis-Leistungsverhaltnis und Empfehlurigerfiach wenn ich sehe das eine Marke die andédien
haben, und ich es noch nie probiert habe, danrigmolch es auch.

Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fur bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Nein, das ist total egal.

Wenn ja:

Warum habe Sie es bisher nicht erwahnt?

Wenn nein:

Gibt es eventuelUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategoriemb das Herkunftsland einer Marke lhre
Kaufentscheidung beeinflusst?

Das ist mir immer egal wo etwas herkommt. Ob esiBetsind und ich kaufe sie in Deutschland und idie s
made in Taiwan und es sind Adidas Schuhe, dannediehkmir ja, ich kaufe und zahle den Preis fur die
Marke und wenn es mir nicht passt, dann gebe ehsilick.

Und auch bei Essen und Getranken, solange meinen@asit nicht darunter leidet, ist es mir egal.

Wirde sich Ihre Wahrnehmung uBeéurteilung einer Marke verandern, wenn nur das Herkunftsland der
Marke ein anderes ware, die Marke ansonsten aloergjaich ware?

Nein. Wenn Red Bull jetzt aus Osterreich oder ahis&kommt, nein, das ist mir egal.
Das ist dasselbe bei Cola. Die produzieren das iagehdwo und es ist einfach Cola und da ist mir eigal
woher das kommt.

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tiber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Ich habe keine Ahnung wo Red Bull herkommt undsegir auch egal.
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Respondent 22 (Almdudler)

Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Nein.

Wenn neinWas waren Ihre Griinde warum Sie sich gegen den #iaesér Marke entschieden haben?

Vielleicht liegt es daran weil es diese Marke inm 8®wakei wo ich herkomme nicht gibt. Und ich bin
einfach nicht gewohnt es zu kaufen.

Ich kaufe Almdudler nicht deshalb nicht weil ichrésht mag oder es mir nicht schmeckt, sonderraemf
weil ich es nicht gewdhnt bin diese Marke zu kaufen
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Spontankauf - Welche Faktoren/Eigenschaften einer Marke baeisén Sie auch in einer spontanen
Kaufsituation?

Also normalerweise habe ich auch nicht so viel @&eihn ich etwas kaufe. Also nehme ich das was ich
kenne. Da weild ich was fiir eine Qualitdt mich etetarnd da weif3 ich auch dass es mir schmeckt.

Welche Marken kennen Sie noch in dieser Produlkgiaie?

Vielleicht Voslauer, das gibt es auch mit so Kréggschmack, und in der Slowakei gibt es Raie, stasine
Marke mit auch so Krautergeschmack, und das schirsebk gut.

Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entstehe?

o Preis o Qualitat X Marke o Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik
X Verpackung | o Gefallen/Geschmac | X Gesund X SONSTIG: Werbung

Faktor Verpackung/Prasentation der Marke: F6

WelcheRolle spielt die Verpackung eines Produktes/die Pragentainer Marke in Ihrer
Kaufentscheidung?

F6a
Also es ist jetzt nicht ganz wichtig, aber es g@ehon eine Rolle.

Lasst die Verpackung/das Erscheinungsbild einek®&ieRickschlisseauf andere
Markeneigenschaften ziehen?

Also ich glaube wenn die Ware schon verpackt Isg wenn sich die Firma die schdne Verpackung F6h

leisten kann, dann ist auch die Ware gut.

Wie erklaren Sie sicbinterschiedein Bezug auf die Attraktivitat einer Verpackung/dittraktivitat der
Prasentatioawischen den einzelnen Marken in dieser Produkgkaie?

F6c
Ich glaube das liegt einfach daran, dass untemlitiien Leuten etwas unterschiedliches gefallt.

Faktor Gesundheit F8
Ist der Faktor Gesundheit fiir Sie gleichbedeuteitd)ualitat und/oder Risiko einer Marke?

Mit Qualitat.
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Faktor Qualitat: F2
Welche anderen Marken-/Produkteigenschaften laS&gRiickschlisseauf die Qualitat machen?

Das kann ich nicht eindeutig sagen. F2b
Die Marke als Produktfaktor: F3

WelcheRolle spielt die Marke eines Produktes in Ihrer Kaufemtsdung?

Also in einer spontanen Kaufsituation ist die Maekees Produktes ausschlaggebend, einfach wen || F3a
eine Marke kenne.

WelcheRickschlissekdnnen Sie aus dem der Bekanntheitsgrad eineréviarkandere
Markeneigenschaften ziehen?

Also wenn eine Marke bekannt ist, dann vertraualieser Marke. Also dann weif3 ich einfach dass F3b

Qualitat gut ist.

Fortsetzung: Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Welcher der von lhnen eben genannten Faktoren sligabichtigste/geringsteRolle (z.B. Qualitat, Preis,...)
in Ihrer Entscheidung fur den Kauf einer Marke?

Vielleicht die Marke.

Gibt esUnterschiede Ihrer Markenkriterien zwischen verschiedenen Produktkategorien?
Wenn ja, welche? Begriindung warum?

Ich denke schon. Also beim Essen achte ich siatenfiehr darauf was ich esse. Bei Nahrungsmitteln da
achte ich auf den Inhalt.
Aber bei Kleidung, da muss ich nicht unbedingt®i8hirt haben das eine beriihmte Marke hat.

Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fur bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Das ist mir egal. Also ich lese nicht auf jedemdid aus welchem Land das kommt.
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Wenn nein:

Gibt es eventuelUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategorierob das Herkunftsland einer Marke lhre
Kaufentscheidung beeinflusst?

Eigentlich nicht, nein. Also das ist kein Faktor.

Wirde sich Ihre Wahrnehmung uBeéurteilung einer Marke verandern, wenn nur das Herkunftsland der
Marke ein anderes ware, die Marke ansonsten alpergiaich ware?

Hm, na ja, also natirlich wenn ich zwischen slowetikén und englischen Produkten auswahlen kann, da
wahle ich die slowakischen. Einfach weil es fur slmvakische Wirtschaft gut ist.
Aber meine Wahrnehmung einer Marke wiirde das miebinflussen.

=

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tiber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Aus Osterreich.
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Respondent 23 (Almdudler)

Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Nein.

Wenn neinWas waren Ihre Griinde warum Sie sich gegen den #iaesér Marke entschieden haben?

Ich mag diesen Krautergeschmack nicht so. Alsmigide es probieren, aber nicht kaufen.

Welche Marken kennen Sie noch in dieser Produlkgjaie?

Ich kenne keine anderen.
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Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entstehet

o Preis X Qualitat o Marke o Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik

o Verpackung | o Gefallen/Geschmac | o Gesund X SONSTIG: Werbung, Empfehlung

Faktor Qualitat: F2
Wie wichtig ist fur Sie die Qualitat einer Markeies Produktes in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung?

Qualitat ist mir schon wichtig. Ich wiirde mich dach auf Empfehlungen von Freunden verlassen. —

Welche anderen Marken-/Produkteigenschaften laSsaRiickschliisseauf die Qualitat machen?

Ja, also Ruckschlisse auf die Qualitat kann maarghanderer Eigenschaften auf jeden Fall mach
Also wenn eine Marke bekannt ist, dann weil3 mam alass diese Marke fur eine gewisse Qualitat
steht. Und wenn ich dann auch weil3 dass diese Mai®ednung ist, dann ist das fur mich ein guter|| F2b
Grund ein Produkt dieser Marke zu kaufen.

Kleidung zum Beispiel, das kaufe ich nicht irgendveter irgendwas, sondern nur das, wo ich auch
weild dass ich mich auf die Qualitat der Marke \s=#a kann.

Die Marke als Produktfaktor: F3
WelcheRolle spielt die Marke eines Produktes in Ihrer Kaufeméstung?

Ja, also wenn mir eine Marke bekannt ist, dann kamRuckschlisse auf die Qualitat ziehen und ic || F3a
fuhle mich dann sicherer.

WelcheRickschlissekdnnen Sie aus dem der Bekanntheitsgrad eineréviarkandere
Markeneigenschaften ziehen?

Also wenn eine Marke bekannt ist, dann fiihle ichinsicherer, also dann besteht weniger Risiko, ( F3b

sie von schlechter Qualitat ist.

Fortsetzung: Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Gibt esUnterschiede Ihrer Markenkriterien zwischen verschiedenen Produktkategorien?
Wenn ja, welche? Begriindung warum?

Also bei Essen achte ich mehr auf den Preis ald@uHersteller.
Bei Kleidung, das muss man ja jeden Tag tragendanidt es mir wichtiger, dass die Qualitat passt.
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Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fur bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Nein.

Wenn ja:

Warum habe Sie es bisher nicht erwahnt?

Wenn nein:

Gibt es eventuelUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategoriemb das Herkunftsland einer Marke lhre
Kaufentscheidung beeinflusst?

Also bei Kleidung ist es mir egal.
Bei Essen und Getranken macht das Herkunftslardigiciet schon einen Unterschied.

Wiirde sich Ihre Wahrnehmung uBeéurteilung einer Marke verandern, wenn nur das Herkunftsland der
Marke ein anderes ware, die Marke ansonsten alpergiaich ware?

Nein, also ich glaube nicht dass man aus dem Héstand einer Marke Rickschlisse auf die Qualigtien
kann.

Also ich habe schon bemerkt, dass auch wenn esparésche Marke ist, dass die Kleider in China
produziert werden. Also ist das sowieso egal.

Bei Getranken wiirde es fiir mich schon einen Unitéesicmachen. Also wenn Almdudler jetzt aus Ostelre
oder Deutschland kommt, dann ist das etwas andéegenn Almdudler aus China kdme. Mein Bruder wi
in China und beim Essen, die essen diese kleineme Tiund wer weil3 was die da in die Getranke
reinmachen.

Also meine Wahrnehmung einer Marke in Bezug auftélrkunftsland ware fiir europaische Marken gene
nicht anders.

Aber wenn eine Marke jetzt aus einem Land kommtaliamir nicht sicher bin, wie das da ist, dann wére
meine Wahrnehmung schon anders.

Also ich glaube das Herkunftsland macht einen Wetged in Bezug auf das Image einer Marke, also ich
denke das ist mehr so das weiche, emotionale Bladte. Dass es da wichtig ist woher es kommt.

Also das Image einer Marke ist schon unterschibdilr eine Marke jetzt aus Serbien oder aus Danemarl
kommt.

Also in meiner Kaufentscheidung...vielleicht wiirdl iir schon tiberlegen ob ich eine serbische Marke
kaufen soll. Ich weif3 auch nicht wieso...aber vielitiliegt es einfach nur daran dass ich das Lactat ni
kenne und vielleicht werde ich mir da zuerst eiardafos holen ob man sich da bei der Qualitat aicier
sein kann und so.

Wenn eine neue Marke jetzt aus der Slowakei, alsioen Heimat, kommt, dann wiirde ich es einfach
probieren um zu sehen was die jetzt so neues exfuinaben.

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tiber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Nein. Aber wenn ich raten musste, dann vielleictst @sterreich oder Deutschland.
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Respondent 24 (Red Bull)

e

Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Ja.

Wenn ja Was waren lhre Griinde warum Sie sich fir den Kiseger Marke entschieden haben?

Red Bull hat eine interessante Werbung. Und diegerdhaben nicht soviel Werbung und die stehen au
nicht so im Vordergrund.
Also ich kaufe eher Red Bull als andere Markenfaeim weil es bekannter ist als andere Marken.

Welche Marken kennen Sie noch in dieser Produltiaie?

Ich weil schon dass es viele gibt, aber Marken, afslere Energy Drinks kann ich jetzt nicht nennen.
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Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)
Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entstehet

o Preis o Qualitat o Marke o Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik

o Verpackung | X Gefallen/Geschmac | X Gesund X SONSTIG: Werbung

Faktor Gefallen/Geschmack der Marke: F7
Wasbedeutetfir Sie Ihnen geféllt eine Marke?

Ja, also ich glaube wenn ich eine Werbung einek®arag, dann mag ich die Marke. F7a
Aber auf die Marke selbst achte ich grundsatzlichtn

WelcheMarkeneigenschaften beeinflusseie eventuell noch darin, ob Ihnen eine Mayké&illt oder
nicht?

Eine gute Werbung. Also wenn die Werbung einer Mdr&sonders schon ist, dann meine ich auct F7b
dass ich dann vielleicht auch die Marke einfachdiemag. Also wenn ich eine Werbung gerne mag
dann beeinflusst mich das schon darin ob mir eiaeki gefallt.

AuRerdem denke ich dann auch dass diese Produldgyeie Qualitat haben.

Fortsetzung: Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Welcher der von lhnen eben genannten Faktoren sligabichtigste/geringsteRolle (z.B. Qualitat, Preis,...)
in Ihrer Entscheidung fur den Kauf einer Marke?

Ob mir etwas gefallt oder nicht.

Gibt esUnterschiede Ihrer Markenkriterien zwischen verschiedenen Produktkategorien?
Wenn ja, welche? Begriindung warum?

Nein.

Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fur bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Hmmm, grundsatzlich nein.

Wenn ja:
Warum habe Sie es bisher nicht erwahnt?
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Wenn nein:
Gibt es eventuelUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategorierob das Herkunftsland einer Marke lhre
Kaufentscheidung beeinflusst?

Nur bei Lebensmitteln spielt es schon eine Rollkg) igh glaube das ich damit die Wirtschaft in negimLand
unterstitze. Ja, also bei Lebensmitteln glaubediabs wenn ich Produkte aus der Slowakei kaufe, idas
damit die Wirtschaft in meinem Land unterstiitze.

Aber wenn ich jetzt einkaufen bin, dann schaueiicht jedes Mal ob ein Lebensmittel Produkt aus der
Slowakei ist oder nicht.

Das Herkunftsland spielt eigentlich nur eine Rbk Lebensmitteln, aber es ist nicht so wichtig. Weil das
Herkunftsland nur wenn ich es zufallig lese. Aldr lese nicht extra auf der Verpackung oder sogehdwo
nach.

Wirde sich Ihre Wahrnehmung uBeéurteilung einer Marke verandern, wenn nur das Herkunftsland der
Marke ein anderes ware, die Marke ansonsten alpergiaich ware?

Nein. Ich glaube nicht dass ein slowakisches Proaghr oder weniger kann, aber ich habe ein guefgh®
wenn ich etwas Slowakisches kaufe, einfach weibiamit mein Land unterstitze.

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Nein, und ich kdnnte auch nicht wirklich ein Langbrdnen.
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Respondent 25 (Almdudler)

Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Nicht so oft.

Wenn neinWas waren Ihre Griinde warum Sie sich gegen den #iesér Marke entschieden haben?

Das hat nichts damit zu tun dass ich etwas gegeMdike habe, aber ich sehe Almdudler nicht so oft.
Andere Marken sehe ich ofter.

Welche Marken kennen Sie noch in dieser Produlkgiaie?

Diese Krauterteemarken...habe ich vergessen.
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Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entstehet

X Preis X Qualitat o Marke X Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik
o Verpackung | X Gefallen/Geschmacl | X Gesund o SONSTIG:
Faktor Gefallen/Geschmack der Marke: F7
Wasbedeutetfir Sie Ihnen geféllt eine Marke?
...dass die Marke von guter Qualitat ist. e
WelcheMarkeneigenschaften beeinflusseie eventuell noch darin, ob Ihnen eine Mayké&illt oder
nicht?
F7b
Ja, also wie gut der Inhalt und die Qualitat ist.
Faktor Qualitat: F2
Wie wichtig ist fur Sie die Qualitét einer Markedes Produktes in lhrer Kaufentscheidung?
- A F . F2a
Ganz wichtig. Aber der Preis ist auch wichtig.
Welche anderen Marken-/Produkteigenschaften laSssRiuckschlisseauf die Qualitdt machen?
Ja, also wenn eine Marke einen hohen Preis hat, glanbe ich dass auch die Qualitat besser ist. F2b
Dann frage ich auch andere Leute.
Und die Werbung beeinflusst mich auch.
Faktor Preis: F1
WelcheRolle spielt der Preis einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentsdbheg?
Der Preis spielt eine groRe Rolle. iz
Kann man anhand des Preises einer MRiekschlisseauf andere Markeneigenschaften ziehen? W
ja, auf welche?
Flb
Ja, ich glaube dass etwas das teurer ist auchesseter Qualitat ist.
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Faktor Risiko/Garantie: F4
Beeinflusst eine Marke das von lhngahrgenommene Risiko/Sicherheibeim Kauf eines Produktes’

Ja schon. e
Welche anderen Marken/Produkteigenschaften bess#hulhrer Meinung nach das von lhnen
wahrgenommene Risikoeiner Marke?

F4b

Ich wiirde sagen, dass der Bekanntheitsgrad eingteMiaich darin beeinflusst wie sicher oder
unsicher ich ein Produkt einer Marke wahrnehme. k2as sein.

Fortsetzung: Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Welcher der von lhnen eben genannten Faktoren sligabichtigste/geringsteRolle (z.B. Qualitat, Preis,...)
in lhrer Entscheidung fir den Kauf einer Marke?

Preis und Qualitat.

Gibt esUnterschiede Ihrer Markenkriterien zwischen verschiedenen Produktkategorien?
Wenn ja, welche? Begriindung warum?

Nein, eine Marke muss mir einfach zusagen.

Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fur bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Nein.

Wenn ja:
Warum habe Sie es bisher nicht erwahnt?

Wenn nein:

Gibt es eventuelUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategoriemb das Herkunftsland einer Marke lhre
Kaufentscheidung beeinflusst?

Ja, also wenn ich jetzt zum Beispiel Oliven kadfmn kaufe ich die, die aus Griechenland sind.aemfveil
dieses Land dann bessere Oliven hat. Und danriristas Herkunftsland auch wichtig.

Ja, wenn in einer Produktkategorie ein gewissesl bakannt ist, dass es darin gut ist, dann besstfimich
das schon in meiner Kaufentscheidung.

Dann...technische Produkte, da glaube ich dass Jsssmer ist, aber da bin ich mir nicht sicher.

Und Textilien, also da bevorzuge ich schon Kleidang meiner Heimat, also aus der Tirkei. Das sidre
als aus Osterreich.

Egal ist mir das Herkunftsland bei solchen Prodatdgorien die allgemein global sind.
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Wiirde sich Ihre Wahrnehmung uBeéurteilung einer Marke verandern, wenn nur das Herkunftsland der
Marke ein anderes ware, die Marke ansonsten aloergjaich ware?

Also nur wenn ein Land fiir irgendetwas typischZatm Beispiel bei Oliven aus Zypern oder aus
Griechenland, da schlieRe ich aus dem Herkunftsi@ndliven, dass sie von besserer Qualitat sind.
Wenn es jetzt kein Land gibt, das fur ein gewisdeslukt bekannt ist, dann ist es mir egal und dstrmeine
Wahrnehmung gleich.

Also grundsatzlich &ndert sich meine WahrnehmungsProduktes nur wenn es ein bestimmtes Land gil
das fir dieses Produkt typisch ist.

Aber ich informiere mich nicht extra Uber das Henfitsiand einer Marke. Also wenn ich nicht weif wohe
eine Marke kommt, dann weif3 ich es eben nicht,dagist dann auch okay so.

Ja, also ich achte zuerst auf den Preis und diéitgtu&nd wenn zwei Produkte jetzt den gleicheai®habel
und ich Gber die Qualitat nicht Bescheid weil3, dsetmaue ich auf das Herkunftsland.

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tiber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Nein. Aber es fiihlt sich osterreichisch an.
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Respondent 26 (Almdudler)

Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Eher selten.

Wenn neinWas waren Ihre Griinde warum Sie sich gegen den #iesér Marke entschieden haben?

Almdudler ist gespritzt und das mag ich nicht darse

Welche Marken kennen Sie noch in dieser Produlkgjaie?

Bravo macht noch Apfelsaft, und Apfelspritzer odes das heil3t.
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Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entstehet

X Preis X Qualitat o Marke o Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik
o Verpackung | X Gefallen/Geschmac | o Gesund o SONSTIG:

Faktor Qualitat: F2
Wie wichtig ist fur Sie die Qualitét einer Markedes Produktes in lhrer Kaufentscheidung?

Ja, die Qualitat ist vielleicht das Wichtigste. 2k

Welche anderen Marken-/Produkteigenschaften laSssRiuckschlisseauf die Qualitdt machen?

Ja, manchmal aus dem Preis. Also manchmal denkdasls wenn etwas teurer ist, dann ist es
qualitativ hochwertiger. Und wenn etwas nicht sagetast, dann ist es wahrscheinlich auch nicht so
qualitativ. F2b
Und vielleicht liegt es auch an dem Geschaft wo etams kaufen kann. Wenn ich zum Beispiel an
Gemise denke, dann ist das beim Penny Markt z\Weebj aber es ist auch nicht so frisch wie bein
Merkur oder so, wo es auch teurer ist, aber daigcH.

Faktor Preis: F1
WelcheRolle spielt der Preis einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentsdheg?

Naja, es hangt davon ab. Je nachdem was ich rstietekann.
Wenn ich mir etwas Teureres leisten kann, dannekitif das was teurer ist. Und wenn ich mir das
nicht leisten kann, dann versuche ich eine Zwiskifseimg zu finden.

Fla

Kann man anhand des Preises einer MRiekschlisseauf andere Markeneigenschaften ziehen? W
ja, auf welche?

Also ein héherer Preis bedeutet fir mich hdherditia Flb
Ja, dann schliefRe ich noch daraus, dass es eiilentterMarke ist wenn der Preis hoher ist. Well eil
hoherer Preis ist oft auch nur weil man fiir den Haminer Marke bezahlt.

Die Marke als Produktfaktor: F3

WelcheRuckschlissekdnnen Sie aus dem der Bekanntheitsgrad eineréviaukandere
Markeneigenschaften ziehen?

F3b
Ja, also wenn eine Marke bekannt ist, dann steheiddéach fur die Qualitat der Produkte.
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Faktor Gefallen/Geschmack der Marke: F7
Wasbedeutetfir Sie Ihnen geféllt eine Marke?

Vielleicht haben die einfach ein gutes Marketinig, Brodukte schmecken gut oder schauen gut au || F7a
oder so. Oder die Produkte sind naturlich.

WelcheMarkeneigenschaften beeinflusseie eventuell noch darin, ob Ihnen eine Mayké&illt oder
nicht?

Vielleicht wenn sie ein gutes Marketing haben.

Und vielleicht wenn man von Essen redet...mancheuktechaben natirliche Inhaltsstoffe und
manche sind so mit Chemikalien und so. Und diesenidthen Produkte erkennt man an ihrer extre || F7b
langen Haltbarkeit, also am Haltbarkeitsdatum. Badnatirlichen Produkten, da ist die Haltbarkeit
kiirzer, weil sie eben nicht diese schlechten Chealmik enthalten. Die halten dann vielleicht nurd2r
3 Tage.

Und aulRerdem sind die natuirlichen Produkte aualeteu

Fortsetzung: Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Welcher der von lhnen eben genannten Faktoren sligabichtigste/geringsteRolle (z.B. Qualitat, Preis,...)
in lhrer Entscheidung fir den Kauf einer Marke?

Am wichtigsten ist mir die Qualitat.

Gibt esUnterschiede Ihrer Markenkriterien zwischen verschiedenen Produktkategorien?
Wenn ja, welche? Begriindung warum?

Ich achte grundsatzlich immer auf die Qualitét.

Aber wenn ich jetzt zum Beispiel technische Proddufe, dann muss ich schon Informationen suchdn
kaufe nicht spontan irgendetwas. Also ich achtedminischen Produkten dann auch auf die Marka , de
Preis und solche Sachen.

Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fir bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Ahm, nur wenn eine Marke mit dem Herkunftsland vexdten ist.

Zum Beispiel technische Sachen sollte man aus Japb@icht kaufen, einfach weil man weif3 dass die
Japaner die Besten in Technologiesachen sind.

Also da beeinflusst mich das Herkunftsland schan, |
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Wenn ja:
Warum habe Sie es bisher nicht erwahnt?

Hm...na ja fiir so Produkte wie Kleidung oder Essenistimir das Herkunftsland nicht wichtig.
Aber bei so Sachen wie Autos, oder weil3 ich ni€bmputer, Videokameras...da ist es mir vielleichtosch
wichtig.

COO Fragen

WelcheRolle spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke genau fuP Sie

Naja, in Produktkategorien wo das Herkunftslandnfich eine Rolle spielt, da schaue ich nicht béeja
Produkt einzeln woher das kommt. Da schaue ictanfidie Marke.

WasschlussfolgernSie aus dem Herkunftsland einer Marke in BezugdaiMarke selbst?

Wenn ein Land gut in einem bestimmten Bereichoider eben vielleicht eben tberhaupt nicht gut...danr
kann ich auf die Qualitat schlie3en.

Hat das Herkunftsland einer Marke Einfluss darevid, Sieandere Eigenschaften der Marke wahrnehmen
bzw. beurteilen?

Also wenn ich jetzt hore dass zum Beispiel Deutsathbekannt dafir ist gute Autos zu machen, deaurbg!
ich auch, dass deutsche Autos besser sind.

Was sind digsriinde warum Sie Herkunftslandinformationen in lhre Markeurteilung bzw.
Kaufentscheidung miteinbeziehen?

Einfach weil ich vom Héren Sagen dann weil3, dasd.and in irgendetwas gut ist.

Wie ausschlaggebendst das Herkunftsland einer Marke in lhre Kaufeh&sdung?

Naja, manchmal ist es mir unwichtig und manchmaiabwichtig.

Woher beziehen Sie IWissenbzw. lhre Informationen lber die Herkunft einerrki&?

Vom made in Label.

Wenn Sie nicht Uber das Herkunftsland einer Mar&sdBeid wissennformieren Sie sich extra?

Wenn ein Produkt mir jetzt besonders wichtig it s auch sehr teuer ist, dann suche ich wahrdiciein

extra nach Informationen, ja.
Wenn mir das Produkt aber nicht so wichtig ist,rderfiormiere ich mich nicht extra.
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Gibt esUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategoriemeziiglich der Wichtigkeit die Sie dem Herkunftslan
einer Marke beimessen bzw. ob Sie Informationem dlgeHerkunft einer Marke benutzen?

Wenn ja:

Welche Unterschiede bestehen? Warum?

Bei Produkten wie Kleidung oder Essen, da ist rag Herkunftsland nicht wichtig.
Aber bei so Sachen wie Autos, oder weil3 ich niCleimputer, Videokameras...da ist es mir vielleichiosctk
wichtig.

Wie definieren Sie das Herkunftsland einer Marke?
(z.B. Produktionsland, ,made-in“ Land, Firmensitz)...

Wahrscheinlich das was am made in Label steht.

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tiber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Osterreich.
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Respondent 31 (Red Bull)

>
Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Ja.

Wenn ja Was waren lhre Grinde warum Sie sich fur den Kieger Marke entschieden haben?

Einfach weil es gut schmeckt.

Welche Marken kennen Sie noch in dieser Produlkgjaie?

Shark, und ah...na ja es gibt schon einige Marken.
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Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entstehet

o Preis X Qualitat X Marke o Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik

o Verpackung | o Gefallen/Geschmac | o Gesund o SONSTIG:

Faktor Qualitat: F2
Wie wichtig ist fur Sie die Qualitét einer Markedes Produktes in lhrer Kaufentscheidung?

Gute Qualitat ist schon einer der wichtigsten Fadidei einer Marke. P22

Welche anderen Marken-/Produkteigenschaften laSssRiuckschlisseauf die Qualitdt machen?

Eine bekannte Marke ist bessere Qualitat. Alsglahbbe je bekannter eine Marke ist, desto beskel F2b

auch die Qualitat.
Oder auch wenn der Preis héher ist, dann glaubatch dass das bessere Qualitat ist.

Die Marke als Produktfaktor: F3

WelcheRickschlissekdnnen Sie aus dem der Bekanntheitsgrad eineréviarkandere
Markeneigenschaften ziehen?

F3b
Eine bekannte Marke ist bessere Qualitat.

Fortsetzung: Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Welcher der von lhnen eben genannten Faktorent slidabichtigste/geringsteRolle (z.B. Qualitat, Preis,...)
in lhrer Entscheidung fir den Kauf einer Marke?

Qualitat und Preis.

Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fir bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Ja, schon.

Wenn ja:
Warum habe Sie es bisher nicht erwahnt?
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COO Fragen

WelcheRolle spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke genau fuP Sie

Es kommt darauf an um welche Art von Produkt eis Bandelt.

Hat das Herkunftsland einer Marke Einfluss darevid, Sieandere Eigenschaften der Marke wahrnehmen
bzw. beurteilen?

Also bei Osterreich zum Beispiel wiirde ich sagessdias ein gutes Herkunftsland fiir Produkte ist.

Und das Image spielt auch eine Rolle. Also ich lgtadass das Herkunftsland Einfluss auf das Imag® ei
Marke hat.

Sowie bei Red Bull...da glaube ich dass auch weniZdiaten vielleicht nicht so gesund sind, dass das
Herkunftsland Osterreich sich positiv auf das Image Red Bull auswirkt. Es wiirde auch keinen
Unterschied machen wenn Red Bull jetzt aus Dewschbder Frankreich kommen wiirde. Wéare Red Bu
jetzt aber aus einem osteuropéaischem Land, darmegischon ein Unterschied, also das Image von Re
Bull ware anders.

Was sind digsriinde warum Sie Herkunftslandinformationen in lhre Markeurteilung bzw.
Kaufentscheidung miteinbeziehen?

Wegen dem Image der Marke. Also ich glaube nicks@dgne Marke aus Bosnien jetzt schlechtere Quali
hat, nein...das ware eine Imagesache.

Woher beziehen Sie IWissenbzw. lhre Informationen lber die Herkunft einerrki&?

Was andere Leute sagen.
Auch vom Internet.

Gibt esUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategorierbeziiglich der Wichtigkeit die Sie dem Herkunftslan
einer Marke beimessen bzw. ob Sie Informationem dleeHerkunft einer Marke benutzen?

Ja.

Wenn ja:
Welche Unterschiede bestehen? Warum?

Ja, also bei Technik ist es zum Beispiel wichtig.dlaube ich dass da Produkte aus Westeuropa alan J
besser sind.
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Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Ja, aus Osterreich.

271



Ursula Wastian Appendix

Respondent 32 (Almdudler)

\/Q‘L&VL 4 (/‘/LOC/KM

Herausragende Alpenkriuter

D
 SlzhyE

BAD HOFGASTEIN

Tun Sie

Ihrem ganzen Kérper

etwas Gutes.

Mit jeder
Achten Sie auf das Original: Die Marke. einzelnen
Flasche!

—schtemlenstdlemarbe st

=

Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Ab und zu, gelegentlich.

Wenn ja Was waren lhre Griinde warum Sie sich fir den Kiseger Marke entschieden haben?

Einfach der Geschmack, weil es mir personlich salitne

Welche Marken kennen Sie noch in dieser Produltiaie?

Frucade wirde ich sagen, Schartner Bombe.
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Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entstehe?

X Preis X Qualitat X Marke o Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik

o Verpackung | o Gefallen/Geschmac | o Gesund o SONSTIG:

Faktor Preis: F1
WelcheRolle spielt der Preis einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentsdheg?

Es kommt darauf an wie viel Geld ich zur Verfuginadpe nattrlich. Fla
Also manchmal habe ich mehr Geld, da spielt esgegrgine Rolle und wenn ich weniger Geld hab

dann spielt es eine grol3ere Rolle.

Kann man anhand des Preises einer MRiekschliisseauf andere Markeneigenschaften ziehen? W
ja, auf welche?

Fib

Naja, man nimmt an dass es eine gute Qualitadass es langer halt...solche Sachen.

Die Marke als Produktfaktor: F3

WelcheRolle spielt die Marke eines Produktes in Ihrer Kaufemsdung?

Ich achte auf das Image einer Marke. Naja, ich ei&@ben es ist nicht immer wichtig, aber bei
Kleidung ist es mir jetzt vielleicht wichtig, wahme bei Lebensmitteln nicht so. Bei Technik, alsb be || F3a
einem Fernseher oder so, da ist es mir dann sclutrigv Ja, also das kommt auf die Produktkateg:
an.

WelcheRuckschlissekdnnen Sie aus dem der Bekanntheitsgrad eineréviaukandere
Markeneigenschaften ziehen?

Dass diese Marke sehr viele Leute kaufen und deshelQualitat gut sein muss, oder misste. b
Faktor Qualitat: F2
Wie wichtig ist fur Sie die Qualitét einer Markedes Produktes in lhrer Kaufentscheidung?

Die Qualitat spielt glaube ich schon die wichtigRlle. 2k
Welche anderen Marken-/Produkteigenschaften laS&gRiickschliisseauf die Qualitat machen?

Das Image einer Marke und ja, vielleicht vom Kaulf\adten der anderen. F2b
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Fortsetzung: Markenfaktoren - Marken (Allgemein)

Welcher der von lhnen eben genannten Faktoren sligabichtigste/geringsteRolle (z.B. Qualitat, Preis,...)
in lhrer Entscheidung fir den Kauf einer Marke?

Das wichtigste ist glaube ich schon die Qualitat.

Gibt esUnterschiede Ihrer Markenkriterien zwischen verschiedenen Produktkategorien?
Wenn ja, welche? Begriindung warum?

Bei Kleidung muss die Marke gut aussehen, bei Tigahaoss sie gute Eigenschaften haben, also lange
Haltbarkeit und gute Produkteigenschaften einfach.

Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fir bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Nein, also das ist mir generell egal wirde ich sage

Wenn ja:

Warum haben Sie es bisher nicht erwahnt?

Wenn nein:

Gibt es eventuelUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategoriemb das Herkunftsland einer Marke lhre
Kaufentscheidung beeinflusst?

Es gibt sicher Produktkategorien, so wie jetztAugios oder so, da wirde ich glaube ich schon asif da
Herkunftsland achten.
Bei Kleidung oder so wére es mir egal woher dasrkbm

Wirde sich Ihre Wahrnehmung uBeéurteilung einer Marke verandern, wenn nur das Herkunftsland der
Marke ein anderes ware, die Marke ansonsten alpergiaich ware?

Ich glaube es ist generell unwichtig woher eine hkdatommt. Auch billige Lander, oder halt Lander dig
Billiglander angesehen werden, haben gute Marken.

Nein, also woher eine Marke jetzt kommt, ich gladas beeinflusst meine Wahrnehmung einer Marke je
nicht.

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tiber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Das ist eine dsterreichische Marke.
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Respondent 35 (Almdudler)

ja
NUBIERVONE
- | S\RETRL. 5 FAMBUBLER.

Zur Marke der Collage

Nutzen /Kaufen Sie ein Produkt dieser Marke?

Ja, ich trinke Almdudler sehr gerne.

Wenn ja Was waren lhre Grinde warum Sie sich fur den Kigeder Marke entschieden haben?

Es schmeckt mir sehr gut.

Welche Marken kennen Sie noch in dieser Produlkgjaie?

Krauterlimonade? ...eigentlich nicht.
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Markenfaktoren — Marken (Allgemein)
Auf welche Faktoren einer Marke achten Sie, wemns&ih fir bzw. gegen den Kauf einer Marke entstehet

o Preis o Qualitat X Marke o Garantie/Risiko | o Ethik

o Verpackung | X Gefallen/Geschmac | o Gesund o SONSTIG:

Faktor Gefallen/Geschmack der Marke: F7
Wasbedeutetfir Sie Ihnen geféllt eine Marke?

Es sollte keine durchschnittiche Marke sein. Bvierke sollte fiir mich auffallen. Fra

WelcheMarkeneigenschaften beeinflusseie eventuell noch darin, ob Ihnen eine Mayké&illt oder
nicht?

Die Werbung ist sehr wichtig fiir mich, also ob parmend oder sehr langweilig ist. F7b
Und dann ob die Marke jetzt neu...also es sollte&kerchschnittliche Marke sein. Eine Marke sol

fir mich auffallen.

Wie erklaren Sie sich, dass SiewarterschiedlichenMarken in dieser Produktkategorie unterschiedli
Gefallen finden?

F7c
Es sollte keine durchschnittliche Marke sein. Bvarke sollte fiir mich auffallen.

Fortsetzung: Markenfaktoren — Marken (Allgemein)

Welcher der von lhnen eben genannten Faktoren sligabichtigste/geringsteRolle (z.B. Qualitat, Preis,...
in lhrer Entscheidung fir den Kauf einer Marke?

Dass eine Marke mir geféllt, das ist mir am wicsiggn. Da spielt dann auch der Preis nicht so ealie R

Spielt das Herkunftsland einer Marke in Ihrer Kaufentscheidung fur bzw. gegen eine Marke eine Rolle?

Nein, auf keinen Fall.
Ich kann nicht sagen dass Marken aus einem gewlissahirgendwie besser oder schlechter sind.

Wenn ja:
Warum haben Sie es bisher nicht erwahnt?
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Wenn nein:

Gibt es eventuelUnterschiede zwischen Produktkategorierob das Herkunftsland einer Marke lhre
Kaufentscheidung beeinflusst?

Ja, das kann schon sein.

Bei Autos sehe ich einen Unterschied ob es audJ&oder aus Europa kommt, also aus Osterreich ah
Frankreich oder aus weil ich nicht kommt...also b&tio& sehe ich einen Unterschied zwischen Autos au
den USA und aus Europa.

Bei Nahrungsmitteln wiirde ich sagen dass vielleicitein kleiner Unterschied besteht. Allgemeinrkaran

bei Essen und Getranken nicht sagen, dass Marlee@starreich da jetzt besser sind...das kann mah nic
sagen.

Wiirde sich Ihre Wahrnehmung uBeéurteilung einer Marke verandern, wenn nur das Herkunftsland der
Marke ein anderes ware, die Marke ansonsten alpergiaich ware?

Ja ich glaube schon dass das Herkunftsland Eirdlusdas Image einer Marke hat...ja, ich glaube das
beeinflusst Leute.

Wenn Almdudler jetzt nicht aus Osterreich sondems Erankreich ware, das wirde sicherlich die Qitaies
Produktes nicht andern und...irgendwie das Image aiott...weil Alpen gibt es auch in Frankreich.
Ware Almdudler jetzt aus Schweden, das ware damonskomplizierter, weil wenn man Almdudler sieht,
dann denkt man an Alm und an Berge. Die Qualitaewdicht anders wenn Almdudler aus Schweden kan
aber das Image ware anders.

Ware Almdudler jetzt aus der Ukraine, da hatteni@mchmal vielleicht Bedenken, dass die da irgenciveel
billigen Rohstoffe hineingeben.

Wissen Sieaus welchem Landdie Marke, tiber die Sie eine Collage gebastelehakommt?
Aus welchem?

Almdudler ist aus Osterreich.
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