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The infringement o f intellectual property rights (IPRs) in the form of counterfeiting has emerged as one of the biggest 
crimes of the contemporary world. Counterfeiting has become a global epidemic, creating huge losses to the established 
brands, economy o f a nation, undermining innovation and creativity and posing a significant threat to consumer health and 
safety. In recent times, it has become the world’s fastest growing and most profitable business. To combat counterfeiting, a 
detailed investigation from the consumers demand perspective is required as the universal law  of economics states that 
“where there is a demand, there will be a supply” . The main aim of the study is to identify the key psychographic 
determinants affecting consumers’ buying intentions of purchasing counterfeit products in India. The main findings of the 
study revealed that price consciousness, novelty seeking, status consumption and peer pressure are the key psychographic 
determinants affecting consumers’ buying intention of purchasing counterfeit products. It has also been found that value 
consciousness has no influence on consumers’ buying intention of purchasing counterfeit products. The study is relevant to 
the current marketing scenario as it provides useful insights to the brand manufacturers and marketers for developing 
effective strategies and policies required to influence consumers’ buying intentions o f purchasing counterfeit products.
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Counterfeiting and piracy have been used 
simultaneously by some researchers, whereas some 
have drawn a clear distinction between all these 
illegitimate practices in the trade such as 
counterfeiting, piracy, imitation brands, knock-offs 
and grey market surplus goods.1

The Agreement on Trade-related Aspects of 
Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS) defines 
counterfeiting as “Counterfeit trademark goods shall 
mean any goods, including packaging, bearing 
without authorization a trademark which is identical 
to the trademark validly registered in respect o f such 
goods, or which cannot be distinguished in its 
essential aspects from such a trademark and which 
thereby infringes the rights o f the owner o f the 
trademark in question under the law o f the country o f  
importation.'”2 Counterfeiting is of two types; 
deceptive counterfeiting (supply side) and non- 
deceptive counterfeiting (demand side). In deceptive
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counterfeiting, a consumer is unaware of the fact that 
he had purchased a counterfeit article or he has been 
deceived by the seller.3 In non-deceptive 
counterfeiting, consumer knowingly purchases 
counterfeit products.4

The infringement of IPRs in the form of 
counterfeiting has emerged as one of the biggest crimes 
of the contemporary world.5 Counterfeiting has become 
a global epidemic, creating huge losses to the 
established brands, economy of a nation, undermining 
innovation and creativity and posing a significant threat 
to consumer health and safety.6 In recent years, it has 
become the world’s fastest growing and most profitable 
business. Several reports suggest that counterfeiting 
has grown over ten thousand per cent in the past two 
decades and confirm that the international global 
market price for such counterfeit goods exceeded US $ 
651.77 billion.7 Counterfeiting exists in almost each 
industry such as automobile, pharmaceutical, clothing, 
tobacco, computer hardware, footwear, accessories, 
cosmetics and alcohol beverages.8 It has become a
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global phenomenon of immense magnitude and has 
been referred to as “The crime of the 21st century.”9,10 
Several studies reveal that counterfeiting has usually 
emerged from the developing economies. The reason 
being is the presence of low literacy level, low 
purchasing power, low consumer awareness, 
unemployment, ineffective legislative framework and 
poor integration between the government and the law 
enforcement agencies.2 As per The Organisation for 
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) 
reports, the economic value of counterfeit goods across 
the world was US $ 651.77 billion and the value of 
counterfeit products sold across the borders was well 
valued above US $ 270 billion.11 The New Economic 
Policy of India in 1991 has brought radical changes for 
India in terms of increased Foreign Direct Investment 
(FDI), Trade and Commerce. However, it has also 
opened up the gates for the counterfeiters to use India’s 
low-cost manufacturing base for the production and 
distribution of counterfeit products.12 The Federation of 
Indian Chambers of Commerce and Industry (FICCI) 
has conducted a Nation-wide survey on seven key 
industries in India to assess the impact of counterfeiting 
on Indian economy. Table 1 depicts the results of the 
survey which reveal that the overall loss of sales to 
industries from counterfeiting has been increased from 
Rs. 72,969 crores in 2012 to an acute level of Rs. 
1,05,381 crores in 2014.13 Fast Moving Consumer 
Goods (FMCG) industry is the one which is highly 
affected by the presence of counterfeiting in trade. 
Similarly, Figure 2 shows the size of the illicit market 
in terms of revenue losses to the government. The 
report revealed that the total loss incurred to 
government was of Rs. 26,190 crores in 2012 which 
has increased by 44.4% in just two years and reached 
to an epidemic level of Rs. 39,239 crores. Further, the 
maximum losses are coming from the tobacco industry 
with a highest percentage of 23% due to the prevalence 
of high taxes in such products in the country. The main 
objective of the present study is to identify the key 
psychographic determinants affecting consumers’ 
buying intentions of purchasing counterfeit products in 
India.

The major contribution towards addressing the 
behaviour of individuals is being given by Azen and 
Fishbein through Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA).14 
It suggests that intentions are the best predictors of 
behaviour. However, it has completely overlooked the 
situations where behaviour is not under the control of 
an individual. Later, Theory of Planned Behaviour 
(TPB) overcomes these limitations. Figure 1 illustrates

Table 1 — Loss o f sales to industries 2013-2014 (Crores)

Industry 2011-12 2013-14
Auto components 9,198 10,501
Alcoholic beverages 5,626 14,140
FMCG- Packaged foods 20,378 21,957
FMCG- Personal goods 15,035 19,243
Computer hardware 4,725 7,344
Tobacco 8,965 13,130
Mobile phones 9,042 19,066
Total loss 72,969 1,05,381
Source: FICCI (2015)

Fig. 1 —  Azen’s Theory o f Planned Behaviour

Fig. 2 —  Total loss to Government (Rs. 39,239 crores from seven 
industries)
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the theory and suggests that behaviour is the outcome 
of the intentions which were being determined by the 
attitude, subjective norms and the perceived behaviour 
control.14 The theory states that consumer behaviour 
consists of different cognitive processes a consumer 
passes through before making the actual purchase. 
Similarly, consumers while purchasing counterfeit 
products went through different decision making 
processes. Several studies found a positive and 
significant relationship between consumers’ buying 
intentions and their behaviour towards counterfeit 
products. But a detailed analysis of consumer 
behaviour that comprises of individual’s perception, 
attitude and buying intention towards counterfeit 
products is required to provide the meaningful insights.

The term psychographic is a combination of two 
words, ‘psyche’ which means ‘the human mind or soul’ 
and ‘graphy’ which implies ‘description’. Hence, 
psychographic determinants may be defined as various 
determinants related to an individual’s personality 
traits. These are the feelings, ideas, and thoughts or 
beliefs that a consumer carries for different types of 
products. Psychographic determinants are important to 
know the values, interests, activities, opinions and 
lifestyle of a person or a group. Summarizing the 
studies on consumers’ psychological determinants and 
consumers’ buying intentions, it is observed that 
consumers’ buying intentions are prominently affected 
by consumers’ personality traits such as Integrity, 
status consumption, value consciousness, novelty 
seeking and materialism.1531617 Another study explains 
the effect of personality traits such as status 
consumption, materialism and integrity on consumers’ 
buying intentions of purchasing counterfeit products.18 
The results of the study states that integrity is found to 
be the only personality factor which is significantly 
affecting consumers’ buying intentions of purchasing 
counterfeit products.18 In a similar kind of study 
another variable “social factors” is added along with 
the other personality factors to define the influence of 
these factors on Chinese consumers’ buying 
intentions.19 Integrity and status consumption were 
again found to be the stronger determinants affecting 
consumers’ purchase intention towards counterfeit 
products, whereas normative susceptibility, value 
consciousness and novelty seeking were not found to 
be significant.19 In contrast to this, another study was 
conducted which suggests that value conscious 
consumers are more prone towards counterfeit products 
as they are ready to sacrifice the quality of the product 
to get a cheap counterfeit version.20 Results of the

study revealed that higher the consumer perceives 
about the social cost of buying counterfeit products, the 
lesser he purchases counterfeit products.20 Similar 
findings were found in the study which was focused on 
exploring consumers’ counterfeit consumption
behaviour.21 The study conceptualizes Counterfeit 
Proneness (CFP) scale to find out why some consumers 
are more prone towards counterfeit products as 
compared to others. Further, it found strong positive 
significant relationship between CFP and other 
psychographic determinants such as attitude,
materialism, face consciousness, brand consciousness, 
status consumption, shopping enjoyment and value 
consciousness.21 Later, another study explored the 
purchase intention of consumer towards counterfeit 
products through various determinants like 
price levels, socio-economic and socio-psychological 
characteristics. The study observed that consumers who 
are more innovative care least about the social 
consequences of buying counterfeit products. Also, 
their actual purchase behaviour depends on the type of 
counterfeit products being offered to them.22 Similarly, 
the study conducted to bring significant insights into 
the literature by identifying the determinants that 
influence consumers to demand counterfeits of 
luxury fashion products over original luxury 
products. Further, it reveals that counterfeit consumers 
are likely to buy original products over a period.23 
Price is unquestionably an important determinant 
but beyond this fact there exists several non-price 
determinants such as price consciousness, past 
experiences, attitude towards counterfeit products, 
peer pressure and price/value relationship in 
influencing consumers’ buying intentions of 
purchasing counterfeit products.24’25’26 Thus, literature 
reflects multi-dimensional results in defining the effect 
of psychographic determinants on consumers’ buying 
intentions of purchasing counterfeit products. The 
study is to identify the key psychographic determinants 
which play a significant role in influencing consumers’ 
buying intentions of purchasing counterfeit products in 
Indian context. The conceptualized model for the 
present study is being illustrated in Figure 3.

Consumers’ Buying Intentions of Purchasing 
Counterfeit Products

Consumers’ buying intentions plays a vital role in 
the consideration, evaluation and selection of a 
counterfeit product. Another study revealed that 
consumers’ decision to purchase a product is the 
direct outcome of their favourable intentions.
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Source: Authors' Own contribution

Fig. 3 —  Conceptual model for psychographic determinants and 
consumers’ buying intentions

However, consumers’ buying intentions are affected 
by a number of determinants such as quality, price, 
value consciousness and past experiences.27 Another 
study used TRA to find out the impact of several 
factors on consumers’ buying intentions to purchase 
counterfeit products; the study suggests that status 
consumption and value consciousness are the most 
significant factors responsible for influencing 
consumers’ buying intentions of purchasing 
counterfeit products.28 Similarly, it has been found 
that consumers’ buying intentions are highly 
influenced by consumers’ motivation and personal 
values or belief system.29

Status Consumption and Consumers’ Buying 
Intentions

Status consumption can be defined as the level to 
which consumer knows about the social status and 
benefits associated with various brands and buys them 
to maintain a particular social status.30 Status 
conscious consumers are those who gain self­
satisfaction by exhibiting their prestige and status to 
others through tangible evidences.31 The TRA (Theory 
of Reasoned Action) clearly states that consumers’ 
buying intention is the function of personal and social 
influences. These social influences tend to bring 
change in consumers’ emotions, opinions or 
behaviour and motivate them to purchase counterfeit 
products to satisfy the need for social recognition.28

Similarly, while analysing consumers’ buying 
intentions with respect to counterfeit purchase the 
findings suggests that status consumption indeed acts 
as a motivator for the consumers’ to buy counterfeit 
products.32 Also, consumers’ buying intentions to 
purchase counterfeit products is associated with the 
social status offered by the counterfeit products rather 
than the functional benefits.33 While studying fashion 
consumption patterns of young Chinese consumers’ 
the study revealed that the consumers were highly 
status conscious and were of the opinion that branded 
apparels had helped them to differentiate from others 
due to the prestige, wealth and success associated 
with them.34 The findings were also aligned with 
another study which suggested that consumers who 
are socially oriented were more likely to have 
favourable buying intentions of purchasing counterfeit 
products.35 Thus, the above observations bringing on 
to the first hypothesis:

Status Consumption: Positively Related to
Consumers’ Buying Intentions
Novelty Seeking

Novelty seeking can be defined as the concern to 
look for variety and differences.36 Novelty seeking 
consumers are those consumers who perceive shopping 
as an enjoyment and always eager to bring change in 
their consumption behaviour through new collections 
and variations. The study conducted on identifying the 
role of consumers’ innovativeness in purchasing online 
products in Indian context reveals that consumers’ 
innovativeness level or the thrust to seek new products 
is positively associated with the consumers’ buying 
intentions and their respective attitudes in online 
purchase circumstances.37 Similar kind of the study 
which was focused to analyse the online purchase 
behaviour of Spanish consumers found out that people 
tend to buy fashion products because of the 
innovativeness, perceived value and trust offered to 
them.38 Another kind of study which examined the 
effect of materialism and novelty seeking on 
consumers’ buying intentions through status 
consumption, suggests that status consumption 
mediates the relationship between consumers’ novelty 
seeking and their respective buying intentions.39 Later 
on it was re-conformed that novelty seeking has a link 
with consumers’ buying intentions towards the 
purchase of counterfeit products by stating that novelty 
seeking has a direct relationship with consumers’ 
buying intentions and an indirect relationship with
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consumers’ buying intentions through consumers’ 
attitude towards purchasing counterfeit products.40 In 
contrast to this, another study revealed that novelty 
seeking is positively associated with consumers’ 
attitude towards counterfeit products which in turn 
influences consumers’ buying intentions of purchasing 
counterfeit products. However, there is no direct 
relationship found between novelty seeking and 
consumer’ buying intentions of purchasing counterfeit 
products.41 Further, it was found that novelty seeking 
along with status consumption and integrity are the 
prime motivators for consumers to buy counterfeit 
products.42 These findings were also aligned with the 
previous studies which suggested that novelty seeking 
has a positive influence on consumers’ attitude and 
buying intentions of purchasing counterfeit fashion 
products.43

Value Consciousness
Value conscious consumers are those consumers 

who are willing to buy products available at lower 
prices, subject to some quality constraints.44 
Consumers who are more value conscious conducts 
price comparisons between different brands and are 
ready to sacrifice the quality to a certain level to buy 
products at lower prices so as to get the best value for 
the money.45 Consumers with high value 
consciousness level preferred low price products over 
high price products.45 CFP scale was developed to 
establish a relationship between consumers’ buying 
intentions and several other psychographic 
determinants. The study reveals that consumers’ 
buying intentions are the direct outcome of 
consumers’ value consciousness level towards 
counterfeit products.21 However, the study asserts that 
value consciousness is found to be the weakest 
determinant among the personality factors of Chinese 
consumers in influencing their buying intentions of 
purchasing counterfeit products.46 In contrast to this, 
researcher28 applied TRA to assess the impact of 
personality traits on consumers’ behavioural patterns 
of purchasing counterfeit products and stated that 
consumers are ready to compromise on quality issues 
to buy products available at lower prices. In a similar 
kind of findings it was suggested that consumers’ 
value consciousness is positively associated with 
consumers’ impulsive buying intentions to purchase 
counterfeits of luxury brands.47 Similar findings were
given by48,15,29 which explains that value
consciousness is the significant motivator for 
consumers to buy counterfeit products.

Integrity
The theory of moral competence propounded by 

Kohlberg states that consumer behaviour is highly 
influenced by consumer’s personal sense of justice.49 
Integrity can be defined as an inner quality of being 
honest which is determined by individual’s ethical 
standards and his dutifulness to law. The literature 
suggests that integrity is found to have a significant 
relationship with consumers’ buying intentions of 
purchasing counterfeit products.50,51,18 Consumers, 
who believe integrity crucial, have less favourable 
inclination towards the purchase of counterfeit 
products. Based on these findings, the study52 
illustrated that consumers with high integrity, 
perceives counterfeiting illegal and acts in an 
unfavourable manner towards counterfeit products.52 
Similarly, another study describes integrity as the 
most significant factor in explaining consumers’ 
intentions of purchasing counterfeit products. 
However, it shows an overall negative influence on 
consumers’ buying intention of purchasing counterfeit 
products which suggests that consumers with higher 
ethical and moral values perceive counterfeiting 
illegal and unethical.42

Peer Pressure
A peer group can be defined as a social circle of 

people mainly of same age group, locality, status and 
interests which comprises of friends, siblings, and 
acquaintances. It has been found that peer pressure 
tends to change the behaviour, attitude, and values of 
an individual over a period. Peer pressure leads 
people to obey rules and to also to break the rules.53 
Further, another study revealed that consumers in the 
presence of peer pressure were more likely to engage 
in illicit behaviour of purchasing counterfeit products 
as compared to when they were alone. The study 
reported peer pressure as a factor leading to 
inappropriate consumption behaviour.54 A peer group 
generally provides values, attitude and norms to its 
members and significantly affects its overall 
behaviour.55, 56 Also, consumers’ buying intentions of 
purchasing counterfeit products are positively 
influenced by both personal and social factors.19 Chiu 
reported that consumers buy those products that are 
acceptable by their peer groups.57 Similarly, a study 
conducted on counterfeit buyers revealed that peers of 
counterfeit buyers persuade them to buy and use 
counterfeit products. The reason being is that 
everyone wants to stay in a group and for this they 
used to behave accordingly.58
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Price Consciousness
P r ic e  c o n s c io u s  c o n s u m e rs  a re  th o s e  w h o  a re  p r ic e  

s e n s it iv e  a n d  k n o w  h o w  m u c h  th in g s  c o s t  a n d  
a v o id  b u y in g  e x p e n s iv e  th in g s .59 T h e  b u y in g  
b e h a v io u r  o f  p r ic e  c o n s c io u s  c o n s u m e rs  is  to ta l ly  
b a s e d  o n  th e  d e g re e  to  w h ic h  th e  p r ic e  o f  a  p ro d u c t  
c h a n g e s .60 P r ic e  is  u n q u e s t io n a b ly  o n e  o f  th e  m o s t  
im p o r ta n t  d e te rm in a n ts  in  e x p la in in g  c o n s u m e r s ’ 
b u y in g  in te n t io n s  o f  p u rc h a s in g  c o u n te r fe i t  
p ro d u c ts .44 L o w  p r ic e  o f  c o u n te r f e i t  a r t ic le s  
in f lu e n c e s  c o n s u m e r s ’ b u y in g  d e c is io n  o f  p u rc h a s in g  
c o u n te r f e i t  p ro d u c ts  o v e r  g e n u in e  p r o d u c t s .50,61 P r ic e  
a d v a n ta g e  b r in g s  a f f o rd a b il i ty  to  th e  c o n s u m e rs  w h o  
c a n  b u y  c o u n te r f e i t  o f  o r ig in a l  a r t ic le s  to  m a in ta in  
s ta tu s  in to  th e  s o c ie ty  a t  a  lo w  c o s t .62 S o m e tim e s , 
c o n s u m e rs  b e l ie v e  th a t  le g i t im a te  p ro d u c ts  a re  
o v e rp r ic e d  a n d  th i s  p r ic e  d i f fe re n t ia l  in f lu e n c e s  th e m  
to  p u rc h a s e  c o u n te r f e i t  a r t ic le s .4 T h e  q u a l i ty  o f  
c o u n te r f e i t  p ro d u c ts  is  im p ro v in g  w ith  th e  r a p id  
a d v a n c e m e n t  in  te c h n o lo g y  w h ic h  is  in f lu e n c in g  
c o n s u m e rs  to  p u rc h a s e  b e t t e r  q u a l i ty  c o u n te r fe i t  
p ro d u c ts  a t  lo w  p r ic e s .63 A  c o n s u m e r  w i th  lo w  in c o m e  
a n d  e d u c a t io n  le v e l p e rc e iv e s  c o u n te r f e i t  p ro d u c ts  
a f fo rd a b le  a n d  th u s  p ro v o k e d  to  b u y  th e  c o u n te r fe i ts  
o f  g e n u in e  p r o d u c t s .2,25 S im ila r ly , a n o th e r  s tu d y  
re v e a le d  a  s ig n if ic a n t  p o s i t iv e  a s s o c ia t io n  b e tw e e n  
c o n s u m e r s ’ p r ic e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  le v e l a n d  th e i r  
fa v o u ra b le n e s s  to w a rd s  c o u n te r f e i t  p ro d u c ts .  T h e  
s tu d y  a ls o  fo u n d  th a t  y o u n g  c o n s u m e rs  g e n e ra l ly  h a v e  
lo w  p u rc h a s in g  p o w e r  b e c a u s e  o f  w h ic h  th e y  fo u n d  
c o u n te r f e i t  p ro d u c ts  a f f o rd a b le  a n d  o f  a c c e p te d  
q u a l i ty .32

Research Methodology
T h e  p re s e n t  s tu d y  h a s  b e e n  c o n d u c te d  in  th e  

c o u n te r f e i t  m a rk e ts  o f  D e lh i  (N C R ) , In d ia .  In  In d ia , 
D e lh i  h a s  b e c o m e  a  h u b  f o r  c o u n te r f e i t  p ro d u c ts  a n d  
is  th e  m a in  t r a n s i t  p o in t  f o r  th e  s a le  o f  s u c h  
c o u n te r fe i ts  to  o th e r  c it ie s  l ik e  C h a n d ig a rh , A m r i ts a r  
a n d  in  th e  N a tio n a l  C a p ita l  R e g io n .64 T h e  c o u n te r fe i t  
m a rk e ts  s e le c te d  f ro m  D e lh i  a re  S a ro j in i  N a g a r  
m a rk e t,  P a l ik a  B a z a a r  (C o n n a u g h t  P la c e )  a n d  
M o n a s te ry  m a r k e t  (K a s h m ir i  G a te ) .  T h e s e  c o u n te r fe i t  
m a rk e ts  a re  s e le c te d  b e c a u s e  th e s e  a re  th e  p r im e  
lo c a t io n s  f o r  th e  s a le  o f  c o u n te r f e i t  p ro d u c ts  in  th e  
r e g io n .65 T h e  s tu d y  is  b a s e d  o n  y o u n g  In d ia n  

c o n s u m e rs  b e tw e e n  th e  a g e  b r a c k e ts  o f  1 5 -2 4  y e a rs ,  
r e a s o n  b e in g , m a jo r  s e g m e n t  a f f e c te d  f ro m  
c o u n te r fe i t in g  in  I n d ia  is  y o u th  w h ic h  c o m p r is e s  o f  a  
la rg e  s e g m e n t  o f  In d ia n  p o p u la t io n .32 T h e y  a re  m o re  
lik e ly  to  p u rc h a s e  c o u n te r f e i t  p ro d u c ts  a s  c o m p a r e d  to

a n y  o th e r  s e g m e n t  b e c a u s e  o f  th e  l im i te d  in c o m e  a n d  
f in a n c ia l  d e p e n d e n c y  o n  th e i r  p a re n ts .  D u e  to  th is ,  
th e y  a re  m o re  in c l in e d  to w a rd s  c o u n te r fe i t  p ro d u c ts  so  
a s  to  m a in ta in  s o c ia l  s ta tu s  in to  th e i r  p e e r  g ro u p s  b y  
p u rc h a s in g  c o u n te r f e i t  v e r s io n s  o f  o r ig in a l  p ro d u c ts  
a v a i la b le  a t  a  c h e a p e r  r a te .40 F u r th e r ,  th e  re s p o n d e n ts  
f ro m  th e s e  m a rk e ts  w e re  s e le c te d  th r o u g h  p u rp o s iv e  
s a m p lin g . T h e  r e a s o n  b e h in d  th e  c h o ic e  o f  p u rp o s iv e  
s a m p lin g  is  b e c a u s e ,  in  th is  s a m p lin g  te c h n iq u e ,  a  
r e s e a r c h e r  c a n  fo c u s  o n  p a r t ic u la r  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f  a  
s a m p le  p o p u la t io n  th a t  a re  o f  h is  in te r e s t  a n d  c a n  
d ra w  r e le v a n t  in f e r e n c e s .66 T o  a n a ly s e  th e  d a ta , 
d e s c r ip t iv e  r e s e a rc h  d e s ig n  b a s e d  o n  th e  q u a n ti ta t iv e  
m e th o d s  h a s  b e e n  u s e d .  A  s a m p le  s iz e  o f  6 0 0  
re s p o n d e n ts  w a s  s e le c te d  f o r  a d m in is te r in g  th e  
q u e s t io n n a i re .  T h e  fo r m u la e  u s e d  f o r  c a lc u la t io n  o f  
s a m p le  s iz e  f o r  in f in i te  p o p u la t io n  is  b e in g  a d o p te d  
f ro m  C o c h ra n  67 w h ic h  is  a s  fo l lo w s :

^

n 0= S a m p le  S iz e
z  =  c r i t ic a l  v a lu e  o f  d e s i re d  c o n f id e n c e  le v e l (1 .9 6 )  
p  =  th e  p o p u la t io n  p r o p o r t io n  ( 0 .0 5 )  
q  =  1-p  (0 .5 )
e =  d e s i re d  le v e l o f  p r e c is io n  (0 .0 4 )

A s s u m in g  th e  m a x im u m  v a r ia b i l i ty ,  e q u a l to  5 0 %  
(p = 0 .0 5 )  w ith  ta k in g  9 5 %  c o n f id e n c e  le v e l w ith  ± 4 %  
p re c is io n , th e  r e q u i r e d  s a m p le  s iz e  w il l  b e  a s  fo l lo w s :  

n0= (1 .9 6 )2 (0 .0 5 ) (0 .0 5 ) /  ( 0 .0 4 )2 =  6 0 0  

T h e  p re s e n t  s tu d y  is  f o c u s e d  o n  th e  c o u n te r fe i t in g  
o f  r e a d y m a d e  g a rm e n ts  a n d  fo o tw e a r  o n ly . T h e  
re a s o n  b e in g  is  th a t  in  n o n -d e c e p t iv e  c o u n te r fe i t in g , 
th e s e  a re  th e  p ro d u c ts  th a t  a re  m o s t ly  c o u n te r f e i te d  in  
In d ia .68 T h e  w o rd  C o u n te r f e i t  P ro d u c ts  (C P )  u s e d  in  
th e  s tu d y  re p r e s e n ts  c o u n te r f e i t  re a d y m a d e  g a rm e n ts  
a n d  fo o tw e a r  o n ly .

Reliability
A  tw o  p a r t  s e l f - a d m in is te r e d  q u e s t io n n a ire  w a s  

f o r m u la te d  f o r  th e  p r e s e n t  s tu d y  c o m p r is e s  o f  
s ta n d a rd  s c a le  ite m s . A ll  th e s e  s c a le  i te m s  w e re  
a d o p te d  f ro m  th e  p re v io u s  s tu d ie s  a n d  re s p o n d e n ts  
w e re  a s k e d  to  g iv e  th e i r  re s p o n s e s  o n  a  f iv e -p o in t  
L ik e r t  s c a le  r a n g in g  f r o m  “ 1=  s tro n g ly  d is a g re e  to  5 =  
s t ro n g ly  a g r e e ” . T o  c h e c k  th e  r e l ia b i l i ty  o f  th e  
d if f e r e n t  c o n s t ru c ts ,  I n te r  C o n s is te n c y  R e l ia b i l i ty  te s t  
( IC R )  h a s  b e e n  u s e d . T h e  r e l ia b i l i ty  c o e f f ic ie n t  
C r o n b a c h ’s a lp h a  v a lu e s  o f  th e  c o n s t ru c ts  h a v e  b e e n  
c a lc u la te d . C r o n b a c h ’s a lp h a  v a lu e  o f  m o re  th a n  0 .7 0  
o r  a b o v e  is  a c c e p ta b le .69 T a b le  2  d e p ic ts  th e  s o u rc e  o f  
s c a le s  i te m s  a n d  th e  re s u l ts  o f  r e l ia b i l i ty  a n a ly s is .
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Analysis and Results
The present study is conducted on the respondents 

who are intentionally coming to the counterfeit 
markets of Delhi for the purchase of counterfeit 
products. Out of 600 respondents, 350 were male and 
250 were females. Further, the age bracket for the 
respondents was 350 (15-24), 200 (25-34) and 50 (35
& above). The dependent variable was consumers’ 
buying intentions of purchasing counterfeit products 
whereas the independent variables were status 
consumption, novelty seeking, integrity, peer 
pressure, value consciousness and price 
consciousness. Table 3 depicts the descriptive scores 
of the respondents where the mean and standard 
deviation for the dependent and independent variables 
were being illustrated.

A stepwise regression was being conducted 
between the psychographic determinants and 
consumers’ buying intentions to evaluate how well 
the psychographic determinants predict consumers’

Table 2 — Reliability analysis summary 

Scales Source Cronbach’s alpha

Buying intentions Zeithmal, 1996 0.844
Status consumption Eastman et al., 1997 0.739
Novelty seeking Wee et a l., 1995 0.710
Value consciousness Ang et al., 2001 0.758
Integrity Rokeach, 1973 0.834
Peer pressure Wiedmann et al., 2009 0.816
Price consciousness Lichtenstein, 1990 0.812

Table 3 — Descriptive statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N

Buying intention 3.0287 0.91684 600
Status consumption 2.5506 0.95094 600
Novelty seeking 2.7083 0.85500 600
Value consciousness 2.0696 0.69274 600
Integrity 1.9467 0.75883 600
Peer pressure 3.2681 0.93686 600
Price consciousness 2.7804 0.81531 600

buying intentions of purchasing counterfeit products. 
In stepwise regression method, at each step, 
statistically significant independent variables in the 
order of their importance are selected. Further, it 
looks for the independent variables that mostly 
correlate with the dependent variables. It continues 
until all the significant variables are entered into the 
equation and thus the final step represents the best 
regression model.

The results of stepwise regression model are being 
illustrated in Table 4. The results reveal that price 
consciousness, novelty seeking, status consumption, 
peer pressure and integrity are the key psychographic 
determinants in influencing consumers’ buying 
intentions of purchasing counterfeit products. The 
value of multiple correlation coefficient, R=0.760 
which signifies strong correlation between 
consumers’ buying intention of purchasing counterfeit 
products and the psychographic determinants as 
predicted by the regression model (Table 4). In terms 
of variability, the value of R2=0.578. The value of 
adjusted R2 is analyzed as it gives the actual 
percentage of variation explained by only those 
independent variables that in reality affects the 
dependent variable. The value of adjusted R2 for the 
present regression model is 0.576 which indicates that 
57.6% of the variations in consumers’ buying 
intention of purchasing counterfeit products can be 
explained by the five explanatory psychographic 
variables. The value of Durbin Watson statistics for 
the present regression model is 1.641. The value is 
closer to 2 which suggest that no autocorrelation 
exists.70

The ANOVA results are being illustrated in 
Table 5 which shows that the value of R2 is significant 
as statistics for F (5,595) =245.140, p< 0.005. Table 6 
shows the excluded variable from the regression 
model. Further, it states that no significant 
relationship has been found between value 
consciousness (t= 0.332, p> 0.005) and consumers’ 
buying intention of purchasing counterfeit products.

Model R R Square

Table 4 — Model summary 

Adjusted R  Square Std. Error o f the Estimate Durbin-Watson

1 0.631a 0.398 0.398 0.71149 1.641
2 0.716b 0.513 0.512 0.64058
3 0.745c 0.554 0.553 0.61313
4 0.755d 0.570 0.568 0.60265
5 0.760e 0.578 0.576 0.59709

Predictors: Price consciousness,3 Novelty seeking,b Status consum ption/ Peer pressure,d Integrity6 
Dependent variable: Buying intentions
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T a b le  7  d e p ic ts  th e  s ta n d a rd iz e d  a n d  n o n ­
s ta n d a rd iz e d  P v a lu e s  w h ic h  in d ic a te  th a t  to  w h a t  
d e g re e  e a c h  p r e d ic to r  a f fe c ts  th e  f in a l  re g r e s s io n  
m o d e l . A ls o , p r ic e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  (p <  0 .0 0 5 , P =  0 .3 8 2 , 
R 2=  0 .3 9 8 )  is  fo u n d  to  b e  th e  m o s t  s ig n if ic a n t  
d e te r m in a n t  in  in f lu e n c in g  c o n s u m e r s ’ b u y in g  
in te n t io n  o f  p u rc h a s in g  c o u n te r f e i t  p ro d u c ts  fo l lo w e d  
b y  n o v e lty  s e e k in g  (p < 0 .0 0 5 , P =  0 .2 6 1 ) , s ta tu s  
c o n s u m p tio n  (p < 0 .0 0 5 , P =  0 .2 0 7 ) , p e e r  p re s s u re  
(p < 0 .0 0 5 , P =  0 .1 5 7 )  a n d  in te g r i ty  (p <  0 .0 0 5 , 
P =  -0 .0 9 3 ) . T h e  r e g r e s s io n  m o d e l  f o u n d  a n  in v e r s e  
r e la t io n s h ip  b e tw e e n  in te g r i ty  a n d  c o n s u m e r s ’ b u y in g  
in te n t io n  o f  p u rc h a s in g  c o u n te r f e i t  p ro d u c ts .  T o  
a d d re s s  th e  p ro b le m  o f  m u l t i - c o l l in e a r i ty ,  c o l l in e a r i ty  
s ta tis t ic s  w a s  a ls o  c o n d u c te d  in  T a b le  7  w h ic h  d e p ic ts  
t h a t  th e  V IF s  (V a r ia b le  In f la t io n  fa c to r s )  f o r  a ll  th e  
e x p la n a to ry  v a r ia b le s  a re  b e lo w  2  a n d  h e n c e , m u l ti -  
c o l l in e a r i ty  is  n o t  a  p ro b le m  f o r  th e  p r e s e n t  re g r e s s io n  
m o d e l .71 F in a l ly ,  th e  n o n - s ta n d a rd iz e d  c o e f f ic ie n ts  (B ) 
o b ta in e d  in  T a b le  7  w e re  u s e d  to  fo r m u la te  th e  f in a l 
r e g r e s s io n  e q u a tio n  w h ic h  is  a s  fo llo w s :
Y =  0 .2 8 4 + 0 .4 3 0 X '+ 0 .2 8 0 X 2+  0 .2 0 0 X 3+ 0 .1 5 3 X 4-

0 .1 1 2 X 5

Table 5 — ANOVA explained for variables

, , , , Sum of , „ M ean „  „.Model „ d f „ F Sig.Squares Square
Regression 436. 978 5 87.396 245.140 0.000

Residual 318.723 595 0.357
Total 755.700 600

Predictors: Price consciousness, Novelty seeking, Status
consumption, Peer pressure, Integrity 
Dependent variable: Buying intentions

Y =  C o n s u m e r s ’ b u y in g  in te n t io n s  o f  p u rc h a s in g
c o u n te r f e i t  p ro d u c ts
X '=  P r ic e  C o n s c io u s n e s s
X 2=  N o v e l ty  s e e k in g
X 3=  S ta tu s  c o n s u m p tio n
X 4=  P e e r  P re s s u re
X 5=  In te g r i ty

Discussion
T h e  fo r m u la te d  h y p o th e s e s  w e re  te s te d  b y  

c o n d u c tin g  a  s te p w is e  r e g r e s s io n  a n a ly s is  in  w h ic h  
f iv e  h y p o th e s e s  o u t  o f  s ix  w e re  fo u n d  to  b e  s u p p o r te d . 
T h e  a n a ly s is  r e v e a le d  th a t  p r ic e  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  
n o v e l ty  s e e k in g , s ta tu s  c o n s u m p tio n  a n d  p e e r  p r e s s u re  
a re  th e  k e y  p s y c h o g r a p h ic  d e te rm in a n ts  a f f e c t in g  
c o n s u m e r s ’ b u y in g  in te n t io n  o f  p u rc h a s in g  c o u n te r fe i t  
p ro d u c ts .  T h u s  H 1 , H 2 , H 4 , H 5  a n d  H 6  a re  a c c e p te d . 
F u r th e r ,  i t  h a s  b e e n  f o u n d  th a t  v a lu e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  
h a s  n o  in f lu e n c e  o n  c o n s u m e r s ’ b u y in g  in te n t io n  o f  
p u rc h a s in g  c o u n te r f e i t  p ro d u c ts .  I t  m a y  b e  d u e  to  th a t  
c o n s u m e r  is  n o t  r e a d y  to  c o m p r o m is e  o n  q u a l i ty  
is s u e s  b y  m e re  s e e in g  th e  lo w  p r ic e s  o f  th e  c o u n te r fe i t  
p ro d u c ts .  S o , H 3  c a n n o t b e  a c c e p te d  a s  n o t  f o u n d  to  
b e  su p p o r te d . T h e  re s u l ts  o f  h y p o th e s e s  te s t in g  a re  
s h o w n  in  T a b le  8.

In  p r e d ic t in g  c o n s u m e r s ’ b u y in g  in te n t io n s  o f  
p u rc h a s in g  th e  c o u n te r f e i t  p ro d u c ts ,  re s u lts  o f  th e  
p r e s e n t  s tu d y  r e v e a l  th a t  ‘p r ic e  c o n s c io u s n e s s ’ is 
fo u n d  to  b e  th e  m o s t  s ig n if ic a n t  d e te r m in a n t  fo l lo w e d  
b y  ‘n o v e l ty  s e e k in g ’, ‘s ta tu s  c o n s u m p tio n ’, ‘p e e r  
p r e s s u r e ’ a n d  ‘in te g r i ty ’ . T h e s e  f in d in g s  a re  a ls o  
s u p p o r te d  b y  th e  p re v io u s  s tu d ie s 26, 25 w h ic h  s h o w e d

Table 6 — Excluded variables from Final Regression Model

, , . . , , . Co linearity Statistics
Model Beta In t  Sis. Partial Correlation m „

5 Tolerance VIF
Value Consciousness .008 .332 .740 .011 .859 1.163
Predictors: (Constant) Price consciousness, Novelty seeking, Status consumption, Peer pressure, Integrity
Dependent variable: Buying intentions

Table 7 —  Regression Coefficients with buying intentions as dependent variable

Model Non-standardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients t Sig.

Co- linearity Statistics

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF

(Constant) 
Price consciousness 

Novelty seeking 
Status consumption 

Peer pressure 
Integrity

.284

.430

.280

.200

.153
-.112

0.098
0.029
0.029
0.025
0.025
0.027

0.382
0.261
0.207
0.157
0-.093

2.90
14.90 
9.75 
8.11 
6.04 
-4.21

.004

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

.719

.657

.723

.702

.966

1.392
1.523
1.384
1.425
1.036

Dependent variable: Buying intentions
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Table 8 — Hypothesis testing 

Hypothesis Result

Status consumption is positively related to Accept
consumers’ buying intentions
Novelty seeking is positively related to consumers’ Accept 
buying intentions
Value consciousness is positively related to Reject
consumers’ buying intentions
Integrity is negatively related to consumers’ buying Accept 
intentions
Peer pressure is positively related to consumers’ Accept
buying intentions
Price consciousness is positively related to Accept
consumers’ buying intentions

that price along with novelty, peer pressure and status 
consumption were the main motivators for consumers 
to purchase counterfeit products. It has also been 
postulated in the literature that consumers generally 
buy counterfeit products because of their social circle, 
and due to the pressure exerted by their peer groups 
which also found true for the present study. The 
results suggest that the value consciousness has no 
influence on consumers’ buying intention of
purchasing counterfeit products. The probable reason 
for this may be that a consumer is aware of the quality 
of the counterfeit products and is not willing to pay a 
low price for the products with lower quality 
standards. This finding is also consistent with the 
studies conducted on counterfeiting and consumer 
behaviour.20 Another interesting finding of the above 
analysis is that ‘integrity’ is found to be a significant 
determinant in deciding consumers’ buying intention 
of purchasing counterfeit products. However, it shows 
a negative influence on consumers’ buying intention 
of purchasing counterfeit products. The findings are 
in consistence with the previous studies18, 36, 72 which 
revealed that consumers with higher ethical and moral 
values, perceives counterfeiting illegal and unethical.

Conclusion
Counterfeiting in global trade has become a serious 

problem in the 21st century. The study shows the key 
psychographic determinants influencing consumers’ 
counterfeit consumption behaviour. Keeping in view 
the above findings, it is suggested that to neutralize 
consumers’ price consciousness level, brand 
manufacturers should adopt strategies to minimize the 
cost of their products to follow a rational pricing 
policy. This step may reduce the price differential 
between original and counterfeit products and will 
certainly help the manufacturers to attract more

consumers of purchasing the original products. To 
assist the consumers to distinguish between original 
and counterfeit products, the original brand owners 
should make a clear distinction between their products 
and the counterfeit ones. Further, the study helps the 
brand manufacturers and the brand practitioners to 
have a better insight to understand what consumer 
perceives about their counterparts. In this regard, 
effective supply chain management (SCM) can be an 
important anti-counterfeiting strategy because 
inadequacy of distribution channels of legitimate 
manufacturers generally gives birth to counterfeiting 
activities. Continuous monitoring, transparency, 
reliable and strong relationships with vendors and 
distributors can prevent the genuine products from 
being counterfeited. The study concludes that the 
problem of counterfeiting can only be eradicated 
when the consumer itself appreciates full 
repercussions of their purchases of counterfeit 
products.

Future Research
The present study has been confined to examining 

the problem of counterfeiting from consumers’ 
perspective i.e. demand side only. The additional 
psychographic determinants influencing consumers’ 
behaviour of purchasing counterfeit products may be 
identified and a cross-cultural comparison may be 
studied globally. Similarly, an interactional 
relationship between consumers’ perception, attitude 
and buying intentions of purchasing counterfeit 
products may also be studied. The present study has 
focused on counterfeiting of readymade garments and 
footwear only. The products like watches, sunglasses, 
purse, belts and other consumers’ accessories may be 
taken for further research.
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