The Use of Country of Origin Stereotypes:
The Role of Product Specificity and Consumer Motivation
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Two experiments examined how product evaluations were affected by country-of-origin information
presented with varying amounts of product-specific information. Consistent with social judgeability
theory, participants were more likely to make COO-based judgments, once they felt like they had
product-specific information and they were motivated to conform their judgments to socially shared
standards of validity. The results of each experiment revealed that the presentation of COO information
alone was not sufficient to draw judgments based on COO stereotypes. The findings were discussed
within the framework of social-psychological models of impression formation.
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In recent vears, the United States and other
countries have begun to remove barriers to in-
ternational trade. As a result, the purchasing
environment has become more complex, and
consumers have become more familiar with foreign
goods. Therefore, companies have increasingly

begun to consider the effects of a product’s coun-

try of origin (COO) on consumers’ evaluations
of products in their decisions about globalization,
standardization and marketing strategies (e.g.,
Kim and Chung, 1997:Josiassen et al., 2008:
Lampert and Jaffe, 1996: Mihailovich, 2006: Liu
and Johnson, 2005: Insch and McBride, 2004).

Marketing research suggests that COO infor-
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mation does, indeed, affect product evaluation.
However, research on COO effects is “fragmentary”
lacking theoretical frameworks for interpreting
existing findings and deriving new hypotheses
(Laroche et al, 2005: Sin et al, 1999: Verlegh
and Steenkamp, 1999: Usunier, 2006). Conse-
quently, the precise relationship between COO
information and product evaluation remains
complicated. For instance, there are conflicting
findings about the strength of COO effects on
product evaluation and the conditions necessary
for their occurrence (Ahmed et al, 2002: Lin
and Johnson, 2005: Peterson and Jolibert, 1995:
Samiee et al, 2005: Verlegh and Steenkamp,
1999: Usunier, 2006). In addition, question has
been raised about the importance of specific
operationalizations of COO information (Chao,
2001: Peterson and Jolibert, 1995).
Accordingly, in the present research, we con-
sidered the effects of COO information on pro-
duct evaluations from the framework of social-
psychological theories of impression formation
more generally. We derived novel hypotheses
from this theoretical work about conditions that
moderate the effect of COO on product eva-
luations. Specifically, we investigated the effects
of two variables on the use of COO information
to evaluate a product: (a) the amount of product-
specific information (“product specificity”) pre-
sented with COO cues, and (b) one’s motivation
to conform product evaluations to socially shared

standards of validity.
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I. Theoretical Background

1.1 The Use of Stereotypes in
Impression Formation

Social-psychological models of impression for-
mation propose that when forming impressions
of others, the perceiver relies on both categorical
knowledge - stereotypes about the target’s social
category, and “individuating” information -
information gathered about the specific target
(e.g., Brewer, 1988: Fiske and Neuberg, 1990:
Kunda and Thagard, 1996). For instance, Fiske
and Neuberg's (1990) continuum model of im-
pression formation suggests that upon encoun-
tering a new target person, the perceiver will
recognize that the person belongs to a specific
social category (e.g., the person is Asian or the
person is female). This initial categorization ac-
tivates generic expectancies or stereotypes that
provide a basis for an initial impression of the
target. Empirical research supports this notion
showing that stereotypes often color or bias
initial impressions of others (e.g., Sagar and
Scholfield, 1980: Verlegh, 2002: Chattalas et
al., 2008).

The COO of a product functions like a social
category for a person, telling the consumer that
the product belongs to a general, abstract, ca-
tegory associated with various stereotypes (Hong
and Wyer, 1989: 1990: Nagashima, 1970: Hong
and Dong, 2006). Indeed, Nagashima (1970)



defined COO as “the picture, the reputation,
the stereotype that businessmen and consumers
attached to products of a specific country™ (p.
68). Accordingly, stereotypes associated with
the COO of a product are likely to influence
impressions or judgments of a product in much
the same what that stereotypes associated with
social categories influence judgments of a person
(e.g., Barta et al, 2000: Han, 1989; Maheswaran,
1994 Hong and Wyer,1989, 1990; Li and Wyer,
1994: Chattalas et al., 2008). Han (1989), for
instance, suggested that COO information pro-
vides consumers a generic summary or profile
to infer product quality. Furthermore, others
have found that COO stereotypes function to
color the consumer’s perceptions of specific pro-
duct attributes (e.g., Hadjimarcou and Hu, 1999:
Hong and Wyer, 1989, 1990: Li and Wyer,
1994: Hong and Dong, 2006).

1.2 Social Rules About the Use of
Stereotypes: Social Judgeability
Theory

According to social judgeability theory, people
try not only to match categorical and indivi-
duating information when forming impressions
of target individuals (or products) but also to
conform their impressions to socially shared
standards or criteria of validity (e.g., Leyens et
al, 1992: 1994: Yzerbyt et al, 1997). One such
rule in our culture is that categorical knowledge

- stereotypes - are not a valid basis for judging

a target. That is, people recognize that stereo-
types are generic abstractions rather than “real”
knowledge about an individual. Thus, it seems
unfair and inappropriate to use stereotypes as a
basis for judgments of that person (Leyens et
al., 1994: Yzerbyt et al, 1994). Consequently,
people may deliberately suppress the use of ac-
tivated stereotypes during impression formation
and judgment (e.g., Bodenhausen and Macrae,
1998: Devine, 1989: Yzerbyt et al, 1994:
Verlegh, 2002: Chattalas et al., 2008).
Because it seems unfair to base impressions
on category stereotypes, people are likely to
make stereotype-based judgments insofar they
believe stereotypes are not the primary basis
for judgment (Darley and Gross, 1983: Leyens,
et al, 1994: Yzerbyt et al, 1997). Darley and
Gross (1983), for instance, asked participants
to make judgments about a young girl, Hannah,
who was depicted in a video as either high or
low In socioeconomic status. Darley and Gross
suggested that the depiction of Hannah as poor
and underprivileged activated negative stereo-
types about academic performance. However,
participants did not make different judgments
about the poor versus wealthy Hannah's abilities
when only information about her socioeconomic
status was presented. Participants did not con-
sider stereotypes a valid basis for making a
judgment. In contrast, when additional ambiguous
information about Hannah's performance on an
intelligence test was presented, participants

judged the poor Hannah as less intelligent than
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the wealthy Hannah. When they had person-
specific information, participants felt they were
informed enough about Hannah to make a
judgment about her: that their judgments
would not be derived simply from stereotypes
about socioeconomic status. However, because
the person-specific information was not incon-
sistent with activated stereotypes, participants’
judgments corresponded to stereotypes associated
with Hannah's socioeconomic status.

In accordance with social judgeability theory,
a consumer is likely to recognize the inappro-
priateness of evaluating a product based merely
on abstract COO stereotypes. Thus, the consumer
should be most likely to make COO-based judg-
ments of a product when he or she has enough
product-specific information to feel entitled to
judge, and when that product-specific information
is not inconsistent with the general COO stereotype.

We propose that the COO of a product may
be manipulated in varying degrees of “product
specificity” and thus provide different amounts
of information about the product that legitimizes
and validates COO-based judgments. For instance,
a product’s COO can be manipulated by the
presentation of only a super-ordinate category
such as “a car made in Japan™ or “a car made in
the US.A.” (eg., Cattin et al, 1982: Nagashima,
1970: Narayana, 1981: Maheswaran and Chen,
2006). Judgments of a product based only on
such super-ordinate COO labels are necessarily
category-based. The consumer judges a broad

category of products, not an actual or real
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product. As a result, the consumer will likely
feel he or she has no valid basis for making a
judgment and thus suppress the use of acti-
vated COO stereotypes.

Alternatively, a product’'s COO can be mani-
pulated by the presentation of the manufacturer
of the product made in a given country such
as “a Toyota,” or “a Ford”. Finally, COO has
been manipulated by the presentation of the
manufacturer and specific brand name of a
product made in a given country such as “Toyota
Camry,” or “Ford Taurus™ (Erickson et al., 1984:
Johansson et al, 1985, 1994: Johansson and
Thorelli, 1985: Hsieh, 2004). In each of these
latter cases, the consumer may feel entitled to
make judgments of the product because the
primary basis of judgment is one’s real ex-
periences with or knowledge about actual pro-
ducts (ie., one's experience with different Toyotas
or Toyota Camrys in particular) not merely
abstract, generic COO stereotypes. However, to
the extent that the consumer's mental repre-
sentation or knowledge of these more specific
products is similar to his or her representation
of the super-ordinate categories (“Japanese/
American cars”) the consumer’s judgments of
those products are likely to be consistent with
general COO stereotypes (Kunda and Thagard,
1996).

1.3 The Role of Accountability

Social cognition theorists have identified two



broad categories of information-processing goals
that influence social judgment: nondirectional
goals, the desire to reach an accurate or ex-
pedient conclusion without concern for content,
and directional goals, the desire to reach a
conclusion of a particular type or content (e.g.,
Chaiken et al.,, 1989: Kruglanski, 1989; Kunda,
1990: Paolini et al., 2009: Sorrentino and Higgins,
1986). Our research concerns the role of non-
directional goals (e.g., accuracy motivation, ac-
countability) in moderating the use of COO ste-
reotypes because product evaluations are likely
to be influenced by such motivations.
Accountability induces people to think in a
self-evaluative way (“how will others evaluate
me?"). As a result, accountable social perceivers
are likely to be more diligent about conforming
their judgments to socially shared standards or
criteria of validity (e.g. categorical knowledge
- stereotypes - are not, in and of themselves, a
valid basis for judging a target). Indeed, Tetlock
and his colleagues found that when participants
expected to account for their judgments (ie. to
justify them to another person) they paid closer
attention to individuating information and formed
more complex impressions (Tetlock, 1983: 1985:
Tetlock and Kim, 1987: Tetlock et al., 1996).
Accordingly, we hypothesize that consumers
will hesitate to make COO-based judgments
when presented with only COO information (e.g.,
"a car made in Japan”). In contrast, the pre-
sentation of product-specific information should

entitle the consumer to make a judgment. And

if the consumer’s knowledge of such specific,
subordinate categories (e.g., a Toyota, a Toyota
Camry) is similar to one’s representation of the
super-ordinate category (“Japanese cars”), the
consumer's judgments should be consistent with
general COO stereotypes. Further, because ac-
countable consumers should more diligently think
about such product information or knowledge
as a basis for judgment, this effect should be
greater insofar as consumers feel accountable
for their judgments - accountable consumers
will make judgments that are more consistent

with COO stereotypes.

[I. Experiment 1

Experiment 1 was designed to test the pos-
sibility that the manufacturer and brand name
of a product provides product-specific infor-
mation that makes one feel entitled to make
product judgments consistent with general COO
stereotypes. In addition, Experiment 1 investi-
gated the role of accountability in moderating
the effect of product specificity on the use of
COO-stereotypes. Specifically, Experiment 1
examined the effects of COO stereotypes on
students’ evaluations of automobiles made in
Japan versus the US.A. Although the quality
ratings of American automobiles are getting closer
to those of Japanese cars due to the continuous

efforts of the three American manufacturers,
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Japanese automobiles are still rated by “objective”
sources (e.g., Consumer Report, Consumer
Guide) to be better built than American cars
in general (e.g., Agbonifoh and Elimimian, 1999).
Furthermore, the results of a pilot study con-
ducted for measuring the cultural stereotypes
(Devine, 1989: Devine and Elliot, 1995) of a
Japanese car and a domestic car indicated that
Japanese automobiles were stereotypically asso-
ciated with higher quality ratings than American
automobiles.”

The product specificity of the automobiles
was manipulated by presenting COO only (“A
car made in Japan,” “A car made in the US.A."),
or by presenting COO plus a manufacturer and
brand name ("A Toyota Camry made in Japan,”
“A Ford Taurus made in the US.A.”). Because
the presentation of a brand name that is familiar
to participants might, in and of itself, make
them feel entitled to evaluate the automobile

independent of product specificity per se, we

included a third condition in which we pre-
sented the COO plus a manufacturer and an
unfamiliar brand name (“A Toyota Solara made
in Japan,” “A Ford Focus made in the US.A™:
two cars were new brand in the experiment time).

Consistent with social judgeability theory, we
predicted that participants would rely more on
COQO stereotypes and thus give the Japanese
automobile higher quality ratings than the
American automobile when COO information
was presented with a manufacturer and brand
name than when COO was presented alone,
Furthermore, we predicted that this effect
would be particularly evident among accountable

(versus non-accountable) participants.

2.1 Method

2.1.1 Participants and Design

Three hundred and twenty four American

1

82

Devine and her colleagues (1989, 1995) proposed that people’s knowledge of stereotypes may or may not be same as their
personal beliefs. Specifically, stereotypes and personal beliefs represent part of people’'s entire knowledge base of a
particular object. However, personal beliefs are propositions that are accepted as being true but have gone through a
revision, while stereotypes remains stable once established. The distinction between stereotypes and beliefs is important
for us to understand how stereotypes influence peoples’ impression formation and product evaluation. We conducted a
pilot study with 120 business majors to explore whether their stereotypes are different between the Japanese car and the
American car. The 10 items used for this study to examine the stereotypes were shown in Appendix. Each subject was
asked to indicate the extent to which they agree that each of the 10 statements was part of the cultural stereotypes of
either the Japanese car or the American car held by other people throughout all 50 states (1: strongly disagree, 7:
strongly agree). It was emphasized that we are not interested in their personal beliefs. The t-test based on a composite
measure using all 10 items showed that Japanese car (M = 4.51) was stereotypically perceived better than the American
car(M = 4.18), t(118) = 241, p <.05. The 10 individual t-tests indicated that the Japanese car was rated better than
the American car with respect to the six aspects: reliability, satisfaction, defects, resale value, gas mileage and
maintenance cost (p's <.05), while the American automobile was recognized to be better than the Japanese automobile
in the two aspects: power and safety (p's <.05). However, our subjects thought that two cars were same in terms of
the two aspects: design and price.
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undergraduate students in introductory marketing,
sociology, and communication courses took part
in the study in exchange for extra credit. Par-
ticipants were randomly assigned to one of 12
experimental conditions in a 2 (COO of product:
Japan versus United States) x 3 (product speci-
ficity: COO only, COO plus manufacturer and
familiar brand name, COO plus manufacturer
and unfamiliar brand name) x 2 (accountability:

low versus high) between-subject design.

2.1.2 Procedure.

The experiment was conducted with partici-
pants as they were seated in their classrooms.
The experimenter introduced the study as an
investigation of how consumers evaluate a new
car on various dimensions. The experimenter
then distributed booklets containing the ex-
perimental manipulations and the dependent
measures. The first page of the booklet con-
tained the purpose of the study along with the
accountability manipulation. Following Tetlock's
(1983) procedure, participants in the high-
accountabhility condition were given the following
instructions:

We are interested in your evaluation and
judgments based on deliberation. However, in a
business setting, you must be able to account
for your reasons for the evaluation. Thus, you
will be asked later to discuss your views and
justify the basis for your evaluations to a group

of students who may have different views on

this subject. Therefore, while you make this
evaluation, be prepared for this and carefully
answer the question.

In contrast, participants in the low-accountability
condition were given the following instructions:

We are interested in your evaluation and
judgments based on your gut feeling. We are
not interested in the accuracy of your eva-
luations: our objective is to understand possible
perceptual differences among people when they
make quick judgments. Since there is no right
or wrong perception, don't worry about the ac-
curacy of your responses: simply make quick
guesses based on your gut feelings after reading
each question.

The second page of the booklet introduced
the manipulations of product COO and product
specificity. Specifically, participants were asked
to rate an automobile made either in Japan or
the United States. The product specificity of
the automobiles was manipulated at three levels:
COO only, COO plus a familiar brand name
and COO plus an unfamiliar brand name. In the
COO only condition, participants were simply
asked to evaluate either a “typical American
car manufactured and designed by an American
automobile company,” or a “typical Japanese
car manufactured and designed by a Japanese
automobile company.” In the COO plus manu-
facturer and familiar brand name condition, sub-
jects were asked to evaluate either a "FORD
Taurus manufactured and designed by an

American automobile company”™ or a “TOYOTA
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Camry manufactured and designed by a
Japanese automobile company.”” In the COO
plus manufacturer and unfamiliar brand name
condition, subjects were asked to evaluate either
a "FORD Focus manufactured and designed
by a American automobile company” or a
"TOYOTA Solara manufactured and designed
by a Japanese automobile company.™

Participants evaluated the depicted automobile
in terms of ten attributes derived from previous
research (Roth and Romeo,1992: Cattin et al.,
1982) and consumer magazines. See Appendix
A for the ten attributes. After rating the au-
tomobile, participants answered two questions
designed to assess the effectiveness of the ac-
countahility manipulation (Tetlock, 1983: Tetlock
& Kim, 1987).

The first item asked participants to “rate the
extent to which you were concerned with making
an error in your judgment.” The second items
asked participants to “rate the extent to which
you were concerned with the possibility that

your evaluation would be judged by other people.”

Responses to each item were made on a
9-point scale ranging from 1 (very concerned)
to 9 (not at all concerned). Next, to assess the
familiarity manipulation, we asked participants
to indicate their familiarity with the Ford
Taurus, Toyota Camry, Ford Focus, and the
Toyota Solara using a 7-point rating scale
ranging from 1 (very familiar) to 7 (very un-
familiar). Finally, participants were thanked,

debriefed and released.

2.2 Results

2.2.1 Accountability manipulation check

We averaged responses to the two items
used to assess the effectiveness of the accoun-
tability manipulation to form an accountability
index (Cronbach's @ = .70). We then per-
formed a 2 (COO of product: Japan, United
States) x 3(product specificity: COO only, COO
plus manufacturer and familiar brand name,

COO plus manufacturer and unfamiliar brand

2) We tried to select two familiar cars from the United States and Japan, which are comparable in terms of size, price, and

84

performance. First of all, a pilot test was conducted to learn which brand name would come to people’s minds as a
typical Japanese and a typical American car. 65 undergraduates were asked to list the brand names of a typical
American car and a typical Japanese car. For the American car, Ford Taurus was named most frequently (36 out of
65), while for the Japanese car, the HONDA Accord (24 out of 65) and TOYOTA Camry (21 out of 65) were
mentioned most frequently. However, according to the Fuel Economy Guide published by the United States Department
of Energy, the HONDA Accord was classified as a compact car based on the interior volume of the car, while the
TOYOTA Camry was classified as a mid-size car along with the Ford Taurus. Thus, we chose TOYOTA Camry as the
familiar Japanese car, while Ford Taurus was selected as the familiar American car.

FORD Focus and TOYOTA Solara were chosen as two unfamiliar brand names from the United States and Japan.
Although TOYOTA Solara has been introduced as a sport coupe version of Camry, this car was never referred to in the
pilot test. FORD Focus was a brand new car which had been introduced less than two months before we conducted the
experiment.
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name) x 2 (accountability: low, high) analysis
of variance (ANOVA) on the accountability
index. As expected, the main effect of accoun-
tability was significant, F (1, 310) = 6.39, p
= 01. Participants in the high accountability
condition reported feeling more concerned with
the possibility of being judged by others (M =
5.89) than participants in the low accountability
condition (M = 6.38). There were no other

significant main effects or interaction effects.

2.2.2 Familiarity manipulation check

The mean familiarity rating for the FORD
Taurus, TOYOYA Camry , FORD Focus, and
TOYOTA Solara were 361, 4.50, 5.04 and 5.99
respectively. The average familiarity rating of
the two familiar brands - the Ford Taurus and
the Toyota Camry (M = 4.11) was signifi-
cantly lower (indicating greater familiarity) than
the average of the two unfamiliar brands - the
Ford Focus and the Toyota Solara (M =
551), t (276) = -1546, p < 0l. These results
suggest that participants were indeed more
familiar with the “familiar”™ brands than the

“unfamiliar” brands.

2.2.3 Evaluation of the Automobile

A factor analysis was first performed on
responses to the ten items designed to assess
evaluations of the depicted automobile. Item

purification procedures were applied in order to

obtain a simple factor structure with reliable
items (Bohrnstedt, 1983: Churchill, 1979). The
process was based on an iterative procedure
requiring the following steps: (1) the factor
pattern and the reliabilities of the items tapping
each factor were assessed, (2) unreliable items
or those loading on multiple factors were deleted,
and (3) the factor analysis and reliability an-
alyses were conducted again without those items.
Seven items “survived” this item purification
process. The eigen-value criterion and scree
test (Catell, 1966) suggested that the seven
items loaded on a single factor that explained
61.5% of the total variance. These seven items
were averaged to develop a composite rating of
overall quality (see Appendix A). Cronbach’s
alpha for the composite measure was .90.

We performed a 2 (COO of product) x 3
(product specificity) x 2 (accountability) ANOVA
on the overall quality ratings. There was a
significant main effect of product specificity, F
(1, 310) = 833, p < .001. Regardless of its
COO, subjects rated the overall quality of the
automobile in the COO only condition (M =
450) significantly less favorably than in the
COO plus manutacturer and familiar brand name
condition (M = 3.84) or the COO plus manu-
facturer and unfamiliar brand name condition
(M =397), t (310) = 386, p<.01 and t (310)
= 3.10, p < .01, respectively. There was also a
significant main effect of accountability, F (1,
310) = 790, p < .01. Overall, participants in

the high accountability condition gave more
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favorable ratings of the automobiles (M =
391) than those in the low accountability
condition (M = 4.30).

In addition, there was a significant COO of
product x accountability interaction effect, F
(1, 310) = 641, p = .01. In the low accoun-
tability condition, subjects made similar quality
evaluations of the Japanese automobiles (M =
4.37) and of the US automobiles (M = 4.23),
t (3100 = 71, p = .24. However, high ac-
countability participants rated the Japanese
automobiles (M = 3.63) more favorably than
the US automobiles (M = 4.20), t (310) =
-2.89, p < .0l. Further analyses indicated that
ratings of the US automobiles were the same
in the low accountability condition (M = 4.23)
and high accountability condition (M = 4.20),

t (310) = 15 p = 44. Ratings of the Japanese
automobiles, however, were more positive in
the high accountability condition (M = 3.63)
than in the low accountability condition (M =
4.37), t (310) = -3.76 p < .001.

More relevant to our hypothesis, this two
way interaction was qualified by the predicted
2 (COO of product) x 3 (product specificity) x
2 (accountability) interaction effect, F( 2, 310)
= 313, p = .045. The means for this in-
teraction effect are depicted in Table 1.

As can be seen in Table 1, accountability
moderated the effect of COO on the auto-
mobile quality ratings in the COO plus manu-
facturer and familiar brand name condition and
in the COO plus manufacturer and unfamiliar

brand name condition but not in the COO only

{Table 1) Experiment 1 Means (Standard Deviations) for Specificity of COO Information,
Accountability and C.0.0.

C.O0.0.
Manufacturer name

Accountability Familiar brand name

Specificity of COO Information

C00 C.0.0.
Manufacturer name Only
Unfamiliar brand name

High Accountability

Japan 3.37
(1.29)*

US.A 417
(0.82)

Low Accountability

Japan 411
(1.09)

US.A. 3.71
(1.37)

291 462
(1.13) (0.95)
3.99 442
(1.33) (1.29)
4.58 444
(1.34) (1.25)
4.46 452
(1.49) (1.53)

* standard deviation

86 SHEOFAIEIMY 133 M4z 20124 19



condition. Specifically, when the COO was the
only information available for the participants,
the overall quality ratings of the Japanese
automobile were not different from those of
the American automobile in either the high or
low accountability conditions. However, in the
COO plus manufacturer and familiar brand
name condition, high accountability participants
rated the Japanese automobile more favorably
(M = 337) than the American one (M =
417), t (310) = -2.35, p < .0l. Low accounta-
bility participants, however, did not rate the
Japanese automobile significantly more favorably
(M = 4.11) than the American automobile (M
= 371),t (310) = 116, p = .12.

As expected, a similar pattern of results
emerged in the COO plus manufacturer and
unfamiliar brand name condition. Namely, high
accountability participants rated the Japanese
automobile significantly more favorably (M =
291) than the American automobile (M =
399), t (310) = -284, p < .01. In contrast,
low accountability participants did not rate the
Japanese automobile significantly more favorably
(M = 458) than the American automobile (M
= 446), t (310) = 35 p = .36.

2.3 Discussion

The results of Experiment 1 were consistent
with our hypothesis. Participants made more
stereotype-based judgments of Japanese and

American automobiles when COO information

was presented with a manufacturer and brand
name than when COO was presented alone.
Furthermore, this effect was particularly evident
among accountable (versus non-accountable) par-
ticipants. Thus, the results suggest that COO
information is likely to impact product judg-
ments insofar as the consumer believes that
COO stereotypes are not the primary basis for
judgment and the consumer is motivated to
conform his or her judgments to socially shared
criteria of validity (e.g., COO stereotypes are
not, in and of themselves, a valid basis for
judging a product).

In accordance with social judgeability theory,
we suggest that participants in the COO only
condition recognized that their judgments would
necessarily be based on COO stereotypes. And
given the cultural rule that stereotypes are not
a valid basis for judgment (e.g., Leyens, et al.,
1994: Yzerbyt, et al, 1994) participants in the
COO only condition suppressed the use of ac-
tivated COO stereotypes in their judgments.

The presentation of the manufacturer and
brand name, however, provided enough product-
specific information for participants to feel en-
titled to make quality judgments of the depic-
ted automobile. Since knowledge of such specific
product categories presented (e.g, a Toyota
Camry) is likely to be similar to participants’
representation of the super-ordinate category
(“Japanese cars”), judgments were largely con-
sistent with general COO stereotypes. Impor-
tantly, it appears that the amount of product-
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specific information, rather than familiarity
with specific brand names, entitled participants
to make COO-based judgments. Participants
made more COO-consistent judgments when
COO information was presented with the manu-
facturer and a familiar brand name and when
COO information was presented with the manu-
facturer and an unfamiliar brand name. Finally,
this effect was accentuated among accountable
participants because they were presumably more
diligent in considering activated product knowledge
or information as a basis for judgment.

The results of Experiment 1 also indicated
that, overall, participants rated the Japanese
automobile more favorably in the high versus
low accountability condition. However, ratings
of the American automobiles did not vary as a
function of accountability. This finding may
reflect that participants had more positive stereo-
types about Japanese versus American cars,
but were also motivated to express favoritism
for the home country product. In the low ac-
countability condition this in-group favoritism
was evident in the lower evaluations of the
Japanese automobile. The devaluation of the
Japanese automobile in the low accountability
condition may have served an ego-protective
function - allowing the participant to maintain
a positive social identity as a U.S. citizen in
the face of a negative social comparison. In the
high accountability condition, however, this
ethnocentric ego-protective goal appears to

have given way to the goal form an accurate,
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justifiable impression.

If the goal to form an accurate, justifiable
impression overrides in-group bias in product
evaluations, one might expect that corporate
managers, who are accountable for their business
decisions, would tend to not exhibit such
in-group bias. Indeed, White (1979) found that
American purchasing managers evaluated in-
dustrial products from their home country to
be inferior to those made in Germany.

Although the results of Experiment 1 sus-
tained our general hypothesis, an important inter-
pretive issue still is needed to be answered. A
possible question can be raised about whether
the provision of the manufacturer name was
good enough for participants to feel entitled to
judge the automobiles or whether the provision
of a brand name either familiar or unfamiliar
was also required. It is possible that the presen-
tation of a specific exemplar - the automobile
brand name - was necessary to make participants
feel entitled to make COO-consistent judgments.
When asked to judge a particular brand name
(e.g., Toyota Camry, Toyota Solara) they
could base their judgments on first hand ex-
perience with the specific automobiles or exe-
mplars presumed to be similar to that auto-
mobile. Consequently, judgments of the auto-
mobile would not seem as though they were
unfairly based on abstract COO stereotypes.

Alternatively, it is possible that the presen-
tation of a real (familiar) manufacturer (e.g.,

Toyota, Ford) provided enough “concrete”



information to make participants feel entitled
to make product judgments. In accordance with
associative network models of semantic memory
developed by cognitive psychologists (e.g.,
Anderson, 1976: 1983: Collins & Loftus, 1975,
Posner & Snyder, 1975), a category of objects
(e.g., Automobiles made by Toyota) is repre-
sented in memory as a knowledge structure or
node that is connected to other concepts (e.g.,
specific exemplars, attributes) through relational
or associative links. Furthermore, the activation
of a given concept or category in memory is
thought to automatically (i.e., without awareness)
activate connected concepts through spreading
of activation along the associative links (Blair
2002: Collins & Loftus, 1975: Murray et al,
2005: Posner & Snyder, 1975). Thus, it is pos-
sible that the name of an automobile manu-
facturer (Toyota, Ford) is linked closely enough
with specific exemplars and attributes relevant
to quality judgments that the presentation of
the manufacturer name activated those exemplars

and attributes to serve as a basis for judgment.

ll. Experiment 2

We designed Experiment 2 to replicate the

findings of Experiment 1 that when motivated

by accountability, people make more COO-
consistent judgments of a product when COO
information is presented with the manufacturer
and brand name than when COO information
is presented alone. Furthermore, we designed
Experiment 2 to test whether the presentation
of a specific brand name of a product is ne-
cessary for people to feel entitled to make
product judgments or whether the presentation

of the manufacturer name is sufficient.

3.1 Method
3.1.1 Participants and Design”

One hundred and sixty eight undergraduate
students in introductory marketing and sociology
courses participated in exchange for extra credit.

Participants were randomly assigned to one
of eight experimental conditions in a 2 (COO
of automobiles: Japan versus United States) x
4 (product specificity: COO only, COO plus
manufacturer and an unfamiliar brand name,
COO plus manufacturer, COO plus an unfamiliar

brand name) between-subjects design.
3.1.2 Procedure

The procedure was almost identical to that of

Experiment 1. The experiment was conducted

4) In experiment 2, all the subjects were under the high accuracy goal condition, because the results of experiment 1
indicated that there were no mean differences between the Japanese automobiles and the American automobiles under

the low accuracy goal motivation.
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with participants as they were seated in their
classrooms. The experimenter introduced the
study as an investigation of how consumers eva-
luate a new car on various dimensions. The
experimenter then distributed booklets con-
taining the experimental manipulations and the
dependent measures. On the first page of the
booklet all participants read the same instruc-
tions used in Experiment 1 to induce partici-
pants to feel accountable for their judgments.
The next page presented an automobile to
evaluate along with the manipulations of the
automobile’s COO and product specificity. As
in Experiment 1, the depicted automobile was
made in either the United States or Japan.
Regarding product specificity, participants in
the COO only condition were asked to evaluate
a “typical American/Japanese car manufactured
and designed by a American/Japanese auto-
mobile company.” Participants in the COO plus
manufacturer and an unfamiliar brand name
condition were asked to evaluate a “Neptune
manufactured and designed by a American/
Japanese automobile company, FORD/TOYOTA”,
Participants in the COO plus manufacturer
condition were asked to evaluate a "FORD/
TOYOTA manufactured and designed by an
American/Japanese automobile company.” Finally,
in the COO plus an unfamiliar brand name
condition, participants were asked to evaluate a
“Neptune manufactured and designed by an
American/Japanese automobile company.”

Participants rated the quality of the depicted

90 SHEOFAIEIMY 33 Mis 20124 19

automobile by responding to the same 10 items
used in Experiment 1. After rating the auto-
mobile, participants responded to the two items
used in Experiment 1 to assess the degree to
which participants felt accountable for their
product evaluations. Finally, participants were

debriefed and dismissed.

3.2 Results

As in experiment 1, the two items measuring
accountability were averaged to form an ac-
countability index (Cronbach's a = .62). The
mean accountability index was 5.29. This is
comparable to the mean accountability index
for participants in the high accountahility con-
dition of Experiment 1 (M = 5.89). Thus, it
appears that, in Experiment 2, the accounta-
bility instructions were effective,

The same item purification procedures described
in Experiment 1 were applied to the ten items
used to evaluate the automobile. The same
seven items survived after the procedure. The
eigen-value criterion and scree test (Catell,
1966) agreed on one factor structure, which ex-
plained 56.5% of the total variation. We dev-
eloped a composite measure of overall quality
by averaging responses to those seven items
(See Appendix A). Cronbach’s alpha for the
aggregate quality rating was .87. The mean
quality rating for each condition is presented in
Table 2.

The overall quality ratings were subjected to



(Table 2> Experiment 2 Means(Standard Deviations) for Specificity of COO Information and C.0.0.

Specificity of C.0.0. Information

C.0.0. C.0.0. C.O0.0. C.0.0.
Manufacturer Name Manufacturer Name
C.0.0. Model Name Model Name
Japan 3.05 3.20 3.28 453
(1.35)* (1.28) (1.39) (0.96)
US.A. 419 418 3.81 440
(1.43) (1.06) (1.24) (1.16)

* standard deviation

a 2 (COO of automobiles: Japan versus United
States) x 4 (product specificity: COO only,
COO plus a manufacturer name and an un-
familiar model name, COO plus a manufacturer
name, COO plus an unfamiliar model name)
ANOVA. The main effect of COO was sig-
nificant, F (1, 120) = 828, p < .01, indicating
that participants rated Japanese automobiles
more positively (M = 351) than American
Automobiles (M = 4.15). The main effect of
product specificity was also significant, F (1,
120) = 3.79, p < .01. Post-hoc analyses re-
vealed that, regardless of whether the depicted
automobile was made in Japan or the United
States, participants rated it less favorably when
COO was presented alone (M = 4.46) than
when COO was presented with either (a) the
manufacturer name plus an unfamiliar brand
name (M = 362), t (120) = 271, p < .01 (b)
the manufacturer name (M = 3.69), t (120 )
= 248, p < .01, or (c) the unfamiliar brand

name (M = 354), t (120) = 297, p < 0L
Finally, the COO x product specificity interac-
tion effect failed to reach significance, F (3, 120)
= 166, p = .18.

Although the interaction effect was not sig-
nificant, we conducted a series of post-hoc com-
parisons to further test the moderating effect
of product specificity on the use of COO
stereotypes. First, participants in the COO only
condition did not rate the Japanese automobile
more favorably (M = 4.53) than the American
automobile (M = 440), t (120) = 30, p =
.38, Also, participants in the COO plus manu-
facturer and unfamiliar brand name condition
did rate the Japanese automobile more favorably
(M = 3.05) than the American automobile (M
= 419), t (120) = -260, p < .01. Together,
these results replicate the findings of Experiment
1 suggesting that participants made judgments
of the automobiles based more on general COO

stereotypes when they were given product-specific

The Use of Country of Origin Stereotypes: The Role of Product Specificity and Consumer Motivation 91



information that validated and entitled such
judgments,

Extending the findings of Experiment 1, we
found that participants in the COO plus manu-
facturer condition rated the Japanese auto-
mobile more favorably (M = 3.20) than the
American automobile (M = 4.18), t (120) =
-2.23, p < .05. Finally, participants in the COO
plus unfamiliar brand name condition did not
rate the Japanese automobile more favorably
(M = 3.28) than the American automobile (M
= 381), t (120) = -120, p = .12. These
findings suggest that the presentation of the
manufacturer name was sufficient and necessary
for participants to make judgments consistent

with general COO stereotypes.

3.3 Discussion

The results of Experiment 2 replicated the
findings of Experiment 1. Participants motivated
by accountability made more stereotype-based
judgments of Japanese and American auto-
mobiles when COO information was presented
with a manufacturer and brand name than
when COO was presented alone.

In addition, the results of Experiment 2 ex-
tended the findings of Experiment 1 by testing
whether the presentation of a specific brand
name of a product is necessary for people to
feel entitled to make product judgments or
whether the presentation of the manufacturer

name is sufficient. The findings suggest that
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the presentation of a manufacturer (e.g., Toyota,
Ford) provided enough information to make
participants feel entitled to make product judg-
ments. Presumably, one's representation of an
automobile manufacturer in memory is linked
closely or strongly with specific exemplars and
attributes relevant to quality judgments, and
the presentation of the manufacturer name is
sufficient to activate those exemplars and at-
tributes to serve as a basis for judgment. As a
result of this spreading of activation, the con-
sumer does not perceive that his or her judgments

are unfairly based on generic COO stereotypes.

IV. General Discussion

The findings of the present research contri-
bute to a growing body of international mar-
keting research on the importance of specific
operationalizations of COO information such the
use of manufacturer or brand names versus
COO information only (eg., Burning, 1997: Chao,
2001: Haubl, 1996: Peterson and Jolibert, 1995:
Tse and Gordon 1992). Our research provides a
theoretical framework for delineating the ef-
fects of COO information presented with dif-
ferent amounts of other product-specific infor-
mation. Consistent with social judgeabhility theory,
our research suggests that consumers are likely
to make COO-based judgments of a product

insofar as they feel they have product-specific



information that is not inconsistent with COO
stereotypes, and they are motivated to conform
their judgments to socially shared standards of
judgment validity and thus diligently think
about such product-specific information. This
can be explained by research results on the cue
consistency (Miyazaki et al, 2005). Miyazaki
and his colleague found that inconsistent cue
pairs between extrinsic cues such as country-
of-origin, brand, and price resulted in insigni-
ficant effects on product evaluation, while in-
fluence of consistent cues was significant.
Specifically, Experiments 1 and 2 both re-
vealed that when motivated by accountability,
participants made more stereotype-based judg-
ments of Japanese and American automobiles
when COO information was presented with a
manufacturer (e.g, TOYOTA, FORD, HONDA,
G.M.) and brand name (e.g., Camry, Taurus,
Accord, Impala) than when COO was presented
alone. Thus, the presentation of COO infor-
mation alone is likely to be insufficient to con-
sistently elicit judgments of products based on
COO stereotypes. Consumers are likely to re-
cognize that when COO information is presen-
ted alone, (a) product judgments will neces-
sarily be based on COO stereotypes and (b)
that COO stereotypes, in and of themselves,
are not a valid basis for making product eva-
luations. In contrast, the presentation of the
manufacturer by itself or with a particular
brand name entitles the consumer to make a

judgment and thus elicits product evaluations

that are more consistent with general COO
stereotypes.

The findings of the present research also
contribute to the social-psychological literature
on the effect of accuracy motivation on the
use of stereotypes in impression formation.
Historically, social psychologists have suggested
that stereotypes simplify impression formation
by providing a “ready-made” impression of a
person based on his or her category membership.
Stereotypes thus obviate the need to engage in
effortful processing of individuating information
(e.g., Allport, 1954: Fiske and Taylor, 1991:
Hamilton and Trolier, 1986). In a similar vein,
Johansson (1989) suggested that consumers rely
on COQO stereotypes as a mental short-cut re-
ducing the cognitive demand required for eva-
luating a product.

Accordingly, research has shown that when
a perceiver is motivated by expediency or lacks
cognitive resources to carefully process indivi-
duating information, he or she relies more on
stereotypes in social judgment (e.g., Bodenhausen,
1990: Kruglanski and Freund, 1983). Conversely,
accuracy motivation (e.g., induced through ac-
countability) attenuates the effect of stereotypes
on social judgment when individuating (target-
specific) information that is inconsistent with
the stereotype is available (e.g., Fiske and
Neuberg, 1990: Kruglanski and Freund, 1983:
Neuberg and Fiske, 1987: Tetlock, 1983: 1985).
When motivated by accuracy, the perceiver

deliberately avoids arriving at an impression
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prematurely by relying on ready-made stereo-
types (Kruglanski, 1989). Instead, the perceiver
opts to engage in the more complex and effor-
tful process of integrating available individua-
ting information (Fiske and Neuberg, 1990:
Tetolck and Kim, 1987).

In this context, our findings suggest that ac-
curacy motivation induced by accountability
can actually have the counter-intuitive effect
of increasing the use of stereotypes in social
judgment. Specifically, if the perceiver has
target-specific information that is not inconsis-
tent with activated stereotypes or simply pro-
vides the illusion that he or she is well-informed
(e.g.. Yzberyt et al., 1994), accuracy motivation
may lead the perceiver to inadvertently rely
more on activated stereotypes as a basis for
social judgment.

The present research also contributes to mar-
keting research on the effect of consumer mo-
tivation on product evaluation. Specifically, previous
research has considered motivation to process
product information in careful manner induced
by increasing issue involvement - the personal
relevance/importance of the decision task
(Johnson and Eagle 1989, 1990: Maheswaran
and Meyers-Levy 1990: Petty and Cacioppo,
1979, 1990). Like accountability manipulations,
issue involvement manipulations induce the
individual to process product (or person) infor-
mation in a careful, deliberate manner (Petty
and Cacioppo, 1979). Accordingly, under con-

ditions of high issue involvement, people are
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less likely to rely on COO stereotypes to eva-
luate a product in lieu of carefully processing
product-specific information (Giirhan-Canli and
Maheswaran 2000).

Accountability and issue involvement mani-
pulations differ in the psychological mechanism
through which they elicit the goal to process
target information in a careful, effortful manner.
Issue involvement manipulations increase the
relevance of a judgment to the individual from
his or her own private perspective. The person
is made to believe that his or her judgment
will have important consequences for the self.
In contrast, accountahility manipulations induce
the person to consider an evaluative audience
other than one's self. The person considers how

others will evaluate him or her.

4.1 Limitations

Although the present research contributes to
our understanding of COO effects, it is not
without limitations. Experimental studies of the
effects of COO on product evaluations have
been criticized because, unlike situations in
which consumers evaluate products in real life,
the amount of information about a given pro-
duct is limited. As a result, the effect of the
product’s COO on evaluations could be overes-
timated (Bilkey and Nes, 1982: Peterson and
Jolibert, 1995: Pharr 2005; Usunier, 2006). The
information presented about the automobiles was

presented in our experiments was considerably



less complex than what the consumer is likely
to encounter in a real-life. As with any ex-
perimental investigation it is difficult to know
the relative magnitude of COO effects on
product evaluations in more complex situations
where other variables are not held constant. On
a positive note, however, the highly controlled
experimental setting affords the researcher con-
trol over extraneous variables and thus allows
for an investigation of the processes underlying
the effects of COO that would be more dif-
ficult or impossible to delineate in a more

“natural” setting.

4.2 Summary and Conclusion

In the present research, we used social-
psychological theories of impression formation
to derive hypotheses about the conditions that
moderate the effects of COO stereotypes on
product evaluations. Our findings suggest that
consumers are likely to make COO-based judg-
ments of a product insofar as (a) they feel
that COO stereotypes are not the primary basis
for their judgments - that is, they have enough
product-specific information to legitimize making
a judgment, and (b) they are motivated to
conform their judgments to socially shared stan-
dards of judgment validity (e.g., COO stereotypes
are not a valid basis for product judgments).

(= FFY: 2011, 09. 20»
AAF FAY: 2011 12. 30)
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Appendix

The original teen attributes were:

L.

2.
3.
4
5

(price) Very Inexpensive/Expensive. (1=very inexpensive: 9 =very expensive)

reliability) *Very Reliable/Unreliable. (1 =very reliable: 9 = very unreliable)

. (power) *Very Powerful/Weak engine. (1 =very powerful: 9 = very weak)

(
(safety) *Very Safe/Unsafe in an accident. (1 =very safe : 9 = very unsafe)
(
(

design) Designed more for Young/Old people. (1 =designed more for young people :
designed more for old people)
(maintenance cost) *Inexpensive/Expensive to maintain for five years. (1 =very

inexpensive: 9 = very expensive)

7. (satisfaction) *Very Satisfied/Dissatisfied. (1 =very satisfied: 9 = very dissatisfied)

(gas mileage) Good/Poor gas mileage. (1 =good gas mileage: 9 = poor gas mileage

9. (defects) *Little/A Lot of defects during the fifth year of ownership. (1 =very little

defects problem : 9 =a lot of defects problem)

9 =

10. (resale value) *Excellent/Poor resale value after the fifth year of ownership. (1 =excellent:

9 = poor)

* items used for the final analysis
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