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The rqle of taste perception for the success of country of origin labeling in the case of
organic pepper
Abstract

Consumers associate with the quality of food its freshness (97 %) and taste (93 %) (GFK
2000). As the extrinsic cue country of origin serves as an indicator for the intrinsic cue taste it
works as quality indicator (PETZOLDT ET AL. 2007; KROEBER-RIEL AND WEINBERG 2003).
Indeed several studies reveal that country of origin (COQ) labeling plays an important role in
consumers’ quality evaluation of food products (e.g. VAN ITTERSUM ET AL. 2001; HONG AND
WYER 1989; ELLIOTT AND CAMERON 1994).

Most studies investigating consumers’ preferences and willingness to pay for COO
labeling focus on meat (e.g. VERBEKE AND WARD 2006; LOUREIRO AND MCCLUSKY 2000), olive
oil (e.g. SANDALIDOU ET AL. 2002) or wine (e.g. SKURAS AND VAKROU 2002). Spices such as
pepper have not been researched yet. Nevertheless, pepper for instance seems very
interesting to analyze as we can note a shift from pepper being a low-involvement commodity
to becoming a lifestyle product. This holds especially for consumers of organic products and
for gourmets (KAUSCH 2008; BRAUN 2007). For example freshly grounded pepper
experiences an increasing culinary demand (DEAK 2004). Pepper experts state that pepper
should be differentiated with respect to country and region of origin, as it is already common
for wine, tea and coffee, because origin has a strong effect on peppers aroma (BRAUN 2007;
MCFADDEN 2008).

Research reveals knowledge is a crucial factor for the use of COO labels as purchase
criterion (e.g. SCHAFER 1997; VAN ITTERSUM ET AL. 2001). We can suspect that conscious
consumers know about a products’ diversity, e.g. taste variety as a result of its country of
origin. Therefore it can be assumed that consumers’ knowledge and taste perception is of
relevance for the success of country of origin labeling.

Against this background, we carried out a standardized survey (n=100) in a organic

grocery store in Bonn, Germany in August 2009 to investigate whether consumers expect



taste differences with respect to pepper, olive oil, wine, rice and tea and if so, whether they
assume these differences to be a result of COO. The word association test is used to gain
insights into what comes to consumers mind when being asked about pepper. Based on
these results we assess the relevance of COO in the case of pepper. In addition, we analyze
consumers’ awareness and expertise with respect to the diversity of pepper as a result of
country of origin and region. Finally, a blind tasting of black pepper of different origins and
production methods (organic versus conventional) is conducted to assess whether
consumers are able to identify aroma differences between the different varieties.

The results show that consumers’ awareness of taste differences regarding product
varieties differentiated by countries/locations depends on the familiarity with the considered
product. For all products analysed, the correlation between COO and taste is positive (above
0.5) and highly significant at the 0.01 level. In the case of wine 82 % of the respondents
expect taste differences due to the COO with 61 % indicating a preference for a specific
country in their purchase decision. The preferred wine countries are Germany (34 %) and
France (18 %). Also with respect to olive oil the majority of respondents (79 %) assume taste
differences due to the COO and 66 % reveal a preference for a specific country (e.g. 52 %
for Italy; 33 % for Greek). In the case of pepper only 44 % of the survey participants expect
taste differences in view of country of origin. 16 % indicate a preference for a specific origin
of which India is most often mentioned (56 %), followed by China, however with a
considerable smaller relevance (13 %). The low relevance of the COO in the case of pepper
might be a result of the fact that only organic brands label the producing country. Additionally
advertisement for spices focusing on country of origin is in general rare. Therefore it is not
surprising that the connection between COO and taste is less made for pepper compared to
wine and olive oil which are, in contrast to pepper, considered as high involvement products
and are often discussed in the context of country of origin. For these products advertisement
focuses on and highlights this attribute (BECKER 2000). Therefore we can assume that

consumers’ knowledge and awareness of the producing country is more skilled and present



for wine and olive oil. Based on these results, we conclude that COO serves as an indicator
for taste for the products under investigation.

On the basis of a word association test, the relevance of the attribute ‘country of origin’ is
analysed in comparison to other product characteristics for pepper. The test reveals that
country of origin (17 times mentioned) is only one of many relevant product attributes
consumers associate with pepper. Most frequently mentioned are varietal diversity (64 times)
and spiciness (54 times). Thus, the results of the word association test indicate that
differences the majority of the respondents make between pepper varieties are rather based
on the degree of maturity (e.g. black pepper versus green pepper) than on country of origin.

The blind tasting test aims to analyse whether consumers are indeed able to perceive
taste differences between pepper of different origins and production methods. Therefore in
the blind testing pepper of two different regions (India versus Sri Lanka) and two different
production methods (organically versus conventionally produced) was considered. Three of
the four organic peppers were exclusively distributed in organic stores. One organic and one
conventional pepper are distributed in the conventional retail sector. All peppers distributed in
the organic stores are COO labelled, the ones in the conventional retail stores are not.

The results reveal that consumers are able to identify taste differences - pungency, finish
and aroma are the aspect respondents were asked to evaluate - between peppers of
different countries of origin and production methods. We found out that aroma was the most
important attribute for the appraisal of a pepper and consumers’ willingness to buy one. On a
scale from 1(hardly any aroma) to 4 (very aromatic) the two organic peppers exclusively
listed in organic stores were from India and were ranked first and third by consumers. The
organic pepper without COO labeling distributed in the conventional retail sector was placed
second with regard to aroma. The organic pepper brand from Sri Lanka (also exclusively
listed in organic stores) ranked fourth and the conventional one last.

Overall our results indicate that German consumers prefer a specific country of origin only
if they assume that this is linked to differences in taste. Lacking awareness and knowledge

hinders most of the participants of our survey to combine taste and country of origin in the
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case of pepper. This holds despite the fact that the survey was conducted in an organic
grocery store and thus was directed at consumers of organic food who are in general
considered to be more involved in purchase decision and are more knowledgeable with
respect to production issues (see e.g. SCHIFFERSTEIN AND OUDE OPHUIS 1998; SANAUER
2001).

In times of increasingly importance and renaissance of food culture, product differentiation
by means of COO labeling can be appropriate to meet consumers’ preferences for
geographical indication. With respect to pepper our study indicates that this is still a low
involvement product even for consumers in organic grocery stores. A precondition for the
success of COO labeling in the case of pepper would be to increase consumers’ knowledge

of the relevance of COO for peppers taste.

Introduction

Consumers associate with the quality of food its freshness (97 %) and taste (93 %) (GFK
2000). The taste of a product is undetectable before purchase. There are two possibilities to
evaluate a products taste without degustation: consumers can make use of so called
extrinsic pieces of information (e.g. country of origin (COO) label) to infer to the intrinsic
characteristic taste or they can rely on prior experience (PETzZOLDT ET AL. 2007; KROEBER-
RIEL AND WEINBERG 2003). Several studies reveal that COO labeling plays an important role
in consumers’ quality evaluation of food products (e.g. VAN ITTERSUM ET AL. 2001; HONG AND
WYER 1989; ELLIOTT AND CAMERON 1994). Only few studies test whether expected taste and
actual taste experience correlate and whether the former is used for product evaluation.

Most studies investigating consumers’ preferences and willingness to pay for COO
labeling focus on meat (e.g. VERBEKE AND WARD 2006; LOUREIRO AND MCCLUSKY 2000), olive
oil (e.g. SANDALIDOU ET AL. 2002) or wine (e.g. SKURAS AND VAKROU 2002). Spices such as
pepper have not been researched yet. Nevertheless, pepper for instance seems very
interesting to analyze as we can note a shift from pepper being a low-involvement commodity

to becoming a lifestyle product. This holds especially for consumers of organic products and



for gourmets (KAUSCH 2008; BRAUN 2007). For example freshly grounded pepper
experiences an increasing culinary demand (DEAK 2004). In addition, pepper’s aroma
diversity is determined by its origin and used in evaluating its quality (BRAUN 2007;
McCFADDDEN 2008). Within the species “piper nigrum” about 100 varieties are characterised
in Kerla state in southwestern India. Further varieties are native to Malaysia, Indonesia and
Vietnam. For example Tellicherry pepper is from Tellicherry, Kerla (India) or Lampong-
pepper from Lampung province located in Sumatra (Indonesia). Accordingly pepper has a
product specific geographical origin and its variety in colour, size, pericarp, amount of
essential oils and piperine are due to soil, climate and cropping system (MCFADDEN 2008).
Because of its high ethereal oil content pepper from south-western India (Malabar coast) is
traded as very aromatic pepper. In comparison pepper from Malaysia or Indonesia is hotter
due to its high amount of piperine (MCFADDEN 2008). Accordingly pepper experts state
pepper should be differentiated with respect to country and region of origin, as it is already
common for wine, tea and coffee (BRAUN 2007; MCFADDEN 2008). COOQO labeled Pepper is
available in Germany, but in general only in organic stores. Organic consumers are known as
conscious and interested in production processes and related issues (e.g. SCHIFFERSTEIN
and OUDE OPHIUS 1998; SANAUER 2001) with taste being one of the primary reasons for
buying organic food (SCHIFFERSTEIN and OUDE OPHIUS 1998). As research reveals that
knowledge is a crucial factor for the use of COO labels as purchase criterion (e.g. SCHAFER
1997; VAN ITTERSUM ET AL. 2001) we suspect that especially organic consumers know about
a products’ diversity, e.g. taste variety as a result of its COO.

The aim of this study is to assess whether promoting COO labeling for pepper can be
successful and whether there is a link between taste perception/experience and the success
of COO labeling. We investigate those two elements (taste expectation and taste experience)
which are crucial for the use of the COO label in consumers purchase decision. Taste
expectation is based on knowledge (SCHAFER 1997) and image which influence each other.
COO information, if perceived, act as stimuli and is linked to existing knowledge. As a

consequence an associative network of the product evolves. These are unobservable
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processes. Besides taste expectation, and taste experience we will analyse knowledge,
image, and past experience with regard to COOQ labelled pepper.

The article is organized as follows. Section 2 gives an overview over the use of COO as a
cue and refers to the determinants of the quality expectations. In section 3 the empirical
study and the sample is presented. Besides a standardised survey we carry out a word
association test and a blind tasting of black pepper of different origins and production. In

section 4 the results are presented and a summary is given in section 5.

Quality expectations

Quality is a subjective concept and its association is based on psychological processes
(STEENKAMP 1990), related to the purchase situation and the person itself (CARDELLO 1995).
During the decision making process stored internal information and current external
information interact and form the quality expectation (KROEBER RIEL AND WEINBERG 2003).
The current external information is composed of intrinsic and extrinsic quality cues and
provided at the point of sale. To make a purchase decision consumers have to form quality
expectations. These are based on their perception and assessment as well as on former
experiences (GRUNERT 2005). To perceive quality and form quality expectations consumers
use pieces of information which are called quality cues. These cues enable consumers to
judge products before consumption (STEENKAMP 1990). OLSON (1972) classifies cues as
either extrinsic or intrinsic. Intrinsic quality cues refer to physical characteristics of the
product for example flavour. Extrinsic cues are related to the product without being part of it,
e.g. brand, price (VERBEKE AND WARD, 2006). COO as well as certification labels are
regarded as extrinsic cues since they can be manipulated without changing the physical
product (OLSON 1972; SAMIEE 1994). With regard to food quality, which is considered as
uncertain by consumers, they often rely on extrinsic quality cues (GRUNERT 1997).

Several studies concerning labeling seals of approval exist. For example LOUREIRO AND
UMBERGER (2007) found that consumers use COO as a signal for product quality, if the

source of origin of the respective product is associated with higher quality or safety.



HOFFMANN (2000) identifies gender, income and attitudes as crucial factors for the use of
COOQO as quality cue with women as well as consumers with low income using COO more
extensively then men and consumers with higher incomes. In addition consumers who are
interested in sustainable consumption and food safety are more interested in COO as
extrinsic cue (HOFFMANN 2000).

The purchase decision depends on the expected taste and prior taste experience
(GRUNERT 1997). The expected quality/taste is influenced by consumers’ knowledge and
product-country-image (JOHANSSON 1989; BANOVIC ET AL. 2010). The experience
characteristics like taste and smell are detectable after purchase (HOFFMANN 2000). The
consumers use the cue in repeated purchases if the quality they experienced was satisfying.

Johansson defined two types of mechanism to explain COO-effects (JOHANSSON 1989)
which are used by GRUNERT (1997) to explain the process of quality expectation. First
cognitive aspects influence quality evaluation; secondly quality evaluation is determined by
affective aspects including the product-country-image (GRUNERT 1997; LEE AND LEE 2009).
Knowledge constitutes the cognitive determinant and is characterized by product-
familiarity, product experience, product- and country-image and specialised knowledge. The
COO effect is strongest in the case of high (JOHANNSON ET AL. 1985) or very low (RAO AND
MONROE 1988) product familiarity. With regard to a low product familiarity only little intrinsic
product information is available. Extrinsic cues thus help to reduce the perceived purchase
risk. In contrast, in the case of middle familiarity consumer can rely on intrinsic cues and thus
extrinsic cues such as COO are less important. Finally, high familiarity is characterised by a
huge knowledge of consumers. They choose selective extrinsic cues based on a conscious
evaluation (GANESH 1997). A study of BECKER (2000) confirms those differences for fresh
meat. The author shows that consumer with low familiarity with respect to fresh meat base
their purchase decision on extrinsic cues, particularly COO and place of purchase. In
contrast consumer experts rely on intrinsic cues like color (BECKER 2000). In addition the

country and product image depend on past experiences and emotions such as those



experienced during holidays (VAN ITTERSUM ET AL. 2001; GRUNERT. 1997; BOTSCHEN AND
HEMETTSBERGER 1998).

The affective component is characterised by the fact that the country-image has a direct
influence on product-image. Even if the consumer is not aware of the quality characteristics
of a product coming from a specific origin he often has specific preferences for a specific
region/country and transfers the related image to the product. This holds for consumers with
a low product familiarity (e.g. CEMBALO ET AL. 2009). The dimensions of country-product
associations are broad and range from the expectation e.g. “that the more natural a region is,
the healthier products from that area are” (VAN ITTERSUM ET AL. 2003), or that consumers
make the link between wine and France, olive oil and Italy etc. (MORELLO 1993).

Country-images depend on political, socio-economic and cultural aspects. For analysing
product-country-image cognitive, affective and conative aspects are discussed. The cognitive
aspect includes the consumers’ knowledge about the country (development, culture, religion)
and the affective aspect comprised the mental attitude toward people or products from these
countries. Finally the conative component deals with involvement and perceptual vigilance
and depends on the relationship between consumer and COO (BAUGHN AND YAPRAK 1993).

The interaction between consumer and COO implies country-familiarity. Familiarity has to
be distinguished between product- and country-familiarity. HAN (1989) deal with the question,
whether country-image is a halo or summary construct and postulate if consumers are
familiar with a country’s product, country image may become a construct that summarizes
consumers’ beliefs about products from this country. Consumers associate with the country a
specific quality. By this COO receives brand character (ERICKSON ET AL. 1984; JOHANSSON
ET AL. 1985; AHMED ET AL. 2004). Country-familiarity has an effect on consumer’s perception
and reaction to COO-information. The reaction is strongest with low country-familiarity. In this
context studies discuss the effect of ethnocentrism. Research shows that consumers prefer
products from home-country because they expect a higher quality (LIEFELD 1989). In addition
some consumers are interested in improving the home-country economy even in the case of

lower product quality (BAUGHN AND YAPRAK 1993; AHMED 2004).
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To conclude, studies indicate knowledge and image of a country have an effect on
product evaluation and purchase decision (HESLOP AND PAPADOPOULOS 1993; LEE AND
GANESH 1999). Nevertheless, the taste of a product is of crucial importance for its repeated
purchase. Only if the experienced taste convinced the consumers the product will be
purchased again (BANOVIC ET AL. 2009). Blind tests for various products revealed that
consumers taste expectations and their experiences often differ strongly (e.g. STEFANI ET AL.

2006; HOEGG AND ALBA 2007).

How consumers purchase decision of COO pepper can be explained

The stimulus organism response model is used to illustrate consumers’ behaviour as
reaction to observable stimuli. The stimuli and response are observable variables whereas
the organism is described as black box. Applied to the purchase decision of pepper the
stimulus is the COO information. This stimulus links existing knowledge and the associative
network of the product. Figure 1 shows the purchase decision of pepper from India with
regard to the stimulus response model based on the neobehavoristic theory'. Provided that
the COOQ information is perceived, the consumer interprets the COO information as stimuli. In
case a positive association exists with respect to India as the native cropping area of pepper
the consumer will be inclined to buy pepper from India if the other product characteristics are

convincing.

[Insert Figure 1 here]

Design of the study

The study (n = 100) was conducted over four days in an organic grocery store in Bonn,
Germany in August 2009. Face to face interviews at the point-of-sale were conducted for
understanding how consumers evaluate pepper in every day purchase decision. The survey
consisted of three parts, including mainly closed and rating-scale questions. The first part

covered consumers’ evaluation of extrinsic cues like price, brand and COQO labeling in

' For further information on the neobehavoristic theory see Kroeber Riel (2003); Foscht and Swoboda
(2004).
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everyday purchase decision in general and the purchase decision of pepper. The second
part aimed to analyse the link between COO and expected taste differences, including a
word-association-test to identify the product-country-image of pepper and consumers’
knowledge regarding COO and pepper quality. Finally, we conducted a blind-testing of black
pepper from three different origins and two production methods (organic versus

conventional). Figure 2 gives on overview over the structure of the work and survey.
[Insert Figure 2 here]

Sample characterization

The majority (66 %) of survey participants are women. According to research women are
still the primary food shopper (CHILDS AND PORYZEES 1997). Respondents with the age of 20
to 30 (25 %) and 45 to 55 years (25 %), as well as highly educated consumers (50 % holding
a bachelor or master degree) with medium to high income (more than 130 €/month) are over-
represented in the study. 15 % are involved in Non-Governmental Organisations and 11 %
are engaged in environmental protection work.

The respondents can be described as high involvement buyers purchasing their organic
products in organic and conventional supermarkets. They purchase less often in smaller
organic-grocery stores and discount stores. The most mentioned intentions to buy organic
are health (25 %), better taste (21 %), naturalness (18 %), environmental protection and
social aspects like child labour. 90 % of the respondents use black pepper (piper nigrum) at
least once a week. Most of them (82 %) prefer the whole peppercorn. Familiarity level with

different pepper species like “piper cubeba” or “piper longum” is very low.

Empirical Results
Consumers expect taste differences due to COO

To get a general overview above the relevance of COO in comparison to other possible
purchase criteria respondents were asked to assess the importance of features for their
purchase decision on a seven point likert scale with 1: very important to 7: not at all

important. Production without child labour, quality, information, and ecological production
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were more important than COO which ranked 7" in the 17 statements. Price, brand,
advertisement and exclusivity were less important.

The relevance of COO was researched with respect to taste variety in the case of pepper,
olive oil, wine, rice and tea. Studies confirming a positive effect of COO labeling on
consumers WTP mostly use olive oil and wine (eg. SKURAS AND VAKROU 2002; VERBEKE AND
WARD 2006; PETZOLDT ET AL. 2007). For these products advertisement focuses on and
highlights COO (BECKER 2000). Besides this, brands highlight COO for rice and tea.
Therefore we can assume that consumer’s knowledge and awareness of the producing
country is more skilled and present for wine, olive oil, rice and tea as it is in the case of
pepper. Furthermore we assume a higher involvement and product familiarity for these
products. Accordingly we test consumers taste expectation due to COO for pepper, olive oil,
wine, rice and tea.

The results show that consumers’ awareness of taste differences regarding product
varieties differentiated by countries/locations depends on the familiarity with the considered
product. For all products analysed, the correlation between COO and taste is positive (above
0.5) and highly significant at the 0.01 level. In the case of wine 82 % of the respondents
expect taste differences due to the COO with 61 % indicating a preference for a specific
country in their purchase decision. The preferred wine countries are Germany (34 %) and
France (18 %). The chi-square value is 20 and highly significant (p = 0.00). Also with respect
to olive oil the majority of respondents (79 %) assume taste differences due to the COO and
66 % reveal a preference for a specific country (e.g. 52 % for ltaly; 33 % for Greek). In the
case of pepper only 44 % of the survey participants expect taste differences in view of COO.
16 % indicate a preference for a specific origin of which India is most often mentioned
(56 %), followed by China, however with a considerable smaller relevance (13 %). The chi-
square value is 118 and highly significant.

The analysis of the chi-square-test implies that preferred COO depend on expected taste.
In comparison with the other products the chi-square value due to pepper is the highest

(120). The results indicate that taste and COO correlate depending on product familiarity and
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involvement. In the case of pepper the majority does not expect taste varieties. But if
consumers state to have a preference for a producing country this stated preference is based
upon expected taste varieties.

The low relevance of the COO in the case of pepper might be a result of the fact that only
organic brands label the producing country. Additionally advertisement for spices focusing on
COO is in general rare. Therefore it is not surprising that the connection between COO and
taste is less pronounced for pepper compared to wine and olive oil which are, in contrast to
pepper, considered as high involvement products and are often discussed in the context of
COO. For these products advertisement focuses on and highlights this attribute (Becker
2000). Therefore we can assume that consumers’ knowledge and awareness of the
producing country is more skilled and present for wine and olive oil. Based on these results,
we conclude that COO serves as an indicator for taste for the products under investigation.

Consumers’ knowledge is analysed asking questions around the diversity of pepper due
to COOQO. 56 % of the consumers state to know where pepper first was grown. But in fact only
47 % of those name India. Besides India, consumers assumed that pepper was first grown in
Madagascar (22 %), Indonesia (12 %), Sri Lanka and South America. Asked whether they
expect taste differences for pepper from India or Indonesia 78 % of consumers had no idea
whether there are any taste differences between these countries. However in case of the
cultivation area 82 % expect taste differences.

To analyse the relevance of the attribute ‘COO’ in comparison to other product
characteristics for pepper we use a word-association-test. The question consumers
answered was: “What do you associate with pepper?” The test reveals that COO (17 times
mentioned) is only one of many relevant product attributes consumers associate with pepper.
Most frequently mentioned are varietal diversity (64 times) and spiciness (54 times). Thus,
the results of the word association test indicate that differences between pepper varieties are
rather made based on the degree of maturity (e.g. black pepper versus green pepper) than

on COO.
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The product-country-image of food from India is specified by a further word association
test. Here, the products most frequently mentioned are rice (54 times), vegetable-curry (35
times), tea (27 times), spices (21 times), curry (18 times) and pepper (14 times).

The results indicate that pepper has a low product-country-image and that only some
consumers make a link between India and spices and further more between pepper and its
origin, India. Though, the findings show that there exist a large variety of associations with
respect to pepper, the majority of consumers do not know where pepper originally comes

from and that there is a huge taste variety due to its origin.

Consumers taste black peppers’ varieties

The blind tasting test aims to analyse whether consumers are indeed able to perceive
taste differences between pepper of different origins and production methods and to
compare aroma, pungency and finish of five black pepper on a scale from 1 to 4 with 4 = very
aromatic/very high pungency/very strong finish and 1 = hardly any aroma/pungency/finish.
Therefore in the blind testing pepper of three different regions (India versus Sri Lanka versus
Vietnam) and two different production methods (organically versus conventionally produced)
was considered (see table 1). Three of the four organic peppers were exclusively distributed
in organic stores. One organic and one conventional pepper are distributed in the
conventional retail sector. All peppers distributed in the organic stores are COO labelled, the
ones in the conventional retail stores are not.

[Insert Table 1 here]

The rank variance analysis is used to compare the aroma, pungency and finish
respondents assessed. It delivers the middle-ranking for each pepper and the chi-square
value. The results are significant with p-value < 0.00 for all tested pepper characteristics
(compare table 2).

[Insert Table 2 here]

Results show that the organic peppers are better assessed than the conventional one.

The pepper of Wagner, who belongs to the biggest conventional spice brand in Germany,
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convinces the respondents in all three categories. Wagner pepper is ranked first in pungency
and finish and second with respect to aroma. The pepper from Herbaria is the one who
convinces the tasters with respect to ‘aroma’. The conventional pepper (Fuchs) is valued as
the least aromatic pepper.

Directly asked which pepper they would purchase after tasting 30 % of the respondents
stated that they would purchase the Herbaria pepper which was in terms of an overall
appreciation, evaluated as the most aromatic pepper but with low pungency and only mild
finish. 27% of the taster would purchase Wagner pepper, who ranked first and second in the
three pepper characteristics (See table 2). As non-favourite pepper Fuchs pepper is
mentioned by 30 % of the consumers, followed by Sonnentor (23 %).

These results do not give a clear picture which of the three tasted category is important for
the final purchase decision. A deeper look into cross tables reveal that 41 % of the Herbaria
buyer describe the pepper ‘aroma’ as very aromatic while the non-Herbaria-buyer describes
the pepper as less aromatic. The p-value of the chi-square is with 0.01 very significant
whereas ‘pungency’ and ‘finish’ do not significantly influence the purchase decision. 81 % of
the Fuchs-purchasers evaluate the pepper with a value of 3 or 4 (aromatic or very aromatic)
but the non-Fuchs-purchaser characterizes the pepper as low aromatic. These results
indicate that ‘aroma’ is the most important aspect of taste which mostly influences the
purchase decision. We conclude that the consumer is able to taste and evaluate flavour
varieties. These results lead furthermore to the conclusion that consumers purchase decision
for pepper is mainly based on aroma experience and less on pungency and finish. The
organic pepper is in general preferred and the two organic peppers from India, exclusively

listed in organic stores, ranked first and third with regard to aroma.

Conclusion and discussion
The special feature of our study is the combination of face-to-face interviews regarding
attitudes, image, knowledge and blind tasting of pepper. Our findings show that consumers

are able to taste differences between different pepper brands from different origins. With
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respect to this finding the labeling of COO can be useful for a differentiation in the rather
homogenous pepper market. But at the same time we also found that even concerned
organic consumers are not aware of the existence of any taste differences of pepper due to
COO and as a consequence do not use COO labels as a cue in their purchase decision.
Consumers are rather interested in sustainable consumption, product information about
production method and social aspects like child labour and fair trade than in COQO. As their
exist a lack of knowledge regarding the impact of COO on taste and a low product familiarity
with respect to pepper, these might be possible reasons for the obtained results.. This
hinders interpreting and evaluating COO information in a useful way. Even if 80 % of the
respondents expect taste differences due to region-of-origin they are not able to make a
differentiated judgement based on their objective knowledge. The study verifies that the
success of COO depends on expected products' taste. Those consumers who prefer a
specific country mention most often India (50 %). According to taste experience consumers
pay most attention to aroma. Thus providing consumers with COO information that links
COO to a specific (aroma) taste could lead to an increase in the relevance of COO for
consumers’ purchase decision. Foreign countries as well as marketers using such a strategy
would parallel increase consumers’ knowledge with respect to the link between region-of-
origin and different aroma characteristics.

The results also show that cognitive and affective determinants are interdependent. This
is important to consider for producers from foreign countries, NGOs and governments who

should communicate a positive country-image.

16



References
AHMED, Z U.; JOHNSON, J.P.; YANG, X.; FATT, C.K.; TENG, H.S.; BOON, L.C. (2004): Does

Country-of-Origin matter for Low-Involvement Products. International Marketing Review

21(1), 102-120.

BANoOvIC, M.; GRUNERT, K.G.; BARREIRA, M.M.; FONTES, M.A. (2009): Beef quality perception
at the point of purchase: A study from Portugal. Food Quality and Preference 20(4), 335-

342.

BANoviC, M.; GRUNERT, K.G.; BARREIRA, M.M.; FONTES, M.A. (2010): Consumers' quality
perception of national branded, national store branded, and imported store branded beef.

Meat Science 84(1), 54-65.

BAUGHN, C.C.; YAPRAK, A. (1993): Mapping Country-of-Origin Research: Recent
Developments and Emerging Avenues. In: Papadopoulos, N. and Heslop, L. (eds.):
Product-Country Images: Impact and Role in International Marketing, International

Business Press, New York, 89-115.

BECKER, T. (2000): Consumer perception of fresh meat quality: a framework for analysis.

British Food Journal 102(3), 158-176.

BOTSCHEN, G.; HEMETTSBERGER A. (1998): Diagnosing means-end structures to determine
the degree of potential marketing program standardization. Journal of Business Research

42, 151-159.
BRAUN, R. (2007): Pfeffer - Scharfes aus Indien. Natur + Kosmos 4, 2-8.

CARDELLO, A.V. (1995): Food Quality: Relativity, Context and Consumer Expectations. Food

Quality and Preference 6(3), 163-170.

CEMBALO, L.; CICIA, G.; DEL GIUDICE, T. (2009): The influence of country of origin on German
consumer preferences for peaches: a latent class choice model. In: European Association
of Agricultural Economists; 113th Seminar, September 3-6, Greece.

CHILDS, N.M.; PORYZEES, G.H. (1997): Foods that help prevent disease: consumer attitudes

17



and public policy implications. The Journal of Consumer Marketing 14(6), 433-447.

DEAK, A. (2004): Lustwandel - Uber Veranderungen in der bundesrepublikanischen Esskultur.

Erndhrungsumschau 51(11), 467-471.

ELLIOTT, G.R.; CAMERON, R.C. (1994): Consumer Perception of Product Quality and the

Country-of-Origin Effect. Journal of International Marketing 2(2), 49—62.

ERICKSON, G.M.; JOHANSSON, J.K.; CHAO, P. (1984): Image Variables in Multi-Attribute
Product Evaluations: Country-of-Origin Effects. The Journal of Consumer Research 11(2),

694-699.

FOSCHT, T.; SwOBODA, B. (2004): Kauferverhalten: Grundlagen - Perspektiven -

Anwendungen. Gabler, Wiesbaden.

GANESH, G. (1997): Spousal Influence in Consumer Decision: A Study of Cultural

Assimilation. Journal of Consumer Marketing 14(2), 1-12.

GFK (2000): Produktvielfalt und -information. Entwicklungen und Trends im

Lebensmittelangebot. Bonn: Bund fir Lebensmittelrecht und Lebensmittelkunde e. V.
GRUNERT, K.G. (1997): Market orientation in food and agriculture. 2. ed., Kluwer, Boston.

GRUNERT, K.G. (2005): Food quality and safety: consumer perception and demand.

European Review of Agricultural Economics 32(3), 369-391.

HAN, C. Min. (1989): Country Image: Halo or Summary Construct. Journal of Marketing

Research 26(5), 222-229.

HEsLoP, L.A.; PAPADOPOULOS, N.G. (1993): But who knows where and when: Reflections on

the Images of Countries and their Products. International Business Press, New York.

HOEGG, J.; ALBA, J. (2007): Taste Perception: More than Meets the Tongue. Journal of

Consumer Research 33(4), 490-498.

HOFFMANN, R. (2000): Country of origin-a consumer perception perspective of fresh meat.

British Food Journal 102(3), 211-229.

18



HONG, S.T.; WYER R.S. (1989): Effects of country-of-origin and product attribute information
on product evaluation: an information processing perspective. Journal of Consumer

Research 16(2), 175-187.

JOHANSSON, J.K. (1989): Determinants and effects of the use of ‘made in’ labels. International

Marketing Review 6(1), 47-58.

JOHANSSON, J.K.; DOUGLAS, S.P.; NONAKA, I. (1985): Assessing the Impact of Country of
Origin on Product Evaluations: A New Methodological Perspective. Journal of Marketing

Research 22(4), 388-396.

KAUSCH (2008): Trend-Gewirze - Warum sich gepfefferte Preise flr Salz lohnen. Welt
Online, URL:
http://www.welt.de/lifestyle/article1889372/Warum_sich_gepfefferte_Preise_fuer_Salz_loh

nen.html press release 16.04.2008.
KROEBER-RIEL, W.; WEINBERG, P. (2003): Konsumentenverhalten. 9. ed., Vahlen, Minchen.

LEE, D.; GANESH, G. (1999): Effects of partitioned Country Image in the context of Brand
Image and Familiarity. A Categorization Theory Perspective. International Marketing

Review 16(1), 18-39.

LEE, J.K.; LEE, W. (2009): Country-of-Origin Effects on Consumer Product Evaluation and
Purchase Intention. The Role of Objective Versus Subjective Knowledge. Journal of

International Consumer Marketing 21(2), 137—151.

LIEFELD, J. P. (1989): Experiments on Country-of-Origin Effects: Review and Meta-Analysis of
Effect Size. In: Papadopoulos, N. and Heslop, L. (eds.): Product-Country Images: Impact

and Role in International Marketing, International Business Press, New York, 117-156.

LOUREIRO, M.L.; Mc CLUSKEY, J.J. (2000): Assessing consumer response to Protected

Geographical Identification labeling. Agribusiness 16(3), 309-320.

LOUREIRO, M.L.; UMBERGER, W.J. (2007): A choice experiment model for beef: What US

consumer responses tell us about relative preferences for food safety, country-of-origin

19



labeling and traceability. Food Policy 32(4), 496-514.
Mc FADDEN, C. (2008): Pepper. 1. ed., Absolute Press, Great Britain.

MORELLO, G. (1993): International Product Competitiveness and the "Made in" Concept. In:
Papadopoulos, N. and Heslop, L. (eds.): Product-Country Images: Impact and Role in

International Marketing, International Business Press, New York, 285-311.

OLSON, J.C. (1972): Cue Utilization of the Quality Perception Process: A Cognitive Model

and an Empirical Test, PhD thesis, Purdue University.

OuDE OPHuUIS, P. A. M.; VAN TRIUP, H. C. M. (1995): Perceived quality: A market driven and
consumer oriented approach. The Definition and Measurement of Quality. Food. Quality

and Preference 6(3), 177-183.

PETZOLDT, M.; PROFETA, A.; ENNEKING, U. (2007): Die Bedeutung von Preis und Herkunft fir
die Praferenzbildung bei Weinkonsumenten. Ermittlung von Praferenzheterogenitat mittels

einer Latent-Class-Analyse. Schriften der Gewisola 43, 65-76.

RAO, A.R.; MONROE, K. (1988): The Moderating Effect of Prior Knowledge on Cue Utilization

in Product Evaluations. The Journal of Consumer Research 15(2), 253-264.

SAMIEE, S. (1994): Customer Evaluation of Products in a Global Market. Journal of

International Business Studies 25(3), 579-604.

SANAUER, B. (2001): The Food Consumer in the 21th Century: New Research Perspectives,

Working Paper 01-03, The Retail Food Industry Center, University of Minnesota.

SANDALIDOU, E.; BAOURAKIS G.; SISKOS, Y. (2002): Organic and Conventional Olive Oil
Consumers: A Comparative Analysis. Using a Customer Satisfaction Evaluation

Approach. British Food Journal 104(3/4/5), 391-406.

SCHAFER, A. (1997): Consumer knowledge and country of origin effects. European Journal of

Marketing 31(1), 56-72.

SCHIFFERSTEIN, H.N.J.; OUDE OPHUIS, P.A.M. (1998): Health-related determinants of organic

20



food consumption in The Netherlands. Sensometric Workshop. Food Quality and

Preference. 9(3), 119-133.

SKURAS, D.; VAKROU, A. (2002): Consumers willingness to pay for origin labelled wine.

A greek case study. British Food Journal 104(11), 898-912.

STEENKAMP, J. (1990): Product quality: an investigation into the concept and how it is

perceived by consumers. Van Gorcum Assen, Maastricht.

STEFANI, G.; ROMANO, D.; CAvICCHI, A. (2006): Consumer expectations, liking and willingness
to pay for specialty foods: Do sensory characteristics tell the whole story? The First
European Conference on Sensory Science of Food and Beverages: "A Sense of Identity".

Food Quality and Preference 17(1-2), 53-62.

VAN ITTERSUM, K.; CANDEL, M.J.J.M.; MEULENBERG, M.T.G. (2003): The influence of the
image of a product's region of origin on product evaluation. Journal of Business Research

56(3), 215-226.

VAN ITTERSUM, K.; VAN DER LANS, I. A.; Cicco, A.; DE LOSEBY, M. (2001): The Role of the
Region of Origin and EU Certificates of Origin in Consumer Evaluation of Food Products.

European Review of Agricultural Economics 28(4), 451-477.

VERBEKE, W.; WARD, R.W. (2006): Consumer interest in information cues denoting quality,
traceability and origin: An application of ordered probit models to beef labels. Food Quality

and Preference 17(6), 453-467.

21



Figure 1: The stimulus organism response model for the purchase decision of pepper
from India

STIMULUS ORGANISM REACTION

Origin Product
perception perception

Advertising with @ @

regard to COO in ’ Product-country-image ‘ Buying pepper
the case of pepper |::> @ :> from India

Positive attitde towards the
product

Source: adopted from FOSCHT AND SWOBODA (2004, p. 30).

Figure 2: Framework of the survey

Country-of-origin
as extrinsic cue

Taste expectation Taste experience Purchase decision

Questionnaire Blind test
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Table 1: Overview of the tasted pepper origins and production method indicated on

the package

production region-of- .
Brand method COO0 origin further quality aspects
: : . Periyar Wildlife . :
Herbaria organic India Sancturary Telicherry quality
Telicherry quality
. . (smallholder-project:
Heuschrecke | organic India Peermade Peermade Development
Society)
, _ n.s. n.s.
Sonnentor organic Sri Lanka
W , n.s. n.s. n.s.
agner organic (Sri Lanka)*
Fuch onal | NS n.s. n.s.
uchs conventiona (Vietnam)*
n.s: not specified

* According to mail and phone information

Table 2: Blind testing of pepper: mean and middle ranking value

Herbaria Heuschrecke Sonnentor Wagner Fuchs
Mean | Middle Mean | Middle Mean | Middle Mean | Middle Mean | Middle
(std.) | Ranking | (std.) | Ranking | (std.) | Ranking | (std.) | Ranking | (std.) | Ranking
Value Value Value Value Value
2.57* | 3.37 2.14 2.86 212 2.85 2.45* | 3.30 2.07 2.63
Aroma (1.04) (0.94) (0.93) (0.10) (1.00)
1.87 2.7 2.05 3.00 2.10* | 3.08 2.33* | 3.45 1.96 2.77
Pungency | (0.84) (0.9) (0.87) (0.92) (0.91)
o 2.09 2.57 2.41 3.05 2.45* | 3.11 2.62* | 3.39 2.33 2.88
Finish (0.83) (1.02) (0.90) (1.10) (0.94)

Own calculations: n = 97; Chi2 = 19.186; df: 4; p = 0.001. 4 point scale from 4 = very aromatic/very
high pungency/very strong finish to 1 = hardly any aroma/pungency/finish.
* Best product in the blind test
** Second best product in the blind test
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