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Abstract

Research background:Country of origin and brand image are among thennfactors
influencing consumer buying decisions. The phenameémown as the Country of Origin
Effect (COE) refers to the influence of a countriyitsage on consumer product evaluations
and the perception of brands originating from dpeciountries. The COE describes con-
sumer attitudes towards certain product categ@mesis connected with the perception of
quality of such products manufactured in particutearkets. The changing market condi-
tions and proliferation of hybrid products causgaia problems for consumers who find it
increasingly difficult to identify the country ofigin of specific products and face a dilem-
ma whether a product manufactured in China is ofkquality as a product of the same
brand, but manufactured in France.

Purpose of the article:The main purpose of the paper is to identify theang Europeans’
attitudes towards the country of origin of purclthpeoducts. An attempt has been made to
answer two research questions: firstly, whetheryateng Europeans guided by stereotypes
associated with the country of origin of specifioguct categories in their conscious buying
decisions? Secondly, do young European consuntachatigher value to a product’s brand
than its country of origin?

Methods: The analysis has been based on literature studteempirical data collected in
two different period of time 2008 and 2015 amon&2.8espondents (in 2008) and 1125
respondents (in 2015) from eight European counif@=ech Republic, Finland, France,
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Germany, Poland, Portugal, Spain and Great Britainthe exploratory empirical study, the
author of the paper used two research methods: BARDO8 (Paper and Pen Personal
Interview) and CAWI in 2015 (Computer Assisted Weterview).

Findings & Value added: The study results reveal that in some countriesyefya Poland
and the Czech Republic, young consumers are guidtgeeir deliberate buying choices by
certain mental schematics perpetuated, for exariptee mass media (the best wine comes
from France, best watches are made in Switzerkamd superior quality cars originate from
Germany). Respondents representing other nati@msathowed more support for domestic
products. By far, the most ethnocentric in theioichs turned out to be the French who in
almost all product categories showed preferenceprimducts originating from their coun-
try. Furthermore, the empirical study showed thahwespect to different product catego-
ries young European consumers attach more imp@tgna product’s brand than its coun-
try of origin.

Introduction

A consumer decision is a free choice made by asibecimaker with re-
spect to his/her behaviour where possible variadnegaken into consider-
ation (Hoyer & Maclnnis, 2004, p. 223; lyenggral, 2009). Making this
decision by choosing and purchasing a productdsstilution to the prob-
lem of a particular need that arises. Various dateants contribute to
making a particular consumer decision which isteglato choosing be-
tween two or more alternative behaviours (Peter 1&00, 2004, p. 165;
Barker & Ota, 2011, pp. 39-63; Freitas Santos &iadRibeiro, 2012,
pp. 294-311). The purpose of the evaluation ofraieves is choosing the
one that will bring consumers the greatest bemgiit satisfaction, and will
be in accordance with their preferences, valuesdsi@nd financial capa-
bilities (Pappas, 2016, pp. 92-103).

Among the most readily cited factors impacting eonsr perception
of a product or brand and influencing on buyingisiea is the country of
origin effect (COE) which — incidentally — is alshe most researched
international aspect of consumer behaviour (Heskogl, 1998, pp. 113-
127; Pereireet al, 2005, pp. 107-128; Maheswaranal., 2013, pp. 153—
189; Katsumata & Song, 2016, pp. 92-106). COE iisetiones defined as
“the influence (positive or negative) of the coyndf production/assembly
on consumer evaluation of a product’s quality” (l&&chaninger, 1996,
pp. 233-254; Nebenzahdt al., 2003, pp. 383-406; Papadopoulos &
Heslop, 2003, pp. 402—-433). In other words the tguof origin effect is
the influence of a country’s image on consumerw@itabns of products and
brands originating in that country. The impact otiatry of origin on per-
ception and evaluation of products associated sfgcific countries has
been confirmed in a large number of studies (e @ghddwararet al, 2013,
pp. 153-189; Jiménez & San Martin, 2014, pp. 150-Bfodie & Ben-
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son-Rea, 2016, pp. 322-336). In literature onefoaha view that COE
refers to consumer attitudes towards certain prodategories evaluating
the quality of such products on the basis of theiintry of origin. These
attitudes rest mainly on existing stereotypesdasti when the consumer is
first confronted with a product) (Ahmed & d’Astou®008, pp. 75-106;
Maheswararet al, 2013, pp. 153-189). In this paper, it has beeepted
that COE is a stereotype determining consumer pgecdecisions attached
both to the country where a product is made artiéqroduct’s category.
An attribute strictly connected with the country ofigin effect is the
“Made in...” label (Rashicet al, 2016, pp. 230-244). Those consumers
who pay attention to the country of origin informoat usually look for

a positive match (based also on stereotypes) battieeproduct type and
the source-country, and choose, for example, Japacensumer electron-
ics or German cars (Yaset al., 2007, pp. 38—-48; Jiménez & San Martin,
2014, pp. 150-171; Brodie & Benson-Rea, 2016, @@-336). This view
is shared by many researchers, such as KhachataridnMorganosky
(21999, pp. 21-30), who believe that consumers foolkcountry-of-origin
cues mainly with respect to specific product catego(the best watches
come from Switzerland, wine and perfumes from Feand leather prod-
ucts from ltaly). However, in the globalization aitternalization era,
when the products are made in many and differeatiabuntries, the buy-
ers very often are not aware where the product iwaly manufactured
(Ha-Brookshire, 2012, pp. 19-34). Before the buyitegision is made,
they evaluate the product taking into account o#ltgibutes than country
of their origin and the country image. One of tiwaleation criteria is the
reputation of the brand (Chest al, 2011, pp. 638-642; Pookulangara &
Shephard, 2013, pp. 200-206).

The main purpose of the paper is to identify thengoEuropeans” atti-
tudes towards the country of origin of purchaseatipcts. An attempt has
been made to answer two research questions finsthgther are young
Europeans guided by stereotypes associated witledbtetry of origin of
specific product categories in their conscious bgyidecisions? Secondly,
do young European consumers attach higher value pooduct’'s brand
than its country of origin?

The analysis has been based on literature studig@sempirical data
collected among 1362 respondents (in 2008) and X&2pondents (in
2015) from eight European countries (the Czech Bigpurinland, France,
Germany, Poland, Portugal, Spain and Great BritdimXhe exploratory
empirical study, the author of the paper used t@gearch methods: PAPI
in 2008 Paper and Pen Personal Intervipand CAWI in 2015 Computer
Assisted Web IntervigwThe usage of different methods in two different
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years of measurement (2008 and 2015) was mainiseckly the develop-
ment of the internet and its tools (especially abaiedia) from 2008 to

2015. In 2008 the CAWI method brought little resuh researched coun-
tries, that’s why the author decided to use trawfti method of PAPI. In

the 2015, when the usage of social networking ry Yggh among young

Europeans, the author decided to use CAWI (als@user of costs and
speed). In 2008 the countries were chosen fronerdift parts of the Eu-
rope: West and South (Great Britain, Portugal, igspBrance, Germany),
North (Finland), East (Poland, the Czech Repubbe)]l because of the
possibility of conducting research there (the autbonducted research
herself in some countries and used befriended ithais who helped in the
measurement). In 2015, the same countries werefas@dmparison with

the results from 2008. The author decided to conthecmeasurement the
second time in order to examine the changes (& d&¢chem) in the atti-

tudes of young Europeans regarding to the influeric@OE in their con-

scious buying decisions. The changes in the consattitudes could be
expected because of the world's situation conneeitd the divergence

processes (increasing of consumer ethnocentrisiopaéism, etc.).

The paper and its results can have a manageriéditmation because
COE is very often taken into account by compangaraattribute in their
marketing strategies. For example, when the coupktrgnanufacture has
a good tradition and reputation in producing patéc category of product
the managers usually underline it in the promotiampaigns (or on the
packages of products). But in the situation whenadbuntry of manufac-
ture has bad image, producers usually try to hiddahfact (Rashiet al,
2016, pp. 230-244). The knowledge when consumeraftantion on the
country of manufacture and their preferences adaogrob the COE of dif-
ferent categories of products, which representsdbelts of this study, will
allow to adapt the marketing activities in the sesbhed countries (Cut
al., 2014, pp. 312-321).

The paper is structured as follows: the first mdrthe paper includes
an overview of the literature on country of origifiect and its importance
in the buying decisions. Following this, the resbanethod and the results
of the empirical studies are presented. Conclusan implications are
then forwarded and, finally, study limitations asdggestions for future
research are explained.
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Literature review

The Country of Origin Effect (COE) is widely dedmd in the literature,
there are many explanations of that term as wellhRnd Diamantopoulos
(2009, pp. 726—-740) tried to analyze the defingiemisting in the different
scientific studies. They distinguished three groofdefinitions because of
the described aspects, which are: general imageafountry, the image of
a country that impacts the products evaluation, thedimage of products
manufactured in a certain country. In this paper@wountry of Origin Ef-
fect is associated with the consumer’s attitudesh&o product (different
categories of products) made in a certain courdised on stereotypes ex-
isting in the awareness of consumers (Nebenziahl 2003, pp. 383—-406;
Papadopoulos & Heslop, 2003, pp. 402-433). The d&tends on many
factors, among which development level, categoryprofduct or consum-
ers’ demographic features or their awareness cdistieguished.

Many studies have been conducted on the countoyigiih effect and
its relation to economic, demographic and cultveaiables (Katsumata &
Song, 2016, pp. 92-106; Jiménez & San Martin, 2pfp4,150-171). This
subject is still important and new projects in thisa are continuously be-
ing undertaken to include new processes and citzumoes such as the
globalisation and internationalisation of comparaesl markets (Pecotich
& Rosenthal, 2001, pp. 31-60; Rashkidal, 2016, pp. 230-244).

The following literature review is a brief outlird research findings in
this scope. For example, one of the first reseaotilucted by Papadopulos
and Heslop (1993, p. 76) showed that in the allistlicountries, including
Holland, France, Germany, Greece and Hungary relgmis were very
positively predisposed to Japanese products. Aipediias towards prod-
ucts made in highly developed countries was alsmdoin experiments
where cars of the same make produced in differeabtcies such as Ger-
many, the Philippines or Mexico were compared. Qore's expected
lower prices for cars assembled in the Philippimgswere inclined to pay
higher prices for cars manufactured in Germanyddobkon & Nebenzahl,
1986, pp. 101-126). Germany has a strong image“‘producer” of good
cars in the international marketplace, even insihetion of many acquisi-
tions of German cars™ brand by foreign companiear@& Yang, 2008,
pp. 458-474; Maheswara al,, 2013, pp. 153-189).

The studies conducted by Verlegh and Steenkamp7(199. 2136—
2140) show a clear relationship between importaoicéhe country of
origin information and the level of economic deystent: consumers in
less developed countries pay greater attentionayets’ country of origin
than their counterparts in highly developed coestriConsumers usually
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evaluate more highly the products from more dewadopountries, because
they are a kind of guarantee of high quality statslaSuch conclusions are
the results of many other studies (e.g. Roth & Rpni®92, pp. 477-497;

Sharma, 2011, pp. 285-306). What is more, ErcahQ2fp. 1-15) con-

cluded that consumers usually are able to pay rfmerproducts which are

manufactured in more developed and democratic desntin the research
of Jiménez and San Martin (2014, pp. 150-171) atsturred that the

Mexican consumers have better attitude to Amermanaiucts than to do-

mestic ones. But this research also showed thatcdnsumers™ trust is

higher in the case of brands with good image.

The significance of COE depends also on the cayegbipurchased
products. In the literature there are some conmhgsithat people better
judge products when they have positive associatwitls the country of
origin (Yasinet al, 2007, pp. 38-48; De Mooj, 2013; Ragegioal, 2014,
133-144 ). These associations are a kind of stigrestwhich include the
countries’ traditions and specialization in mantifdog particular prod-
ucts. These stereotypes show, for example, thabést quality leather
products (shoes, bags) come from ltaly, cosmetiise or cheese from
France, cars from Germany, electronics from Japarhocolate or clocks
from Switzerland (De Mooj, 2013; Roth & Romeo, 199p. 477-497).
Those stereotypes are often used by the compantésir marketing strat-
egies. When there is a good association betweagaat of product and
country of manufacture they underline it (e.g. addsome specific sym-
bols, colors associated with that country). But wkigere is not a positive
association between category of product and couhéy try to hide it. For
example, Bruno Banani is a German brand of perfusieses, clocks, etc.,
but the sound of the brand indicate for an "averagmsumer the Italian
origin.

However, in contemporary international markets “ihtuitive” mean-
ing of the COE is misleading given that a produnt be designed in one
country (usually in the country where the compaagdyuarters are locat-
ed), its various parts manufactured in a numbestloér countries (usually
where labour costs are low), and the final prodissembled in yet another
country (Chao, 1993, pp. 297; Parkvithee & Miran2d12, pp. 7-22; Ra-
shidet al, 2016, pp. 230—244). It leads to proliferationhgbrid products
made in multiple countries (Johansson & NebenzZEd86, pp. 101-126).
The literature refers to such products as beingtitemalised due to “deter-
ritorialisation” of production processes. In thissmomenon the “Made in”
label loses its value, since many products wouldeht@a carry the label
“Made in Everywhere”. An example of consumer disnotation is the study
made by Ratliff in which Americans were asked toneahe place where
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Volkswagen Fox was made. The result was that 66%@frespondents
believed that the car was made in Germany wheregs8% pointed to
Brazil where Volkswagen Fox was actually manufadur(Thakor &
Lavack, 2003, pp. 394-407).

Hybrid products appear on the global market atwen-gncreasing pace
(Ha-Brookshire, 2012, pp. 19-34). This causes itefeoblems for con-
sumers who have difficulty in identifying the connbf origin of specific
products and face a dilemma whether a product nagtwred in China is of
equal quality as a product of the same brand butufaatured in France
(Chao, 1993, pp. 291-306; Balabanis & Diamantopy2008, pp. 39-71;
Katsumata & Song, 2016, pp. 92-106). In such madwmstumstances
where consumers are confronted with hybrid produltscountry of origin
effect is being transferred from the product categw industry (Swiss —
cheese, watch, Japanese — electronics, German —etcay onto brand
(Ryan, 2008, pp. 13-20; Diamantopoutsal., 2011, pp. 508-524; Jimé-
nez & San Martin, 2014, pp. 150-171). Consumeneasingly ignore the
label “Made in” in favour of the brand name whidr them conveys spe-
cific quality attributes (Lee & Ganesh, 1999, pg-39; Jiménez & San
Martin, 2014, pp. 150-171). Accordingly, the actocalintry of manufac-
ture becomes less important than the brand andaimetry with which the
brand is associated (Brodie & Benson-Rea, 20163pp-336). The stud-
ies conducted by Leclemrt al. (1994, pp. 263—270) on consumer percep-
tion of products coming from various countries shdwthat for the re-
spondents more important than the country of origas the product’s
brand, its popularity, ease of pronunciation andembering, and its con-
gruence (also in the name) with a given marketismhnguage. A similar
view present other researchers e.g. Brodie andd®eRea (2016, pp. 322—
336), Usunier, (2011, pp. 486—496), Diamantopoetas. (2011, pp. 508—
524), Thakor and Kohli (1996, pp. 27), stating timathe era of business
internationalisation and globalisation the traditily construed COE is no
longer the most important variable taken into actday consumers in their
purchase decisions. The researchers believe th& Seing replaced
with the “brand origin” orientation where the bramrigin is defined as “the
place, region or country to which the brand is pesmed to belong to by its
target consumers”. According to these researctherpliace of a product’s
manufacture (the label “Made in”) is less importdmn the origin of its
brand. They argue that for an average EnglishmarGiinness is no less
Irish for the reason that it is brewed in Londothea than Dublin (such as a
Toyota motorcar will always be Japanese even i iassembled — for
example — in Derby). Therefore, owing to the chaggmarket circum-
stances quite probably the COE is being replacdall iie Country of
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Brand Origin Effect (CBOE) (Brodie & Benson-Rea, 180 pp. 322-336;
Usunier, 2011, pp. 486—496, Diamantopouwdoa ., 2011, pp. 508-524).

Resear ch methodology

The empirical research on young consumers’ behavinaluding the in-
fluence of the country of origin on products’ pgien, was conducted
firstly in the 2008, and secondly in 2015. For phepose of the study (in
both measurements) it was accepted that the teounty consumers” re-
ferred to people from 18 to 30 years of age, stigdstill financially de-
pendent on their parents, part-time students wimobawed education with
employment, as well as the ones who were financiadlependent and
often managed their own households. The “young woes’ age bracket
was purposefully extended to 30 years becausecipanits of the research
came from higher education institutions in différeountries, where the
average student age varies according to local ¢&idacaystems, e.g. in
Germany it is certainly higher than in Poland ortégal.

The study in 2008 covered a total of 1362 youngardents represent-
ing different countries: 391 Polish, 149 Czech, B#anish, 164 Portu-
guese, 82 French, 183 German, 146 Finnish, andBlfifiSh. The respond-
ents were mostly students of higher educationtiigins based in the re-
spective countries. As research method PAPIRapér and Pen Personal
Interview) was used. The author tried to use the internetegu but the
results were very low (only some filled questiomesiin Poland and Fin-
land). That is why it was decided to use the tiaditl measurement meth-
od — printed questionnaire which was individualijeti by respondents
(PAPI). In some countries (Spain, Germany, Polatid),author conducted
research herself, and in other countries it wasdpnbefriended individu-
als who helped in the measurement. In the 2008y studon-probability
sampling procedure was used, which consisted afugdarecruitment of
appropriate individuals in order to achieve thet Ipessible response from
the group. The employed sampling technique hasasrgeon interpreta-
tion of the results: the findings should not be egafised over the whole
population of young people as they only repredeatviews of the studied
groups of respondents. In the Table 1 the summibotlhh measurements
was presented.

The study in 2015 covered a total of 1125 respatsdgoung respond-
ents representing eight European countries: 22%Haol10 Czech, 132
Spanish, 123 Portuguese, 66 French, 202 GermanfFihh2sh, and 155
British. The respondents were young people whaonteenet tools (like an
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e-mail or social media, mostly Facebook), becahsdibk to Web survey
(Computer Assisted Web Interview — CAWI) was distributed via those
tools. The sampling method (non-random) influenttesfact that the re-
sults can't be used as generalisation for the ypopglation in each coun-
try.

The questionnaire — the same in each measuremenobnsisted of
guestions concerning, firstly, their preferencegarding to country of
origin particular products (in the situation whdre trespondent has no
budget limitations), and secondly, the importantéhe criteria which are
taken into account during making buying decisioiffent products™ cat-
egories (eight evaluation criteria were taken iat@ount, namely: price,
quality, friends’ recommendations, sales assistaat®mmendations, ad-
vertisements, appearance/packaging, brand, andtrgoah origin). The
element differentiating the research questionnairg@articular countries
was the language (it was translated in the origmgliage of the partici-
pants). In the preparation of the different versiai the questionnaire
a back translation procedure was used in ordefingnate any mistakes
stemming from linguistic, lexical or context difearces (Craig & Douglas,
2006).

Results

In the first part of the study, the young Europeamrse asked to name the
countries from which they chose (or would choos®dpcts of different
categories, i.e. food, cosmetics, clothes/footweamsumer electronics, and
cars. Table 2 presents the highest percentagessitotieose different cate-
gories both in 2008 and 2015 measurement.

In the Polish group of respondents the results st young Polish
consumers were the most ethnocentric with respedbaodstuffs, with
62.3% inclined to buy Polish food products in 2G081 85.6% in 2015.
Having a choice of cosmetics young Poles wouldagdit go for products
made in France in both years of measurement. W#hect to clothes and
footwear the Poles would choose an Italian desgymvell in 2008 as in
2015 (in the second measurement the increased muofbespondents
preferred ltalian fashion). The preferred consurakctronics products
would come from Japan in both measurements (foliblye Germany with
a score of 13.3% in 2008 and 16.2% in 2015), amalfi cars would have
to come from Germany (53%) in 2008, but in the 2BhB Japan (47.8%).
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Young Czechs also preferred domestic food produwets, the second
place going to Italian cuisine. The country of arifpr cosmetics was also
important to young Czech consumers, and if theyaatoice they would
like personal care products to come firstly fronarere in both years of
measurement. In the clothes and shoes categorygyBaach consumers
showed a preference for Italian style in 2008, ibu2015 majority of re-
spondents would chose French fashion. Most Czechsdwchoose Japan
as the preferred country of origin for consumecttmics (67% in 2008
and 39.6 in 2015). Having a choice of cars mad&pércific countries most
consumers in the Czech group were inclined to oglickes made in Ger-
many in both years of measurement. What is inteigs$he second choice
were Czech cars in both years. This result couldueeto a popularity of
the Skoda brand which many people associate walCtech origin.

The results reported in the Spanish group showgtkatest ethnocen-
trism with respect to food products with as manyBés% (in 2008) and
95.2% in 2015 respondents preferring Spanish foeer éamports. Such
a high score reflects specific eating habits ofrspds, who prefer Medi-
terranean diet, and therefore most readily buy dtimdoodstuffs. Fur-
thermore, eating domestic food products in Spamkmd of custom in line
with the conviction that “ours is the best”. Spant®nsumer ethnocentrism
is also apparent in the clothes/footwear categihiy (esult is certainly due
to the presence of many domestic fashion branddanSpanish market
which have become international trade marks popualanarkets beyond
Spain. These include such brand names as ZarafiehriMassimo Dultti,
Springfield, Sfera, Mango, Inditex (Pull and Be@tradivarius, Oysho and
Bershka). Having a choice of cosmetics most Spardspondents would
buy French products (similar results in both yedrsjhe case of consumer
electronics young Spaniards would go for produckslenin Japan. A car,
however, would have to come from Germany in 20Q8,flom Japan in
2015.

The country of origin preferences of young Portisgueonsumers indi-
cate that they would most readily buy Portuguess fproducts with as
many as 86.8% in 2008 and 96.7% in 2015 respondéoissing domestic
food in favour of imports. Having a choice, a mayoof those consumers
would buy French cosmetics (54.4% in 2008 and 38mM20015), but in the
second place they pointed to products made in alr{t4%/24.3%). With
respect to clothes and footwear the young Portugwesild go for domes-
tic products in both measurements. In turn, Japas @hosen as the pre-
ferred country of origin for consumer electronins2008 and 2015. Portu-
guese consumers would choose Germany as the pakfavuntry of origin
for cars (57.8% in 2008 and 67.3% in 2015).
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Majority of young German respondents would choosen@n food in
both years of measurement. Regarding to cosméiig many of them
preferred German in 2008 (36.8%), but the greatesiunt from the 2015
group indicated French (38.4%). They would likenéve clothes and shoes
from ltaly (in majority). There was a change obserin case of consumer
electronics. In the 2008 majority of German respgornsl wanted to have
Japanese electronics (45.9%), but in 2015 the egeatumber of the re-
spondents indicated Germany as a country of ofEdn2%). According to
the cars category young Germans occurred to beethiric with prefer-
ences to German origin.

French consumers are known for preferring domdsaads and goods
made in France over imports. The study on youngdfreonsumer’s coun-
try-of-origin preferences confirmed this opinioAnd thus 83.9% in 2008
and 98.1% in 2015 of young French respondents mpeefe=rench food.
A similar result was achieved in the cosmetics giatg (the second choice
were products made in the United States). With eefspo clothes and
footwear French consumers would also choose Framtee most preferred
country of origin for such products in both yeafsneeasurement. Even
though country of origin does not make much diffieesfor young French
consumers with respect to most product categarmsertheless they would
prefer Japanese consumer electronics (with thesdserof results compar-
ing 2008 and 2015) over French products indicatedha second choice
(19.4%/31.2%). The greatest percentage of youngchreonsumers would
choose their own country as the maker of cars th lyears of measure-
ment (with the increase in 2015).

In the Finnish group, again the most readily puseldadomestic product
was food with as many as 93.8% in 2008 and allaredents in 2015 show-
ing preferences for Finnish products over impa@in.the other hand most
Finns would choose French cosmetics (40.65/356)hé case of clothes
and shoes the most preferred country of originciaugid by young Finns
was also Finland in both measurement, followed thiy 1(20.8%/19.3%).
In turn, for the young Finns the best source cquitr consumer electron-
ics was Japan, with the great increase in 2015. fiwally, the greatest
percentage of young Finnish consumers would chaos& made in Ger-
many (both in 2008 and 2015).

Finally, the young British consumers would moselikbuy domestic
foodstuffs (55.1% in 2008 and 78.3% in 2015) ands-the second choice
— ltalian food products (15.9%/12.2%). In the cabeosmetics, again the
greatest percentage of British respondents indicdtemestic products as
the most preferred in both years. Having a choicelathes or footwear,
young British consumers would buy products madinénUnited Kingdom
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first in 2008 (43.5%), but in Italy in 2015 (28.2%)n the other hand the
young Britons indicated Japan as the most prefaroeatry of origin for
consumer electronics. If they were to buy a cag,llygest percentage of
British respondents in 2008 (26.1%) would choosaramade in Germany,
but in 2015 the car produced in the United Kingdom.

In the second part of the empirical study, whosg@se was to test the
supremacy or otherwise of brand over a productistg of origin in pur-
chase decisions, the findings indicate that for ynproduct categories
brand is more important (in both years of measurgméhe detailed re-
sults showing the ranking of brand and country rifin among eight pur-
chase criteria suggested to respondents (pricdifygdaends’ recommen-
dations, sales assistants’ recommendations, aseemwints, appear-
ance/packaging, brand, and country of origin) aesgnted in Table 3. The
respondents had to sort each criterion in ordé@samportance, where 1 —
the most important criteriomnd 8 —least important criterionin all the
surveyed countries brand was perceived as a mgreriant criterion than
country of origin. The results also revealed tlmintry of origin is a rather
important variable when purchasing a car or foantlpcts, and in turn the
least significant in the selection of cosmetics alathes or footwear.

Comparing the years of measurement 2008 and 2@l #ults present-
ed in the Table 3 indicate also the increasing mamze of country of
origin in majority of researched categories of pad (especially food,
cars and electronics devices). This situation carcdused because of in-
creasing ethnocentrism in the European countriesrdimg to purchase
different categories of products (Ferndndez-Featim., 2015, pp. 73-88).

Discussion

The analysis of literature indicated that the couof origin effect depends
on many variables, like development level or pradctategory (Wang &
Yang, 2008, pp. 458-474; Ercan, 2010, pp. 1-15;ddafararet al, 2013,
pp. 153-189; Jiménez & San Martin, 2014, pp. 150)%1The literature
underlined some stereotypes existing between catexjoproduct and its
country of manufacture (e.g. the best fashion cofras Italy, cars from
Germany and electronics from Japan) (Yastiral, 2007, pp. 38-48; De
Mooj, 2013; Raggicet al, 2014, 133-144). One of the research question
the author of the study tried to answer was: young Europeans guided by
stereotypes associated with the country of oridispecific product cate-
gories in their conscious buying decision&n the basis of the studies
(both in 2008 and in 2015) presented in the papdrtleir results, it could
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be said that in some countries, namely Polandl@@€rech Republic, with
respect to certain product categories young consiare guided in their
conscious buying decision by certain mental schiesaterpetuated, for
example, in the mass media. Analysing the restitaioed in Poland and
the Czech Republic vis-a-vis existing stereotypgarding specific prod-
uct categories (the best are French cosmetics, &eoars, Japanese elec-
tronic products, Italian clothes and shoes) it barsaid that consumers in
both these groups exemplify buyers guided by aadlea positive match:
product category — country of origin. Purchase gmafices of young
Polish/Czech consumers with respect to specifidyrbcategories can be
characterised as follows:

Polish/Czech consumers would preferably buy:

- food originating in Poland/the Czech Repubilic,

— cosmetics made in France,

— shoes made in Italy,

— consumer electronics from Japan,

— cars from Germany/Japan.

The other respondents groups were more supporfitketr domestic
products. By far the biggest “patriots” were youfrgnch consumers who
in all but one category (the exception was consughestronics) indicated
their preferences for products made at home.

Applying the criterion of economic development dfetrespective
countries to the studies’™ (2008 and 2015) resitltsan be observed that
there is a certain regularity, namely young respoitgl coming from more
developed countries (France, United Kingdom, Gegm&inland, and also
Spain and Portugal) showed greater support for domproducts. Even in
instances where those respondents chose anothetrycais the most pre-
ferred source of specific product category, theosdcchoice usually was
their own country. These results once again confirenfindings of previ-
ous studies conducted previously by other resesscfiRoth & Romeo,
1992, pp. 477-497; Ercan, 2010, pp. 1-15; Shar®al,2pp. 285-306;
Jiménez & San Martin, 2014, pp. 150-171).

The most clear-cut finding of the survey analysrspooduct type is
that respondents in all groups showed very stroafeence for domestic
food. It should be also added that the number sjfordents who preferred
their domestic food increased in each group compgatiie results from
2008 and 2015. Also in many surveyed groups a meée for French
cosmetics was noted, Japanese consumer electeordc&erman cars. But
it has to be emphasized that the preferences fom&e cars changed in
2015 in two groups (Polish and Spanish), a majaftyhose respondents
would prefer Japanese car in 2015. The greatestasim of responses
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across all surveyed groups was noted with the tbagegories: cosmetics,
consumer electronics and cars. On the other handrtdatest variance was
observed in the food and clothes/shoes categdiemteresting case is the
clothes/footwear category, in which most resporsiéakcept for Poles,

Czechs and Germans) chose domestic origin for {veskicts.

The literature overview showed also that the valubrand is becom-
ing higher than the country of origin because corexs don't follow the
trends in the hybridization process. It is not e&@mythem to recognize
where the product was made (Brodie & Benson-Re&6.20p. 322-336;
Usunier, 2011, pp. 486-496; Diamantopoudbsal, 2011, pp. 508-524).
Exploitation of the country of brand origin effd@BOE) is clearly appar-
ent in marketing activities worldwide, also in RalaTo make use of a still
better image of certain product categories if theginate from specific
countries (positive COE), producers choose brandesawhose sounds
unequivocally suggest a desired origin (Agrawal &nkakura, 1999, pp.
255-267; De Mooj, 2013; Ragget al, 2014, 133-144). The result is that
consumers are unaware of the true country of of@imany products they
buy. An example is the Gino Rossi footwear branel] Wnown in Poland,
whose name suggests the ltalian origin of bothfitne and the shoes it
makes. A similar example can be found in Russiegere/tCarlo Pazolini
women'’s shoe brand is clearly recognised by cliastbeing Italian, while
in fact it is a Russian brand owned by a Russianpamy. Actually a de-
signer of that name has never existed and the slreasade in Russia and
China. Yet another example from the Polish fasimolustry is the Ameri-
canos brand (fashion jeans manufacturer) whose saiggests American
origin, whilst the producer is in fact Polish.

The results of the studies conducted among youngdeans suggest
that such marketing ploys make sense in the casggoPolish consumers,
whose perception of certain products is still affecby country of origin
information. On the other hand, such tactics cdddof little effect to at-
tract young French, British or German consumergesin these groups the
study revealed the biggest bias towards domestidyats irrespective of
product category.

On the other hand, international corporations cqalg more attention
to the promotion and exposition of brands sincengoHuropean consum-
ers consider a product brand to be more importaant tountry of origin.
Buying a brand’s product consumers expect qualitymatter if the prod-
uct was made in China, India or USA.
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Conclusions

The literature review and the primary research sbthe significance of
COE both in the consumer decisions and marketiagesfies of companies
in the international scope. They also emphasizedsthift of COE into
CBOE which is associated with the changes in therational environ-
ment and the consumer behaviour. The researchgmobhd the results
presented in the paper have great managerial iatjgits. The knowledge
of the consumers™ attitudes to the particular coemiand the products can
be used in the preparation of adequate marketilgaas.

Conducting empirical studies and using primary rodshis almost al-
ways associated with certain limitations, and thi$y increases when re-
search is conducted in multiple countries. Theeethus, unsurprisingly,
some limitations related to the presented reseprahlem and its scope.
Firstly, in questionnaires, although a respondeplies to a given question
about how they behave (or would behave) in pasdicsituations, it could
be that their actual behaviour would slightly diffeom the one declared.
Secondly, the questionnaire was translated inttergiit languages. Alt-
hough the back translation techniqgue was used, derieal differences
could appear. Thirdly, the research methods gatedata in 2008 and
2015 were different (the best practice, in the psgoof comparison, is to
use the same methods in all measurements). Anlthi&xtion of the pre-
sented research is that the non-random samplinghensample size lead to
the lack of possibility of extrapolating the resulo the whole population
for each individual country. This notwithstandingsearch limitations are
very often a stimulus to either continue the stadgxpand it, especially in
relation to international activities.

References

Agrawal, J., & Kamakura, W. A. (1999). Country ofigin: a competitive ad-
vantage?. International Journal of Research in Marketind6(4). doi:
10.1016/S0167-8116(99)00017-8.

Ahmed, S. A, & d’Astous, A. (2008). Antecedentxydarators and dimensions of
country-of-origin evaluationsinternational Marketing Review25(1). doi:
10.1108/02651330810851890.

Balabanis, G., & Diamantopoulos, A. (2008). Bran@jio identification by con-
sumers: a classification perspectiveurnal of International Marketingl6(1).
doi: 10.1509/jimk.19.2.95.

137



Oeconomiaopernicana9(1), 123-142

Barker V., & Ota, H. (2011). Mixi diary versus féomok photos: social networking
site use among Japanese and Caucasian Americale$edoairnal of Intercul-
tural Communication Research((1).

Brodie, R. J., & Benson-Rea, M. (2016). Countrynfin branding: an integrative
perspective. Journal of Product and Brand Managemen25(4). doi:
10.1108/JPBM-04-2016-1138.

Chao, P. (1993). Partitioning country of originesffs: consumer evaluations of
a hybrid product.Journal of International Business Studie24(2). doi:
10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490851.

Chen, L. S. L., Wu, Y. J., & Chen, W. C. (2011).|&enship between country of
origin, brand experience and brand equity: the matdey effect of automobile
country. InProceedings of International Technology Managentaference
San Jose, CA: IEEE.

Craig, C. S., & Douglas, S. P. (2006). Beyond matioculture: implications of
cultural dynamics for consumer researthternational Marketing Review,
23(3). doi: 10.1108/02651330610670479.

Cui, A. P., Fitzgerald, M. P., & Donovan, K. R. (20). Extended self: implications
for country-of-origin. Journal of Consumer Marketing 31(4). doi:
10.1108/JCM-01-2014-0820.

De Mooj, M. (2013).Global marketing and advertising, understandingtual
paradoxesSage Publications Inc.

Diamantopoulos, A., Schlegelmilch, B., & PalihawaadaD. (2011). The relation-
ship between country-of-origin image and brand ienag drivers of purchase
intentions: a test of alternative perspectiiesernational Marketing Review
28(50). doi: 10.1108/02651331111167624.

Ercan, E. (2010). Country of origin and consumevdlingness to purchase and
apparelJournal of Textile and Apparel Technology & Managet6(3).

Fernandez-Ferrin, P., Bande-Vilela, B., Klein, J, & del Rio-Aradjo, M. L.
(2015). Consumer ethnocentrism and consumer arntyncaintecedents and
consequencesinternational Journal of Emerging Marketsl0(1). doi:
10.1108/IJOEM-11-2011-0102.

Freitas Santos, J., & Cadima Ribeiro, J. (2012 Phrtuguese online wine buying
consumer: characteristics, motivations and behaviBuroMed Journal of
Business7(3).

Ha-Brookshire, J. E. (2012). Country of parts, dopof manufacturing, and coun-
try of origin: consumer purchase preferences aadrtipact of perceived pric-
es.Clothing and Textiles Research Jourrz((1).

Heslop, L. A., Papadopoulos, N., & Bourk, M. (1998} interregional and inter-
cultural perspective on subcultural differencegiiaduct evaluation€Canadi-
an Journal of Administrative Sciencéa$(2).

Hoyer, W. D., & Maclnnis, D. J. (2004Lonsumer behavioiBoston-New York:
Houghton Mifflin Co.

lyengar, R., Han, S., & Gupta, S. (2009). Do fremfluence purchases in a social
network?Harvard Business School Marketing Unit Working Rap8-123

138



Oeconomiaopernicana9(1), 123-142

Jiménez, N., & San Martin, S. (2014). The mediatibrust in country-of-origin
effects across countries.Cross Cultural Management 21(2). doi:
10.1108/CCM-12-2012-0113.

Johannson, J. K., & Nebenzahl, I. D. (1986). Maitional production: effect on
brand valueJournal of International Business Studi&g(3).

Khachaturian, J. L., Morganosky, M. A. (1999). Qtyaperceptions by country of
origin. International Journal of Retail & Distribution Mamggment18(5).

Katsumata, S., & Song, J. (2016). The reciproctdcts of country-of-origin on
product evaluation an empirical examination of faauntries.Asia Pacific
Journal of Marketing and Logistice28(1). doi: 10.1108/APJML-04-2015-
0059.

Leclerc, F., Schmitt, B., & Dubé, L. (1994). Fomigranding and its effects on
product perceptions and attitud@seurnal of Marketing ResearcB1(2).

Lee, D., & Ganesh, G. (1999). Effects of partitidrewuntry image in the context
of brand image and familiarity: a categorizatioedty perspectivelnterna-
tional Marketing Reviewl 6(1).

Lee, D., & Schaninger, C. (1996). Country of praitutassembly as a new coun-
try image construct: a conceptual application tubgl transplant decisiord-
vances in International Marketing.

Maheswaran, D., Chen, C. Y., & He, J. (2015). Nagguity: integrating the mul-
tiple dimensions of country of origin effectReview of Marketing Research
10. doi: 10.1108/S1548-6435(2013)0000010010.

Nebenzahl, I. D., Jaffe, E. D., & Usunier, J. CO(3). Personifying country of
origin researchManagement International Revied3(4).

Papadopoulos, N., & Heslop, L. (2003). Country ggand product-country imag-
es: state of the art in research and implicatiom§. C. Jain (Ed.Handbook of
research in international marketinglorthampton, MA: Edward Elgar Press.

Papadopulos, N., & Heslop, L. (1998roduct-country images. Impact and role in
international marketingNew York: The Haworth Press Inc.

Pappas, N. (2016). Marketing strategies, percengks, and consumer trust in
online buying behavioudournal of Retailing and Consumer Servic2g doi:
10.1016/j.jretconser.2015.11.007.

Parkvithee, N., & Miranda, M. (2012). The interactieffect of country-of-origin,
brand equity and purchase involvement on consurnethgse intentions of
clothing labels.Asia Pacific Journal of Marketing & Logistic24(1). doi:
10.1108/13555851211192678.

Pecotich, A., & Rosenthal, M. J. (2001). Country asfgin, quality, brand and
consumer ethnocentrismJournal of Global Marketing 152). doi:
10.1300/J042v15n02_03.

Pereira A., Hsu, C., & Kundu, S. K. (2005). Courntfyorigin image: measure-
ment and cross-national testingournal of Business Research8(1). doi:
10.1016/S0148- 2963(02)00479-4.

Peter J. P., & Olson J. C. (2002onsumer behavior and marketing dtrateijgw
York: McGraw-Hill.

139



Oeconomiaopernicana9(1), 123-142

Pookulangara, S., & Shephard, A. (2013). Slow fasmhovement: understanding
consumer perceptions - an exploratory studyirnal of Retailing & Consumer
Services20(2). doi: 10.1016/j. jretconser.2012.12.002.

Rashid, A., Barnes, L., & Warnaby, G. (2016). Magragnt perspectives on coun-
try of origin. Journal of Fashion Marketing and Manageme®6(2). doi:
10.1108/JFMM-07-2015-0056.

Raggio, R. D., Leone, R. P., & Black, W. C. (201B¢yond “halo”: the identifica-
tion and implications of differential brand effe@sross global market3our-
nal of Consumer Marketin@1(2). doi: 10.1108/JCM-06-2013-0592.

Roth, K. P., & Diamantopoulos, A. (2009). Advancitite country image con-
struct.Journal of Business Resear@#(7). doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.05.014.

Roth, M. S., & Romeo, J. B. (1992). Matching prodcategory and country image
perceptions: a framework for managing country-aftiareffects.Journal of In-
ternational Business Studie&3(3).

Ryan, J. (2008). The Finnish country-of-origin effehe quest to create a distinc-
tive identity in a crowded and competitive and aded international market-
place.Journal of Brand Managemerit6(1/2). doi: 10.1057/bm.2008.15.

Sharma, P. (2011). Country of origin effects in @leped and emerging markets:
exploring the contrasting roles of materialism aatlie consciousnes3ournal
of International Business Studj&®. doi: 10.1057/jibs.2010.16.

Thakor, M. V., & Kohli C. S. (1996). Brand origioonceptualization and review.
Journal of Consumer Marketing3(3).

Thakor, M. V., & Lavack, A. M. (2003). Effect of peeived brand origin associa-
tions on consumer perceptions of qualigurnal of Product & Brand Man-
agement12(6).

Usunier, J. C. (2011). The shift from manufacturiogbrand origin: suggestions
for improving COO relevancenternational Marketing Review28(5). doi:
10.1108/02651331111167606.

Verlegh, P. W. J., & Steenkamp, J. B. E. M. (199Zduntry-of-origin effects:
a meta-analytic reviewMarketing: Progress, Prospects, Perspectivégar-
wick Business School.

Wang, X., & Yang, Z. (2008). Does country-of-origimatter in the relationship
between brand personality and purchase intenti@miarging economies? Evi-
dence from China’s auto industipternational Marketing Reviev25(4). doi:
10.1108/02651330810887495.

Yasin, N. M., Noor, M. N., & Mohamad, O. (2007). &image of country-of-
origin matter to brand equityfurnal of Product & Brand Managemed§(1).

140



Annex

Table 1. The summary of the research in 2008 and 2015

M ethodology 2008 2015

Respondents Persons from 18 to 30 years ofPersons from 18 to 30 years
age of age

Number of respondents 1362 1125

Resear ch method PAPI CAWI

Resear ch instrument Printed questionnaire Internet questionnaire

Sampling method Non-random Non-random

Possibility of generalization No No

Table 2. Young Europeans’ country of origin preferences different product
categories*

. Clothed Consumer
Food Cosmetics Footwear electronics Cars

2008 2015 2008 2015 2008 2015 2008 2015 2008 2015

PL PL FR FR IT IT JP JP DE JP
62.3 85.6 58.6 49.8 345 456 713 66.9 53.0 4738
Czech Ccz Ccz FR FR IT FR JP JP DE DE

Republic 727 695 566 613 29.1 413 63.7 396 366 459
. S SP FR FR SP SP JP JP DE JP
Spain 86.4 952 533 583 512 674 611 525 39.6 455

PT PT FR FR PT PT JP JP DE DE

Portugal o558 967 544 384 313 483 522 474 578 673

face FR FR FR FR FR FR JP JP FR FR
83.9 981 710 782 312 573 439 370 463 628

Gemay DE DE DE PR T T JP DE DE_ DE
634 771 36.8 384 338 453 459 542 737 875

Eintand FI FlL FR FR FI FIl J» JP DE DE

93.8 100 40.6 355 26 381 406 642 542 373
United GB GB GB GB GB IT JP JP DE GB
Kingdom 55.1 78.3 37.7 29.9 43.5 28.2 42 56.3 26.1 37.9
* Consumers had the following product origins to choose from: Czech (CZ), Danish (DK), Finnish
(FI), French (FR), Greek (GR), Spanish (SP), Dutch (NL), Japanese (JP), German (DE), Portuguese
(PT), American (US), British (GB), Italian (IT), Palish (PL) and others.




Table 3. Ranking of brand (B) and country of origin (CO) argo8 suggested
purchase criteria

. Clothes/ Consumer
Food Cosmetics Footwear dectronics Cars

B CO B CO B CO B CO B CO
oot 2008 4 6 2 8 3 6 3 6 2 4
olan 2015 4 3 3 5 2 7 2 5 1 2
Czech 2008 5 6 2 8 4 7 2 71 2 5
Republic =~ 2005 4 3 3 7 3 7 2 6 2 4
Spain 200 3 4 4 8 3 8 3 6 2 4
205 2 3 3 6 2 7 4 6 2 4

2008 5 4 3 7 4 8 5 8 5 5

Portugal 205 3 2 4 7 3 7 3 7 3 4
France 2006 3 3 2 8 4 8 3 8 4 5
205 2 1 2 3 2 6 3 6 2 3

Gomany 208 6 5 3 8 3 7 3 6 6 3
205 5 2 2 5 2 6 2 3 1 2

. 2006 5 3 3 8 3 8 3 8 3 5
Finland 205 3 2 3 5 2 7 2 4 2 3
United 2006 4 7 2 8 4 8 3 8 3 8
Kingdon 205 2 3 3 6 3 6 2 5 2 3






