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INTRODUCTION

Mongolia is a land-locked country bordered by Raigsia the north and China on the
south. With a total area of 1.5 million square kikters and a population of just over 3
million, it is the least densely populated country earth. In 2009 GDP per capita -

current pricesvas estimated at $3,174. So unemployment rate isa886n 2011

Mongolia's economy is driven by livestock rearingdamining, but services are
occupying an increasingly important role in themoyis 9% annual GDP growth. Last
few years Mongolian economy grows up too fast. 8gpwrpose to developed like high
economy country in the marketing sectors, we mese¢arch to study the experiences.
However, research on consumers’ perceptions anduatians of foreign versus
domestic products and brands in various countsesiy limited in Mongolia. This is
especially research on consumers in developing r&aly emerging economies
(Kaynak and Kara, 2002: 928).

The research has found that consumers often eeathat products of foreign origin
differently than they do domestic products. Manydurct information cues (e.g.
quality, design, price, country-of-origin, etc.)ese to affect their evaluations and
subsequently purchasing intentions (Forsythe, 1999). For consumers in more
developed countries, research has consistentlydfdbat they have a preference for
domestic-made products as well as products froomtoes regarded as culturally
similar to the home country (Crawford and Lamp, 1:988) over foreign made
products. Bilkey and Nes (1982), suggested thatparticularly when there is a lack of
product information. Two variables that may expl#is circumstance are consumer
perception of quality and consumer ethnocentrisnatédh and Wright, 2000: 1149).
On the contrary, consumers in less-developed cesnt@ippear to have a reversal
pattern. There is a general preference for forbrgmds against domestic ones (Wang et
al, 2004: 391).

'12.12.2011.(http://www.gfmag.com/gdp-data-countgearts/218-mongolia-gdp-country
report.html#axzz1hOgROKIA.




In the consumption of conspicuous products, conssia® inspired by the social rather
than the economic or products’ physiological wtilil€onsumers’ motivation is a desire
to impress other people with their ability to affohigh-priced prestige products
(Mason, 1981). In sum, perceptions, evaluations @uodchasing intensions of

consumers, the country-of- origin effects and comsuethnocentrism are interrelated.

Therefore, now companies have tried to build brandge and rise up their brand
loyalty in order to be far away from competitons.dvery market, brand name plays a
big role on customer’s decision. The value of pewexk brand will be varied based on
the customer’s recognition on the brand. The braardbe developed domestically and
internationally. In Mongolian market, you would gbat international brand can boost
more customer perceived value than the domestic ibnis called value of brand.
Therefore, it is likely to say that internationabbd might be an important influence in
increasing customer value. Therefore, computercdbimumore effectively branch in the
market. The computer technology to the consumeketdrought with it an evolution
of change within the household that is comparabli¢ likes of radios and televisions
in the 20th century. It served as changes in juampsyg not only how consumers obtain

information but also the rapidity, quality and diénsvith which they retrieve it.

Research Objectives

It is relevant to observe how the globalizatiorbasiness environment has transformed
the behavior of consumers across nations and eslioecause this can provide useful
insights into marketing strategies in global ecoieemThe purpose of this thesis is to
investigate consumers’ perceptions and attitudesands purchasing foreign brands
versus domestic brand computer in Mongolia. It wasked by case of computer
industry. The follows are the objectives aimed écalshieved within the conduct of this

thesis.

The first objective is to examine the attitudedaingolian consumers toward domestic

versus foreign brands computers.



The second objective is to examine the effects afntry-of-origin on Mongolian

consumers’ perceptions of quality and preferencesdmputer.

The third objective is to examine ethnocentric taraies of consumers in Mongolia as

well as its effect on consumer attitudes.

Brief Methodology

In order to achieve the research objectives, tigsis is conducted based on the reviews

of relevant literature and the collection of ddieotigh the survey questionnaire.

In the literature review, emphasis is laid on tbademic theory, research and literature
specific to consumers’ perceptions and attitudessemers’ product evaluations, price,
brand and country of origin as evaluative crite@ad decisions, consumer

ethnocentrism, consumer knowledge and consumeringalecision.

The study in this part will then facilitate in déwping the research questions. This
research study is based on the development anchetiraiion of survey questionnaire.
The self-completed survey was administered to 28&enience samples of people in
the capital city of Mongolia, Ulaanbaatar. At th@peoach of researcher to respondents,
the people were asked to participate voluntarilythe survey. So we went to take
guestionnaire from some government offices andapeicompany offices. There is no

limitation about gender, social and income clasdeespondents.

Studying on Mongolian consumer behaviors therefoae provide guidelines and
suggestions to the marketers in Mongolia. Compugerge as a source of entertainment
in addition to its role as resource and produgtitdol. This thus makes Mongolian
good case study to be observed about the consumitedes and preferences in the

consumption of computer industry.



Organization of the Thesis
The thesis consists of three main chapters.

Chapter 1 and chapter 2 provide the comprehensiiews of relevant literature. This
particular area of the study will lead to the depehent of research questions for the

thesis.

Chapter 3 demonstrates the research methodologyimsleis study. The explanation of
the research instrument is provided together wilsirengths and weaknesses. Further
the clarification of sample and the survey procecafrdata are described. That reports
the research results collected through the suruegtgppnnaire. This chapter exhibits the
analysis and interpretation of primary data witle thim to answer the research

guestions of this thesis.

The final chapter of this thesis, it provides thendusion and recommendation. A
summary of the findings from both the literaturgiegv and the survey questionnaire

are discussed.



CHAPTER 1: CONSUMER PERCEPTION AND ATTITUDE
FORMATION

This chapter provides the comprehensive reviewslefvant literature. All people see
things, events and ideas from different view poartd hold different opinions, views

for them. Human have different perception of theldo
1.1 Consumer Perception

Human factor relatively one important thing is hoav operate to get information.
Perception that process by which incoming stimafivate our sensory receptors: eyes,
ears, taste buds, skin and so on (Holyer, 2010: B€ception occurs when stimuli are
registered by one of five senses: vision, heariagte, smell and touch. For example,
when we see yellow, that color affect by humantsrdton paid so most of countries
taxis use to yellow color so Mongolian taxis arenealt incomes stimuli activate our

eyes.
1.1.1 What is Perception?

Perception is process of receiving, selecting, emerpreting environmental stimuli
involving the five senses. Through perception, wine the world around us and create

meaning from our environment (Kardes, 2011).

Perception is process of selecting, organizing amdrpreting sensations into a
meaningful whole. Perception is highly subjectived atherefore easily distorted
(Nessim, 2009: 113).

Our perception is an approximation of reality. @uain attempts to make sense out of
the stimuli to which we are exposed. This workdlwer example, when we “see” a
friend two hundred feet away at his or her cortexght; however, our perception is
sometimes “off” for example, certain shapes of aceam containers look like they

contain more than rectangular ones with the sarheme?

201.10. 2011.(www.consumerpsychologist.com/ch Rxime htm)




1.1.2 Conceptof Perception

Advertising is all about exposure, attention and@gtion. If consumss are to register
any message after being expcto an ad in some medium, they musrceive and pay
attention to it. Sahey do so depeis on a host of factors. These issues are impo
because they affect what consumers comprehend, attitatdes they have, and th
remember after exposure to and attention paid $0 @dey also affect what cisions

they make and what actions they take doinc

Before anytype of marketing stimulus c affect consumer, they must be exposed t
Exposure refers to the process by which the consuomes into physical contact wi
a stimulus. Marketinstimuli are messages and information about prodoictsrands
and other offerings communicated by either the etark(via ads, salespeople, br:
symbols, packages, signs, prices and so) or b' marketing sowce (e., the media,
word of mouth) Holyer,2010:70).

Figure 1.1.Exposure, attention and perception

N
! e ways of ( i ) ( )
gaining e sensory
exposure _— processing
¢ selective ® Characteristics e perceptual
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L )\ habituation Y, &/

Source: Holyer (2010:731

Several sequential factors influence our percej

Exposureinvolves the extent to which we encounter a stirme. Most of this exposure

is random we don’t plan to seek it ol




However, if we are shopping for a computer, we nugliberately seek out

advertisements and “tune in” when dealer advertsgscome on the television.

Exposure is not enough to significantly impact imgividual—at least not based on a
single trial (certain advertisements, or commeregbosures such as the “Swoosh”
logo, are based on extensive repetition rather thach conscious attention). In order

for stimuli to be consciously processattentionis needed.

Attention is actually a matter of degree—our aitantnay be quite high when we read
directions for getting an income tax refund, bwt hen commercials come on during
a television program. Note, however, that even rwh#ention is low, it may be
instantly escalated—for example, if an advertisenfen a product in which we are

interested comes on (Holyer, 2010:82).

Three concepts are intimately related to percepgsposure, attention and sensation.
Acquisition of sensory information is possible omien consumers attend to stimuli
they are exposed to (Nessim, 2009: 114).

1. Exposure Exposure occurs when our senses detect somenakiaue from the
various things we come in contact with. We aresaposed to a plethora of marketing
ads continuously. This becomes the starting pdirdlloinformation processing. But
people tend to perceive things they need or wame. Sirongest the need, the greatest
the tendency ignore unrelated stimuli. Hence “SelecPerception” occurs when the
consumer selects the stimuli from the environmemttloe basis of interaction of
expectations and motives with the stimulus itsdlfiese factors give rise to four

important concepts concerning perception:

a. Selective exposure- where the consumers want to avoid unpleasamaorful

messages and seek those which are sympathetiestitg and pleasant.

b. Selective attention or perceptual vigilance where the consumers exercise
selectivity in terms of their attention to commatcstimuli. They have a heightened
attention regarding the stimuli that meet theirdseand minimal attention to the ones
irrelevant to their needs. People also vary in geohkind of info like price, quality,

features etc., forms of messages and type of methiaynprefer.



c. Perceptual defense where consumers subconsciously screen out s$tihmtl are

threatening or damaging even if the exposure hesady taken place. Likewise
sometimes they unconsciously distort the infornmatizat is not matching their needs,
values and beliefs. This may be due to psycholbdardors or any unfavorable past

experience.

d. Perceptual blocking- where consumers protect themselves from beipgsed by
blocking such stimuli from conscious awareness.yTde it for self protection because

of the visually overwhelming nature of the world e in (Nessim, 2009: 116-118).

Information processing: is a series of activitieBeve the stimuli are perceived and
processed to convert/transform them to informatemg then stored (very similar to

computer data processing). Later this info is usesklecting a product.

2. Attention: refers to the allocation of mental capacity tstienulus or task. Normally

all the stimuli of a message come to’ the varicerssery organs simultaneously. But an
individual can remember only one of them, usudily $trongest and tries to take action
on that basis. Marketers try to exploit that situatto their advantage, to leave an

impact in the consumer. This is known as attention.

a. Stimulus— is the one which prompts an individual to irigian action by creating an
attention. It has the following characteristicszesand Intensity; Color and Movement;

Position; Format and Design; Isolation; Contragbtinction; Information extent.

b. Individual factors— The attention of a consumer depends on thevoilp factors:

Interest and Needs; Ability; Involvement, etc.

c. Situational factors— Often the situation, condition, environment ko surrounding
of the consumer have an effect on its attentionesfain stimuli. Hence the marketers

should devise certain methods to help overcome that

Sensation is the immediate and direct responséefsénsory organs to stimuli. A
stimulus is a single input of any of the sensesmbiu beings have sensory receptors
called sensory organs. They are eyes for siglitsaeaing, ears for sounds and hearing,
nose for smells and smelling, tongue for tastestasting, skin for textures, touch and
feeling (Holyer, 2010:76).



Interpretation, just like people’s exercise of sl perception on the basis of certain
psychological principles, the interpretation of gbestimuli is also highly individual

because it is based on what the individuals exjfzeste in the light of their previous
experience, motives, interests, reasoning at the vf perception. In the case of any
ambiguous stimuli, the individuals usually interptieese in such a way to serve their

own needs, interests and wishes (Edwards, 2010).

1.2Consumer Attitude Formation and Change

Consumer attitude is important located of researaheection in consumer behavior
researches. An attitude has been defined as “amriegdorganization of motivational,
emotional, perceptual and cognitive process withpeet to some aspects of the
individual's world” (Loudon, 1993: 67). Many compas would to change their
consumer attitudes because of selling more produdisy always search how to

change consumers’ attitudes becoming positive.

1.2.1 What are Attitudes?

It serves to reinforce the integration of the nie$ioof motivation, perception and
learning (Evans et al, 2006). According to WangO@Q an individual’s attitude is a
major outcome of learning processes and is powerfulfluenced by personal
experience, family, friends, and marketing stratdg@gsed on whatever is learned about
the stimulus or object, a person develops eithdiking (favorable) or a disliking
(unfavorable) towards it. More specifically, anitatle refers to a learned tendency to
respond to an object in a consistent or predictatdaner (Evans et al, 2006). For this
reason, the knowledge about consumer attitude @ra luseful predictor of the

consumer’s intended and actual behavior.



1.2.2 Structural Models of Attitudes

An early study by Rosenberg and Holland (1960) psed that an attitude has three
components: cognition (beliefs), affect (motionsyl @onation (intentions). A cognitive

component consists of a person’s beliefs or knogdeabout an object. These beliefs
may not be exact in terms of product specificatiamsobjective assessments of
reliability.

Figure 1.2. Attitudes

EBEH AN PO S

IR TERMTHIHOMNS

Source: Wang and Heitmeyer, 2006

However, the beliefs are still important in manyywaecause they reflect how the
individual perceives the issue to be, even if amaich between their beliefs and reality
occurs. An affective component consists of a péssfaelings or emotions toward the
object. These feelings can be either positive gaatiee. For a co native or behavioral
component, it consists of how the individual temolsespond to the object based on
what they know and how they feel about it. In otwerds, this component refers to the
individual's readiness to respond behaviorallyte bbject (Evans, 2006). There is a
support from several studies for the interlinketura of the three components (Ajzen
and Fishbein 1980; Dickson and Littrell, 1996).

Figure 1.3. ABCs

Version 1
C A B
Cognition — Affect -_— behavior

Version 2
C B A
Cognition = behavior —> Affect

Version 3
A B C
Affect E——— behavior —>  cognition

Version 1 is where attitudes are a result of information processing.
Version 2 is where attitudes derive from a behavioral learning process
Version 3 is where attitudes are based primary on emotion, such as hedonic buying.
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Source:Adapted from Evans et al. (2006)

In terms of the sequence, alternative arrangemarmgsavailable for how cognition,
affect and conation operate. In provide a summérthese in a form of the ‘ABC’
acronym (Figure 1.3). The authors applied the hibna of effects specifically to
attitudes and called conation ‘behavior’. Nevemtiss| it should be noted that this is not
actual behavior, rather intention to behave (E\arad, 2006).

Because of its diagnostic value in explicatingtadies, the Fishbein’s (1967) Attitude
Model is widespread use in consumer research (RyahBonfield, 1975) to assess

consumer attitudes.

In 1967, Fishbein developed his attitude model \hign basic assumption that in order
to have a better understanding of human behawnerpteasure of attitudes should not
be oriented merely toward evaluating attitude talvabjects, people, or institutions
themselves, but rather toward assessing the atitudward performing a specific
behavior related to them (Wang and Heitmeyer, 2@d9: Fishbein (1967) explained
that an individual’s attitudes toward performingehavior are determined by two major
components: (1) the strength of the beliefy fleld about the objects, and (2) the
individual's subjective evaluationifjeof those beliefs. The estimation of the attitisle

then calculated by following this formula:

n
Ab:Zbiei
i=1

where: A b = attitude toward the behavior,

bi = belief that performing behavior Ab leads tmsequence attribute (or Ai),
ei = evaluation of consequence ‘I’ refers to thgportance of the attribute,

n = number of salient consequence (Fishein, 1967).

Affect. Consumers also hold certain feelings toward dsaor other objects.
Sometimes these feelings are based on the bedigfs & person feels nauseated when
thinking about a hamburger because of the tremendowunt of fat it contains), but
there may also be feelings which are relativelyepehdent of beliefs.
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Behavioral Intention. The behavioral intention is what the consumanglto do with
respect to the object (e.g., buy or not buy thedbra As with affect, this is sometimes a
logical consequence of beliefs (or affect), but magmetimes reflect other
circumstances--e.g., although a consumer doesnty tike a restaurant, he or she will

go there because it is a hangout for his or hendis.
1.2.3 Attitude-Behavior Consistency

Attitude-Behavior Consistency Consumers often do not behave consistently with

their attitudes for several reasons:

Ability. He or she may be unable to do so. Although juhigh school student likes

pick-up trucks and would like to buy one, she nakla driver’s license.

Competing demands for resourceslthough the above student would like to buy a
pickup truck on her sixteenth birthday, she wouther have a computer, and has

money for only one of the two.

Social influence A student thinks that smoking is really coolt Isince his friends

think it's disgusting, he does not smoke.

Measurement problemsVieasuring attitudes is difficult. In many sitiaas, consumers

do not consciously set out to enumerate how peajtior negatively they feel about
mopeds, and when a market researcher asks therhtabobeliefs about mopeds, how
important these beliefs are, and their evaluatibthe performance of mopeds with
respect to these beliefs, consumers often do met \gry reliable answers. Thus, the
consumers may act consistently with their truewatés, which were never uncovered

because an erroneous measurement was made (Wakhigiameyer, 2006: 70).
1.2.4 Attitude Change Strategies

Changing attitudes is generally very difficult, peularly when consumers suspect that
the marketer has a self-serving agenda in bringimgut this change (e.g., to get the

consumer to buy more or to switch brands).

12



Changing affect One approach is to try to change affect, whicly nar may not
involve getting consumers to change their beligdse strategy uses the approach of
classical conditioningry to “pair” the product with a liked stimuludgzor example, we
“pair” a car with a beautiful woman. Alternativelywe can try to get people to like the
advertisement and hope that this liking will “sgiller” into the purchase of a product.
Although Energizer Bunny ads try to get people @didve that their batteries last
longer, the main emphasis is on the likeable burfiipally, products which are better
known, through the mere exposure effect, tend tddteer liked--that is, the more a
product is advertised and seen in stores, the mhosdl generally be liked,even if

consumers to do not develop any specific beliefsiaitve produc(Kardes, 2011).

Changing behavior People like to believe that their behavior isoraal; thus, once
they use our products, chances are that they wilticue unless someone is able to get
them to switch. One way to get people to switcbuobrand is to use temporary price
discounts and coupons; however, when consumersabproduct on deal, they may
justify the purchase based on that deal (i.e.|dweprice) and may then switch to other
brands on deal later. A better way to get peoplewitch to our brand is to at least
temporarily obtain better shelf space so that toelgct is more convenient. Consumers
are less likely to use this availability as a na#ile for their purchase and may continue
to buy the product even when the product is less@aiently located. (Notice, by the

way, that this represents a case of shaping).

Changing beliefs Although attempting to change beliefs is theiobs way to attempt
attitude change, particularly when consumers halidwvorable or inaccurate ones, this
is often difficult to achieve because consumergl ten resist (Kerin, 2002). Several

approaches to belief change exist:

. Change currently held beliefdt is generally very difficult to attempt to ainge beliefs
that people hold, particularly those that are glprneld, even if they are inaccurate
(Kardes, 2011). For example, the petroleum industiyertised for a long time that its
profits were lower than were commonly believed, grdvided extensive factual
evidence in its advertising to support this realit@onsumers were suspicious and

rejected this information, however.
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2. Change the importance of beliefsAlthough the sugar manufacturers would
undoubtedly like to decrease the importance ofthgaéeth, it is usually not feasible to
make beliefs less important - consumers are likelyeason, why, then, would you
bother bringing them up in the first place? Howewemay be possible to strengthen
beliefs that favor us - e.g., a vitamin supplemeanufacturer may advertise that it is
extremely important for women to replace iron ldstough menstruation. Most

consumers already agree with this, but the be#iaflie made stronger.

3. Add beliefs Consumers are less likely to resist the addiiopeliefsso long as they do
not conflict with existing beliefsThus, the beef industry has added beliefs teaf i)
is convenient and (2) can be used to make a nuofbereative dishes (Kerin, 2002).
Vitamin manufacturers attempt to add the beliet 8teess causes vitamin depletion,

which sounds quite plausible to most people.

4. Change ideal It usually difficult, and very risky, to attemfu change ideals, and only
few firms succeed. For example, Hard Candy maye leiempted to change the ideal

away from traditional beauty toward more uniqué sgpression.
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CHAPTER 2: CONSUMER EVALUATION, CHOICE AND
CONSUMER DECISION MAKING

This chapter is provided literature about consumesluation, choice and how to
consumer makes the decision. Also, it includes ¢basumer ethnocentrism, country of

origin phenomenon and consumer knowledge.
2.1 Consumer Product Evaluation

When considering a product purchase, consumerdikatg to compare and contrast
alternative products by using various informatiores as a basis to form perceptions of
guality and value and finally, to make purchaseigiecs (Forsythe et al, 1999: 290).
According to (Forsythe et al, 1999), perceived iyatefers to the consumer’'s
judgment of a product/brand’s overall excellent angeriority based on intrinsic and
extrinsic cues. Within the field of marketing, thencept of perceived quality is of
major significance to marketers because it is wideknowledged as the primary driver
of purchase intention (Jacoby and Olson, 1985)sybe (1999) stated that the
evaluations of product quality are subjective eatitins, rather than objective, which
determine consumer response. Without a doubt, coesuwho experience a high level
of perceived quality tend to subsequently reveditp@ behavioral intentions (e.g.
positive word of- mouth and repurchase intentidosjards the product/brand (Wong
and Zhou, 2005). For perceived value, it is defimettrms of performance or utility of
a product versus price. Unlike quality, value dstaitrade-off between what is received

and what is sacrificed.

In a product-evaluation situation, a cue can berilesd as a product’s characteristic
that can be encoded and utilized to categorizeemaduate the product (Ulgado and
Lee, 1998: 595). Partially, it can be expected tmatsumers directly evaluate tangible
aspects or physical attributes of products. Thesefien regarded as intrinsic cues, for
instance size, shape, taste, design and fit (Biéke/Nes, 1982: 93).

Nevertheless, Loudon and Della Bitta (1988) suggdstt, for many products,
consumers appear to have difficulties to distinigudistween diverse offerings based on

such direct product attributes.
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Consumers may be able to differentiate betweendsraren using only intrinsic cues,
but they may not be able to verify whether thestedinces are significant in judging

which brands will offer superior satisfaction (Laudand Della Bitta, 1988).

Therefore, it is not surprise to find that otherctéas beyond actual physical
characteristics of the product itself often influenconsumers’ perceptions. These
additional stimuli are known as extrinsic cueserghg to intangible product traits, for
example price, brand name, country-of origin, watiess, packaging, and advertising
messages (Bilkey and Nes, 1982: 95). The extrimsies tend to be especially
influential in consumers’ evaluations when the pdds complex in nature and also,
when consumers have little prior knowledge of thmedpct (Cattin et al, 1982) as
frequently may be the case with imported produgtioft and Cameron, 1994: 50). For
consumers, the extrinsic informational cues areduag surrogate indicators of a
product's quality and value (Forsythe et al, 199280). In sum, the intrinsic and
extrinsic cues are interconnected in product ev@ns. He pointed out that the same
product cues may be used in a different way, depgngpon the type of product being
evaluated. Moreover, the impact of cues on evalnatand purchase intentions appear
to differ not only across product categories andcipase situations, but also across
consumer markets (Forsythe et al, 1999: 284). ki iteason, Douglas and Craig
(1992) called for further research to study potntross-national market segments
because the little is known about cue usage amongumers in other countries as

opposed to consumers in the America.

In addition to product information cues, environtaand individual factors also play
an important role. Wang and Heitmeyer (2006: 68heir consumer decision-making
model, there are direct and indirect influencemfimnmental dynamics and individual
differences (e.g. an individual's attitude and pesdity) on consumers’ final purchase

intention and behavior.
2.1.1 Alternative evaluation

Alternative evaluation—the process through which ceenpare and contrast different
solutions to the same marketplace problem—is tive step in the decision-making

process.
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Usually occurring simultaneously with informatioearching, it involves comparir
different products, services, retail outlets, ar brands in order to select whbest

delivers the benefits we are seel (Nessim, 2009).

It progressedrom smple habitual buying to a brand comparison invajvminimal
searchand limited problem solving to a category compén with fairly extensive
problemsolving. The process of alternative evaluation bes increasingly complex

Figure 2.1. Aternative evaluation process

Consumer Benefits Sought

_

Evaluative Criteria

o Attributes Produce Benefits

¢ Types: Tangible and Intangible
* Number of Criteria

¢ Salience of Criteria

¢ Relative Importance of Criteria

e Determinant Attributes

@sumer Decision Rules

Noncompensatory Rules

e Disjunctive

e Conjunctive

e Lexicographic

¢ Elimination-by-Aspects
Compensatory Rules
¢ Simple Additive

e Weighted Additive
Decision Heuristics

e Price

¢ Brand Reputation

¢ Key Product Signals
* Market Beliefs

Were-Possession /

Source: Nessim, 20083
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Shows the flow diagram for the alternative evaluatrocess.

We saw how consumers’ consideration sets of praedwsgrvices, brands, or retall
outlets simplify the information search processn€ideration set jumps to mind as
soon as a need to purchase arises, because mavhisarh a set are likely candidates

for purchase.

Consideration set construction involves reducing mlumber of alternatives that the
consumer will actually compare in the marketplara tmanageable size and retaining
alternatives that will be easy to compare when ngkifinal choiceChakravarti, 2003:
244).

Also, consumers appear to create consideratioro$éisterogeneous alternatives when
(1) they don’t want to miss a viable choice, (Hitlsee some common benefits that will
make comparison easier, or (3) different groupgpatential choices offer a benefits
trade-off (Chakravarti, 2003: 250).

Alternative evaluation involves two other typescohsumer sets, The universal set is
made up of all product, service, outlet, or braléraatives in the marketplace to which
the consumer has reasonable access, whether die israware of them or not. Of
these, a retrieval set is the subset that consucaersdring up from memory (Kardes,
1993). The objective for marketers is to make sha¢ their products, services, outlets,
or brands are, at a minimum, part of the latteraset therefore remembered when it
comes time to buy. However, the key is to be pathe consideration set. Consumer
sets are extremely important for marketers who wamittempt to influence alternative
evaluation. Consumers evaluate goods and servieesdbon the benefits offered to
them. If the benefits of a brand are importanthte tonsumer, the brand has a good
chance of becoming part of the consumer’s retrisealand, from there, becoming part

of the consideration set from which a final selattis made.

To assess benefits offered by goods and servioesumers use a range of evaluative
criteria. These are the means through which consurnempare product classes,
brands, vendors, and so on. Evaluative criteria lmanangible. In that case, benefits
associated with such characteristics as price,rcslee, shape, and performance are
compared.
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Intangible benefits criteria also may be consideseeth as whether the consumer’s
perceived image matches the image of the brandansather feelings associated with

ownership or use.

How well a product “scores” on these tangible amdangible benefits criteria
determines its chances of being part of the consamerieval set and/or consideration
set (Loudon, 1993: 67).

Evaluative criteria vary from consumer to consunfremn product to product, and from

situation to situation.

Because of this, it is essential for marketersdteignine which criteria consumers in
the target market use in judging goods or seniit@grious purchase situations.

Two questions are important in understanding tleeaisvaluative criteria in selecting
from several alternatives. First, how many criteltaconsumers use during alternative

evaluation? Second, what is the relative importariaach criterion?
2.1.1.1 Number of Evaluative Criteria

Consumers typically use six or fewer evaluativeecia (Engel, 1995). As a general

rule, the more important the consumer considergthehase and the more experience
he or she has with the product category, the gréhéenumber of evaluative criteria

used (Rothschild, 1977: 74). Notebook buyers whe their purchases as simply a
means of use price (economic benefit), capacitywgmp easy to transport and

reliability (Quarantee) as evaluative criteria.

Evaluative criteria are often used in combinatioaking it difficult to understand the
influence of each on consumer choice. A study tdrahtive evaluation of women’s
clothing bricks-and-mortar stores, for example nidahat such criteria as price, quality
of apparel, class of customers, merchandise displagparel styles, helpfulness of
salespeople, and the benefits these imply wereaafibined in the consumer’s mind
into a single criterion named “exclusiveness” ridquist, 1973).

In the marketplace today, providers of goods amdices assume that the greater the
number of features and their resultant benefitereff, the greater the utility expected

and experienced by consumers.
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But what has been found is that consumers may lactxperience feature fatigue. For
example, considering digital audio and video playgrhat consumers appear to do as

features are added is to increase their productixity expectations?

However, simultaneously, expected product usefslieperceived to be lessened. This
is reinforced by the findings that product capailedi carry more evaluation weight

before use than after use. Also, less weight iggasd to product usability in their

satisfaction ratings before use than after uses T#as found for both experts and
novices (Thompson, 2005: 431).

Interestingly, the more important the decisionadhe consumer, the fewer acceptable
alternatives there are. Also, each additional eatala criterion used narrows the

consumer’s options to some extent (Rothschild, I58)7

2.1.1.2 Salience of Evaluative Criteria

By determining the relative importance or saliermfe each evaluative criterion,
marketers are able to identify those charactesistiost likely to influence target
consumers. Goods and services can be shapeddfy shé most salient criteria, as can
the positioning of a good or service offering inetltonsumer's mind, and in
promotional communications the most salient/impdrtattributes and/or benefits

information can become the focus of the copy asdals presented.

Salience varies from consumer to consumer, prodocproduct, and situation to
situation. Consider, for example, “quality” as avaluative criterion. For some
products, such as paper clips or low-grade copyempaguality hardly matters at all,
whereas for others quality may be very importamigeéneral, it is far more important in
high visibility goods, such as clothing or giftsidafor durable goods than it is for low
visibility, nondurable goods (Tillis, 1987: 245).

In today’s world there are consumers who claim #thtcal considerations (a form of
intangible benefits) are used as evaluative catetien choosing products and services

and/or in making outlet choices at which to buy.
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Example criteria include such factors as protectbmatural resources, avoidance of
unfair labor practices, social or economic jusigsies, and animal welfare. Certainly
any product or service attribute may include ancathdimension depending on the
viewpoint of the consumer. So the ethical eval@atiteria picture is not always clear.

One would expect that if ethical criteria are cdesations, a consumer should ask for
information that would help determine whether hehig ethical conditions were being
met before making a choice. This is not alwayscige. In a recent series of studies, it
was found that when comparing ethical and non atlggaluative criteria, consumers
appeared to intentionally “under request” impamttaethical attribute information
(Holyer. 2010: 82).

For example, in the case of a potential choice @dden desks where the source of the
wood was a rain forest, individuals asked for legsrmation, even though it was
important to them, because it was likely to evok&ug of- war” feeling and increase
emotional stress in making a choice. This behasdermed willful ignorance. In a
situation concerning the use of child labor to mwal cell phones, there was again
reluctance to ask for ethical attribute informatimecause an actual purchase decision
was to be made and the product was otherwise twgg&hrich, 2005: 267). Are there
ethical evaluative criteria that you use in the kegglace? What are they? Have they

had any impact on your behavior as a consumer?

A recent Canadian test of the influence of onlim®dpct recommendations on
consumer online choices for hand calculators andevshowed positive influence.
Overall, 22.5 percent of product choices were maitlgout recommendations, whereas
45.6 percent resulted from consumers checking mtagigommendations online. Of the

three sources tested, “other consumers,” “a ted#rexperts,” and objective “analysis
customized to the consumer,” the latter had thetmdluence on product choice. Also,
there was more dependence placed on all three tyjpescommender sources for the
wine, which is an experience product, than theutator, which is a search product
(Senecal, 2004:160). Why do you think that thizasion is included within the topic
of evaluative criteria? Aren’'t we talking aboutonfation sources here? Salience also

varies from buying situation to buying situation.
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Copy paper that is good enough for rough drafteetbers to friends may fall too short
on quality to be used for term paper, report, aotpgraph printing from a computer
file. Attributes that are salient for some conswsrae less important or not important at
all to others.

In this example, consumers planning to buy a newatca asked to distribute 100
“salience points” (“importance points”) amondn¢ attributes they consider important.
Remember that attributes are indicators to the woes of certain deliverable benefits.
The more important the attribute, the higher thenfgoawarded. Consumer Type A
considers five criteria to be salient, with prisgyle, and economy accounting for 75
percent of the total points awarded. Price (30 13diis three times as important as trunk
capacity (10 points), twice as important as coldr ffoints), and one and one-half times

as important as economy (20 points).

For Consumer Type B, price and safety account forpércent of the points for

salience. Price is the most salient criterion, emldr is the least. Who do you think is a
typical Type A consumer, and what types of cars lddbey buy? Answer the same
guestions for the Type B consumer. Marketers canewen a simple analysis like this
to identify salient evaluative criteria and to dieyeand market their products based on

them.

Consumers on occasion treat unimportant attribwtgted trivial attributes, as though
they are critically important in their impact onoduct or service choice. These
irrelevant or unneeded evaluative criteria affdatice because they are unique to one
of the options, draw attention away from more int@ot attributes, or dilute the effect
of important attributes. In some cases, the trigtalibute acts as a “heuristic cue” that
allows the consumer to forgo the more detailedwatadn process of more meaningful
attributes (Brown, 2000: 275). Sometimes the resallé negative, and sometimes they
are positive Whether a consumer will use trividtilatites to make the final choice
seems to be a function of the product or servipe,tyhe number of choices in the set,
the choice situation, and the consumer himself ersdlf (Brown, 2000:301). An
example of the use of a trivial attribute mightvaleere three hair dryers all have equal
power, are the same with respect to the main festarperson is considering, and have
feature price and performance similar enough tedss as equal.
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All three deliver the same benefits package. Algiooolor is not an issue, the person is
drawn to the silver dryer, even though the dryed$or is a trivial attribute (Zhang,
2002:129).

2.2 Price, Brand and Country of origin as Evaluatie Criteria

The range of evaluative criteria that consumerstasgompare products and brands is
extensive. Two are almost always used: price aaddoreputation. In certain product or
service categories, country of origin also enteesdvaluation picture of the consumer.

2.2.1 Price

Price is for most consumers, and in many buyingasibns, the most significant

influencer in alternative evaluation.

Knowing this, marketers count on price in promagi@md at retail to attract consumers
across a wide range of goods and services, from fooducts and household items to
major appliances and cars to brokerage servicetaahdood restaurants.

The use of price as an evaluative criterion vairesyever, across product categories
(Gabor, 1964: 40). Price is not typically usedisolation but is one of a mix of
evaluative criteria. Consumers generally do naikthin terms of a specific, fixed price
they are willing to pay for a specific product, batterms of acceptable price ranges.
Past purchases, perception of product benefitspanzkption of possible product costs
all help determine what price range is acceptaddmé, 1982:31). Shoppers often use a
reference price when evaluating a good or servareplrchase. In some cases a
normative reference price is considered. Thispsiee that consumers consider “fair”
or “just”. The judgment of fairness is based omiop prices, competitive prices,
estimated seller's costs, and what is thought ta bermal profit (Bolton, 2003: 474).
The dual entitlement principle may also be at wdrkis is where people expect that
manufacturers will abide by community standardsadts and profits. If this does not
occur, consumers “punish” sellers by not buyimgrh them (Kahneman, 1986: 285). If
a low price advertising appeal is to be pursuedalseller one of the most common

ways is to use either a 99 or 95 price ending.
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In a recent study of about 1,000 “low-price” nepaper ads (where price was at least
three digits), 29.3 percent ended in 99 and 12r8epe in 95.24 Price may also be
reframed in the consumer's mind with what is calted “pennies-a-day” strategy
(Gourville, 1998:395). Here, people are encouragedto think of the price as the

aggregated value but in much smaller manageabienrents.

When talking to a salesperson at an auto dealerrewlyeu are thinking about

purchasing or leasing a new car, notice how heher amphasizes the size of the
monthly payment rather than the total price of tae. Such a price reframing can
influence the consumer to see a product or seasdaeing affordable (Gourville, 1998:
399).

There are consumers, however, who think beyondhthal price of a product to actual
cost of ownership. For example, if you buy a moxpemsive car, auto insurance is

going to be pricier, as will be annual state regigin and maintenance.

Purchasing a heavier car and/or one with a biggeine will result in lower gas

mileage and higher annual fuel costs.

Consumers do not always look for the lowest priceven the best price/quality ratio.
Other criteria can be equally or more importanhtpece for certain types of purchases

and in certain buying situations (Monroe, 1973..70)

Quality was the overriding factor here. Furtherosg national consumer product
brands can successfully charge higher prices tbarpetitors yet periodically cater to
the more price-sensitive consumers with short-terice reductions. This way, national
brands can attract both quality-sensitive and psamsitive consumers (Sivakumar,
1997:71). In some instances, high price can, in, faasitively influence alternative
evaluation—by leading consumers to attribute higieality to a brand that carries a
higher price tag (Dodds, 1991:307). Some consuweb to pay a high price for a
good or service just to be able to do so or le¢thknow they did so.

In some situations, consumers are not even awattgeqgbrice of the goods purchased.
(Haines, 1966: 665) This often occurs for produtist are low in importance to

consumers, such as household necessities likep@astdor floor cleaners.
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This phenomenon is also more common for consumighsmoney to spend than for

those on extremely tight budgets.

The price paid by customers buying through cataltg®ugh direct mail, by phone,
and online often includes added shipping and hagdfees. Retailers who sell
merchandise through such operations may elimirfaset fees so that purchase price
will match that available at bricks-and-mortar s®rin the shopper's home area.
Shoppers also may be able to save sales tax bydpdyiect. Goods purchased in a city
away from home in some cases can be shipped toudtemer cheaper than paying the

sales tax.

2.2.2 Brand Reputation

The reputation of a brand is a second major infleein alternative evaluation. Brand
name is frequently perceived by consumers to béndicator of product or service

quality. A high-quality position is important inteblishing brand power, also called
“brand equity,” because this leads to greatemranarket share and profitability in the
long run (Grewal, 1998: 46). This apparent brandhgurelationship is most likely tied

to the perceived risks associated with a poor @seldecision. The more difficult it is
for consumers to judge quality, the higher the @eed risk. If consumers can rely on
brand reputation for that quality assessment, tlpeyceive less risk. In the

pharmaceutical industry, consumers often face abeuraf choices in making even the
simplest of purchases. By viewing them as a searidsked decisions, marketers are
better able to lead consumers toward their brandsaavay from those of competitors.
(Bauer, 1960: 389)

Consumers’ benefits and evaluative’ criteria arascmers use a range of different
judgment factors or evaluative criteria when asegspurchase options. These are
based on the benefits sought by the person. Byrstateling which criteria are used,
their salience, and the extent to which they arterdénant, marketers can better
identify opportunities to develop and position thefferings, and present favorable
information about these goods and services.
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2.2.3 Country of Origin Phenomenon

Country of origin and consumer knowledge has anaghmn consumers purchase
intentions. Many factors that are believed to ieflae consumer perceptions,
evaluations, and purchase intentions of produasd-therefore brands — in an age of
global competition, country-of-origin (COQ) effectemain the most researched
international aspect of consumer behavior (Al-Suéaid Baker, 1998: 150). During the

period 1965 — 2002, there are more than 400 acadarticles published on COO

effects, with a number of diversity in countries (@igins), product categories, and
types of consumers surveyed (in terms of demogeaphnd nationality) (Usunier,

2006: 60).

Samli (1995) summarized the country-of-origin ph®aeaon, indicating that the
concept of COO is a critical information cue, whiglays a key role in having the

product accepted in various world markets.
2.2.3.1 Definition of Country of Origin

Many definitions of country-of-origin (sometimedeged to as product country image
or PCI) are emerged in the literature over the pasteral decades (Al-Sulaiti and
Baker, 1998:154).

Originally, COO was referred as ‘made in — (Nagas) 1977: 95). This term has
been used to define the country-of-origin of theduct (or product origin). In later
studies, however, several authors claimed thatymtodrigin cues included more than
‘made in — product labels and defined COO as tbeuntry of manufacture or
assembly’ (Bilkey and Nes, 1982: 89). This defomtirefers to the final point where a
product is manufactured or assembled, in whiclait lbe the same as the headquarters
of a company. Samiee (1994) explained that “couotrsnanufacture pertains to firms
that maintain a relatively large global network agerations or do business with a
variety of suppliers, e.g. contract manufacturingfiis is the country where the product
was designed and developed (Usunier, 2006). COMescountry where corporate

headquarters of the company marketing the produatand is located.
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COQO is inherent in certain brands, for instance IBMI Sony implies American and
Japanese origins, respectively. In subsequeneecthntry of brand’ has progressively
emerged in the COO literature because global corepane likely to manipulate brand
names to suggest particular origins (Usunier, 2008H. The traditional concept of
‘made in -’ labels therefore can be less of antiflenof the product origins. Defining
the COO can be very complicated and misled in tbdem marketplace. Parts of the
reason are the growth of multinational corporatiamsl the proliferation of hybrid
products. Hybrid products are those products tret mvolve more than one country-
of-origin (O’'Cass, 2002: 54). For example, a prdaduay typically be designed in one
country, manufactured in another, and assembledthird country or a product may
have components from various source countriesalol@mestic brand name. Due to the
changing strategies of global companies, hybriddpets will be progressively

widespread in the global marketplace.

Consequently, this led to an increasing need foruitidimensional concept of COO

effects on consumers’ product evaluation (AhmeddiAdtou, 1994:35).

2.2.3.2 Effects of Country of Origin

There is a large body of published research onwusss’ belief and buying behavior
regarding the country-of-origin of a product/brasaVice (Usunier, 2006: 72). It is not
surprise to find different conclusions of the CO@ets, in which some of them appear
to contradict one another. There is an attempipdaén the contradictory conclusions
of the COO effects that have constrained the géaeéitity of findings, theory building

and the overall usefulness of findings to markefumgctitioners. By examining past
studies, Bhaskaran and Sukumaran (2007) suggdsatdhie contradictions are often
the consequence of different contextual, samplinggmés, methodological

underpinnings, and timing.

Generally, marketers and consumer behavior researchccept that a product’s
country-of-origin is significant in consumer deoisimaking. It has been found to

influence consumers’ evaluative reactions to présluc
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There are three predominant dimensions influengetthds COO effects when consumer
evaluates foreign products: perceptions of quapsrceptions of purchase value, and
perceptions of risk (Hampton, 1997: 53). Verlegd &eenkamp (1999) found that the
COO effect was more strongly related to perceivedlity/reliability than either

attitudes toward the product or toward purchasentiins.

More significantly, Papadopoulos et al. (1991) asskthat the effects of COO can lead
to consumer preferences from one country over anothnd also, the COO effects
were found to include some tendencies. First igeheency for consumers to evaluate
their own country’s products more favorably thanparted products. This bias
tendency is well-known as consumer ethnocentrishn{® and Sharma, 1987: 280).
However, for many consumers, the effect of prodmaluation bias can be offset by

price concessions. Kaynak (2000) had generatediesiresults.

They studied consumers’ perceptions of differendpct classes from 25 countries and
found that respondents generally held positiveualtis towards products made in their
own country. Nevertheless, the same respondentd beuswayed to choose imported
products if quality and price considerations weunffigently favorable. Further, the
researchers concluded that consumers may not aoéepbr-quality domestic products
when superior foreign products are available anditadally, consumer attitudes
toward products of foreign origin vary considerabtyross product categories. For the
second tendency, it is the tendency for productenfremerging countries to be

evaluated negatively (Bilkey and Nes, 1982: 97).

Other studies further suggest a hierarchy of effechong countries as they found a
relationship between COO, the level of economicettggment and the perceived
superiority of the products (Wang and Lamp, 1983: According to Wang and Lamp
(1983), products from developed countries are ofierceived as more superior to
products from developing and less-developed caesitriThe reasons behind these
perceptions are largely accredited to the econoauiltural and political systems of the
source countries (Wang and Lamp, 1983: 74). Thearebers found that products from
developing and less-developed countries were fateger on quality and higher in risk
regardless of brand name.
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For this reason, the COO effects can also acttasgible barriers to enter new market
for firms from less-developed countries in the fasfmegative bias held by consumer

toward imported products.

A well brand name would lead the product made ss-@eveloped country to be
perceived as being high quality and lower risk thidahe brand name is unknown or not
given. Therefore, negatively perceived COO canusrame in a situation where other

important information of products is available (Aatya and Elliott, 2001: 61).

The relationship between culture similarity and @0 effects has been researched
widely (Heslop et al. 1998: 113). These researchbserved that consumers tend to
prefer products originated from culturally similauntries than from countries that are

culturally dissimilar to home country.

According to Wang and Lamp (1983), American consgmeave a positive bias
towards products from countries regarded as culyusamilar to the USA (i.e. some
European countries, Australian and New Zealandnil&ily, Crawford and Lamp
(1981) found a greater willingness to buy produittsn source countries that are

politically and economically similar to the homeuodry.

There is an ongoing debate on the issue of thafisignce of origin information for
consumers. According to Bilkey and Nes (1982), sisholars pointed out that the
primary objective of COO research was to demoresttait the COO cue actually
influences consumer evaluation. Nonetheless, thguea that COO was only one
attribute among the many other attributes (i.exineic and extrinsic attributes) that
characterize a product. Consumer may use the CG®aioiate product in the absence
of other information cues. Thus, single-cue studies presenting COO as the sole
evaluation cue to respondents) are likely to owirete the impact of COO.

Kaynak and Kara (2002) provided a summary of theulte of empirical research
concerning the COO effects.
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They summarized that the results of three experisnéesigned to examine the impact
of three formats of presentation (i.e. single ceeplicit multiple cues, and implicit
multiple cues) in the effects of COO for four ewatlue reactions (i.e. perceived quality,
product evaluations other than quality, affect, aodchase intentions) suggested that
COO effects in the single-cue format was the stesh@nd in the implicit multiple-cue
condition was the weakest. This proves that themnibhade of COO effects tends to
diminish in the presence of other product cues ¢kni1999: 151). In the case of
evaluative reactions, perception of product qualias most strongly affected by COO,
followed by product evaluations other than qualayd the smallest effect of COO was

on purchase intention (Kaynak and Kara, 2002: 930).

Moreover, Hsieh (2004) claimed that the COO effextspurchase behavior can vary
across nations due to the level of market developnaefined as the availability of
international brands. The author stated that th®© @ects might be weaker in highly
developed markets than in less-developed markets. because when the level of
market development is high, market players ardylike put more effort into product

differentiations.

Accordingly, sufficient product attribute informati is readily available in highly
developed markets and thus, COO information teodeettreated as only one aspect of
the product/brand (Hsieh, 2004: 280).

Additionally, Schaefer (1997) indicated that indival factors, especially the level of
consumer knowledge, may facilitate or inhibit reta on country of origin. This issue
will be discussed later in the paper.

While some scholars maintain that origins are stghificant because globalization will
bring about specialization, thereby stressing tinengths of origin countries, others
contend that the converse is true and claim thgtnsrare no longer relevant in global
markets where hybrid products are the norm (Luondstet al. 1998: 5). COO effects
will remain and will always color consumer’s atties toward brands. Nonetheless, the
effects are neither as important nor as powerfuh &lse past or traditional view.
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Kaynak et al. (2000) supported this proposition aunther stated that as products made
in a developed country offer a guarantee on thelyots quality and performance,
COO will hold its importance in developing and leleveloped countries for a long

time.

The author indicated that the multinational productglobal branding, and the decline
of origin labeling in WTO rules are the factorstthéur the COO issue and lessen its
relevance. Thus, many consumers appear to be uaafdhe manufacturing origins
(made-in) of the products they buy and, if awaneytare likely to consider the origin
information in conjunction with a number of othefdrmation cues, e.g. price, brand,

retail store image, etc (Usunier, 2006: 71).

2.2.3.3 Country Image

Country image has been noted to have a certaineinfle on consumer evaluation.
Therefore, examining the concept of country image facilitate in understanding the

psychological process behind the COO effects.

Consumers tend to hold stereotype images aboutriesiand these images are used as
information cues in judging products from differemigins (Lotz and Hu, 2001: 105).
Two often quoted descriptions of country image aceredited to Roth and Romeo
(1992) defines imagery of the COO as “the picttine, reputation, the stereotype that
businessmen and consumers attach to products pédafis country. This image is
created by such variables as representative preduational characteristics, economics
and political background, history, and traditions”.

Roth and Romeo (1992: 480) redefined country image“the overall perception
consumers form of products from a particular coyrttased on their prior perceptions

of the country’s production and marketing strengthd weaknesses”.

Several other scholars view the country image dkecteng consumers’ general
perceptions of the quality of products made in di@aar country along with the nature

of people from that country (Bilkey and Nes, 1988).
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The image of country can be both an asset whenpobsitive and a liability when it is
negative (Lampert and Jaffe, 1998: 61). For exaymlgoor country image associated
with ongoing wars (e.g. an Arab-American) may baekfon the image of
products/brands made in that particular countryr{Mand Eroglu, 1993: 191). Hence,

a negative country image constitutes market barfmrglobal companies.

Nagashima (1970) stated that different countriesl teo have distinctive images in
specific product categories. For instance, conssmay judge German car as high-
quality, reliable, and technologically advancedadawse Germany provides people in the
world an image that workers and engineers in thacg are hardworking, meticulous,
and well-educated (Amine et al. 2005). This imptiegt countries tend to be identified
by some form of personality. Examples of countrigasonalities include: Germany is
seen as robust and precise, Japan is seen agadtie and Futuristic, England is seen
as solid and reliable, and Scotland is often rdlateits traditional exports and tourist
attractions, such as Scotch whisky, tartan andesa@aker and Ballington, 2002: 160).

To some extent, however, the same image can bedhyr one or several product
types, but not by all product classes. For instamgele perfume, fashions and wine
made in France may have a positive image; carsyisgbn and high technology

products may have a less positive image (Lampertaffe, 1998).

Additionally, consumer sensitivity to the countmage also diverges from one country
to another. This is why Japanese-made technicdlupts have a more positive image in
the USA than in Europe (Bilkey and Nes, 1982: 95).

Many researchers have posited that the use of goumage in product evaluation can

explained either as a halo or a summary effect.

2.2.3.4 Halo and Summary Constructs

Han (1989) identifies two major functions of coynitmage as halo and summary. The
halo function influences a consumer’s evaluatiafirgctly through beliefs, whereas the

summary function influences the consumer’s evabmadiirectly.
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According to Han (1989), consumers tend to use ttpumage as a cue to generate
inferential beliefs about the quality of productbiem they are not familiar with the
products from that country and when other infororatis not available. This inferred
evaluation is known as halo effect. In this casmjntry image is based on whatever
knowledge the consumer has about the country, ditdu the level of economic,

political, social development (Nebenzahl et al. :9897).

Han’s (1989) halo construct implies that countryage affects product attributes
(beliefs), which further affect brand attitude (gpwot evaluation). Thus, there is a
positive relationship between country image andr@suamer’s beliefs in the process of
product and brand evaluation (Nebenzahl et al. 1981). This relationship is

hypothesized as:
Country image —» beliefs» brand attitude

The summary construct, on the other hand, is whetmtry image helps consumers
summarize product attribute information when thescdme more familiar with a

country’s products. Therefore, country image dlyeatfects consumer attitude toward
the specific product or the brand (Han, 1989). H4h989) proposition is hypothesized

as:
Experience —» beliefs—» country image—»  brand attitude

In such case, Nebenzahl et al. (1997) suggestddcthatry image functions as a
summary statistic for a set of attributes of giyeaducts in more or less the same way

as does a brand name.

Han’s explanation was that when consumers are uldawith a country’s products,
COO effects operate as a halo. Subsequently, asiocwr experience with a product or
brand increases, the summary construct becomes appa&rent in place of the halo.
Hence, it can be concluded that COO is a dynantcgsses (Lampert and Jaffe, 1998:
65). Over time, the role of country image effeat @OO effect) will gradually shift
from the initial halo effect to a summary effectfamiliarity from product experience

becomes more salient.
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This is based on the assumption that if consumerepees various brands originating
from a given country as having the same or litdgiance between similar attributes
(e.g. quality), country image effect (or COO efjewill become a summary concept.
On the other hand, if there is a high variabilitythe brands correlated with a country, a
country image will have a minor effect which onlglars the product perception
(Nebenzahl, 1997: 35). From the preceding discas#i@an be noticed that familiarity,
knowledge, and experience are significant individidynamics that may affect how
country image or COO information is used and infkes consumer’'s product

evaluation.

The concept of attitudinal component processes lmanused to explain how the
relationship between a country-of-origin cue anddpict evaluations described by the
halo and summary constructs occurs. A favorablattgumage depends on the three
components of attitude, namely cognitive, affectared behavioral, being in accord
with each other (homeostasis) (Nebenzahl, 1997).

2.3 Consumer Ethnocentrism

Along with country-of-origin and Consumer Ethnocesth (CE) is cultural dimension
that also influences consumer attitudes toward ywtsd and brands as mentioned
previously (O’'Cass, 2002).

Consumer ethnocentrism refers to the phenomenorcooSumer preference for
domestic products, or prejudice against importsifie and Campbell, 1972). In 1987,
the term consumer ethnocentricity was introduced Slymp and Sharma as a
distinctively economic from of ethnocentrism whishdomain-specific for the field of
consumer behavior and has marketing implicatianis. drgued to represent the beliefs
held by consumers about the appropriateness, inaeedlity, of purchasing foreign-
made products in place of local-made products (hand Sharma, 1987: 285). In
functional terms, Shimp and Sharma, (1987) statetl CE provides the individual a
sense of identity, feeling of belongingness, anduaderstanding of what purchase is
acceptable or unacceptable to the in-group (i.esahwith which an individual
identifies).
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Some scholars argued that ethnocentrism is a phttroan nature and claimed that it is
a trait-like property of one’s personality. Accaordly, it can be said that ethnocentric
tendencies are indeed a separate matter from yeabiuations or past experience with
product (Herch, 1992: 261).

Consumers with high ethnocentric tendencies ardghly most prone to biased
judgments by being more inclined to adopt the pasiaspects of local-made products
and to discount the virtues of foreign-made prosludtrom the perspective of
ethnocentric consumers, purchasing imports is wioecpuse it is not only immoral
and unpatriotic, but also detrimental to the domestonomy and results in loss of jobs
in industries threatened by imports (Shimp and ®Barl987). Consumers therefore
tend to purchase local products, even if the quaditinferior and the price is higher
than that of imports (Balabanis et al. 2001: 157).

Additionally, highly ethnocentric people generaligke pride in their own values,
symbols and people and view domestic products gcisbof pride and identity as
opposed to those from other countries (Upadhyay @imgh, 2006: 59). It can be
concluded that the more ethnocentric a natiorhes)éss favorable consumers’ attitudes
and the less likely consumers will hold preferenaes purchase intentions toward
foreign products (O’Cass, 2002). Besides, as ti@igation is that choosing a foreign
product can threaten domestic industry, ethnoaantis likely to boost when economic

times worsen.

In contrast to ethnocentric consumers, non-ethrtaceronsumers believe that foreign
products should be evaluated on their own merit amd¢he basis of the utility and
benefit they offer to consumers without considerafior where they are manufactured

or assembled (Shimp and Sharma, 1987).

Whilst originally introduced in the context of Anm@n consumers, the concept of CE
(and its measure) has been tested by researcherdinmt but increasing number of
countries (Herche, 1994: 4). It is being expectedexhibit similar effects across

national boundaries.
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A series of homological validity tests conductedtire USA by Shimp and Sharma
(1987) indicated that the concept of CE is modérgieedictive of consumers’ beliefs,
attitudes, purchase intentions, and ultimate pwehaFurthermore, the CE concept can
improve the understanding of how consumers andocate buyers compare domestic
with foreign products and how and for what reasiresr judgments may be subjected
to different forms of bias and error (Shimp and r&e 1987). More importantly,
Herche (1994) demonstrated that CE is better pradmf import purchase behavior
than demographic and marketing mix variables.

Klein et al. (2006) claimed that it is still uncidaow CE in developing economies will
manifest itself since little research has been wootetl in such countries. There is a
particular lack of research looking at the variabMich may moderate the relationship
between CE and willingness to buy domestically-mateducts in developing
countries. According to Hamen and Elliott (200@gre is increasing evidence for the
view that it is essential for less-developed cdestto be more aware of the issues of
COO and the concept of CE. The scholars made a plwih when considering the
combined effects of COO and CE, various possiéditrise. For consumers from more
developed countries, it seems likely that the C@€ceand CE will lead the consumers
to a preference for their domestic products. However consumers from less-
developed countries, there are contrary expecttion the one hand, the COO effect
will lead the consumers to a preference for forgogaducts from more developed
countries. CE, on the other hand, will lead to ef¢gnence for domestic products. For
this reason, the COO effect and CE provide mixgdads for consumers.

It therefore appears to be more difficult to prégieferences and choices of consumers

from less-developed countries (Hamen and Ellid10& 86).

The concept of CE and COO bias are often confuexygh the two concepts are
distinct and independent of each other. There iexample provided by Herche (1992)
about the difference. An American consumer can lapesitive COO effect say for

French wine because of its product-class attribbtésdecide not to buy it because of
nationalistic rationale. Therefore, CE is more @emeral tendency to avoid purchasing

foreign products as opposed to a specific COO image
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2.3.1 Application and Construct of CETSCALE

Among empirical studies, a major contribution tonsemer research has been the
development and limited international applicatidrttee consumer ethnocentrism scale
or CETSCALE (Kaynak and Kara, 2002). Luque-Martie¢zal. (2000) explained the
use of the CETSCALE as (1) an explanatory variablexperimental designs, in which
the effect of country of origin of a product is ¢tatied by the researcher; and as (2) an
explanatory variable (along with psychographic ademographic variables) of
attitudes, purchase intentions and consumer behavie CETSCALE was developed
by Shimp and Sharma, (1987) to assess the constr@iE. It was originally designed
to measure the ethnocentric tendencies of (Americansumers in relation to
purchasing foreign versus American-made produdisnf and Sharma used the term
‘tendency’ instead of ‘attitude’ because the formefers to the more general notion of
the disposition to act in some consistent fashievatd imported products. The original
CETSCALE consists of 17 items scored on seven-ptiker-type formats and
represents an accepted means of measuring CE acufses and nations
(Kucukemiroglu, 1999: 482). It has been carefutipstructed and distilled through the
stages of item generation, item screening, twdfipation studies, and four independent
studies in the U.S. to investigate the psychometifdhe scale (Bawa, 2004: 45). In the
four studies, the scale was shown to be correldedonsumers’ intent to purchase
domestically-made products (Herche, 1994: 10). $hand Sharma were able to
demonstrate the reliability and validity — convergediscriminate and homological —
for the 17-item CETSCALE.

The CETSCALE adheres to the standpoint that CEnsatier of ‘how ethnocentric?’
rather than ‘whether ethnocentric?’. It does natvte a categorization of consumer
ethnocentric or not ethnocentric type. Insteagravides overall scores ranging from 17
to 119. Although Shimp and Sharma did not clagbiéyitems in this manner, Lindquist
et al. (2001) claimed that the 17 items of the CEABE are associated to the four
concepts: ‘it hurts the domestic economy’, ‘resutt$oss of jobs’, ‘is unpatriotic’, and

‘is tied to product availability’.
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There is evidence that the psychometric propewied homological validity of the

CETSCALE extend beyond North America to measuresgorers’ attitudes and
preferences. Most of these studies, however, wemducted in developed and
predominantly western countries, i.e. the US, Wasteurope, and Japan in which
consumers in all advanced economies generally pakie in their domestic products
and judge them more favorably than imports. In toldito the above countries, the
extension of research using CETSCALE were conduatedustralia, Azerbaijan,

China, Indonesia, Korea, Poland, Russia, Singafamdkey, etc. (Balabanis et al. 2001.:
157-162).

2.4 Consumer Knowledge

Consumer knowledge is an individual dynamic thas lba impact on the use and
reliance of COO, as mentioned previously. In therditure, knowledge refers to product
familiarity or prior knowledge of the object orrsiili. It, traditionally, has been treated
as a un dimensional construct (O’'Cass, 2002). Hewewade a point that it should be
regarded as a multi-dimensional construct, in whdidferent types of product-related
experience lead to different knowledge dimensidusther, these different knowledge
dimensions cause different effects on product ermins and choice behavior,

depending on the particular situation and taskaath(Alba and Hutchinson, 1987: 14).

Consumer product knowledge is the cognitive remtag®n of product-related

experience stored in consumer’'s memory.

It takes the form of a product schema and tendsotdain knowledge in the form of
coded representations of brands, product featwrsage situations, product class

information in general, and evaluation and choides (Schaefer, 1997: 56).

With respect to consumer brand knowledge, it dateahow a consumer tends to
think about a brand and how that consumer resptmdsrious stimuli regarding a
brand. Brand awareness has been claimed to be ar mamponent of brand
knowledge, which is reflected by a consumer’s cdipalio classify a brand under
different conditions. Moreover, it is interrelatéanl the strength of the brand node or

trace in consumer’s memory (Rossiter and Percy/)198
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Also, brand awareness influences how consumergipera brand in the consideration

set leading to a purchase (Keller, 1998: 2).

2.5 Consumer making decisions

The actions a person takes in purchasing and ysodpcts and services, including the

mental and social processes that precede and ftilese actions.

The behavioral sciences help answer questionsagidivhy people choose one product
or brand over another, how they make these chomed, how companies use this

knowledge to provide value to consumers.

2.5.1 Decision Making Theory

Data is new information, but information is powdfhen data can be transformed into
information, the user is equipped with better deaisnaking tools. Different data can
become information to different people, all based its relevancy to the user in
achieving the desired goal of making an informedigien. The stages a consumer
experiences in working through this process areilaimand a certain sense of

consistency has emerged as a result of contingsesirch around decision making.

2.5.2 Decision Making Theory and Information Acquigtion

In order for a decision to be made, an individuaisirfirst identify a perceived need
that must to be met. As mentioned, for this discusghe individual will be identified
as a consumer with the need for a product or serdiben the process begins. Within
the normative model of decision making, the consuswlects information about
alternatives, evaluates them based on their retgvand makes a decision that will
maximize the value of that decision (Lau, 1995)hédvise known as the value-
maximization theory, the normative model has besgticized as too broad, ignoring
human limitations and an evolutionary, boundedretiity model emerged to enhance
it.
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Here consumers were assumed to have limited priogesapability, selectively search
alternatives and terminate the search when a $eitaution has been found (Simon,
1985). Further criticism emerged from this modemagsl. By selective selection, the
consumer is compromising the random nature of tifermation search and may
compromise the decision choice. How a consumeecislihis information affects the
choice strategy he uses. For example, decision mha&leoose a certain strategy
depending on the complexity of the task. The moramex the decision task, the more
likely people employ strategies to simply that tskhnson and Payne, 1985).

2.5.3 Consumer Choice through Decision Making

This section will introduce to the reader the medekt support the underlying drivers
to consumer choice and the attributes that actnflsencers to enable purchase
decisions. It will answer the questions: what dsigcensumer choice and what attributes
from those drivers influence purchase? The readémunderstand how the consumer
approaches the concept of making a decision andntbmal, processes and tools he
uses to arrive at that decision. For the purpo#sdiscussion, the scope of attributes
influencing purchase as they relate to consumercehwill be bound to the area of
technology adoption. The concepts of consumer eh@ind decision making are
described in the general context. Discussion meiatito them focus in on the
technology adoption component. Choice can be aldeedged sword (Simon, 1985).
When not faced with it, one feels mandated. Whexedawith its entirety, one feels

overwhelmed.

In between exist and delicate balance, once wherel¢cision-maker believes enough
in the way of resources has been allocated to enalbh to generate a high quality
decision. In the context of consumer choice, tleeg@ss an individual assumes to ensure
the quality is driven by the individual, similar methodology to all but unique in

deployment.
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2.5.4 The Consumer Decision-Making Process.

The purchase decision process is the stages a pagses through in making choices

about which products and services to buy. (Keri@Q2) refer to Five Stages of

Consumer Behavior

1. Problem recognition

2. Information search,

3. Alternative evaluation,

4. Purchase decision,

5. Post-purchase behavior

Figure 2.2. Consumer Decision Process

Problem
recagnition:
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a need

[nfarmation
search:
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Source: Kerin Berkowitz (2002).
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It is a process of perceiving a difference betwagyerson's ideal and actual situations

big enough to trigger a decision and can be aslsiagpnoticing an empty milk carton

or it can be activated by marketing efforts.

2. Information Search: Seeking Value

The information search stage clarifies the optiopen to the consumer and may

involve two steps of information search
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Internal search

1. Scanning one’s memory to recall previous expeas with products or brands.
2. Often sufficient for frequently purchased proguc

3. When past experience or knowledge is insufficien

4. The risk of making a wrong purchase decisidmgs

5. The cost of gathering information is low

External searchThe primary sources of external information are:

1. Personal sources, such as friends and family.

2. Public sources, including various product-ratorganizations such as Consumer

Reports.
3. Marketer-dominated sources, such as advertisorgpany websites, and salespeople

3. Alternative Evaluation: Assessing ValueThe information search clarifies the

problem for the consumer by

1. Suggesting criteria to use for the purchase.

2. Yielding brand names that might meet the cateri
3. Developing consumer value perception.

A consumer's evaluative criteria represent bothotbjective attributes of a brand (such
as locate speed on a portable CD player) and thiecive factors (such as prestige).
These criteria establish a consumer's evoked segribup of brands that a consumer
would consider acceptable from among all the brandke product class of which he

or she is aware.
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5. Purchase Decision: Buying Value
There are three possibilities

1. From whom to buy, which depend on such consibea® as terms of sale, past
experience buying from the seller and return p@licy

2. When to buy, which can be influenced by storeaaphere, time pressure, a sale,
pleasantness of the shopping experience.

3. Do not buy

6. Post-purchase Behavior: Value in Consumption odse

After buying a product, the consumer compares thvaxpectations and is either
satisfied or dissatisfied. Satisfaction or dissatson affects consumer value
perceptions, consumer communications and repeatipse behavior (Edward, 2010).
Many firms work to produce positive post purchassmunications among consumers
and contribute to relationship building betweereseland buyers. Firms often use ads
or follow-up calls from salespeople in this postghase stage to try to convince buyers

that they made the right decision.

Consumers decision rules and heuristics.

To carry out alternative evaluation, consumers cioosly or unconsciously use
decision rules. These are either non compensatbgrevweaknesses in one attribute
are not offset by strengths in another or compemgaallowing trade-offs among the
weak and strong points of an alternative. Consurakss use informal rules of thumb,
or decision heuristics, to make quick decisionseskhinclude price, brand name, key
product signals, and market beliefs.
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Summary

This chapter provides a detailed review of therdiigre along with the results of
empirical research relevant to consumer perceptimhattitude, product evaluation and
consumer making decision, the country-of-origin rm@enon, consumer

ethnocentrism, consumer knowledge and consumkinmdecisions.

It has been noted in the literature that while eatahg products, brands or services,
both intrinsic and extrinsic cues can affect constgnjudgments which further turn
into consumer attitudes toward the object, theneflyencing their purchase intention
and behavior (Wang and Heitmeyer, 2006). Generalynsumers in developed
countries appeared to have a preference for domestiducts and products from
countries regarded as culturally similar over imtedrproducts, whereas consumers in
less-developed countries appear to have a prefefentoreign products over domestic
products (Wang et al. 2000).

Two main variables affecting consumer evaluatiotbwben foreign versus domestic
products are perception of quality and consumenaadntrism (Shimp and Sharma,
1987).

In the next chapter, the research methodology usecbnducting research will be

discussed.
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CHAPTER 3: REASEARCH METHODOLOGY, ANALYSIS AND
DISCUSSION

Selecting the right methodology for research isimportant task that can never be
underestimated since it has a large influence erré¢tevance of information extracted

and, subsequently, the whole research.
3.1 Research Methodology

The purpose of this chapter is to illustrate andicatly evaluate the research
methodology chosen for collecting the primary data.

The chapter begins with the explanation of reseguastions, followed by the method
of conducting research and the reason why this adeithchosen. Next, the procedures

of data collection and sampling will be described.

3.1.1 Research Questions

Based on the research objectives, there are nseanmeh questions dealt in this thesis:
Consumer Attitude

RQ1: Will there be significant difference between Morignl consumers’ attitude
towards Mongolian-made computer attributes and Mbag consumers’ attitude

towards foreign made computer attributes?

RQ2: Will there be significant difference between Mongol consumers who prefer
Mongolian-made over foreign-made computers andetisossumers who prefer foreign
made over Mongolian-made computer on demographiablas?

Characteristics of Mongolian consumer perception
RQ3:Which brand’s computers did Mongolian consumergipase?
RQ4:lIs international brand name affect buying decision

RQ5: What are difference perception Mongolian consumdoseign brand and

domestic brand computers?
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Country-of-Origin

RQ6: Will Mongolian consumers perceptions of quality wacross different country-

of-origins of computers?

RQ7: What are Mongolian consumer preference patternsidanestic made computer

and the same product originating from other specidiuntries?
Consumer Ethnocentrism

RQ8: Will the level of consumer ethnocentrism be sigifitly different based on

various consumer demographics?

RQ9: Will consumer ethnocentrisma) be positively related to consumer attitude
towards domestic computer brand (Mogul) abyl{e negatively related to consumer

attitude towards foreign brand computers?

3.1.2 Method of Research

Social scientists make a distinction between twoabr methodologies utilized in
collecting data: qualitative and quantitative agmtees. The choice between these two
methodologies depends upon the suitability in ansgeoarticular research questions.

Before discussing each of them in detail, it shob& noted that qualitative and
guantitative methods should not be placed to coenpgainst one another. As opposed
to qualitative research, quantitative researchsieful to study statistically meaning of
involving variables by the approach of mathematigkDaniel. 2002). The results

obtained from this method are frequently expregsethtistical form.

Quantitative techniques include survey methodsnérmethods (e.g. econometrics),
and numerical methods (e.g. mathematical model{hylers. 1997). With its strong
statistical analysis capability, high reliabilitycageneral ability, quantitative research is
extensively used by marketing researchers and Isr@mmmended in conducting

research.
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Based on the above discussion, quantitative relseeas chosen as it best fits the nature
and purpose of this study that attempts to undwmistdongolian consumers’
perceptions and attitudes toward foreign versusedtic products. Another reason is
that since almost all the researches in this argaayed quantitative research, applying
the same methodology therefore allows comparisah wiior results made in other

studies within the same context.

To be more precise, a survey method, one of gadingttechniques, was selected. It
represents an inquiry which gathers informationrmfra selected sample through a
guestionnaire. This technique is often undertaleetearn about people’s knowledge,
beliefs and preferences, and to assess the vigeraral population (Kotler. 2000).

3.1.3 Data Collection

The data collection was carried at some places aackome private company, public
offices and streets situated in Ulaanbaatar, tipgtatecity of Mongolia, from 5th July

2011 to 25th July 2011. Every effort was made tbageross section of the population
and to enhance general ability of the findings élecing located at different areas for
the administration of the survey. The selectedceffi are both public and private
company. To minimize bias and to further maximike good representation of the
sample, the surveys took place on weekdays, ag¢rdiit hours of the day and on
different days of the week. In other words, what tesearcher tried to do here is to
avoid the potential bias that could occur if théada collected at a single location, at a

single time on a single day.
3.1.4 Sampling Procedure

A total of 250 questionnaires were distributed. tdse, 242 questionnaires (96.8%)

were administrated and returned to the researcher.

However, twelve of the returned questionnaires weumd to have missing data and
incomplete or had illogical answers, as some redg@aois were in a hurry or filled in
answers without serious consideration, and so weearded. This, finally, left 230
usable questionnaires (92%) which were qualified fiarther analysis and were

included in this study.
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3.1.5 Instrument

The questionnaire is basically in English but sinoeall of Mongolian people are good
at English reading and it might originate the naisslation, it is necessary to translate it

in Mongolian language for Mongolia people to ansmere easily.
The questionnaire is classified into 6 parts

At the top of the first page, the questionnairesrowith the introduction of the research

and ask about when you bought computer in last tisee

Part 1: Characteristics of international brand for customer perception

The questions indicate which brand Mongolian corengnisually use to computers and

customer’s perceived value on international brand.
Part 2: Country-of-origin

The questionnaire contains questions regardingeffexts of country-of- origin. For

guestion 1, the respondents were instructed to défdrent countries from 1= the most
preferred country-of—origin to 7 = the least pregdrcountry- of- origin. This question
was based under the assumption that computer peddacseven countries had similar
attributes or features and were sold at the sanoe.plast question concerned with
consumer perception of quality. The respondentseveasked to rate the quality of

computer made in the same seven countries.

Part 3: Measures of attitudes toward purchasing dorastic and imported
computers

This part measures attitudes toward purchasing diengersus imported computer

using the Fishbein model, discussed in Chapter 1.

Since the main interest of this research is oromeol computers as a whole category,
the study intentionally focuses on respondentshiopis about imports in general and
not opinions about a specific brand or about coensutrom a specific country. In the

context of the present study, the variables inRisbbein formula were defined as:
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Ab=Zbiei
i=1

Ag = attitude toward the purchasing of domestic{jArersus foreign (4 computer,

b = the belief that purchasing a domestic (or an iorped) computer will lead to a
certain attribute, for instance good design, goodatjty, etc.,

e = the evaluation of the importance of the attrilaut

To compute the overall attitude towards domestid &reign computers for each
respondent, computer attributes chosen to use Herinstrument came from the

preliminary study. The 11 attributes were:

Table 3.1. Eleven attributes

How important each of following attributes 1= very unimportanto 7 = very
is when you purchase computers? (g) important
1. Good design 1 2| 3 4 5 6 7
2. Special functions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. Service support 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. Flexible price 1 2| 3 4 5 6 7
5. Case of use 1 2| 3 4 5 6 7
6. Good Quality 1 2 3 4 5| 6 7
7. Plus accessories 1 2| 3 4 5 6 7
8. Guarantee policy 1 2| 3 4 5 6 7
9. Brand name 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10.Promotions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. Computer official software 1 2| 3 4 5 6 7

To compute the ib respondents were asked to indicate how likely ekimm and
imported computers were to possess each of thétdduées using a seven-point Liker

scale(from 1 = very unlikely to 7 = very likely)

To compute the, respondents were asked to indicate how importach ef the same

11 attributes is when they purchases computerg wsseven-point Liker scal&dgm 1

= very unimportant to 7 = very important)in order to investigate importance of
country-of-origin in relation to other attributegjditional attribute — country-of-origin —

was included in the section concerning computdridbate importance.
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The overall attitudes toward domestic and foreigmputer brands were calculated

using the following formula:

This was multiplication of the belief sco(b;) by the evaluation scor@), and then
summing across the 11 computers attributes (exujutlhe attribute of country-of-
origin). Higher scores indicated a more positivastoner attitude towards computers.
Cronbach’s alpha reliability scores of the measfrattitudes toward domestic brand
computer and attitudes toward international braachputers were),892 and 0,849
respectively (Table 3.2).

Table 3.2. Reliability Statistics of Fishbein’s Atitude Model (Cronbach’s alpha

reliability scores of the measofattitudes toward domestic brand
computer and attitudes towareinational brand computers)

Cronbach’s alpha reliability scores of the

Guarantee policy

Attributes measure of attitudes
1. Good design
2. Special functions
3. Service support
4. Low price
5 Case of use Attitude of . Attitudes of
- Domestic Atlztgl:ge r:)f Domestic and
6. Good Quality brand bran?:l foreign
7. Plus accessories computer brand
computer(As);
8 (Aq)i computer
9.

Brand name

10.Promotions

11.Computer official software

Score 0.892n=22) | 0.84¢n=22) | 0.89(n=33)

(k)= belief score(from 1 = very unlikely to 7 = very likely)

(e) =evaluation score from 1 = very unimportant to 7 = very important)

Ag = attitude of toward the purchasing of domestigjAversus foreign(4d computer
Ag= Y biei

Source: Appendix Al (Table A1.3), (Table Al.4) and (TaBl&.5)
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Combining both measures of attitudes, the coefiicepha of the whole scale was
0.894 (Table 3.2), proved to be very reliable instrurseit evaluating consumer

attitude towards foreign brand versus domesticdamputers.

Part 4: Measures of consumer ethnocentrism

This part focuses on consumer ethnocentrism. Relgos were administered a set of
statements comprising the reduced 17-item verdi®@ET SCALE proposed by (Shimp
and Sharma,1987) to determine their extent of ageeé on statements relating to the
level of ethnocentrism in reference to Mongolia-eagdroducts in general. The
respondents rated the items on a seven-point Is&ale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 =
strongly agree), yielding a potential minimum scofd7 and a maximum score of 119
for each individual. The mean scale value of CET8E#s taken as the indicator of the
intensity of consumer ethnocentrism: a higher meaale value denotes higher
consumer ethnocentrism (Shimp and Sharma, 198W)elpresent study, the statements
were adapted for Mongolian consumers. In adaptatésan internal consistency was
identified through Cronbach’s alpha to have a valti®.899, as shown in Table 3.3
This value can be considered a reasonably higahiéty coefficient. Based on this, it
can be assumed that all 17 items employed are megsthe same construct —
ethnocentrism. Thus, a summative measure can lietasepresent the ethnocentrism

score of Mongolian respondents.
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Table 3.3. Reliability Analysis of 17- item CETSCAIE ?

Consumer Ethnocentrism Reliability °
1.Mongolian people should always buy Mongolian-mpaeucts

) . 0.892
instead of import
2.0nly those products that are unavailable in Maagshould be 0.896
imported ’
3.Buy Mongolian-made product. Keep Mongolian wogkin 0.896
4.Mongolian products, first, last, and foremost 0.891
5.Purchasing foreign-made products is un-Mongolian. 0.892
6.1t is not right to purchase foreign-made prodesause it puts 0.889
Mongolian out of jobs. '
7.A real Mongolian should always buy Mongolian —@adoducts. 0.890
8.We should purchase products manufactured in Margmstead of

) . : 0.893
letting other countries get rich off of us.
9.It is not right best to purchase Mongolian prdduc 0.903
10.There should be very little trading or purchgshgoods from 0.996
countries unless out of necessity '
11.Mongolian should not buy foreign products, beesthis hurts 0.888

Mongolian business and causes unemployment.
12.Curbs should be very put on all imports. 0.914
13.1t may cost me in the long-run but | prefer apgort Mongolian

0.894

products
14.Foreigners should not be allowed to put theadpcts on our 0.888
markets. '
15.Foreign products should be taxed heavily to cedheir entry into 0.888
Mongolia '
16.We should buy from foreign countries only thpseducts we cannot 0.894
obtain within our own country '
17.Mongolian consumers who purchase products nmadther
countries are responsible for putting their fellBlongolian out of 0.889
work.

Total (N of ltem=17) 0.899

Note: a response format is seven-point Liker-type sc&teongly disagree(1) to strongly agree (7)
b calculating usingCronbach’s alpha

Part 5: Buyer’s Decision

The questionnaire indicated where the Mongoliansaarers bought their computers
and where they obtain information research abowprders. These questionnaires

influenced by Mongolian consumer’s perception.
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Part 6: Demographic information

The final part of the questions was general infdioma of respondents, gender,

consisting of age, education, occupation and mygmticome.

3.1.6 Data analysis

The collected data in 6 sections of the questioenaere analyzed for the report. Raw
data drawn from the responded questionnaires walyzed using the Statistic Package
for the Social Science (SPSS 11.0) software. Utiiized to compute statistical scores
and to test a series of hypotheses. Analysis caeprf descriptive statistics, t-tests,

analysis of variance (ANOVA), and correlation arsady

Additionally, t-tests, ANOVA, and correlation analy were performed at the 5%

significance level.

Summary

In this research, the survey method was applieccédiecting the primary data. The
instrument in the questionnaire was developed baped the analysis of the literature
review chapter. The survey was self-administrated @ convenient sample of people
who use computers in Ulaanbaatar was targeted.rAsudt, 230 usable responses were
collected. After the completion of data collectidime statistic software package, SPSS,

was utilized in this study.

3.2 Analysis Results

Once data has been collected through the survestigoeaire, the next stage of the
research process is to analyze and conclude thaiae The objective of this chapter is
to present the research results. The first secthortains the demographic and shopping
behavior descriptions of the sample.
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Subsequently, the results regarding consumer pooe@ountry-of-origin, consumer’
attitude and consumer ethnocentrism will be repbrite four separated sections.
Eventually, the findings with respect to the reathip between consumer
ethnocentrism and attitude will be provided.

3.2.1 Characteristics of the Sample

Table 3.4 presents the demographic and socio-edondmaracteristics of the sample

who participated in the survey.

The sample of this study was a non-probabilistiovemient sample, comprising 230
consumers. The gender breakdown for the sample WW#@smale (46.5%) and 123
female (53.5%), which were almost equally balantederms of age, respondents were
divided into six categories: '17 - 25", ‘26 — 3®B1 — 35’, '36 — 40’, '41 — 50’ and ‘over
51'. The youngest (17-25 years old) represented 30 of the sample. Those between
26 — 30 years old and 31 — 35 years old constitdted% and 13 %, respectively.
About total 21 % of the sample were in the oldesegory ('36 — 40, '41 — 50’over 51
years old).

With regard to the estimated monthly personal ineormore than half of the
respondentsn(= 117, 50.9%) indicated that they earned less &@h000 tugrig per
month, which is around $370.37. The remaining 49af%e samplen(= 113) earned
monthly income more than 500,001 tugrig.

In the sample, respondents earn income from fisgegory who work in private

companies 47.8 % n=110, Second category is em@oyd® work in government

(public) sectors 27% (n= 62) and third categoryemployees who work in non-

government sectors 11.7 % (n= 27). So others am@ business owners, retired and
students, are 13.5 % (n= 31).

Last one is respondent’s education level. Most eoess are 70.4 % (n= 162) bachelor
degree and 21.7 % (n=50) are master or doctorakdedhe others (diploma degree,

secondary school and below secondary school) 4ré{n= 18).
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Table 3.4. Demographic Characteristics of the Samel

Characteristics Frequency Percentage
(n=230) (%)
Gender
Male 107 46,5
female 123 53,5
Age
17-25 70 30,4
26-30 96 41,7
31-55 30 13
36-40 23 10
41-50 3 1,3
51- over 8 3,5
Monthly income
Below 300,000 tugrig 34 14,8
300,001-500,000 tugrig 83 36,1
500,001- 800,000 tugrig 76 33
800,001-1,000,000 tugrig 28 12,2
1,000,001-1,500,000 tugrig 3 1,3
1,500,001- over 6 2,6
Occupation
Government employee 62 27
Private Company employee 110 47,8
Non-government employee 27 11,7
Business Owner 20 8,7
Student 9 3,9
Retired 2 0,9
Education level
Below secondary school 1 0,4
Secondary school 8 3,5
Diploma degree 9 3,9
Bachelor Degree 162 70,4
Masters or doctoral degree 50 21,7

Note: a Monthly income is in Mongolian tugrig (mn#&t the time of the data collection, the
exchange rate was $1 equal to 1,350 tugrig.

The descriptive data of behavioral characteristice respondents are given in Table
3.5. The samplen(= 104, 45.2 %) specified that they bought their paters in last 1 —
12 months. Those bought computers 13 - 24 monthsn@nths - 4 years and 4 years
than more represented 20.9 %, 14.3 % and 14.8gctgply. Only 4.8 % of the sample

never bought computers.
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Regarding purchasing place frequency (Table 3.5%nddlian consumers responded
that 84 (36.5%) shopping by dealers, 79 (34.3%)pgimy by import, 32(13.9%)
shopping by second hand, 21 (9.1%) shopping byrtlepat store, 9 (3.9%) shopping
by internet and 5 (2.2%) shopping by other resaurce

In respect to information search (Table 3.5), motthe respondents obtained
information about computer followed by family/reled/friend (32.2%) and information

about computers from television (21.3%). The remngirrespondents indicated that
they acquired shopping information from website.5%), magazine and newspaper

(10.4%), salesperson (10%), sales catalogue (7a8%¥treet wall (1.3%), respectively.

Table 3.5. Behavioral Characteristics of the Sample

Characteristics Frequency Percentage
(n=230) (%)
When did you buy computer or notebook

Never bought 11 4.8
1-12 months 104 45,2
13-24 months 48 20,9
25-48 months 33 14,3
Over 48 months 34 14,8
Where did you buy computer from

Department store 21 9,1
Second hand 32 13,9
Import* 79 34,3
dealer (brand name shop) 84 36,5
internet 9 3,9
others 5 2,2
Information search

Family/ relative / friend 74 32,2
Salesperson 23 10
Magazine, newspaper 24 10,4
Television 49 21,3
Website 38 16,5
Sales catalogue 18 7,8
Street walls 3 1,3

e Import that mean respondent who purchase or order foreign countries
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3.2.2 Characteristics of Mongolian Consumer Percefmn

The questions were related from part one whichceteéid customer’s perceived value

on international brand.

3.2.2.1 Influence of International Brand

Table 3.6. Analysis of Mongolian Consumers which Bmds Computers Buying

and Using
Frequency Percent
Never bought 15 6.5
Sony (Japan) 16 7.0
Acer (Taiwan) 23 10.0
Dell (America) 78 33.9
Samsung(Korea) 21 9.1
Mogul (Mongolia) 4 1.7
Panasonic (Japan) 6 2.6
Toshiba (Japan) 16 7.0
HP (America) 18 7.8
Mac book (America) 6 2.6
Others 27 11.7
Total 230 100

From Table 3.6 it shows that most of Mongolian econers bought Dell (America)
computer that 78 respondents or 33.9%. Secondisafiker (Taiwan) computer brand
that is 23 respondents or 10 % bought it. Third isrf@amsung (Korea) computer that is
21 respondents or 9.1 % bought it. The resultcatdithat HP (America) (n=18) or 7.8
%, Sony (Japan) (n=16) or 7%, Toshiba (Japan) (ned8% and 15 respondents never
bought computers it means 6.5%. it ranked lasttbaeis Mongolian domestic brand
Mogul just 4 (1.7%) respondents using. Because Magand is the first time in
Mongolia, MCS Electronics had introduced fully amt@ted computer factory line

technology and manufactured in 20°10.

* 11.12.2011.http://electronics.mcs.mn/web/15997/71
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Table 3.7. Analysis of International Brand Affecting Buying Decision

Level Frequency Percentage
(n=230) (%)
Strongly affect 47 20.4
Affect 137 59.6
No affect 46 20.0
Total 230 100

From Table 3.7, it shows that within 230 responsletitere are 47 respondents or
20.4% feel that international is “Strongly Affedfieir buying decision, there are 46
respondents or 20% feel that international is “Nibeét” their buying decision and

there are 137 respondents or 59.6% as a majorig}l smples feel that international

has “Affect” on their buying decision.

3.2.2.2 Comparisons between International ComputersBrand and Domestic

Computer Brand Perception

Table 3.8. Analysis of “Design” of International Brand being Better Compared

with Domestic Brand Perception

Level Frequency Percentage
(n=230) (%)
Disagree 43 18.7
Neutral 42 18.3
Agree 145 63
Total 230 100

From Table 3.8, as for “Design” of internationalabd being better than domestic
brand, there are 43 respondents or 18.7% who “Degdgn this point, 42 respondents
or 18.3% who “Neutral” on this point, and 145 resgents or 63% who feel “Agree”

on this point.
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Table 3.9. Analysis of “Quality” of International Brand being Better Compared

with Domestic Brand Perception

Disagree 24 10.4
Neutral 43 18.7
Agree 163 70.9
Total 230 100

From Table 3.9, as for “Quality” of internationatalnd being better than domestic
brand, there are 24 respondents or 10.4% who “Desdgn this point, 43 respondents
or 18.7% who feel “Neutral” on this point, 163 resgents or 70.9% who “Agree” on

this point.

Table 3.10. Analysis of “Easier to Use” of Internabnal Brand being more

Comfortable Compared with Domest Brand Perception

Disagree 68 29.6
Neutral 81 35.2
Agree 81 35.2
Total 230 100

From Table 3.10, as for “easier to use” of computenternational brand being more
comfortable than domestic brand, there are 68 retmus or 29.6% who “Disagree” on
this point, 81 respondents or 35.2% who feel “Naltron this point, and 81

respondents or 35.2% who “Agree” on this point.

Table 3.11. Analysis of International Brand havingmore Celebrities to Endorse

than Domestic Brand

Disagree 41 17.8
Neutral 59 25.7
Agree 130 56.5
Total 230 100
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From Table 3.11, as for “Celebrities to endorse’computer in international brand
having more than domestic brand, there are 41 nelgyas or 17.8% who “Disagree”
on this point, 59 respondents or 25.7% who feelutk®” on this point, and 130
respondents or 56.5% who “Agree” on this point.

3.2.3 Country of Origin

In Table 3.12 exhibits the mean preference ranknegarding country-of-origin, with

the highest ranking as 1 and the lowest ranking@.aEhe preference for Mongolian
computer was next compared to preferences for dneesproduct originating in the
other six countries (mean= 4.76). Japan was me$¢mped (mean = 2.48), followed by
America (mean = 2.86), Korea (mean = 3.45), anavdiai(mean = 4.05). The lowest
ranked country was China (mean = 5.19). For Momgadliranked fifth on the list, in

which the rank was higher than the Turkey (mearn82}4 These findings answBQG

Table 3.12. Preference Rankings for Country of Orign of Computers

Country Mean Desitadt.ion
1.Japan (Sony. Sharp, NEC, Panasonic, Toshiba ...) 2.48 1.56
2.Mongolia (Mogul) 4.76 1.41
3.Korea (Samsung, LG ...) 3.45 1.45
4.China(Gateway... ) 5.19 1.35
5.Taiwan (Acer, ASUS ...) 4.05 2.12
6.Turkey (Casper) 4.82 1.27
7.America (HP, Dell, Apple, Packard Bell ) 2.86 2.11

Note: seven point scale: the most preferred (1) tdehst preferred (7), n=230

The differences in ratings of quality between cotepyroducts which have made in
seven countries are illustrated in Table 3.13. Tesults indicate that computer
originated from America was rated as being of tighést quality (mean = 6.35),
followed by the Japan-made (mean = 6.05), the korade computer (mean = 4.89)
and the Taiwan-made computer with the mean scofed8frespectively.
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Although the perceived quality of Mongolian-madengmiter (mean = 4.0) was not as
high as the four countries mentioned above, itdityusas rated higher than the Turkey
(mean = 3.72) and the Chinese (mean = 3.69). HQV, the answer is that when
computer differed only in its country-of-origin, efe was a difference in perceived

guality of consumers.

Table 3.13. Quality Ratings for Computer

Country Mean De?it;jt.ion
1.Japan (Sony. Sharp, NEC, Panasonic, Toshiba ...) 6.05 1.223
2.Mongolia (Mogul) 4.00 1.416
3.Korea (Samsung, LG ...) 4.89 1.256
4.China(Gateway... ) 3.69 1.452
5.Taiwan (Acer, ASUS ...) 4.43 1.329
6.Turkey (Casper) 3.72 1.276
7.America (HP, Dell, Apple, Packard Bell ) 6.35 0.940

Note: seven point scale: Low quality (1) to higtality (7), n=230

Table 3.14 shows the mean importance ratings of2h@mputer attributes. The results
indicate that good quality (mean = 6.03), low prijoeean = 5.81) and service support
(mean = 5.73) were the three most important atidbuassessed by Mongolian
consumers when purchasing computer, followed byagiee policy (mean = 5.53),
case of use (mean = 5.50), promotion (mean = 5p18% accessories (mean = 5.30),
special functions (mean = 5.27), good design (nme&rl6), brand name (mean = 4.98)
and computer official software. For country-of-anigit ranked lowest of the twelve
computer attributes (mean = 3.98). Thus, the anfovdRQ6relative to other computer

attributes, country-of-origin was of low importance
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Table 3.14. Importance Ratings of Computer Attribues

Correct Answer ab Mean importance Std. Deviation
1. Good design 5.16 1.543
2. Special functions 5.27 1.610
3. Service support 5.73 1.515
4. Low price 5.81 1.414
5. Case of use 5.50 1.563
6. Good Quality 6.03 1.435
7. Plus accessories 5.30 1.539
8. Guarantee policy 5.53 1.585
9. Brand name 4.98 1.629
10. Promotions 5.48 1.629
11. Computer official software 4.10 1.838
12.Country of origin 3.98 1.672

Note: aank order item importance
b seven point scale: very unimportant (1) to veryéontgnt (7), n=230

3.2.4 Consumer Attitude towards computer brand

The mean scores of consumer attitude towards dansest foreign computer attributes
are presented in Table 3.15. By utilizing Paireanparison T-test, the mean score of
consumer’s overall attitude towards foreign branthputer was317.65 (A)11, and the
mean score of consumer’s overall attitude towardm@blian made computer was
264.13 (A)11- The mean differencg3.52in overall consumer attitude was significant
difference from zerop<0.05). Therefore, the answer f@Q1lis Mongolian consumer
attitude toward Mongolian made computer attribut@iéfer significantly from

Mongolian consumer attitude toward foreign branchpater attributes.

In order to determine which attribute(s) of computeade this difference significant,
consumer attitudes toward Mongolian brand compatet foreign brand computers
were compared on each of computer attributes segharads shown in Table 3.15,
Mongolian consumers gave higher evaluations forifpr brand computer than
domestic brand computer on most of the 11 attrute
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‘good quality’ (mean = 35.26 versus 26.13), ‘braradne’ (mean = 29.93 versus 21.01),
‘good design’ (mean = 29.86 versus 21.76), ‘pluseasories’ (mean = 29.63 versus
23.23),'special function’ (mean = 29.86 versus Bl .dand ‘case of use’ (mean = 29.55
versus 25.38). In the sample last four attitudegchviare little difference between for
foreign brand computers and domestic brand compuidrese are ‘official software’
(mean = 22.16 versus 18.91), ‘low price’ (mean =638versus 25.67), ‘guarantee
policy’ (mean = 29.60 versus 26.70) and ‘promotimean = 25.90 versus 24.26). The
mean difference of the ten computer attributes veggaificantly different from zero
(p<0.05).

Additionally, the findings further indicated thatetre was no significant difference

between foreign brand and domestic computer reggrdervice support .

Table 3.15. Paired comparison t-test between Mongah consumer attitude toward
Mongolian brand and foreign brad computer on each of the

eleven computers attributes

Attitude Attitude
toward toward
) domestic foreign Mean

Attributes brand pc brand pc  jirerence | UValue | p-value

(Ag)i (A

mean mean
1. Good design 21.76 29.86 -8.10 | -12.628 0.000
2. Special functions 24.43 2957 -5.14 | -7.972 0.000
3. Service support 26.65 27.54 -0.89  -1.1040.000
4. Low price 25.67 28.65 -2.97  -3.6110.000
5. Case of use 25.38 29.55| -4.17 | -5.983 | 0.000
6. Good Quality 26.13 35.26 -9.12 | -12.772 0.000
7. Plus accessories 23.23 29.63 -6.39 | -10.254 0.000
8. Guarantee policy 26.70 29.60 -2.89  3.7230.000
9. Brand name 21.01 29.93 -8.91 | -13.280 0.000
10. Promotions 24.26 25.90 -1.64  -2.1320.034
11.Computer official software 18.91 22.16 -3.25 -5.340.000
Overall attitude 264.13 317.65 | -53.52 | -10.348 0.000Q

Notesignificant at level < 0.05
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3.2.4.1 Consumer Attitude and Demographics

The relationship between consumer attitude andddgmaographic variables, namely

gender, age, and income level, were examined Ustegt and ANOVA.

For gender, by utilizing independent samples t-testsignificant difference was found
in both consumers’ attitudes toward Mongolian bréne0.275,p = 0.600) and foreign
brand computert & 1.793,p = 0.182) between male and female (see Table 3.16).

Table 3.16. T-test between Attitude and Gender

male female @ t-value p-value

N 107 123
Attitude toward domestic brand PC 21.80 25.930.275 0.600
Standard Deviation 7.97 8.28
N 107 123
Attitude toward foreign brand PC 26.47 30.97 1.793 = 0.182
Standard Deviation 7.55 6.96

Note: significant at level < 0.05

Regarding age, the mean scores for consumer &itwdre compared among different
age groups using One-way ANOVA. The result (Tabl&7B shows that there was
statistical difference found between the six ageupgs for both attitudes toward
domestic computer brandr (= 3.897,p = 0.002) and foreign brand computér €
2.538,p = 0.030). It means Mongolian consumers thoughtsdéferent foreign and

domestic computer brand because of age of levels.

Specially, in result of research indicated thataseted two groups of consumer
attitudes were statistical difference found betwderae age groups such as 17- 25, 31-
35 and 51 above for both attitudes toward domestimputer brands and foreign

computer brands.
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Table 3.17. ANOVA Test between Attitude and Age

Domestic N Mean SD F-value p-value
17-25 70 24.54 9.10
26-30 96 22.92 7.35
31-35 30 25.24 7.98
36-40 23 21.69 ggg | oo OO%
41-50 3 22.48 3.93
51 over 8 35.06 6.61
Foreign N Mean SD F-value  p-value
17-25 70 27.96 7.17
26-30 96 28.24 7.44
31-35 30 28.79 7.03
36-40 23 32.61 g51 |20 0030
41-50 3 27.42 6.00
51 over 8 34.77 8.38

Note: significant at level < 0.05

Regarding consumer’s occupation, the mean scorescdosumer attitudes were
compared among six different occupations groupsgu€ine-way ANOVA. The result
(Table 3.18) shows that there was no statistid&rdince found between the six works
groups for both attitudes toward domestic comphbtand £ = 0,761,p = 0.579) and
foreign brand computeF(= 3.054,p = 0.061). In additional, research questionnaire had

ten different occupations but respondents justregga different six occupation groups.
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Table 3.18. ANOVA Test between Attitude and Occupain

Domestic N Mean SD F-value p-value
Government employee 62 24.61 7.88
Private company employee 110 24.49 9.04
Non- Government employee 27 21.45 6.43
Business owner 20 22.88 0-761 1 0579
Student 9 24.77 5.35
Retired 2 21.50 7.26

Foreign N Mean SD F-value  p-value
Government employee 62 30.29 7.86
Private company employee 110 28.39 7.54
Non- Government employee 27 25.84 6.53 3.054 0.061
Business owner 20 30.56 6.18
Student 9 32.84 7.04
Retired 2 17.97 8.29

Note: significant at level < 0.05

The difference between the mean scores of attittolard domestic and imported
computers among the six income groups was too smdle significant. As indicated
by One-way ANOVA (Table 3.19), the impact of lex#l income was not statistical
significant (attitude towards domestic brand corepuf = 0.229,p > 0.05; attitude
towards foreign computeF = 1.462,p > 0.05).
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Table 3.19. ANOVA Test between Attitude and Incomé&evel

Domestic N Mean SD F-value p-value
1,000,001-1,500,000 3 19.6364) 531
800,001-1,000,000 28 23.7305| 9.32
300,001-500,000 83 23.9211  7.70
500,001-800,000 76 24.0191] 09.22 0-229 0-950
1,500,001 or more 6 24.4697 9.66
less than 300,000 34 24.7807 7.53

Foreign N Mean SD F-value p-value
300,001-500,000 83 27.2004| 6.56
1,000,001-1,500,000 3 28.5455| 797
500,001-800,000 76 29.4438  8.70
less than 300,000 34 208717 780 | 0% 0208
1,500,001 or more 6 30.4848 .84
800,001-1,000,000 28 30.8344| 6.42

Note: significant at level < 0.05

Based on the preceding discussion, the answeR{# is consumers’ demographic
characteristics separate two sides that gendenpations and monthly incomes are not
significantly related to consumers’ attitudes tadvavlongolian and international
computer brand at the < 0.05. Other side, respondents age is signifigaellated to
consumers’ attitudes toward Mongolian and inteomati computer brand at the <
0.05.

3.2.5 Consumer Ethnocentrism in Mongolia

The 17-item CETSCALE developed by Shimp and Shqi87) was used to measure
the degree of consumer ethnocentric tendenciethercurrent study, the total mean
scale value of CETSCALE for Mongolian consumers wds41, with a standard
deviation of 2,175 (Table 3.20). It can be said tlangolian consumers tended to be
highly ethnocentric.
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The highest rating (5.67) was for item No. 3, “BMyngolian-made product. Keep
Mongolian working”, while the lowest rating (3.3@)re on items No. 5, “Purchasing

foreign-made products is un-Mongolian”.

Table 3.20. Ethnocentrism Scale for Mongolian Consuers

Item Mean  Std.dev
rating iation

1.Mongolian people should always buy Mongolian-magi®ducts

instead of import 32| 1.858
_2.0n|y those products that are unavailable in Mdagshould be 533 1844
imported
3. Buy Mongolian-made product. Keep Mongolian working 5.67 @ 1.671
4.Mongolian products, first, last, and foremost 462 1.879
5. Purchasing foreign-made products is un-Mongolian 3.32 | 1.972
6. It is not right to purchase foreign-made produbtcause it puts
3.51  1.942
Mongolian out of jobs.
7. A real Mongolian should always buy Mongolian -dagroducts. 3.46 @ 2.072
8. We should purchase products manufactured in My instead of
457 @ 2.022
letting other countries get rich off of us.
9. It is not right best to purchase Mongolian pradu 5.01 | 1.686
10There should be very little trading or purchasioiggoods from
. : 498 1.746
countries unless out of necessity
11. Mongolian should not buy foreign products, lesea this hurts
: . 3.97 | 1.922
Mongolian business and causes unemployment.
12. Curbs should be very put on all imports. 4.06  3.856
13.It may cost me in the long-run but | prefer tgport Mongolian 485 1878
products
14. Foreigners should not be allowed to put thewdpcts on our 355 | 1.916
markets.
15.Foreign products should be taxed heavily to cediheir entry into 387 | 1.960

Mongolia

16.We should buy from foreign countries only thpseducts we cannot

obtain within our own country 4.77 | 2.030

17.Mongolian consumers who purchase products nradther countries
are responsible for putting their fellow Mongoliant of work.

Total mean rating 7441 2.175

3.55 | 1.999
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3.2.5.1 Consumer Ethnocentrism and Demographics

The relationship between the level of consumer aténtrism and the demographic
variables, namely gender, age, and income levete vexamined using T-test and
ANOVA.

Regarding gender, the mean scores for ethnocenivem® compared between male and
female, using independent samples t-test. Tabld #&dicates that there was no
significant difference found between male and femalMongolia (mean score 4.377
for female versus 4.373 for mates -0.023,p = 0.981).

Table 3.21. T-test between Ethnocentrism and Gender

male female t-value p-value
N 107 123
Ethnocentrism 4.3738 4.3778 -0.023 0.981
Standard Deviation 1.333 1.236

Note: significant at level < 0.05

For age, the mean scores for ethnocentrism wer@am@d among different age groups
using One-way ANOVA. The result (Table. 3.22) shawat there was no statistical
difference found between the six age groups (0.487,p > 0.05).

Table 3.22. ANOVA Test between Ethnocentrism and Ag

Age N Mean SD F-value p-value
17-25 70 4.55 1.14
26-30 96 4.38 1.17
31-35 30 4.62 1.45
2.252 0.050
36-40 23 3.89 1.50
41-50 3 3.27 1.37
51 over 8 3.61 1.71

Note: significant at level < 0.05
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Regarding respondents occupation, the mean scoresthfnocentrism were compared
among different occupations groups using One-wayYOXN. The result (Table 3.23)
shows that there was no statistical difference dobetween the six occupations groups
(F = 1.383,p= 0.232,p > 0.05). In additional, first research questionadmad ten

different occupations but respondents just sepaugiféerent six occupation groups.

Table 3.23. ANOVA Test between Ethnocentrism and @upation

Ethnocentrism N Mean SD F-value ' p-value

Government employee 62 70.93 23.62
Private company employee 110 78.24 21.15
Non- Government employee 27 71.40 15.51

. 1.383 0.232
Business owner 20 71.25 25.42
Student 9 67.55 21.61
Retired 2 72.00 1.41

Consumers who earned monthly income between ‘3Q26600.000 tugrig’ exhibited
higher level of ethnocentrism than other incomeugso(mean = 4.59). However, the
difference between the mean scores of ethnocentimiong the six groups was too
small to be significant. As indicated by One-way @WA, the impact of level of

income was not statistical significat € 1.037,p > 0.05), see Table 3.24.

Table 3.24. ANOVA Test between Ethnocentrism and lkkome Level

Income level N Mean SD t-value p-value
1,000,001-1,500,000 3 2.47 0.36
800,001-1,000,000 28 4.30 1.52
300,001-500,000 83 4.59 1.19
500,001-800,000 76 4.28 133 | OO
1,500,001 or more 6 3.79 1.24
less than 300,000 34 4.37 1.07

Note: significant at level < 0.05
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3.2.6 Consumer Attitude and Consumer Ethnocentrism

In order to test the relationship between conswettamocentrism and consumer attitude,
correlation analysis was carried to determine theength and direction of the
relationship. Table 3.25 exhibits Pearson corretatoefficients, significance values,
and the number of respondents regarding consurheo@ntrism and attitude toward
domestic computer brand. The results show that ¢eefficients were statistically
significance and moderately associated<(0.05). With the correlation coefficients
value of 0.366, the relationship between ethnowantand attitude towards Mongolian
computer brand were positively correlated and lehdedium strength. Hende@Q9ds
answer is consumer ethnocentrism was positivelyetaied to consumer attitude

towards domestic computer brand.

Table 3.25. Correlation between Attitude towards Dmestic Computer Brand and

Consumer Ethnocentrism

Consumer Domestic attitude

ethnocentrism
Consumer Pearson Correlation 1 366
ethnocentrism Sig. (2-tailed) - .000
N 230 230
Domestic attitude | Pearson Correlation 366 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 -
N 230 230

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2tailed).

For consumer ethnocentrism and attitude toward®igor computer brand, two
coefficients were also statistically significantdasmssociatedp(< 0.05), see Table 3.26.
Furthermore, their relationship was negatively elated ¢ = 0.055). Consumer
ethnocentrism and Mongolian consumer’s attituddoogign computer brand are not
relating. The answer fdRQ9bis consumer ethnocentrism was negatively correlaied
consumer attitude towards foreign computer brandl. titere are not relationship

Mongolian consumer ethnocentrism and attitude adifiim computer brand.
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Table 3.26. Correlation between Attitude towards Feeign Computer Brand and

Consumer Ethnocentrism

Consumer Foreign

ethnocentrism attitude
Consumer Pearson Correlation 1 .055
ethnocentrism Sig. (2-tailed) . 408
N 230 230
Foreign attitude Pearson Correlation .055 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 408 -
N 230 230

3.2.7 Summary
The summary of answers for seven research quessigmevided as follows.

RQ> There was statistically significant differencetvoeen Mongolian consumers’
attitude towards domestic-made computer attribatesMongolian consumers’ attitude

towards international brand computers attributes.

RQ2: There was no statistically significant differencetvileen Mongolian consumers
who prefer Mongolia-made over domestic-made compaitel those consumers who
prefer foreign-made over Mongolia-made computemtbran demographic variables
such as gender, monthly incoming and occupatiohttBare was statistically difference
between Mongolian consumers who prefer domestidameidgn computer brand on age

variable.

RQ3: Mongolian consumers most of them purchased Ameidicand computer that is
DELL.

RQ4:The most of Mongolian consumers indicated thatifmpreomputer brand affected

their buying decisions.

RQ5: Mongolian consumers think that foreign computerndsa are more design,

quality, easier to use and celebrities to enddrae domestic computer brand.

RQG6: Mongolian consumers’ perceptions of quality varyoae different country-of-

origins of computer.
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RQ7: Regarding preference pattern for country-of-origMongolian consumers
preferred computer originating in America, Japaord@n, Taiwan, Mongolia, Turkey

and China, respectively.

RQ8: There was no statistically significant difference the level of consumer

ethnocentrism based upon various consumer demagsaph

RQ9: Consumer ethnocentrisma)(was positively related to consumer attitude talsar
domestic computer brand, bud) (was negatively related to consumer attitude tdwar
foreign computer brand.

3.3 Discussions

The purpose of this part is to apply the intergretaof the results from the analytical
statistic techniques. Based upon this part anaywkediscuss the research results of this
study as well as referring back to the relevardrditure review for comparing the

findings.

3.3.1 Mongolian Consumers Perception

The result of research, most of consumers bougt tomputers from 1 to 24 months
ago; it is about 66.1 of percents. Therefore alu8 % of consumers bought their
computers from import means ordered from foreignntoes and dealer that is kind of
brand name electronic shop. In the research, miostspondents (53.5 %) obtained
about computers information from their familiedateves and friends and televisions.

So in Mongolian market, advertising has still mposverful that other promotion mix.

The most of Mongolian consumers purchased and tsedell (America), Acer
(Taiwan) andSamsung (Korea) computers brands. Therefore, computer stnguis

special factory and most consumers choose thelitiggaand brand name.

The most of respondents (80%) indicated when theyewuying their computers,
international brand affect their decisions. Thaultesf research is Mongolian domestic
Mogul brand just (1.7%) using so consumers dondvkiabout Mogul.
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Because Mogul brand the first time in Mongolian kedy MCS Electronics had

introduced fully automated computer factory linehteology and manufactured in 2010.

In the result of research, Mongolian consumersciigid to international brands better
design than domestic computer brands (63%). Thernational brand computers
guality is better than domestic brand computers9gt). Consumers answered foreign
computer brands celebrities to endorse than domestnd computer (56.5%). Finally,
respondents foreign computer brands easier tohasedomestic brand computer result
is not so high level (35.2%). Thus, Mongolian cansts perceptions are foreign

computer brands that high quality and more desighe computer industry.

3.3.2 Attribute Importance

When making purchase decisions for computer, Moagalonsumers considered good
guality as the most important attribute with lowcprand service support as being the
second and the third most important attributeshénrank of attributes guarantee policy
is fourth. The good quality, low price, service pag and guarantee policy are more
important to purchase computer. Because computastisnytime when buying things
such as food and clothes. Most of consumers wansé¢olong time when they decided
to purchase to computer. For quality and pricejlamnesult was found in Jargalsaihan
(2002:23) study. The researchers noted that Moagaionsumers’ behavior products
guality and price are the most important attribiassessed when shopping. Besides,
other researches also supported that price is tiindude most frequently used by
consumers in evaluating the value of a productg@lsaihan. 2002; 32). More
significantly, price can be important for the resgents of this study since they were
received income not so high and it is not enougihéa lives. Moreover, the amount of
money most of them earned was to 300.000 from B00@grig per month (Table 3.4).
Accordingly, the respondents had to be careful wdpEnding money.

For quality, the result corresponds to the studiedang and Crown (1993) which

pointed out that quality is important consideratiamen buying decisions for products.

Relative to other product attributes, brand nanffegial software and country-of-origin

were generally of low importance.
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Although, in the literature, brand name is wellggpd as an important extrinsic cue in

assessing, the present study shows that for Mangalbnsumers, brand name was not
as significant as other attributes, particularlypsh of quality, price and services

support.

For country-of-origin, the finding accords with paesearch (Johansson et al. 1989),
which found that country-of-origin is generally kad as being of significantly lower

importance than quality and price (Elliott and Caome 1994). Nevertheless, when
considering only country-of-origin, the majority dongolian respondents indicated
that they paid attention to country of origin th@tere they made. These findings are
supported by several authors’ suggestions. As R260A0) believed, COO effects will

remain and always color consumer’s attitudes tovbaathds, but the effects are neither
as important nor as powerful as in the past. A stated by Kaynak et al. (2000),

country-of-origin will hold its importance in dewgling countries for a long time.

3.3.3 Consumer Attitude towards Foreign versus Donstic Computer brand

Consumer attitude towards domestic computer angwuoar attitude towards foreign
computer exhibited statistically significant diféerces. Mongolian consumers used to
have an overall more positive attitude towards i§precomputers than domestic one.
Because Mongolia has new Mogul brand computertihatintroduced since 2010 and
that is so fresh one. Most consumers don’t usedamd know about domestic brand

computer. Therefore, Mongolian markets have fukkign brand computers.

There are ten attributes that the respondents aNer evaluations for foreign-made
computer, namely good design, special functions, poice, case of use, good quality,
plus accessories, guarantee policy, brand namengiion and software programs,
implying that Mongolian consumers favored importedmputers over domestic
computer for these attributes.

When ranking in an order of mean differences (frowst different to least different),
consumers considered foreign computers to be nmesmieatble in the following manners:
better quality, better brand name recognition, better design. There has the most

different four attributes for purchasing computeMongolian consumers.
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There is just one attribute that is a service supgame as foreign brand computer and

domestic brand computer purchasing.

Comparing this study to Dawagdorj (1998), even ¢iothe respondents were from
different country (but still in Asia), the findingsom this research supports their study
that indicated Mongolian consumers thought foremggde product even thought not
food was better than Mongolia-made product in ttiebates of care instruction first

price, second product’s design, and third servipedity.

With regard to demographics, the results illusttheg consumers’ gender, income and
occupation variables were not significantly related consumers’ attitudes toward
domestic made and foreign made computers. Howerespondents ages were
significantly related both attitudes of foreign maand domestic made computer. To
some extent, the findings are contradictory to Wamgl Heitmeyer (2006) who

demonstrated that female and older people tencate more positive attitude toward

imported products.

3.3.4 Preferences for Country of Origin and QualityJudgments

The respondents expressed their preference of demgpwountry-of-origin as in the
following pattern: Japan, America, Korea, Taiwarmgrngolia, Turkey and China.

In term of quality, computer made in America, Japere rated as having highest
quality, followed by Korea, Taiwan, Mongolia, Tugkand, lastly, China. These results
show that Mongolian consumers tended to prefer ymbdrom more powerful and
developing countries. One factor that may affedirtlthoice is the perception of
quality. Therefore Mongolian consumer purchasingngoterstable 3. 13indicated the
most important attribute which is good quality.

As suggested by Wang and Chen (2004), consumeaisdeveloping country tend to
have preference for products originating in higteshnologically - and economically-
advanced countries if they judge the quality asebéhan that of products produced in a

less-developed country.
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Nes and Bilkey (1993) also found that products frdeveloping and less-developed
countries were rated lower on quality regardlessm@ind name. These suggestions
correspond with the results of this study showhnag the respondents judged the quality
of American and Japan’s computers higher than atberputers. Additionally, these

results also showed that country-of-origin may edlact as a surrogate of quality.

3.3.5 Consumer Ethnocentrism and Mongolian Consumer

The present study suggests that Mongolian consumerg highly ethnocentric.
Mongolia is the middle Asian country that has neteen colonized. Apart from
collectivism may be another reason why Mongoliamscmners exhibited the high

degree of ethnocentrism.

One reason of high ethnocentric, Mongolia is théhl@rgest and the most sparsely
populated independent country in the world, withagulation of around 2.75 million
people. Mongolia has rich mineral resources, anppen coal, molybdenum, tin,
tungsten, and gold account for a large part of stral production. In March 2011, six
big mining companies prepared to bid for the TaValgoi area, which is the world's
largest untapped coking coal depdsithus, Mongolian people prefer their homeland

because of foreign companies moving and globatinati

The results indicate that the ethnocentric tenasnof Mongolian consumers were not

associated with their gender, age, income levekedkas their occupation.

The results concerning gender and age correspofiddimgs of many other studies
(O’Cass, 2002; Wang, 1983), which posited that ithpact of gender and age on
ethnocentric tendency of people is insignificant.

For income level, the findings are inconsistenthwghimp and Sharma (1987) and
Wang (1983). These researchers indicated that ihggme consumers are normally
found to react more favorably toward foreign praduend thus, have lesser degree of

consumer ethnocentric tendencies.

#22.12.2011 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mongolia#Economy
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3.3.6 Impact of Consumer Ethnocentrism on Attitude

Consumer ethnocentrism was found to be positivelyetated to consumer attitude
towards domestic computer brand. This implies ifh@nsumers exhibit high degree of
ethnocentrism, they are likely to have strong mesitattitude towards domestic
computer brand. At the same time, if consumers lavalegree of ethnocentrism, their
positive attitude towards domestic computer braodbé weak. The results were
consistent with the proposition of Shimp and Shafi¥®87) which stated that consumer

ethnocentrism is positively related to attitude aosls domestic products.

When considering the relationship between consuetlenocentrism and consumer
attitude towards foreign computer brands, negatoreelation between them was found
in this study. This is inconsistent with Shimp aBtharma’s (1987) proposition,
indicating that consumer ethnocentrism is negativellated to attitude towards foreign
products. In the result of study, Mongolian consisneere high ethnocentrism,

consumers’ foreign computer brands’ attitude wahéi than domestic attitude.

These are perceived product necessity and perceieedomic threat. The authors
defined perceived product necessity as the externwhich consumers think that a
foreign product is indispensable owing to its abtolnecessity and hypothesized that
the effect of consumer ethnocentrism on attitudegatd foreign products should be
relatively stronger in the negative way for foreigroducts perceived as unnecessary
(Sharma et al. 1995). This implies, for Mongoliansumers, computer products are

perceived as necessary.
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CONCLUSION

This study was designed to investigate perceptamnts attitudes of consumers toward
buying foreign versus domestic computer brand imgtdia.

Consumers bought their computers from import meadsred from foreign countries
and dealer that is kind of brand name electroniopshin the research, most of
respondents obtained about computers informatiom ftheir families, relatives and
friends and televisions. So in Mongolian marketyeatising has still more powerful

that other promotion mix.

In a purchase decision, the three most importampecer attributes for Mongolian
consumers were good quality, price and service auppvhereas brand computer
official software and country-of-origin were thet important attributes.

The brand that respondents buy most is Dell and Awer, Samsung respectively. The
analysis shows that international brand has affiettethem to buy a computers. The
analysis shows that the respondents mostly afeeiteiel of “Agree” that the quality of
international computers brands would be better ande durable than domestic brand
even design would be better, easier to use and imre celebrities to endorse the
brand than domestic brand.

Generally, Mongolian consumers had a more posia#gude towards imported
computers over domestic computer brand. They perdehe attributes of good design,
special functions, low price, good quality, caseusk, plus accessories, guarantee
policy, brand name, and promotions of foreign coteml brands as being better than
those of domestic made. The three most preferreaitopof-origin of computer for
Mongolian consumers were Japan, America and Ko@zanputers made in these
countries were also rated as having highest qualitgordingly, it can be concluded
that Mongolian consumers had a higher tendency u@hase electronic products
coming from technologically developed countriesntlieveloping and less developed

countries.
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The result of research is Mongolian domestic Mofgtdnd just (1.7%) using so
consumers don’t know about Mogul. Because Moguhdbrthe first time in Mongolian
market, MCS Electronics had introduced fully autteda computer factory line

technology and manufactured in 2010.

For ethnocentrism, it can be concluded that, ineaebbping country, Mongolia in

specific, where people normally had a more posisttéude towards foreign computer
brand, consumer ethnocentrism would only have pesgffect on consumer attitude
towards domestic computer brand, so would havetivegaffect on consumer attitude
towards foreign computers. There had no relativattibtude of foreign computer and

ethnocentrism.

In addition, this study did not find significantfi@grence between demographics that

influence gender, occupation and monthly incomorgcbnsumer attitude.

This research indicated with respondents’ agesgisifeantly related to consumers’
attitudes toward domestic and foreign computer diréimus the respondents tended to

have different attitude.

Moreover, no significant relationship between consu ethnocentrism and various

demographics was found in this study
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APPENDIX

Appendix A1 — Survey Questionnairg English Version)
QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Last time when did you buy computer (pc, notebook)?

a. Before ........ days, months, years
b. No never bought it

PART 1: IMPORTANCE OF INTERNATIONAL BRAND

1. Have you ever bought computer under international band?
a. Yes b. No
If Yes, Please specifybrands ...
2. How much does “International Brand Name&affect your buying decision?

(a) Strongly affect (b)fadt (c) No affect

Table Al.1. Characteristics of Computer in Internatonal Brand in customer
perception compared to domestic Brand

Disagree Agree Neutral

1 2 3
1.International brands have more_Neat desigthan
domestic brands
2.International brands have better guality than domestic
brands
3.International brand computers are easier to us¢éhan
domestic brands
4.International brands have more celebrities to endrse
more than domestic brands

PART 2: COUNTRY-OF-ORIGIN

1. What is your preferred country-of-origin of computers such as pc and
notebook?This is based on the assumption that productsnatigg from them
had similar attributes or features and were sotti@same price.

> 04.05.2011.(www.pdffactory.com)
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Please rank them in an order from 1 = the mosepmed to 8 = the least preferred.
a. Japan b. Mongolia___ c. Korea
d. China e. Taiwan f. Turkey g. America
2. Please rate the overall quality of computer produd from the following
countries (1 = low quality to 7 =high quality).
Instruction For each of the following statements, pleaseeione letter or fill
in the blanks.

Table A1.2. Quality of Computer Products
1 = low quality to 7 =high

quality
1. Japan (Sony. Sharp, NEC, Panasonic, Toshiba)1l | 2 3| 4 5 6 7
2. Mongolia (Mogul) 1 2 3 4| 5 6| 7
3. Korea (Samsung, LG ...) 1 /23 4 5 6 7
4. China(Gateway... ) 1 2 3 4| 5 6| 7
5. Taiwan (Acer, ASUS ...) 1 2 3 4| 5 6| 7
6. Turkey (Casper) 1 /2|3 4 5 6 7
7. America (HP, Dell, Apple, Packard Bell ) 1 2 3 4| 5 6| 7

PART 3: ATTITUDE TOWARDS DOMESTIC BRAND COMPUTER VE RSUS
INTERNATIONAL BRAND COMPUTERS °

Instruction: For each of the following statements, please eitle number that
indicates your attitude when buying computers frbmas very unlikely to 7 = very
likely.

Table Al1.3. (ky); Belief Score of Domestic Brand Computer

How likely do you think it is that domestic-
brand (Mogul) Use possesses the following 1= very unlikelyto 7 = very likely.
attributes? (bg);

1. Good design 1 2 3 4, 5 6, 7
2. Special functions 1 2 3 4, 5 6, 7
3. Service support 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. Low price 1 2 3 4, 5 6, 7
5. Case of use 1 2| 3 4| 5 6 7
6. Good Quality 1 2 3 4 5| 6| 7
7. Plus accessories 1 2| 3 4| 5 6 7
8. Guarantee policy 1 2 3 4, 5 6, 7
9. Brand name 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. Promotions 1 2| 3 4| 5 6 7
11. Computer official software 1 2 3 4, 5 6, 7

Instruction: For each of the following statements, please eitle number that
indicates your attitude when buying computers frbms very unlikely to 7 = very
likely.

® 06.04.2011.(www.pdffactory.com)
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Table A1.4. (k) Belief score of Foreign Brand Computer

Good design
Special functions
Service support
Flexible price
Case of use
Good Quality
Plus accessories
Guarantee policy
9. Brand name

10. Promotion

11. Computer official software

XN AW IE

PR R RRPR R RRRRR
NINNRNINNRNNNNN
WWWwwowowowowowow
O N N N S N SN S AN
g aalo o aoooaaolo
oo oo oooo oo
IR RN BN ENIENIENIENIENIENIEN

Instruction: For each of the following statements, pleaseleithe number that
indicates your attitude when buying computers flbmvery unimportant to 7 = very
important.

Table A1.5. (e) Consumers Evaluation Score of Buying Computer

bbbbbbbbbbbb‘

12.Good design

13. Special functions
14.Service support
15. Flexible price
16.Case of use
17.Good Quality

18. Plus accessories
19. Guarantee policy
20.Brand name
21.Promotions
22.Computer official software

I e
NN N NN N NN NN NN
W W wwwwwwwwowow
oo jaalalalala oo o
o o|ooloooo oo oo
SUIENEENIENIENIENIENIENIENIENIENIEN

23. Country-of-origin
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PART 4: CONSUMER ETHNOCENTRIC TENDENCIES

Instruction: For each of the following statements, please eittle number that
indicates your attitude frorh = strongly disagreeto 7 = strongly agree

Table A1.6. Consumer Ethnocentrism

Consumer Ethnocentrism

1.Mongolian people should always buy Mongolian-made

products instead of import

2.0nly those products that are unavailable in Mongla should be

imported

3.Buy Mongolian-made product. Keep Mongolian workirg
4.Mongolian products, first, last, and foremost
5.Purchasing foreign-made products is un-Mongolian.

6.1t is not right to purchase foreign-made productsecause it

puts Mongolian out of jobs.

7.A real Mongolian should always buy Mongolian —mae

products.

8.We should purchase products manufactured in Mond@n
instead of letting other countries get rich off olus.
9.1t is not right best to purchase Mongolian produts

10.There should be very little trading or purchasimg of goods

from countries unless out of necessity

11.Mongolian should not buy foreign products, becase this hurts
Mongolian business and causes unemployment.

12.Curbs should be very put on all imports.

13.1t may cost me in the long-run but | prefer to sipport

Mongolian products

14.Foreigners should not be allowed to put their ppducts on our

markets.

15.Foreign products should be taxed heavily to redwe their entry

into Mongolia

16.We should buy from foreign countries only thoseroducts we

cannot obtain within our own country

17.Mongolian consumers who purchase products made other
countries are responsible for putting their fellowMongolian out

of work.

7 06.04.2011.(www.pdffactory.com)
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= strongly agree.
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PART 5: COMPUTER BUYING DECISION

1. Where did you buy computer from?

(@) Department store (........ , etc.)
(b) second hand

(c) import

(d) dealer ( .... etc.)

(e) Internet

(f) Others (PlIs. Specific)
2. Where do you obtain information about computers bedre shopping?

a. Family/Relative/Friend b. Sakson

c. Magazines, newspapers d. Takvis

e. Websites f. Sales catalogue

g. FM radio h. Street walls I. others .............

PART 6: DEMOGRAPHICS

1.Genderr a.Male b. Female

2. Age
a.1l7 — 25 b.26 — 30 c.31-35
d.36 — 40 e. 41-50 f.51 andwab

3. Education levels

a.Below secondary school Sécondary school
c.Diploma degree d. Bachelor Degree
e. Masters or doctoral degree

4. Occupation

a. Government employee b.&avCompany employee
c. Non-government employee d. Busit@asser

e. Enterpriser (farmer, herdsman) f. Unerygdb

g. Student h. Housewife

i. Retired j. Others

5. Monthly Income

a. Less than 300,000 t 308,001 — 500,000 t

c. 500,001 — 800,000 t 8@0,001 — 1,000,000 t

e. 1,000,001 - 1,500,000 t 00,501 or more

Thank you for your time and cooperation
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Appendix A2 - Survey Questionnairg(Mongolia Version)

XOPIATJITYUMH CYJAJITAA

Ta manait ankemovin acyyncano Oypin Xapuyarnc OUOHUNL AX3CUI0 MYyCaaiyaa y3yyan)
23032m Hauoaic OaiHa.

Ta 00J10H TaHa#i P OYIMIXIH XaMTHITH CYYJII X3333 KOMIbIOTEP 3¢B3J1 notebook
XyJAaJiaH aBcaH B)?

- T eJ1ep, cap, JKHJINIHH 6MHO
b. Xynannan aBu Oaiiraaryii

X9COT 1: TAJTAAL BPOHA

1. Taragaan Op3HAMIIH KOMIBIOTEP XyAAJ/1aH aBY OaiicaH yy?
aTuiim b.Yryi
XopBa3 Tuitm 6071 OPIHIUNH HIPHUT OMTHD VY  «vvvrvnevrnnnrenenns

2. OJ10H yJIC 133PX OPIHAMITH HAP XYH/ TAHBI XyAAJAaH aBaXajJ X3P HOJIOOJICOH BI?
(a)XyuTaii HeneelicoH (bHeneencen (cHeneeneeryii

Xycnart A2.1. T'apaax OpIHaMiiH 6a 10T00A OpP3HAMIH Tajaapx XIPIrJdrymiiH
OMJIT0JIT

3eBmee 3eBme  Mbsadx

pexryil  epu Ty
OaitHa. OaitHa

1I'apaan KOMNbIOTEPBIH OPIHA 10TOOX OPIHIIIC WYY
3arpap CaiH.

2TI'agaan KOMIBLIOTEPBIH OPIH 10TO0 OPIHAIIC MIYY
YyaHap calTau.

3.TN'agaan koMNbIOTEPBHIH OPIHA T0TO0A OPIHAIIC MIYY
AlIUIJIAXAL XSJI0ap.

4.T'agaag KOMIBIOTEPBIH OP3H/ 10T00A OPIHAIIC WYY
OataJjiraa caiTaii.

X9CAI" 2: COUNTRY-OF-ORIGIN YJIC OPHBIT" 9PXOMJIIX
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1. Tanbl GomyI00P KOMNBIOTEPBIH OpPIHAMITH XaaHa sAMAp YJcaa YHJIABIPJIICIH
WIYY YYXQJ4YWIaH COHroaT xuiix yy? Bycaa xyumH 3yiljic agmixan Oaiixax Ta
KOMNBIOTEP XyAAJIIaH aBaX OPHOO COHI0JITO0 Ayraapuan yy? (Cain-1, Myy-7)

a.fnon 0oCoJIoHTrOC eTaiiBan
B.MoHrOI dXsran fTypx gAmepuk

2. Ta simap OpoHA YWJIABIPJICIH KOMIBIOTEPBIT HMJAYYA Y33X B3? Ta moopx
OPHYY/JbIH KOMIILIOTEPHIH YaHAPBIT TOOT00p WPXMiijand yy? (1 =0ara uanapraii -
raac 7 =oHJep YaHapTaii).

XycHarT A2.2. KoMnb1OTepbIH YaHAP

1 =vanap myyraii Taac 7/
= OHJIOp YaHapTan

1. sImon (Sony. Sharp, NEC, Panasonic, Toshiba 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. Mowuroa (Mogul) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. Coaonroc (Samsung, LG ...) 1|23 4 5/ 6 7
4. Xsarana (Gateway... ) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. Taiiau (Acer, ASUS ...) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. Typk (Casper) 1|23 4 5| 6 7
7. Amepux (HP, Dell, Apple, Packard Bell ) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

XICAT 3: TAJTAAIAL YIJJIBAPJIDICOH, TOTOOJOA YUJJIBAPJIDICOH
KOMBITIIOTEPBIH XAHJIJIATA, IIIUHK YAHAPYYJIbIH SIJITAA

Xyenart A2.3. (ky)i loTooxoa yitiABIPJIICIH KOMIBIOTEPHiiH IHHK YaHAP

1 -7 ecex papaajuiaap TIMIAIJIIHI YY?. 1-mam myy /Mar caitH
Tanbl 6017100p 10T00101 YHIABIPJIICIH KOMIBIOTEPUIH IIHHK YAHAP, OHIIOTYYAbIT
Tonopxoiisioos: MOGUL pc and notebook (ky);

[EEN

1. Toémcor (eBepMeI) TU3alH

Tycraii yitanuyyn (myczaiinan 2apeacan 1000yceuitn

MOH20]1 (hom 2.;m)

3acBap YHJI4WITI)

bosomxuiiH YH?

Ammraaxaa xauoap (recCoverypx xai 02Ipx zaasapuuicaa)

Caiin yanaprai

Homaar tonoraonyyn (Kapm ynwuzeu, me,gpm moznyynazu)

Yilaasipaiauidd 0arajaraart xyramaa

Bpauauiin H3p xyua (01010 mapcan 6aioan)

10 Homaar ypammyyaanyyn (yuaeyi unmepuam, cyzanaa)

11. Anban écubl mporpam xaHram:k (anmueupyc npozpam,
Op2UHAIb YUIOJIUIH CUCIEM)

N

© N O~ W
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NN NN NN NN
W wWwwwwwww w w
N N IR IR
o galaalaaa oo a o
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Xyenarr A2.4. (k)i Tapaanan yidaaBIpiadcIH KOMIbIOTEPUIH IINHIK YaHAP

1 -7 ecex gapaajuiaap TIMIBIJIIHI YY?. 1-mam myy /maru caitH
Tansbl 60a100p ragaanan YHIABIPIICIH KOMIBIOTEPUIH HINHK YaHAP, OHIVIOTYYABIT
TOXOPXOMIIOOI: ... pc and notebook {
1. Toémcor (eBepmen) au3aiin 1 2|34 5 6 7
2. Tycrai yidapayya 1,2 3 4|5|6 7
3. 3acBap yiHaumiari3 1 2|3 4 5 6 7
4. BoJoMKuiiH YH) 1,2 3 4|5|6 7
5. Ammrjaaxaja xsiadap 1,2 3 4|5|6 7
6. Caiin yanaprai 1 2|3 4 5 6 7
7. Howmaar Ttonoraonyya (Kapm ynwuzu, me,jpm 11 2/3/a 5|6 7
moznyynazu )
8. YiuaBipudauiin 6aTajaraaTt xyramaa 1 2|3 4 5 6 7
9. Bpa3uauiia HIp XyHa (01010 mapcan baiioan) 1 2|3 4 5 6 7
10. Hamaar ypamuyyaas (an6an écHbl HUIAYYAISUUTH. . ..) 1 2|3 4 5 6 7
11. AnbaH écHbI IPOrpaM XaHIAMIK 1 2|3 4 5 6 7
Xyenart A2.5. (e) KomnbloTep Xynanaaan aBaxaj Xy4uH 3yiJic
1 -7 ecex napaajniaap TIMAIIIIHI YY?. 1-mam uyyxam Oum  7Mamn gyyxan
Taubl 6017100p KOMIBIOTEP XYAAIAH ABAXA/L IOOPX XYUHH 3YHJI X3P YyXaJ BI?
(e} 1-Maw uyxan 6uwm 7- maw uyxan
1. Toémcor (eBepmeIr) TU3alH 1 23 4 5|6
2. Tycraii yitaaayyn (myceaiinan 2apeacan 1000yceuitn 112034/5 6
MOH20]1 (horm 2.m)
3. 3acBap yiHaumiari3 1 23 4 5|6
4. BoJoMKuiiH YH) 1 23 4 5|6
5. Ammrmaxana xsuoap (recoverysx xai 02ipx 3aasapuuncaa) 1|2 3 4|5 6
6. Caiin yanaprai 1 23 4 5|6
7. Hoewmaar Ttonoraonyya (Kapm ynwuzeu, me,pm moznyynazy) 1|2 3 4|5 6
8. YiuaBip/aJauiiH 6aTanaraar xyranaa 1 23 4 5|6
9. Bpa3uauiin HIp XyHA (01010 mapcan daiioan) 1 23 4 5|6
10. HamaJar ypaminyyaanyya (yrazyii unmepum, cyzanaa) 1 23 4 5|6
11. An6an écubl mporpam xanram:k (anmueupyc npozpam, 123 4 5 6
Op2UHATb YUIOIULH CUCEM)
12. sfimap yacan yiaaBiIpJadcIH 600X 1 23 4 5|6
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X3CIAT 5: X3PATJIITINMNH YHAICHUM Y33J1 XAHJUTATA

XycHIrT A2.6. X3parmryiniiH YHAICHUH Y331

1 - 7ecex oapaannaap mimoIzning yy.
X3p3rmdryauiiH YHI3CHUM Y331

1. MoHrox Xxymyyc rajaagaac UMIIOPTOOP OPK UPCIH OYTIATAIXYYHIIC
w1yY MOHTOII00 YHIABIPIACIH OYTIAIXYYHUIT YPIaJDK
XyAJIJIaH aBax X3PIrTou.

2. 3eBx6H MOHTroI00 YHIABIPISX OOTOMKIYH OYTIIrIIXYYHYYAHNAT
rajiaajjaac UMIIOPTOOP OPYYIIK UPIX ECTOM.

3. MoHnrona yUnaBIpadcoH OYTIdIAPXYYH XyAalAaH aBHA IDJIAT Hb
MOHTOJIBIH aXJIBIH OalphIr Xaaramk OaifHa IICAH YT.

4. MOHTOJBIH OYTI3TAPXYYH Hb 9XHUNX, SICUMHX 0a YPIIJIK TICOH
YI39p TOAOPXOMIK OOJHO.

5. Tamaagam YHIABIPIACOIH OYTIATIAIXYYHUUT XyAaJIJIaH aBHA TIAAT Hb
MOHTOJIBIT YTy#craxk OaifHa rICoH YT.

6. Tagaaman yHnaB3pIIICOH OYTISTIOXYYHUUT XyaiiaH aBax Hb
Oypyy 3YWJ y4up Hb 3H? Hb MOHTOJIBIH )KHJITYHIBIH TOBIITHH]T
HOJI00J1/16T.

7. JXunx3H MOHT0JI XYH II3T Hb YPraJbK MOHTOMT YHIABIPIAICIH
OYTI3IIPXYYHUUT XyAaiiaH aBax XdparTo.

8. bun 6ycan opHyyIbIT OMIHAAC WYY OassH OONITOXBIH OPOH/T
MoHroa 1axp OyT3rI9XYYH YHIIABIPIIUIT HIMAITTYYISXUUH Ty
XyAQJIJIaH aBaJIT XUUX XIPATTHH .

9. MOHTONBIH OYTIITIPXYYHUHUT 36BXOH XYAaJIJIaH aBaX Hb XaMTHITH
36B apra OHII IOM.

10. XoapBa33 X3parip? O0anxryi 0011 rajaanaac opx upx Oy
OYTITIIXYYHUH Xyaangaa 6ara MOHII XyJalljaH aBalT Hb O0ara
Oaiix 60JHO.

11. Monromuyya ragaagaa YRIIBIPIACIH Oy TISTIIXYYHUNUT XyAalgaH
aBaxTyi 0aifx XdpATTdAH saraaja raBaj 3H? Hb MOHTOMYYYABIH
OM3HECUHUT OYypYyYIK MOH XXWITYHITUIH MIanTraad 0oJ10T.

12. Xs3raapianT XuiX Hb 0yX UMITOPTHIT IIaXaH raprax 00JI0MKTOMH.

13. VYpr xyramaanj Maraaryi Hagaa yHJIITIX X3Auid 4 6 MOHTOJIBIH
OYTI3IIOXYYHUHUT ASMKHH XOPOHTe OpYYIIIar.

14.Tagaan OyTIATIPXYYHUUT Ol ©0PCANIH 3aX 333JI OalpIIyyaaxsir
30BIIOOPOXTYH Oaiix EcToi.

15.Tagaan OyT3rapXyyHYYa MOHTOM pyy OpsK UPAX3/T TAKCHIH XYH/T
JapamMTTail MOH XOPUI TaBUX X3PIITOMU.

16.bux eepwuiin yican YHIIBIPIAIK YaAAXTYH OYTITAXYYHYYIUIT
36BX6H rajiaaji OpHyy1aac XyAajlgaH aBax ECTOH.

17.Mownromn x3parmraua 0ycan yacan YHIIBIPIICIH OyTIITI3XYYHHHUT
XyJalJaH aBHa r3A3T Hb MOHTOMIBIH QXKUITYHJIBIT HAOMATIYYIIIXD]T
XapuyIyiara XyJ93sK OaifHa rIcoH YT.
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1=3eBm6OpPOXTYIl

7 =36BIIGOPHS.

112 34 |5
12345
112 345
112 345
112 34 |5
12345
112 345
112 345
112 345
112 345
12345
1234 5
112 345
112 345
112 345
12,345
12 34)|5
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X9CAI' 6: KOMIOBIOTEP XYIAJIAH ABAX HIMUJIBOP TAPTAX YL
SABIL
1.Ta xomnbIOTEp XaaHaac XyJaJ1aH aBCaH BI?

(8) Ux maryyposc (eeveeeeniiiiennns )
(b) Tanupar xyH33c, Haif3aacaa, xamaaraH cajHaacaa

(c) I'agaamaac aBumMpcan

(d) Hopwuita 6apaasbl IOATYYD ( «eveerrrerreeeennnnnnns )
(e) UuTepHAITIIp 3axXHaK

(f) bycan

2. Ta xoMnbIOTEpP XyJAJJIaH aBax/JAaa TyXailH MIIILUIMHT XaaHAac OJI:K aBCaH BI?
1 99¢ unyy xapuyaim coneox 6onomxucmoti

a.I'sp oyn/Xamaaran cagan/Haii3 Hexen bXynanmaansl Teneeaera

c. Corryyn, Conun d. TeneBu3wmiiH 3ap CypTamTduiIraa
e. Websites ffanunmyynraac

g. FMpamuo H'ymamMskHBI TOpIATYYIIST cambap
L BYCall wovvvveiiiiiiiiiii e

XICAT 7: XYBUMH MDD

1. Xyiic: a.Dparmii  b.DOMarmid

2. Tanbl HAC:

a.l7-25 b.26 — 30 c.31-35

d.36 —40 e. 41-50 fBdHa3C M1

3. Tanbl 60J10BCPOJI:

a.bypsn nyHna Oyc b.Bypanu aymun
C. Tycraii Oy10y TeXHUK MAPIIXIINNAH TyH] da31

e. Mauctp, noktop

4. TaHbl a:KWJI IPXJNITHIH Oalial

a. Tepuiin Oaiiryysiaran bXyBuitH X3BUUTHIAH Oairyysiaran
C. Tepwuiin Oyc Gairyynnarana KyBuapua Xea16eIMep 3PXIIIIT

e. Tycnax ax axyit apxommr (Man asie axyu, eazap mapuanan) f.Axunryi

g. Cypamaar h.TatraBapr Gaiigar

i. [apwuiin axxuarai biycan

5. TaHbI capbIH OPJIOTO:

a. 0-300,00a@ b.300,001 - 500,600
c. 500,001 - 800,000 d. 800,001 — 1,000,000
e. 1,000,001 - 1,500,060 f. 1,500,00%yyn»3¢ m3am

Laz 3a6 2apzaxc cyoanzaano opoicon maunwvo daspnanaa
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