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Abstract
The aim of this paper is to investigate the key antecedents of Saudi consumers’ attitudes toward
counterfeit products. The study is also set out to examine the relationship of consumers’ attitude
towards counterfeit product with purchase intention. The study adopted the self-administered
survey methodology technique using a pre-validated pre-piloted questionnaire. The questionnaire
was adapted from one previously used in Brazil. A survey of 520 respondents was selected in
Riyadh market based on convenience-sampling method to test the hypothesized relationships using structural equation model (SEM) with maximum likelihood estimation. The empirical results
from the structural model suggest that Saudi consumers’ intentions to buy counterfeited products
are influenced by perceived risk, subjective norm, price-quality inference, prior purchase of
counterfeits, and integrity. The paper reinforces the mediator role that attitude plays in the relationship between these antecedents and behavioral intentions. By having a better understanding
of the consumers’ behavioral intentions of buying counterfeit products, the manufacturers and
marketers of the genuine brand products can make better marketing strategies to entice the consumer to buy the original product and not the counterfeit version. Theoretical contribution of this
study is an extension of knowledge of consumers’ attitude with regards to counterfeit products.
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1. Introduction
Counterfeit goods are produced, distributed, and consumed at an alarming rate around the world. Counterfeiting
is a deliberate attempt to deceive consumers by copying and marketing inferior goods through emulating the
style, design, and packaging of more expensive elite brands and offering them at a lower price [1] [2]. Although
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the Saudi Customs Department attempts to prevent the import and/or export of counterfeit goods, the system is
not as developed, organized, and reliable as it is in other countries. According to the director-general of Saudi
Customs, more than 62 million counterfeit products, with a value of approximately US$50 million, were confiscated at ports in Saudi Arabia over the past year in 2014 [3]. United Trademark & Patent Services [4] recently
reported that Saudi police raided a number of showrooms and warehouses which had been used for inventory
and sales, resulting in the seizure of 55,000 containers of fake ink for Hewlett Packard printers, and more than
5000 fake laptop adapters. Also, in a key move to combat counterfeiting, authorities also confiscated equipment
used to manufacture the fake products.
According to Saudi law, the following offences are subject to imprisonment for up to one year and fine of between
50,000 and 1 million Saudi Riyals: imitation or forgery of a registered mark that misleads the public; use of another
company’s trademark in bad faith; and offering counterfeit products for sale, or possession of such products with the
intention of selling them. A victim of counterfeiting may also claim damages, although Saudi courts tend to be conservative and rarely award high damages. The law for repeat offenders provides for more stringent punishments, including closing the business for up to six months and media announcement of the judgment. Saudi Arabia has signed
the Berne Convention for the Protection of Literary and Artistic Works, according to which the Saudi Arabian Copyright Law of 2003 states that any work enjoying protection in its country of its origin, shall be protected in Saudi Arabia to the same extent as in its home country. Despite these laws, counterfeiting represents an increasing problem for
legitimate producers of globally branded products, ranging from computer software and pharmaceuticals to fashion
merchandise. The focus of Saudi legislation is on deterring the suppliers and sellers of counterfeit goods, but not the
consumers or the eventual purchasers of the goods, who face few legal ramifications.
In an academic context, no studies have yet investigated this phenomenon in Saudi Arabia. A review of previous research has revealed some results that indicate a need for further investigation. Norum and Cuno [5] argued that the quantitative designs of such studies did not allow further insights into determinants that the researcher was hitherto unaware of or into underlying mechanisms which could explain consumers’ intentions to
purchase counterfeits. Furthermore, studies on the subject have been based on North American or South Asian
consumers. Albarq [6] argued that the outcomes of such research could also be influenced by the culture. It is
clear that great care must be taken when extending the findings from studies conducted in developed countries
such as the United States to countries such as Saudi Arabia. Thus, the aim of this paper is to investigate the key
antecedents of Saudi consumer attitudes toward counterfeit products, which can help companies to understand the
main factors that influence consumer behavior toward counterfeits and to create effective anti-piracy strategies.
In studies of counterfeit products buying criteria, Figure 1 showed that top categories of detained articles
were medicines, which accounted for 24% of the overall amount; this was followed by packaging materials
(21%), cigarettes (18%), clothing (4%), accessories for mobile phones and labels, tags and stickers ([7], p. 3).
According to the Report on EU customs enforcement of intellectual property rights page 3, the total value of detained goods infringing on intellectual property rights (IPR) in 2011 was over 1.2 billion Euros of domestic retail value [7]. On the contrary, China, which is the world’s biggest producer of fake goods, is going in the opposite direction. China produces 70.93% of all counterfeit goods detained in Europe by value, but the counterfeit
goods also come, on a minor scale, from European countries such as Germany (2.45%) and Greece (2.12%).

Figure 1. Top categories by articles.
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2.1. Consumer Attitude toward Counterfeits
Attitude represents a positive or negative feeling toward something; in other words, the amount of affect [8].
Based on Ajzen and Fishbein, attitude toward behavior has defined “represents the person’s general feeling of
favorableness or un-favorableness for the behavior in question” [8]. Ajzen and Fishbein further explained that
attitude towards behavior is the estimation of positive or negative self-evaluation regarding a certain behavior.
This construct depends on whether behavior is esteemed positively or negatively. Attitude is “determined by a
total set of accessible behavioral beliefs linking behavior to various outcomes and other attributes” [8]. In the
present study, a consumer’s evaluation of counterfeits is an important predictor of that individual’s intention to
buy a counterfeit product, as well as how much agreement he or she will receive from his or her reference group
regarding this behavior. In this way, the focus of the investigation becomes the factors that influence consumer
evaluation of a counterfeit. Based on the literature review, the main predictors are presented below.
2.1.1. Price Quality Inference
The two main differences between a counterfeit and an original product, as perceived by a consumer, are lower
prices and the lack of quality guarantees. Price and risk constructs are likely to be important factors regarding a
consumer’s attitude toward counterfeit products [9]. Studies such as Cespedes et al. and Cordell et al. showed
price difference to be an important variable when choosing a counterfeit [10] [11]. Consumers commonly believe that price level implies quality and is an important factor in consumer behavior [12]. In this sense, the tendency of consumers to believe that “high (low) price means high (low) quality” becomes even more important
when little information is available regarding the product’s quality or the consumer is unable to determine the
product’s quality [13]. As Huang et al. [14] also argued, the fact that counterfeits are usually sold at lower prices
suggests that the greater the price-quality relationship for the consumer, the lower that consumer’s perception
will be of the quality of the counterfeit product. Thus the following hypotheses can be proposed:
H1: A consumer who more strongly believes in the price-quality inference will have a more negative attitude
toward counterfeit products.
2.1.2. Risk Aversion and Perceived Risk in Counterfeits Purchasing
Risk averseness is the propensity of a person to avoid taking risks and is commonly considered to be a personality variable [15] [16]. This psychological trait is an important characteristic with which to discriminate between
buyers and non-buyers of a product category, especially a risky one (such as online shoppers and non-shoppers)
[17]. In terms of counterfeits, [14] found a significant inverse relationship between risk averseness and attitude.
Thus the following hypotheses can be proposed:
H2: Consumers who are more (less) risk-averse will have an unfavorable (favorable) attitude toward counterfeits.
As H2 states, consumers feel that counterfeit products are sold with lower prices and poorer guarantees,
which means that the risk variable is just as important as the price-quality inference. The concept of perceived
risk, which is commonly used in the marketing literature, defines risk in terms of how consumers perceive the
uncertainty and the adverse consequences of purchasing a service or product [18]. Hence, consumers judge the
likelihood of a problem occurring, and also the negative consequences of such a problem; this judgment will influence all stages of the consumer’s decision-making process.
Because the nature of these problems varies, the risk could include a range of components, including performance, social, financial, psychological, safety, and time/opportunity dimensions [14]. Albers-Miller [19] found
that the risk factor has a significant impact on the purchase of counterfeit products. A consumer may consider
that the following points. Firstly, the product may not perform as well as an original equivalent, and the seller
does not offer a warranty. Secondly, selecting a counterfeit product will not bring the best possible monetary
gain. Thirdly, the product may not be as safe as the original. Fourthly, selecting a counterfeit product will negatively affect how others perceive the consumer. Finally, the consumer may waste time and/or effort and find it
inconvenient to have to repeat a purchase due to the poor quality of the counterfeit. On this basis, the following
hypotheses can be proposed:
H3: Consumers who perceive more (less) risk in counterfeits will have an unfavorable (favorable) attitude
toward counterfeits.
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2.1.3. Integrity
A consumer who purchases a counterfeit product is not committing a criminal act. However, because participating in such a transaction supports an illegal activity (that is, counterfeit selling), a consumer’s respect for the law
might explain the degree to which he or she will engage in the purchase of counterfeits. Indeed, research has
shown that the willingness of consumers to purchase counterfeit products is negatively related to their attitudes
toward lawfulness [11]. Consumers with lower ethical standards are expected to experience less guilt when purchasing a counterfeit product [20]. Instead, such consumers rationalize their behavior in order to reduce the cognitive dissonance of an unethical behavior. Based on this rationale, the following hypotheses can be proposed:
H4: Consumers who attribute more (less) integrity toward themselves will have an unfavorable (favorable) attitude toward counterfeits.

2.1.4. Subjective Norm
Subjective norm is a social factor that refers to the social pressure that a person feels to perform or not perform a
given behavior [8]. A consumer may be informational susceptible when their choice is influenced by the expertise of others (for example, when the person in question does not have a lot of knowledge about the product category), or normatively susceptible, when he or she is primarily concerned about making an impression on others
[21]). With regard to counterfeits, a consumer’s friends and/or relatives can act as inhibitors or contributors to
the consumption, depending on the degree to which they approve of the consumer’s behavior. Therefore, the
following hypotheses can be proposed:
H5: Consumers who perceive that their friends/relatives approve (do not approve) of their purchase of a
counterfeit will have favorable (unfavorable) attitude toward counterfeits.
2.1.5. Behavioral Intentions
The marketing literature has examined the attitude–behavioral intentions link extensively. According to the
theory of reasoned action, attitude is positively correlated with behavioral intentions, which is an antecedent of
real behavior [8]. Indeed, support has been found for this relationship [22]. In the context of counterfeits, therefore, the following hypotheses can be proposed:
H6: Consumers with more favorable (unfavorable) attitudes toward counterfeits will have more favorable
(unfavorable) behavioral intentions toward these products. Figure 2 shows the model that was proposed in the
present study and submitted to empirical test.

3. Materials and Methods
The researcher conducted a survey of consumers in Riyadh, a city in Saudi Arabia, in the streets close to places
where counterfeited products were being sold. Researcher had to confront several challenges in Saudi Arabia,
especially in terms of designing sampling procedures, as male strangers cannot legally or socially approach fe-

Figure 2. Theoretical framework adopted from Matos et al. (2007).
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males. Because of these difficulties, researcher utilized a convenience sample. The questionnaire had to be
translated from English to Arabic and use equivalent language. Two bilingual lecturers at the Al Imam language
center translated the questionnaire into Arabic, employing the double-translation method to ensure the proper
translation of the survey, both to avoid confusion or misinterpretation and also to make sure that the Arabic
questionnaire accurately represented the English version [23].
The survey also included a question concerning whether participants had already purchased any counterfeited
products. Data collection was conducted on weekend days. A total of 520 responded to the survey and their answers were used in the data analysis. The authors used scales that had been validated in previous research to
build the survey instrument. Table 1 summarizes the items that were used for each construct, as well as the
sources upon which they were based. Participants responded to the items using Likert scales that ranged from 1
(completely disagree) to 7 (completely agree). The only scale to use a different format was behavioral intentions,
which had anchors that ranged from 1 (very unlikely) to 7 (very likely). The study did not specify any particular
counterfeit product. Questions used the general expression “counterfeited products” because the aim was to assess consumers’ overall attitudes toward counterfeited products. The collected data was coded and saved into
SPSS version 21.0 and analyzed using AMOS version 20.0. After the data collection phase, the following aspects were analyzed: (1) descriptive statistics for both the scale items and the demographic variables; (2) detection of missing values and outliers; (3) linearity between the scale items; (4) dimensionality using exploratory
factor analysis (EFA); (5) validity and reliability of the scale items using the internal consistency coefficient
(Cronbach’s alpha), in addition to extraction of the composite reliability and average variance, as suggested in
the measurement literature [24]. Finally, the model parameters were estimated and interpreted.

4. Results
Table 2 shows the results obtained after the recorded demographic variables were analyzed using descriptive
statistics. The frequency and percentage for each variable is listed according to the survey categories in this table.
Most of the participants (463, or 89 percent) affirmed that they had purchased a counterfeit product at some time.
No significant differences were found between man mean and women, or between different ranges of age, education, or income.
Table 3 shows the factor analyses were diagnosed and found to have met the necessary statistical assumptions
as indicated by their high KMO measure in conjunction with the diagonals of the anti-image correlation matrix,
which possesses values > 0.50. According to the reliability test, all the scale has a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
of above 0.7. This indicates that the items in each scale are all measuring the same underlying construct [23]
[25]. Table 3 shows all the constructs used in this study are based on well-established instruments with high reliability scores.
Discriminant Validity was performed in Table 4 by comparing the shared variance between each pair of construct with the average variance extracted in each one of the pair [24]. Using the maximum likelihood estimation,
the results reveal that the fit indexes approximate acceptable levels. The resulting statistical estimates of the
model are shown in Table 5. All indexes indicate that the model achieves a good level of overall fit.
Table 1. Countries of provenance of counterfeit goods by value.
Biggest countries producer of fake goods

Value

1

China

70.93%

2

Hong Kong

12.65%

3

Turkey

2.84%

4

Germany

2.45%

5

Greece

2.12%

6

Singapore

2.08%

7

United Arab Emirates

1.19%

8

All other countries

5.73%

Source: EU customs enforcement of intellectual property rights.
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Table 2. Personal profile of respondents (n = 520).
Profile

Description

Age

Gender

Education level

Income per month

Number of respondents

(%)

18 - 29

212

40.7

30 - 39

134

25.7

40 - 49

95

18.2

50 and above

79

15.4

Male

308

59.2

Female

212

40.8

High school

181

34.8

Bachelor Degree

202

38.9

Master’s Degree

85

16.3

Doctoral Degree

52

10.0

Less than 5000 SAR

102

19.7

5000 - 10,000 SAR

171

32.9

10001 - 15,000 SAR

155

29.8

15,001 SAR and over

92

17.6

Probably no

200

38.5

Not at al

165

31.7

Probably yes

115

22.2

Certainly yes

40

7.6

Attitudes towards wearing a fake
product if people can’t
recognize it’s fake

Table 3. Factor analysis and reliability results.
Latent variables

Measurement observed items

EFA

PQ1

0.692

PQ2

0.620

Price quality inference

Risk averseness

Subjective norm

Perceived risk

Integrity

Attitude toward counterfeited products

Behavioral intentions

PQ3

0.753

RA1

0.768

RA2

0.829

RA3

0.848

SN1

0.823

SN2

0.844

PR1

0.847

PR2

0.863

PR3

0.852

INT1

0.783

INT2

0.822

INT3

0.865

AT1

0.884

AT2

0.838

AT3

0.847

AT4

0.863

BI1

0.759

BI2

0.776

BI3

0.801

Extraction Method: Principal component analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization; rotation converged in 5 iterations.
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α

0.976

0.944

0.928

0.965

0.943

0.968

0.911
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Table 4. Discriminant validity by squared correlations and AVE.
Price-quality

Risk aversion

Subjective
norm

Perceived risk

Integrity

Attitude

Price-quality

(0.611)

Risk aversion

0.014

(0.402)

Subjective norm

0.004

0.003

(0.598)

Perceived risk

0.005

0.007

0.037

(0.622)

Integrity

0.009

0.015

0.019

0.021

(0.697)

Attitude

0.003

0.018

0.112

0.227

0.071

(0.537)

Behavioral intention

0.004

0.009

0.193

0.308

0.046

0.461

Behavioral
intentions

(0.633)

Notes: Numbers between brackets are the AVE for the construct.

Table 5. Hypothesized model (Goodness-of-fit indices).
Measures

Absolute fit level

Fit indices

Threshold values

RMSEA

0.051

Less than 0.08

GFI

0.921

0.90 and Above

P-value

0.000

P-value ≥ 0.05

AGFI

0.901

0.90 and Above

CFI

0.983

0.90 and Above

TLI

0.980

0.90 and Above

NFI

0.966

0.90 and Above

CMIN/df

2.006

Less than 2.0

SMC (R²)

0.720

Bigger better

Incremental fit level

Parsimonious fit level

Based on Hair [25] [26] state that regression weights are present each parameter’s unstandardized estimate,
(S.E.), and (C.R.), where estimation of the critical ratio (C.R.) by divided into S.E. If the result is above ±1.96,
(Null hypothesis): Then C.R is 0. It is rejected. Table 6 shows estimate, S.E., and each parameter’s C.R.

5. Discussion and Conclusions
The results from the framework model showed that perceived risk was the most important variable for predicting consumer attitude toward counterfeits. The finding that consumers who perceived greater risk in purchasing
counterfeits had unfavorable attitudes toward such products is in line with previous research into perceived risk
[18]. Those consumers who had purchased counterfeit products previously had favorable attitude toward them.
Consumers whose friends and relatives approved of their decision to purchase counterfeits had favorable attitudes; this result is consistent with the predictions of the theory of planned behavior [8]. Consumers who considered values such as honesty, responsibility, and politeness to be important tended to have more negative attitudes toward counterfeits; this is also consistent with earlier studies [11] [20]. However, those consumers who
sought a sense of accomplishment tended to have positive attitudes about counterfeit products, in contrast with
Ang et al.’s study, which found a positive but non-significant effect.
Finally, those consumers who considered price to be an indication of quality had favorable attitudes toward
counterfeits, which contradicts the findings of [14] and the prediction made in H1. In the case of the
price-quality inference, where hypothesized that consumers who considered that high price equates to high quality and low price equates to low quality would have unfavorable attitudes toward counterfeit products because of
their inferior price. However, our results suggest that this is not the case, or at least that consumers who are used
to purchasing counterfeits might apply the same rule within the gray market (that is, lower-priced counter-
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Table 6. Regression weight for hypotheses testing result.
Relations

Regression weights Standard errors Standardized weights (β) Critical ratios (t)

p

Asserted

PQ

AT

−0.119

0.046

−0.149

−2.586

0.009

yes

RA

AT

−0.019

0.153

−0.005

−0.124

0.889

no

SN

AT

−0.024

0.011

−0.245

−2.181

0.019

yes

PR

AT

−0.577

0.069

−0.487

−8.362

0.000

yes

IN

AT

−0.840

0.244

−0.157

−3.442

0.002

yes

AT

Int.

0.218

0.090

0.109

2.422

0.012

yes

Notes: SMC: attitude = 0:741; behavioral intentions = 0:811.

feits are perceived as being of lower quality than the higher-priced ones). This could be an important alternative
explanation, especially considering that 89 percent of the respondents in the present study had purchased counterfeit products previously.
The risk averseness construct was the only one that did not have a significant influence on attitudes. This
finding, which differs from [14], is interesting considering that perceived risk was the most important predictor.
One possible explanation for the finding is the difference in meaning between them and the ease with which
respondents related the perceived risk items to the context of the research, after perhaps having found it difficult
to do so in the risk averseness items. However, this difference should be considered in future investigations. The
relative importance of these predictors can also be of use to policy makers and managers of international brands
[27]. Such individuals should use perceived risk as the main appeal in messages intended to discourage the consumption of counterfeits. Also, those consumers who have purchased counterfeit products have more favorable
attitudes toward such products than those who have not. This is a real threat for the original brands, because
once consumers experiment counterfeits, they tend to have a favorable attitude and subsequently have positive
behavioral intentions. However, the results of our study suggested that this experience did not have a direct effect on behavioral intentions.
Thus, it is possible to influence the attitudes that consumers have toward counterfeit products through other
variables, such as by influencing the (negative) perceived social acceptance that consumers will have when
buying a counterfeit [28]. This study has made a significant contribution to the academicians, marketers, and
manufacturers of branded genuine goods and the industry as a whole. It has found that normative susceptibility,
price consciousness, novelty seeking and perceived risk are dominant in influencing consumers to purchase
counterfeit products through the mediation of attitude. From the theoretical perspective, it is an extension of
knowledge of consumers concerning counterfeit products. However, for the marketers and manufacturers of genuine branded products, the findings can serve as a reference in developing better marketing strategies to entice
the consumers to purchase genuine products and not the counterfeit version. Knowing that attitude plays a role
in determining the purchase intention of a customer, manufacturers and marketers can work on finding ways to
change consumers’ attitudes and beliefs. Although this research tried to arrive at some conclusions but the questionnaire used a convenience sampling method, thus the sample could not be treated as representative of all the
intention of the Saudi consumer. Second, this study has been conducted only in Riyadh. Therefore, future studies can be conducted in other parts of Saudi Arabia.
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