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Abstract 

counterfeiting is one of the oldest business phenomena in history that has been 

affecting trade for about 2,000 years, which has been exploded in the recent 

years. this research aims to analyze marketing literature review on consumer 

behavior toward counterfeit products. It also aims to identify the research gap 

for potential studies by concentrating on determinants that affect consumer 

purchasing behavior toward counterfeit products. To achieve the research 

objectives the researcher divide the study into two main parts. The first part 

includes studies that investigate consumer behavior toward counterfeiting. The 

methodology and the main results of 42 studies published between 2009 and 

2019. The current research presents important ideas for future studies on 

consumer behavior toward counterfeit products.      
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Analyzing Consumer Behavior Toward Counterfeit Products: A 

Systematic Literature Review 

 

 Introduction 

Nowadays, counterfeiting has increased drastically and become a serious global 

dilemma. (Davidson et al., 2017). For example, counterfeiting in the European 

Union market amounts to EUR 83 billion and the annual loss of 790 000 jobs 

(EUIPO, 2016). Although this generates huge profits for actors in this industry, 

counterfeiting leads to enormous losses for legitimate companies. According to 

(Eisend & Schuchert‐Güler, 2006) it is seen as a significant problem to many of 

businesses, including convenience and household goods, pharmaceutical and 

automobile. (Staake et al., 2009). The ethical dilemma of counterfeit products is 

that they can have negative impacts on consumers, manufacturers, and society 

as a whole. They also facilitate criminal activities as supply chains for 

counterfeiters are connected to organized crime, sweatshops, and other illegal 

activities. (Cesareo & Stöttinger 2015).  

Most scholars claim that research is important to understand the various facets 

of counterfeit production. (Staake et al., 2009; Toklu & Baran, 2017). The 
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general trend of counterfeiting is important to understand as well as clear 

reasons behind the purchasing of counterfeit products by customers for 

successful countermeasures. In addition, understanding those reasons may be 

worthwhile in developing and implementing strategies for counterfeits. Most 

counterfeit demands concentrated on basic intentions for buying counterfeit 

products from various perspectives such as monetary, emotional, social or 

personal perspectives. (Baruonu Latif et al., 2018).  

Hence, it is rather essential to comprehend the buyer’s motives and behaviors in 

buying counterfeit products, Therefore, the research objective is to apply for a 

systematic literature review with a debate approach that extracts and investigate 

the research that has explored the consumer buying behavior toward non-

deceptive counterfeit.  In addition, another contribution is that this study aims 

to clarify the difference among the studies that have examined the direct 

relationship among factors and the consumer intention to buy counterfeit and 

the indirect relationship between factors and attitude towards counterfeit, the 

relations among attitude and consumer intention to purchase counterfeit 

(indirect effect) and is also going to shed light on the mediator and moderators 

variables that are usually investigated in these studies. 

This research will be organized as follows. In the first part, the background of 

counterfeit is provided; the research methodology concerning the type of 

research and data analysis is presented in the second part. The third part shows 

the findings under three headings: general characteristics, methodological 

characteristics, and thematic analysis. The last section includes a conclusion 

and Ideas for future studies.  
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1- Problem statement: 

Recently, the incremental increase of the demand on counterfeit products create 

a wide range of problems for the manufacturers of genuine products includes 

losing their market share, profits and customer dissatisfaction (Bradley et 

al.,2019). It is important to know that gains generated from trading counterfeit 

products come at the expense of the economic loss of genuine manufacturers. 

Apart from the profits loss, genuine manufacturers have to face with intangible 

negative repercussions such as brand dilution, loss of goodwill and unavailing 

investment costs. Unfortunately, consumers of counterfeit luxury goods are 

oblivious that they are the ultimate losers. First, original manufacturers will 

have less interest in spending resources on the development of new and better 

products due to the low sales revenue, Second, consumers of counterfeit goods 

expose themselves to various kinds of risk such as performance risk, social risk, 

prosecution risk and psychological risk (Kian,2018). 

The main problem of counterfeit products is with luxury products, over the 

years the quality of counterfeit products has improved in a way that make 

customers to discover the differences with genuine products became difficult. 

Stopping the negative effects of counterfeits seems to be insufficient, so the 

best way to minimize the consequences of selling and buying counterfeits is to 

analyze the consumer behavior toward this type products 

(Ahmad&Hussain2016). Based on the aforementioned discussion the research 

problem of this study can be briefly summarized in the following question:  

What are the factors falling behind consumer attitudes, intentions and behaviors 

to purchase counterfeit products? 
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2- Research objectives: 

To answer the research question, this study is aims to achieve the following 

objectives: 

2-1- To analyze the studies that have explored determinants that affect customer 

intention toward counterfeit products. 

2-2- To understand consumer attitudes toward counterfeit products by studying 

a ten-year span of articles that covers the demand side of counterfeit, from the 

consumer point view as for the buying of counterfeit goods. 

2-3- To scan marketing literature review in consumer buying behavior toward 

counterfeit products. 

 

 

3- Research importance: 

Since this study tends to investigate factors affecting consumers’ attitudes, 

intention and behaviors towards counterfeit products, results and 

recommendations benefit authors, researches, genuine brand marketers, market 

researchers, the society and the government. Hence, this implies both academic 

and practical importance which will be briefly summarized as follow:  

3-1-Academic Importance: 

3-1-1-This study can be used as a secondary data for future studies which 

consider as a step ahead toward building a comprehensive framework to 

understand consumer behavior toward counterfeit products. 

3-1-2-this study helps in  conceptualizing the factors affecting on consumer 

behavior toward counterfeit products. 
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3-1-3-This research is considered one of the few studies which cover 10 years 

in analyzing consumer behavior toward counterfeit products and investigating 

all variables affecting on consumer behaviors   

3-2-Practical Importance: 

3-2-1-This research findings help in protecting the genuine brands 

manufacturers  from dramatic monetary losses and tarnish losses in brand 

equity and brand image. 

3-2-2-The main contribution of this study is laying in analyzing consumer 

motives to purchase counterfeit products and this will help mangers to better 

understand customer needs and wants to by this type of products. 

3-2-3- The findings of this study help the decision makers in genuine 

manufacturing companies and policy makers in Egyptian government to 

reduced the demand on counterfeit products to protect the property rights and 

customers against the potential risks of this kind of products.    

4. The research background:  

Counterfeiting is identified as goods with the same mark, or barely 

distinguishable from a trademark registered with another party and violating the 

holder rights of the trademark (Chaudhry & Walsh, 1996). While the first 

research can be traced back to the 1970s, imitation remains a popular topic with 

a growing multidisciplinary theme (Staake et al., 2009). Particularly in the last 

dozen years, growing customer demand for counterfeiting has stimulated 

considerable interest in researchers investigating the phenomenon from 

multiple angles, thus the topic has been studied by various disciplines, such as 

business, ethics, logistics, law and marketing(Staake et al., 2009). 
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In general, related counterfeiting research can be categorized into three groups: 

supply side, demand side, and global/local economy side (Staake et al., 2009). 

The supply side appeared to concentrate on strategies employed by product 

counterfeiters (Stevenson & Busby, 2015), illegal distribution channels (Cho et 

al., 2015), Characteristics of production/producers (Green & Smith, 2002), 

productivity (Amine & Magnusson, 2007). The demand side focused on the 

attitudes of buyers to purchase counterfeit brands (Augusto de Matos et al., 

2007), Intention to buy (Eisend et al., 2006), Characteristics of the customers 

(Cheung & Prendergast, 2006), Determinants of consumer buying behavior 

(Eisend et al., 2017; Staake et al., 2009), Decision making process on 

counterfeit goods (Gentry et al., 2001). 

5. Research Methodology: 

Recently, there has been a large amount of the information available as a result 

of the continuously evolving online distribution and the new journals and 

conferences have raised the desire for more review methods to better enhance 

current conclusions, along with the incremental value of literature review as a 

basis for improving scientific research. (Fawcett et al., 2014). Bearing this in 

mind, Systematic literature review (SLR) was preferred to ensure that no major 

study was ignored and to enhance quality, scientific rigor and bias 

minimization. (Tukamuhabwa et al., 2015).  

5.1 A systematic review  

Based on the guidelines drawn up by Colicchia & Strozzi (2012), the current 

SLR was undertaken in three stages based on research questions. Clarity, 
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feasibility, and compatibility with current questions of the study are critical in 

guiding the SLR and in supporting its results (Jesson et al., 2011).  

The aim of this research is, therefore, to analyze the literature to comprehend 

factors influencing the buyer's attitude and intention toward counterfeit brands. 

In this context, systematic literature review of this research began with one 

question from a wider perspective: 

 What are the variables that influence customer attitude and intention toward 

counterfeit goods? 

5.2 Criteria for including and excluding Articles of this study 

The research included in this study were scientific peer-reviewed research 

articles that reported factors that influence consumer counterfeit purchasing 

behavior, hence, magazine articles, books, articles from conferences were 

excluded. Also, for these studies to be inclusive, they must have dealt directly 

with factors/determinants/variables of consumer counterfeit purchasing 

behavior; therefore, if they didn’t directly mention or deal with factors, 

determinants, variables that could affect consumer behavior when buying 

counterfeit products were excluded from this systematic review. This review 

applied a language restriction on the search results, only studies that have full 

content written in English were inclusive, Table 1 summarizes both inclusion 

and exclusion requirements for that study. 

 

 

Table 1 Criteria for inclusion and exclusion 

Criteria Inclusion Exclusion 
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Quality of the Journal Periodic peer-reviewed research. Business magazines, conference, 

books and notes. 

Access Total material collected in English The full content is not written in 

English. 

The alignment of 

objectives 

Demand side of counterfeit Supply side of counterfeit, 

strategies that deals with 

counterfeit. 

Focus Deal directly with factors/determinants of 

consumer counterfeit purchasing 

behavior. 

Not deal directly with 

factors/determinants of consumer 

counterfeit purchasing behavior. 

Study Design Empirical studies Conceptual and reviews. 

Clarity Clearly mention causes/ factors, variables 

that affect/influence consumer behavior to 

purchase counterfeit goods. 

Not clearly mention variables/ 

determinants, antecedents that 

affect/influence consumer 

behavior to purchase counterfeit 

goods. 

Source: The Author 

5.3 Searching the literature 

This paper is a systematic review study, concerned with the factors that affect 

consumer counterfeit purchasing behavior. The databases that have been 

searched for the purpose to find relevant research articles are Emerald insight, 

Science Direct (Elsevier), Wiley, and Sage. Such two sources have been 

regarded in the area of management and social sciences because of their 

coverage of publications. 

The search covered the period from year January 2009 up to April 2019; hence 

this paper is going to cover a ten-year span of articles that covers the demand 

side of counterfeit, meaning the consumer point view as for the buying of 

counterfeit goods. The following main search terms were used in conjunction 
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with the identification of related articles:" factors, determinants and variables"; 

"counterfeit"; " consumer counterfeit purchasing behavior", and " demand side 

of counterfeit", " copycat ", "fake " 

As mentioned before, this research included published studies during the last 10 

years from 2009 till 2019 where the counterfeit issues in recent years have 

increased substantially (Kamalahmadi & Parast, 2016; Linnenluecke, 2017). 

Moreover, a literature review was opened to publications in peer-reviewed 

journals that granted better quality for this paper (Denyer & Tranfield, 2009). 

Depending on these keywords, the articles obtained from the four databases 

were 1847 articles. The aim is to ensure that the focus was on factors and 

variables that influence consumer behavior toward counterfeiting.  

To ensure the consistency of the chosen mate, publications that comply with the 

inclusion criteria and thus ignore all exclusion criteria have been taken into 

consideration in the SLR (Tranfield et al. 2003). 42 papers for further research 

were written. To find common themes and explore the essence of the findings, 

the content of each article is examined in different dimensions. The review of 

the articles was carried out by the authors, while the research was categorized  

into three groups, the first being general characteristics, which entails the 

number of authors, institutions, countries, location of authors, database, and 

specific counterfeit products studies in the article. The second subgroup is the 

methodological aspect which consists of a type of research and design, method 

of sampling and methods of analysis used in the methodology. The last 

subgroup is the theme analysis, which is about the theories, variables, and 

results.  
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6. Results: This part provides a brief summary to the results of the study. The 

results are extracted based on investigating number of studies published 

between 2009 and 2019 (table2). These results will be classified into three 

groups which are common characteristics, methodology and thematic analysis   

6.1 Common Characteristics 

Specific characters as mentioned afore were taken as many researchers, 

institutions, and countries, the location (countries) where the studies were 

applied, Domain of the journal to which the article is published and, ultimately, 

whether or not the research concentrate on a particular counterfeit good. 

According to statistics in general, two writers have written the vast majority of 

publications. (35.7%), which is an indicator of the need for counterfeit research 

collaboration. 

As to the number of institutions to which researchers are affiliated, it has been 

seen that two institutions (50 percent) form the vast majority of publications. 

And these data indicated that the institutions ' countries were not diverse at all. 

However, according to our results (88%) of the studies was applied in a single 

country, and (7%) were applied in two countries and (2.3%) was applied in 

three and above countries. on the other hand, interesting to track the author's 

location so that counterfeit studies are dispersed. Continental analyzes were 

done and most research studies were carried out in Asia (by 18 researchers), 

North America and South America (by 13 researchers), Europe (by 8 

researchers), Australia (by 6 researchers), Africa (by 3 researchers), Middle 

East (3 researchers), and China (by 2 researchers). Finally, in the articles, it was 

also examined whether a specific category of products was considered to be 
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preferred as counterfeit products. Most of the articles didn’t focus on a given 

category (17 articles) however it did tend to refer to general counterfeit goods. 

Also, the second majority was on counterfeit choices made by consumers in the 

category of accessories (Uhren, handbags, and diamonds.) (15 articles). 

Table 2 Overall features of the studies; 

Overall features Articles 

(n=42) 

Percentage of 

studies (%) 

Authors Number 

One 4 9.5% 

Two 15 35.7% 

Three 14 33.3% 

Four 8 19% 

Five 1 2.3% 

Number of countries 

One 37 88% 

Two 3 7% 

Three 1 2.3% 

More than three 1 2.3% 

Authors ' location * 

Africa 3 - 

America 13 - 

Asia 18 - 

Australia 6 - 

Europe 8 - 

Middle East 3 - 

China 2 - 

Specific counterfeit goods mentioned in the studies * 

Not in a specific category 17 - 

Accessories 15 - 

Clothing 8 - 
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Other 8 - 

Number of institutions 

One 13 30.9% 

Two 21 50% 

Three 4 9.5% 

Four 4 9.5% 

Database 

Emerald 19 45.2% 

Sage 5 11.9% 

Science direct (Elsevier) 11 26.19% 

Wiley 7 16.6% 

Source: The Author 

* Note: Articles may be drawn from more than one category 

 

6.2 Characteristics of methodological method 

The studies investigated counterfeit literature as a methodological aspect in 

light of the type of research, the research design, the sampling method and the 

analytical method employed in the studies. The majority of the research was 

quantitative. (81%), qualitative (2.4%) research and combined types (16.7%), 

correspondingly, keeping in mind that this study is only examining empirical 

studies; studies that are not empirical were discarded. Besides, Survey (41) was 

the most common research design and an in-depth interview followed (5). 

Finally, as a technique of analysis, the most common ones were CFA/SEM (15 

articles). Regression/Correlation (14 articles), Factor analysis (10), T-

Test/ANOVA/MANOVA(5 articles) and in other words, authors were focused 

in shedding light on relational outcomes through structural equation model and  

regression and correlation with other approaches. The majority of the studies 
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didn’t assign a theory in their study about 23 articles; however, the most widely 

employed (12). The theory/theories for explaining counterfeit consumption 

were noticed to be based on the Theory of Reasoned Actions and the Theory of 

Planned Behavior (see Table 3). 

 

Table 3 Methodology of the research 

The overall features research 

(n=42) 

Percentage of 

Articles (%) 

Quantitative 34 81% 

Qualitative 1 2.4% 

Quantitative and Qualitative 7 16.7% 

Design of research * 

Survey 41 - 

Experimentation 3 - 

In depth interview 5 - 

Focus Group 1 - 

 Methods of analysis used in this Article * 

Correlation/regression 14 - 

T test / Anova test 5 - 

CFA/SEM 15 - 

Factor analysis 10 - 

Theories used* 

Cognitive Dissonance Theory 1 - 

Consumer Demand Theory 1 - 

Functional Theory of Attitudes 1 - 

Moral Competence & Moral Reasoning Theory 2 - 

Neutralization Theory 1 - 

Perceived Risk Theory 1 - 

Self-Discrepancy Theory 1 - 

Social Identity Theory 1 - 
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Theory of Reasoned Action & Theory of Planned Behavior  12 - 

Theory of Social Control 1 - 

NA (Not Assigned) 23 - 

Source: The Author 

* Note: Articles may be drawn from more than one category 

6.3 Thematic analysis 

This research focuses on the key factors that influence on counterfeit buying 

behavior, and after examine the literature, it was found that when it comes to 

studies that investigated the factors that influence counterfeit consumption, 

There are studies that have explored determinants that affect customer intention 

toward counterfeit products,  whereas other studies have examined the factors 

that affect customer attitudes to buy counterfeit brands and the mediating 

impact of the attitude to buy counterfeit brands. Also, other studies examined 

other mediators and/or moderator affect counterfeit behavior such as product 

involvement (Ngo et al., 2018; Bian & Moutinho, 2011), product attribute (Bian 

& Moutinho, 2011), product knowledge (Ngo et al., 2018), and perceived 

counterfeit detection (Wu et al., 2019). Therefore, this paper has conceptualized 

them under three parts, the first part is the studies that explored factors that 

affect counterfeit purchase intention (Table 4), The second part is the studies 

that have examined the factors that affect consumer attitude towards counterfeit 

(Table 5), and the third part is the mediating impact of the counterfeit goods on 

counterfeit behavior by other mediators/moderators (Table 6).  

6.3.1 Factors that affect counterfeit purchase intention 

After examination of the literature, factors affecting counterfeit purchase 

intention have been classified into five categories which are: Demographic-
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based factors, Consumer traits based factors, Product and brand-based factors, 

Socially-based factors, and the last section is the influence of customer attitude 

and intention to buy counterfeit products (Summary of all the factors are found 

in Table 4).  

6.3.1.1 Demographic-based factors affecting on counterfeit purchase intention 

After examining the extracted articles, it is found that some articles (Swami et 

al., 2009; Bian & Monino 2009; Fernandes, 2013; Randhawa et al., 2015) have 

explored the relationship between demographics and consumer intention to buy 

counterfeits. Demographic characteristics that have been explored in the 

extracted articles are age, gender, income, education, and socio-demographic 

characteristics. 

             6.3.1.1.1 The impact of age on customer intention to purchase 

counterfeit products:  

When examining the extracted studies that have explored the demographic-

based category, the results revealed a bit of controversy. To examine the 

influence of age, some studies indicated that age positively influences CF 

purchase intention (Riquelme et al., 2012). Swami et al., (2009) revealed that 

older people displayed less willingness to buy counterfeit goods. Where other 

studies stated that age negatively influences CF purchase intention. Fernandes 

(2013) and Randhawa et al., (2015), found that age has a significant and 

negative impact on willingness to purchase, indicating that younger consumers 

are more vulnerable than older consumers to buying counterfeit goods. 

However, most studies have suggested that age doesn’t influence CF purchase 
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intention (Bian & Mountinho, 2009; Hamlin et al., 2012; Poddar et al., 2012, 

Pratt & Zeng, 2019). 

              6.3.1.1.2 The impact of gender on intention to buy counterfeit goods: 

Almost all of the extracted research that have investigated gender’s influence 

on CF purchase intention (Bian et al., 2016; Norum & Cuno, 2011; Poddar et 

al., 2012; Pratt & Zeng, 2019; Randhawa et al., 2015; Riquelme et al., 2012; 

Swami et al., 2009) and there was no evidence that gender has any influence on 

CF purchase intention. For example, Norum & Cuno (2011) revealed that 

consumer intention toward counterfeit brands was not significantly affected by 

gender, However, Hamelin et al., (2013) tested intention to buy counterfeit 

brands in 3 main categories of goods: clothing, cosmetics, and cellular phones, 

and customer demographics have been examined in an attempt to profile buyers 

who are likely to consider purchasing (or avoiding) counterfeit products. 

Findings indicate that gender has an explanatory force on a socio-demographic 

level. 

                 6.3.1.1.3 The impact of income on the intention to buy counterfeit 

goods: 

When it comes to the extracted studies that have investigated income, most of 

the studies on CF purchase intention indicated that and there is no evidence that 

income have any influence on CF purchase intention (Bian et al., 2016; 

Hamelin et al., 2013; Norum & Cuno, 2011; Poddar et al., 2012; Riquelme et 

al., 2012; Bian et al., 2016; Hamelin et al., 2013; Norum & Cuno, 2011; Poddar 

et al., 2012; Pratt & Zeng, 2019; Randhawa et al., 2015; Riquelme et al., 2012; 

Swami et al., 2009). Nevertheless, Hamelin et al., (2013) stated that, at a socio-
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demographic level, lower-income buyers were more interested to buy 

counterfeit goods. 

                6.3.1.1.4 the impact of education on the intention to buy counterfeit 

goods: 

When exploring the correlation among education and buying intention toward 

CF, the results were a bit controversy, since some studies showed that 

education does positively influence on CF purchase intention (Riquelme et al., 

2012), and some showed that it negatively influence on CF purchase intention 

(Pratt & Zeng (2019), and the majority indicated that education does not 

influence CF purchase intention ( Biana & Moutinho, 2009; Swami et al., 2009; 

Hamlin et al., 2013; Norum & Cuno, 2011). However, in contrast to these 

studies, Norum & Cuno (2011) revealed the level of education is not a 

substantial variable to influence on consumer intention to buy counterfeit 

products. 

 

                     6.3.1.1.5 The impact of other socio-demographic characteristics: 

Other socio-demographic characteristics that have been examined are 

affordability (Randhawa et al., 2015), ethnicity (Swami et al., 2009), household 

size (Hamlin et al., 2013), marital status (Swami et al., 2009; Hamlin et al., 

2013), religion, (Swami et al.,; Pratt & Zeng, 2019) and unemployment (Pratt & 

Zeng, 2019). Affordability, ethnicity, marital status, and unemployment showed 

that they don’t influence CF purchase intention, whereas, Household size 

indicated that it negatively influences CF purchase intention (Hamlin et al., 

2013). Also, Religion had  contradictory results one study stated that religion 
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negatively influence CF purchase intention (Pratt & Zeng, 2009), but another 

study indicated that religion doesn’t influence CF purchase intention (Swami et 

al., 2009) 

6.3.1.2 Consumer personal traits specific motivations effect on the intention 

toward buying counterfeit goods: 

The second category is the research that has analyzed the effect of customer 

personal traits on the intention to buying counterfeit products. Many of the 

research analyze consumer preferences toward counterfeits by focusing on the 

personal and demographic characteristics of the buyers. Most mentioned 

(repeated in more than 3 studies) personality traits was found in the examined 

studies are materialism, Integrity, ethical/morality, religiosity, value 

consciousness, and perceived risk (other factors are summarized in Table 4). 

            6.3.1.2.1 The impact of materialism on the intention of purchasing 

counterfeit products: 

Materialism is the importance of worldly possessions for the consumer (Belk, 

1985). Materialists see the acquisition of possessions as a way to attain pleasure 

(Richins & Rudmin, 1994). After examining the studies, it is found that most of 

the studies that have investigated personality traits inspected the variable 

materialism; some have found that materialism has no effect on the intention to 

purchase counterfeit goods and some had a negative impact on the purchasing 

of counterfeit goods. In the following years, Kozar & Marcketti (2011) have 

shown that buyers that are less materialistic and have profound ethical values 

are less likely to buy counterfeit clothing. Trinh & Phau (2012) noted that no 

materialism has been stated to be related to the usage of counterfeit goods. 
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Similarly, Kaufman (2016) stated the materialism's effect on the buying 

intention toward either original or counterfeit products to be modest but 

significant.  

              6.3.1.2.2 The impact of ethical concerns on counterfeit purchase 

intention: 

Tang et al. (2014) indicated that ethical concerns accounted for approximately 

10% of the motives to buy counterfeit goods. Quoquab et al. (2017), however, 

stated that ethical issues influence the actions of customers directly and 

indirectly when they buy counterfeit goods. However, Nagar & Sing (2019) 

contrary to previous findings and unlike previous results, have shown that 

ethics and a willingness to buy counterfeit fashion clothing were found to be 

correlated. In general, Lee & Workmen (2011) has not stated any significant 

differences in consumer ethics among counterfeit users and non-users though 

the benefit of counterfeit buyers was less than the benefit of non-purchasers.  

Souiden (2018) demonstrates that ethics and attitudes all affect intention to 

purchase counterfeit products. Furthermore, Alfadl et al. (2014) stated that 

consumer awareness of the social implications of unethical buying behavior 

does not affect counterfeit drug shopping in Sudan. The findings stated also, 

that the decision to be associated with this unethical purchasing activity is not 

socially stigmatized. While it is ethical and legal to buy counterfeit products, 

Sudan's consumers also accept such purchasing decisions as reasonable (Alfadl 

et al., 2014) 

            6.3.1.2.3 The impact of moral antecedents on the intention to purchase 

counterfeit products:  



 

61 

Kim et al., (2009) analyzed the direct impacts of personal morality, moral 

strength, and moral impact, particularly shame and guilt, on intention to buy 

counterfeits goods. The indirect impacts of moral strength, shame, and guilt on 

judgment were also examined.  Moral judgment influenced negatively the on 

intention to buy both the counterfeit and imitation goods. Moral intensity did 

not have a significant effect on the intention to purchase all types of goods, but 

it also had a significant positive impact on the moral judgment for all types of 

goods. (Kim et al., 2009). Guilt had a negative impact on the intention to buy 

goods on the gray market and a positive effect the moral judgment of all types 

of goods. Furthermore, the moral judgment mediated the impact of guilt on the 

buying of gray market goods (Kim et al., 2009). Martinez & Jaeger (2016) have 

underlined the value of moral knowledge as a key aspect of personal decision-

making. Moral feelings have also been found to affect moral judgment and the 

desire to purchase. 

                6.3.1.2.4 The impact of perceived value on the intention to buy 

counterfeit products: 

Value-conscious buyers usually have a favorable attitude about counterfeit 

goods (Phau & Teah, 2009), since they prefer to buy cheap goods of limited 

quality, along with the basic functions required and the symbolic implications 

of counterfeit goods are met (Wang et al., 2005). In addition, consumer 

attitudes mediated the impact of value-consciousness on the buyer's buying 

intention to buy counterfeit luxury products. Findings by Fernandes (2013) and 

Randhawa, et al., (2015), also shows that value awareness has had a positive 

effect on the buyer's intention to buy counterfeit goods. 
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                6.3.1.2.5 The impact of perceived risk on intention to purchases 

counterfeit products: 

Perceived risk is the commonly studied variable in the marketing domain 

(Mitchell, 1999), and much work has been carried out on the impact of 

perceived risk to understand the actions and consumer behavior (Forsythe & 

Shi, 2003). Generally, consumers with a lower social class purchase counterfeit 

products in such a way that they can assume a higher position, with less risk 

tolerance between them, as they are already conscious of a lower standard of 

product quality (Wang et al., 2005). And reap the advantages of the genuine 

brand name without paying a higher price (Gentry et al., 2006). As mentioned 

above, the perceived risk includes multiple risks, and after examining the 

studies, the risk types that are then discussed in the extracted studies are 

economic threats, societal hazards, physical and psychological risks, 

proceedings. Bian & Moutinho (2011) the financial risk was found not to be a 

key deterrent when the consumers buy counterfeit goods. However, Tang et al 

(2014) claimed that the second described that a strong incentive to buy 

counterfeit goods, whether physical or social risk, is viewed as a risk. Similarly, 

Koay (2018) showed that performance risk is a key factor affecting buyer 

behavior to buy counterfeit luxury goods. Consequently, Xiao et al., (2018) 

revealed that, when consumers believe that there is a high risk of using a 

counterfeit good, they feel compelled to stifle the positive buying intention 

caused by actual-ideal self-discrepancy. Koay (2018) inspected four risk 

components impacting consumer intention to buy counterfeit goods; the study 

revealed that performance risk and social risk are key antecedents to purchase 
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counterfeit luxury goods. In addition, the social risk was stated to be strongly 

affected the desire of customers to buy counterfeited luxury products. The 

research reveals that customers are much less willing to buy counterfeit goods 

unless they feel that the discovery of the truth is embarrassing and shameful 

(Herstein et al., 2015). On the other hand, the two other risk components that 

are a marginal link among psychological threat and intention to buy, indicate 

that while students may have psychological stress when buying genuine luxury 

products, the perception of psychological risk is not sufficient to affect their 

intention to buy counterfeit luxury products. Furthermore, the prosecution's risk 

was concluded to have no significant correlation with the buying intention and 

this result is compatible with that of Riquelme et al. (2012).  

6.3.1.3 Product-based factors affecting on counterfeit buying intention 

Some of the product and brand specific-factors that were mentioned in the 

extorted studies were: product involvement, product knowledge, product 

attributes, and brand consciousness. In this part, a summary will be discussed. 

Bian & Moutinho (2011b) stated that buyers for counterfeit goods perceive it as 

being in the best design, practicality, better quality, fun and value for money 

than non-buyers. The goods are more cheerful, autonomous, consistent, healthy, 

optimistic and classic for counterfeit branded customers than non-buyers in 

terms of brand personality. Ngo (2018) also found that a person's knowledge of 

a product may affect the expected buying of counterfeit products. Bian & 

Moutinho (2011a) also indicated that the personality of the brand has a more 

leading role in the intention to buy counterfeit goods by consumers than the 

product's features.  
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6.3.1.4 Social-based factors affecting on counterfeit purchase intention 

Investigating studies that emphasize the social dimension of using counterfeit 

goods revealing that the most social factors were collectivism (culture), social 

norms, and status consumption (Omeraki Çekirdekci & Baruonu Latif, 2019). 

In the coming section, the relationship among social variables and CF consumer 

intention is going to be discussed; the other correlation among social variables 

and consumer’s attitude is going to be discussed in later part of this paper. 

6.3.1.4.1 The impact of collectivism on customer intention to purchase 

counterfeit goods: 

The majority of academics stated that buyers are purchasing and using 

counterfeit products due to their culture. Lee & Workman (2011) investigated a 

culture component by comparing two culturally different participants on copied 

items with different values, and It has revealed that Korean students are more 

likely than American students to purchase counterfeit and had more favorable 

attitudes to buying it, because Korean students are less likely to consider 

counterfeits as valuable alternatives to genuine goods than US students. Pau & 

Teah (2009) focused on collectivism, which influences Chinese consumers ' 

attitudes to buying counterfeit genuine products and how these factors affect 

buying behavior, they found that collectivism had no any effect on buyer 

intention to buy counterfeit goods, however.  

6.3.1.4.2 The impact of social norms on counterfeit buying intentions 
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Wu et al., (2019) compared the consumer buying intention toward counterfeit 

athletics products among students from Singapore to Taiwan. The results 

showed that subjective norm had the strongest effect on consumer intention to 

purchase counterfeit goods. The result that subjective norms have had a 

stronger effect than attitudes in either motivating or inhibiting consumer 

intention to deliberately buying counterfeit goods may be attributable to China's 

collectivist culture. In addition, Tang et al. (2014) found that subjective norms 

account for about 10% of the reasons why counterfeit goods are purchased. 

6.3.1.4.3 The impact of the consumption status on the intention toward 

counterfeit products 

Consumption status is a driving force for people who want to boost their social 

standing by buying goods that build an image. (Phau et al., 2009) revealed that 

status buyers have to have products that embody their ego-identity, to be more 

conscious of the exhibition of achievement and have a negative attitude in favor 

of counterfeit luxury products (Phau & Teah, 2009; Phau et al., 2009; Harun et 

al., 2012). Phau et al., (2009) point to the indicators of status, such as apparel 

buyers may choose apparel that conveys their leisure-status and autonomy from 

job duties to confirm their unique status. Although consumption status has had 

no significant effect on the attitudes to buy the legitimacy of counterfeit luxury 

goods, status consumption affected buyer attitudes against the legitimacy of the 

buying of luxury counterfeit brands.  

6.3.2 The impact of consumer attitude on intention toward counterfeit goods 

Most of the studies that inspected the relationship among attitude to counterfeit 

goods and counterfeit buying intention reported that attitude to buying 
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counterfeit products positively impacts counterfeit purchase intention. For 

example, Phau & Teah (2009), revealed that attitude to buying counterfeits 

goods does indeed affect consumer buying intentionSimilarly, Souiden et al., 

(2018) also reported that attitudes influence the intention to buy counterfeits. 

Correspondingly, Teah et al., (2015) indicated that attitudes towards counterfeit 

luxury goods affect customer buying intention. Norum & Cuno (2011) also 

support these results since their study and suggests that behavioral changes may 

be necessary to deter demand for counterfeit products. The study carried out by 

Bhatia (2018) indicated that the attitude of buyers to purchase counterfeit 

fashion brands affect positively consumer buying intention. In addition, Jiang et 

al. (2019) found that this attitude positively affects the intention toward the 

counterfeits. Lee &Workman (2011) reported that there is a strong relationship 

between attitudes, intentions, and behavior; hence, counterfeit buyers have 

much more favorable attitudes towards counterfeits. Phau et al., (2009), 

however, analyzed the relationship among attitudes and intentions to buy 

counterfeit luxury products, but it has been noticed that buying attitudes have 

no impact on consumer desire to buy these types of goods.  

Table 4 Summary of findings of factors affecting on CF purchase intention 

Dependent Variable: Intention toward counterfeits 

Independent 

Variables 

Citations Positive Negative Not 

significant 

Demographic Characteristics 

Age 

Biana & Moutinho (2009)   * 

Hamelin et al., (2013)   * 

Randhawa et al., (2015)  *  

Riquelme et al., (2012) *   
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Swami et al., (2009)  *  

Poddar et al., (2012)   * 

Pratt & Zeng (2019)   * 

Affordability Randhawa et al., (2015)   * 

Education 

Biana & Moutinho (2009)   * 

Hamelin et al., (2013)  *  

Norum & Cuno (2011)   * 

Riquelme et al., (2012) *   

Pratt & Zeng (2019)  *  

Swami et al., (2009)   * 

Ethnicity Swami et al., (2009)   * 

Gender 

Biana & Moutinho (2009)   * 

Hamelin et al., (2013)  *  

Norum & Cuno (2011)   * 

Poddar et al., (2012)   * 

Pratt & Zeng (2019)   * 

Randhawa et al., (2015)   * 

Riquelme et al., (2012)   * 

Household size Hamelin et al., (2013)  *  

Income 

Biana & Moutinho (2009)   * 

Hamelin et al., (2013)  *  

Norum & Cuno (2011)   * 

Poddar et al., (2012)   * 

Riquelme et al., (2012)   * 

Marital Status 
Hamelin et al., (2013)   * 

Swami et al., (2009)   * 

Religion 
Pratt & Zeng (2019) *   

Swami et al., (2009)   * 

Unemployment Pratt & Zeng (2019)  *  

Personal Traits Factors 

Actual-ideal self Xiao et al., (2018) *   
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discrepancy 

Appeal to higher 

loyalties 

Koay (2018) 
  * 

Attitude towards 

Lawfulness 

Phau et al., (2009b)    * 

Swami et al., (2009)  *  

Concern about 

apparel industry 

Issues 

Marcketti & Shelley (2009) 

*   

Condemnation of 

the condemners 

Koay (2018) 
  * 

Counterfeit 

Proneness 

Sharma & Chan (2016) * 

 
  

Denial of Injury Koay (2018)   * 

Denial of 

Responsibility 

Koay (2018) 
*   

Denial of the 

victims 

Koay (2018) 
*   

Ethical Judgement 

Fernandes (2013)  *  

Martinez & Jaeger (2016)  *  

Sharma & Chan (2016) *   

Ethical value 

Kozar & Marcketti (2011)  *  

Lee & Workman (2011)   * 

Nagar & Singh (2019) *   

Fashion 

consciousness 

Fernandes (2013) 
  * 

Fear of Authority Hamelin et al., (2013)   * 

Fear of divine 

punishment 

Souiden et al., (2018) 
 *  

Financial risk Biana & Moutinho (2009)   * 

Guilt Kim et al., (2009)  *  

Health concerns Hamelin et al., (2013)  *  
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Hedonic Benefits Kaufmann et al., (2016) *   

Idealism Souiden et al., (2018)   * 

Impulsive buying Randhawa et al., (2015) *   

Integrity 

Hamelin et al. (2013)  *  

Phau et al., (2009a)   *  

Phau et al., (2009b)   *  

Phau & Teah (2009)  *  

Moral Belief     

Moral Emotions Martinez & Jaeger (2016)  *  

Moral decoupling Orth et al., (2019) *   

     

Moral Intensity Kim et al., (2009)   * 

Moral Risk Pueschel et al., 2016  *  

Moral Judgement Kim et al., (2009)  *  

Materialism Kaufmann et al. (2016)   * 

 Kozar & Marcketti (2011) *   

 Nagar & Singh (2019)  *  

 Phau et al., (2009a)   * 

 Phau et al., (2009b)    * 

 Randhawa et al., (2015) *   

 Swami et al., (2009) *   

Material Happiness Swami et al., (2009)  *  

Novelty seeking Phau & Teah (2009)   * 

Openness to 

Experience 

Randhawa et al., (2015) 
  * 

Perception of 

Business ethics 

Lee & Workman (2011) 
  * 

Perceived 

Behavioral control 

Chiu & Leng (2016) 
*   

 Wu et al. (2019)   * 

Perceived Wu et al, (2019)  *  
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counterfeit 

detection 

Performance risk Koay (2018)  *  

 Riquelme et al., (2012)  *  

Positive Emotions Pratt & Zeng (2019) *   

Personal Relevance Pratt & Zeng (2019)   * 

Prosecution risk 
Koay (2018)     * 

Riquelme et al., (2012)   * 

Psychological risk Koay (2018)   * 

Pueschel et al. (2016)  *  

Realisms Souiden et al., (2018) *   

Religious 

involvement 

Souiden et al., (2018) 
 *  

Religious Beliefs Souiden et al., (2018)  *  

Risk of 

Disappointment 

Hamelin et al., (2013) 
 *  

Self-ambiguity 
Fernandes (2013) *   

Teah et al., (2015)  *  

Sensitivity toward 

CF 

Norum & Cuno (2011) 
  * 

Shame Kim et al., (2009)   * 

Social Risk Biana & Moutinho (2009)  *  

 Koay (2018)  *  

Value 

consciousness 

Fernandes (2013) 
*   

 Phau & Tea (2009) *   

 Randhawa et al., (2015) *   

Variety Seeking Nagar & Singh (2019)  *  

Product Based Factors 

Attitude towards 

anti counterfeit 

Pratt & Zeng (2019) 
 *  
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strategies 

Attitude towards the 

original brand 

Marticotte & Arcand (2017) 
 *  

Absence of Warrant Hamelin et al., (2013)   * 

Accessibility Hamelin et al., (2013) *   

Brand attachment to 

original 

Kaufmann et al., (2016)   * 

Randhawa et al., (2015) *   

Brand 

consciousness 

Chiu & Leng (2016)  *  

Jiang & Shan (2016) *   

Brand Image Bian & Moutinho (2011)     

Brand personality 

of CF 

Bian & Moutinho (2009) *   

Bian & Moutinho (2011) *   

Counterfeit product 

evaluation 

Sharma & Chan (2016) 
*   

Design Hamelin et al., (2013)  *  

Economic Benefit Kaufmann et al., (2016)    

Knowledge about 

counterfeit products 

Marcketti & Shelley (2009) 
*   

Location Pratt & Zeng (2019) *   

Perceived Benefits Bian & Moutinho (2009) *   

Bian & Moutinho (2011) *   

Perceived Corporate 

Citizenship 

Poddar et al., (2012) 
*   

Perceived Quality 

Difference 

Poddar et al., (2012) 
 *  

Price Hamelin et al., (2013)  *  

Price Difference Poddar et al., (2012) *   

Prior experience 

with CF 

Riquelme et al., (2012) 
*   

Product attribute Bian & Moutinho (2009) *   

Bian & Moutinho (2011) *   
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Product/ category 

involvement 

Bian & Moutinho (2009)   * 

Bian & Moutinho (2011)   * 

Product Knowledge Bian & Moutinho (2009)   * 

Bian & Moutinho (2011)   * 

Product 

Performance 

Phau et al., (2009b)  
  * 

Product Similarity 

between CF and 

Geniune products 

Marticotte & Arcand (2017) 

*   

Purchasing 

Intention of 

originals 

Kaufmann et al., (2016) 

 *  

Quality Hamelin et al., (2013) *   

Safety Hamelin et al., (2013)  *  

Schadenfreude Marticotte & Arcand (2017) *   

Phau et al., (2009b)    * 

Useful Life Phau et al., (2009b)   *  

Visibility Hamelin et al., (2013)   * 

Social Based Factors 

Collectivism Phau & Teah (2009)   * 

Culture Pratt & Zeng (2019)   * 

Lee & Workman (2011) *   

Effects of others Pratt & Zeng (2019)   * 

Face consciousness Jiang & Shan (2016) *   

Information 

Susceptibility 

Phau & Teah (2009)  

 
  * 

Normative 

Susceptibility 

Phau & Teah (2009) 
  * 

Public self-

consciousness 

Kaufmann et al., (2016) 
  * 

Sensitivity to Alfadl et al., (2014)   * 
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negative social 

consequence 

Marticotte & Arcand (2017) 
  * 

Social adjustive Ngo (2018) *   

Society Stigmatized Alfadl et al., (2014)   * 

Status consumption 

Phau et al., (2009a)    * 

Phau et al., (2009b)    * 

Phau & Teah (2009)  *   

Subjective norms 

Chiu & Leng (2016) *   

Fernandes (2013) *   

Sharma & Chan (2016)  *  

Wu et al., (2019) *   

Value Expressive 

Function 

Ngo (2018) 
  * 

Attitude Towards Counterfeit 

Attitude Towards 

Counterfeit 

Bhatia (2018) *   

Chiu & Leng (2016) *   

Jiang et al., (2019) *   

Lee & Workman (2011) *   

Moon et al., (2018) *   

Norum & Cuno (2011) *   

Phau et al., (2009a)   * 

Quoquab et al., (2017) *   

Riquelme et al., (2012) *   

Sondhi (2017) *   

Souiden et al., (2018) *   

Swami et al., (2009) *   

Teah et al., (2015) *   

Ting et al., (2016) *   

Wu et al., (2019) *   

Source: The Author 

6.3.3 Factors that affect consumer attitude towards counterfeit 
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As mentioned before, the factors that have been examined to influence the 

counterfeit purchasing behavior can be classified into five categories, which are 

demographic-based factors, consumer trait-based factors, product and brand-

based factors, social-based factors, and the last category is the impact of attitude 

on the intention toward counterfeits. However, not all studies have examined 

the effect of certain variables on the intention to buy this type of products, other 

studies that have explored the impact of these factors on buyer attitudes to 

purchase counterfeits and in some studies the relationship between attitude to 

buy counterfeit and consumer intention toward it (indirect effect on purchase 

intention) is investigated. The variables that have been examined in previous 

literature that influence attitude toward counterfeits can also be classified into 

three categories, which are the personal traits, product attribute, and socially 

based (Summarized in Table 5). 

6.3.3.1 The impact of individual characteristics on customer attitudes to buying 

counterfeits 

After reviewing the extracted articles one can note that the most studied 

(repeated) personal traits factors that influence attitude toward counterfeit are: 

ethical concerns (ethical consciousness, moral judgment, and moral equity), 

integrity, materialism, perceived risk, religiosity, and value consciousness. 

Factors that are related to ethics like ethical concerns, ethical consciousness, 

moral judgment, and moral equity have also been observed to affect attitude 

towards counterfeit. Riquelme et al. (2012) stated that attitude influenced by 

ethical consciousness, and it interprets a meaningful percentage to explain the 

buyer's intention toward counterfeit products. Jiang et al., (2019) analyzed the 
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effect of ethical and moral antecedents and ethical concerns on customer’s 

attitudes to purchase counterfeit luxury goods. The results have been revealed 

that antecedents negatively affect consumer attitudes to buy counterfeit 

expensive brands. Another factor observed for affecting the attitude towards 

counterfeiting is integrity. Integrity is the degree of ethical consideration and 

adherence to the law by a person (Wang et al., 2005). Phau et al., (2009b) 

indicated that integrity is a crucial determinant in affecting the social 

implications of buyer attitudes to buying counterfeits luxury goods. 

Nevertheless, Phau et al., (2009b) considered that integrity is a significant 

factor to affect consumer buying intention. Concerning materialism which is 

classified as a personal trait, Phau et al. (2009a; 2009b) found that materialism 

had no effect on the attitude of customers to buy counterfeit luxury goods. Ting 

et al, (2016) revealed that materialism had no effect on the customer’s attitudes 

to buy counterfeit luxury goods. Furthermore, Bhatia (2018) revealed that 

materialism is positively affected by consumer attitudes to buying these kinds 

of products. Another factor observed to affect attitude towards counterfeiting is 

perceived risk. Riquelme et al., (2012) found that attitude is negatively 

influenced by performance risk. Ting et al. (2016) revealed that the perceived 

risk had a negative association with buyer attitudes to buying counterfeit luxury 

goods.  Bhatia (2018) revealed that perceived risks significantly associated the 

attitudes to buying counterfeit luxury products. Jiang et al., (2019) revealed that 

extrinsic religiosity and intrinsic religiosity, negatively affecting buyer attitudes 

to buy counterfeit brands. Riquelme et al., (2012) observed that value 

consciousness influences attitude. Similarly, Ting et al. (2016) revealed that 
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value consciousness buyers are affected by their perceptions to buy counterfeit 

fashion brands, which ultimately leads to intention to buy. Bhatia (2018) also 

stated that value consciousness is positively related to the attitude of buyers to 

purchase counterfeit apparel products that eventually leads to intention to buy.  

6.3.3.2 The impact of product-based factors on attitude to buying counterfeit 

goods 

Moon et al., (2018) demonstrated that prior experience of purchasing 

counterfeit, product knowledge, and product attributes had a positive impact on 

the utilitarian attitude. Other streams of research like Swami et al., (2009) and 

Riquelme et al., (2012) have also shown that prior knowledge with counterfeit 

products affects attitudes to buying counterfeit products. Also, Bhatia 2018 

indicated that brand conscious customers have no significant association with 

the attitudes to buy counterfeit apparel products. 

6.3.3.3 The impact of social-based variables on customer’s attitude to buying 

counterfeit goods 

The most cited social factors examined in the extracted literature are 

collectivism ( Teah et al., 2015),  descriptive and subjective norms (Riquelme et 

al., 2012), information and normative susceptibility (Teah et al., 2015; Ting et 

al., 2016; Moon et al., 2018), collectivism (Teah et al., 2015), social influence 

(Bhatia, 2018), and status consumption (Riquelme et al., 2012; Teah et al., 

2015; Ting et al., 2016; Moon et al., 2018).  

Teah et al., (2015) demonstrated that when investigating the predictors of 

attitudes towards luxury brand counterfeiting for both the China Chinese and 

Taiwan Chinese, The results indicated a positive relationship among 
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collectivism and attitudes to purchasing the counterfeit products for the Chinese 

but not for the Chinese Taiwanese. Riquelme et al. (2012) reported that, in 

addition to collectivism, subjective and descriptive norms positively affect 

customer attitudes to buy counterfeit luxury brands. Similarly, a social factor 

has also affected the attitude toward buying counterfeiting (Ting et al., 2016; 

Bhatia 2018). 

Phau & Teah (2009 revealed that normative susceptibility, information 

susceptibility, had a lesser impact on the relationship of attitudes toward 

counterfeit goods; In addition, collectivism has been stated not to impact 

attitudes to buy counterfeit luxury goods. Another study by Pau & Teah (2009) 

revealed that status consumption was the most substantial determinant affecting 

behavior, it indicating also those status buyers are more likely to buy 

counterfeit brand names. In addition, Moon et al., (2018) argued that status 

consumption a major positive predictor for hedonic and utilitarian attitudes. 

 

Table 5 Summary of findings of the effect of factors on attitude towards 

counterfeit goods 

Independent 

Variables 

Citations Positive Negative Not 

Significant 

Personal Traits Factors 

Attitude towards 

Lawfulness 

Phau et al., (2009b)  
  * 

 Quoquab et al., (2017)  *  

Ethical concern Jiang et al. (2019)  *  

Ethical consciousness Riquelme et al., (2012)   * 

Ethical value Quoquab et al., (2017)  *  
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Individual Deterrents Viot (2014)  *  

Individual 

Motivations 

Viot (2014) 
*   

Integrity 

Phau et al., (2009a)   *  

Phau et al., (2009b) *   

Jiang et al., (2019)  *  

Teah et al., (2015) *   

Ting et al., (2016)   * 

Materialism 

Bhatia (2018) *   

Phau et al., (2009a)   * 

Phau et al., (2009b)   * 

Swami et al., (2009) *   

Ting et al., (2016)   * 

Novelty seeking Moon et al., (2018) *   

Moral Judgement Jiang et al., (2019)  *  

Perceived Risk Bhatia (2018)   * 

Ting et al., (2016)  *  

Personal gratification Phau & Tea (2009)   * 

Teah et al., (2015)  *  

Religiosity Quoquab et al., 2017  *  

Jiang et al., (2019)  *  

Value consciousness 
Bhatia (2018) *   

Riquelme et al., (2012) *   

Product Based Factors 

Brand Consciousness Bhatia (2018)   * 

Product Appearance Moon et al., (2018) *   

Previous Experience Moon et al., (2018) *   

Riquelme et al., (2012) *   

Swami et al., (2009) *   

Product Knowledge Moon et al., (2018) *   

Store trustworthiness Riquelme et al., (2012)   * 
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Social Based Factors 

Collectivivsm Teah et al., (2015) *   

Descriptive norms Riquelme et al., (2012) 
*   

Information 

Susceptibility 

Moon et al., (2018)   * 

Teah et al., (2015)   * 

Ting et al., (2016)   * 

Normative 

Susceptibility 

Moon et al., (2018) 
*   

Social Influence Bhatia (2018) *   

Ting et al., (2016) *   

Status consumption 

Moon et al., (2018) *   

Riquelme et al., (2012)   * 

Teah et al., (2015) *   

Ting et al., (2016)  *  

Source: The Author 

6.3.4 Mediator and moderator factors between purchase attitudes and intention 

toward counterfeit products 

Several studies have examined the mediator and moderator effect of some 

variables between independent variables which influence either on consumer 

attitude to buy counterfeit or on intention/willingness to purchase counterfeit 

products (Summarized in Table 6) 

Other research have analyzed the mediating effects of attitude to buying 

counterfeit among independent variable’s and counterfeit purchase intention 

(Viot; 2014; Ting et al., 2016; Quoquab et al., 2017). Ting et al, (2016) 

Examined how consumer attitudes mediate between information susceptibility, 

value consciousness, perceived risk, integrity, the status of consumption and 

materialism, and consumers ' counterfeit buying intentions. The findings were 
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that attitudes mediated between all the above-mentioned factors and counterfeit 

purchase intention excluding materialism, as attitude to buying counterfeiting 

did not mediate the relationship among materialism and the intention toward 

counterfeit brands. Quoquab et al., 2017 also revealed that the attitude to buy 

counterfeiting mediates between religiosity, ethical concern (value), attitude 

towards legitimacy and intention to buy counterfeit goods. Similarly, Viot 

(2014) investigated the mediating effect of counterfeit attitude between 

independent variable’s societal effects, individual motives, and individual 

deterrents, and the dependent variable buying behavioral variables. The results 

were that the attitude towards counterfeit did not have any mediation effect on 

all of the above-mentioned independent variables. Riquelme et al. (2012) noted 

that previous purchases moderated the relation between customer attitudes and 

the intention toward counterfeit products. 

Another mediator variable that was examined the degree of product 

involvement. Bian & Moutinho (2011) proposed that the correlation between 

product involvement and the intention to purchase counterfeits is mediated by 

the way the customer perceives the brand image. Particularly, product 

involvement and product knowledge are independent variables and the brand 

image is a mediator variable. The results were that the image of the brand is not 

a mediator of the impact of participation/knowledge on the buying intention. 

Bhatia (2018) inspected the moderating effect of income, and the results were 

that income moderated the relationship between value-conscious customers, 

brand conscious customers, risk perception and attitude to buying counterfeit; 

however, income didn’t have any moderating effect between materialism and 
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attitude to buy counterfeit goods. However, a research by Swami et al., (2009) 

revealed that elderly participants showed less desire to purchase counterfeit 

products, although this effect was moderated by respondents ' consciousness of 

material values and the attitudes to buy counterfeit goods. Bian & Moutinho 

(2011) suggested that consumer perception of the brand image mediates 

relationship between product engagement/awareness and the intention to 

purchase counterfeit products. Particularly, product engagement and product 

awareness are independent variables and the brand image is a mediator variable.  

 Table 6 Summary of the indirect relationships (Mediator/Moderator) effect 

Publications 

Citations 

Independent variable Mediator/ Moderator Dependent variable 

Bhatia (2018) 

Value consciousness (+) 

Income (Moderator) Attitude Towards CF 

Brand Consciousness (+) 

Perceived risk (+) 

Materialism (not significant) 

Social Influence (not 

significant) 

Bian & 

Moutinho (2011) 

Consumers’ perceptions of a 

CBP 

Product Involvement (moderator). Not 

significant 

CF Purchase Intention 

Product Knowledge 
Perceived Brand Image (Mediator)Not 

significant) 

CF Purchase Intention 

Fan et al., (2013) Consumer value (NS) - CF Purchasing 

Behavior Consumer Involvement(S) - 

Jiang & Shan 

(2016) 

Face consciousness 

(Significant) 

Brand consciousness (Mediateor) CF Purchase Intention 

(Willingness) 

Kim et al., 

(2009) 

 

Guilt Moral Judgement (Mediator). Supported CF Purchase Intention 

Shame Moral Judgement (Mediator). Not significant 
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Ngo et al., 

(2018) 

 

Value Expressive Function Product Involvement(+) (Moderator).Supported 

CF Purchase Intention Social Adjustive Function Product Involvement (Moderator). Not 

significant 

Social Adjustive Function Product Knowledge (+) (Moderator). Supported CF Purchase Intention 

Orth et al., 

(2019) 
Moral Decoupling 

Positive Emotion (Moderator). Supported 

CF Purchase Intention 
Brand Attachment (Moderator). (Supported) 

Individual Involvement (Moderator).  

(Supported) 

 

Poddar et al., 

(2012) 

 

 

Price Difference 

 

Perceived Quality difference (Moderator). Not 

significant 
CF Purchase Intention 

Perceived corporate citizenship (Moderator) (-) 

 

 

Quoquab et al., 

(2017) 

Religiosity (-) 

Attitude towards CF(Mediator) Supported CF purchase Intention Ethical concern (value) (-) 

Attitude towards legality (-) 

 

Randhawa et al., 

(2015) 

Self-Brand Connection 

(Brand Attachment) 

 

 

Value Consciousness (+) (Moderator) 
CF purchase intention 

(Willingness 
Impulsive Buying (Not Supported) (Moderator) 

Openness to Experience (-) (Moderator) 

Riquelme et al., 

(2012) 

Attitude towards counterfeit Previous purchase (mediator)  

(Supported) 

CF purchase intention 

Sharma & Chan 

(2017) 

 

Negative Impact of 

Knowledge Function 

Supported Involvement level (Moderator) 
Evaluation of a 

counterfeit 

product; 

Positive utilitarian effect 

Supported 

Negative impact of value-

expressive function 

Supported 

Consumption context (Moderator) 
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Positive impact of social-

adjustive 

function Supported 

Value-expressive  

(-) NS 

Purchase motivation (Moderator) 
Social-adjustive (-) 

functions S 

Knowledge(+) NS 

Utilitarian functions(+) S 

Attitudinal functions Counterfeit Product Evaluation (CPE) 

(Mediator) Partial Support 

 

 

Intention to buy a 

counterfeited product. 

Swami et al., 

(2009) 
Income 

Conscientiousness 

(Mediator) (Significant) 

Desire to purchase 

counterfeit brands 

Material values 

(Mediator) (Significant) 

Attitudes towards counterfeit products. 

(Mediator) (Significant) 

Ting et al., 

(2016) 

Information Susceptibility 

(Supported) 

Attitude to CF (+) (Mediator) 

 

CF Purchasing 

Intention 

Normative Susceptibility 

(Supported) 

Value consciousness 

(Supported) 

Perceived Risk (Not 

Supported) 

Integrity (Not Supported) 

Materialism (Not 

Supported) 

Status Consumption (Not 

Supported) 
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Viot (2014) 

Negative Societal impact 

(Not Supported) 

Attitude to CF (+). (Mediator) 
CF Purchasing 

Intention 

Individual Motivations (Not 

Supported) 

Individual deterrents (Not 

Supported) 

Wu et al., (2019) 

Attitude towards 

CF(Supported) 
Perceived counterfeit detection (Moderator)  

CF Purchase Intention 
Subjective Norms (Not 

Supported) 

Perceived counterfeit detection (not significant)  

Xiao et al., 

(2018) 

Actual-ideal Self-

Discrepancy 

Self-monitoring (+) (Moderator) (Supported) 

CF purchase intention perceived social risk (-) (Moderator) 

(Supported) 

Source: The Author 

7. Conclusion 

The current study reviewed the relevant literature that investigated the 

independent variables that affect customer buying behavior toward counterfeit 

products. These variables classified into five categories: demographic-based, 

customer trait-based, product-and brand-based, social-based and the effect of 

attitudes on counterfeit purchasing intention. As previously mentioned, studies 

are examining the relationships among independent variables (determinants) 

and consumer attitudes to buying counterfeit rather than the intention to buy 

counterfeit goods. Therefore, this research’s contribution is to differentiate 

between the research examining the effect of dependent determinants (factors) 

on customer intention to buy counterfeits and the influence of these 

determinants  on customer attitude to buy counterfeits, since usually in 

systematic literature about counterfeit there is no differentiation between the 

research which investigate those determinants on counterfeit purchase intention 
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and the other studies that examined the influence of these factors on attitude to 

buy counterfeit products. In addition, this study also went deep to extract the 

extra indirect and additional relationships, and the mediators and moderators 

that were examined 

When examining the extracted studies that have explored the demographic-

based category, the results show a bit of controversy. Since examining the 

influence of age, some research indicated that age positively affects intention 

toward counterfeits (Riquelme et al., 2012). Where other studies stated that age 

negatively influence counterfeit purchase intention (Randhawa et al., 2015; 

Swami et al., 2009); however, most studies have suggested that age doesn’t 

impact on consumer intention to buy counterfeits ( Biana & Mountinho, 2009; 

Hamlin et al., 2013; Poddar et al., 2012, Pratt & Zeng, 2019). In addition to 

education, some studies showed that education does positively influence 

consumer intention to buy counterfeits. (Riquelme et al., 2012), some showed 

that it negatively influences on counterfeit purchase intention (Pratt & Zeng 

(2019), and the majority indicated that education does not influence CF 

purchase intention ( Biana & Moutinho, 2009; Swami et al., 2009; Hamlin et 

al., 2013; Norum & Cuno, 2011). Nevertheless, all extracted studies that have 

investigated income (Bian et al., 2016; Hamelin et al., 2013; Norum & Cuno, 

2011; Poddar et al., 2012; Riquelme et al., 2012). and gender’s influence on CF 

purchase intention (Bian et al., 2016; Hamelin et al., 2013; Norum & Cuno, 

2011; Poddar et al., 2012; Pratt & Zeng, 2019; Randhawa et al., 2015; 

Riquelme et al., 2012; Swami et al., 2009) and there was no evidence that both 

income and gender have any influence on CF purchase intention. 
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Other studies have treated the subject from perspectives of personal traits. 

Personal-based traits that were repeatedly examined (three times or more) in the 

extracted articles are: materialism, ethical value, and judgment, value 

consciousness, integrity.  

Randhawa et al. (2015) found that ethical value/moral intensity is negatively 

associated with counterfeit consumption. (Chaudhry & Stumpf, 2011; Kozar & 

Marcketti, 2011). Several studies suggest that integrity is negatively associated 

with counterfeit consumption.  (Phau &Teah, 2009) and materialism associated 

with counterfeit consumption. (Kozar & Marcketti, 2011), 

Bian & Moutinho (2011) also revealed that the buyers of counterfeit products 

perceive counterfeit branded goods in terms of brand image as more styles, 

practicality, high quality and value for the price paid compared to non-buyers. 

From a product personality point of view, the buyers of counterfeit goods 

perceive it as being more charming, autonomous, trustworthy, secure, 

enthusiastic and traditional than non-buyers. For the social-based factors, which 

were studies such as social norms (Fernandes, 2013) were associated positively 

with the consumption of counterfeit goods. Controversial results regarding the 

roles of status consumption on counterfeit consumption are concluded (Phau & 

Teah, 2009). In addition, the independent variables that affect counterfeit usage, 

normative susceptibility, self-ambiguity, social effect, have been studied. 

Additional research is required to verify these relationships. In addition, there is 

much research that has investigated the relationship between customer intention 

and attitude to buying counterfeit. All studies except one study (Phau et al., 

2009a) concluded that the attitude to buying counterfeit products appears to 
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impact the consumer intention to buy counterfeits. Nevertheless, as previously 

mentioned, studies have investigated the effect on the attitude to counterfeiting 

instead of analyzing the relationship between factors and counterfeit buying 

intentions a dependent variable. Therefore, consumer attitude to buying 

counterfeit is observed to be as a dependent variable. Findings for personal 

traits factors for materialism and integrity were controversial results, whereas 

for value-conscious all the extracted studies that have examined this factor have 

reported that value consciousness consumers have positive attitudes to buy 

counterfeits. For Product attributes, the factors’ product appearance, product 

knowledge, prior experience with counterfeit  have been reported to have a 

favorable impact on the attitude to buy counterfeit (Swami et al., 2009; Moon et 

al., 2018); however, the factors’ brand consciousness and store trustworthiness 

didn’t have any effect on attitude toward counterfeit.  

Social influences also positively influence the attitude to buy counterfeit (Teah 

et al., 2015; Bhatia, 2018; Moon et al., 2018). However, information 

susceptibility does not affect attitude to buy counterfeits (Teah et al, 2015; Ting 

et al., 2016; Moon et al., 2018). Moreover, the status consumption factor had 

controversial results, some studies reported that status consumption positively 

influences (Teah et al., 2015; Moon et al., 2018), or negatively influence (Ting 

et al., 2016) attitude to buying counterfeit. Other studies have stated that status 

consumption doesn’t influence attitude towards counterfeit (Riquelme et al., 

2012). As for the studies that have investigated mediator and moderator effect, 

all research investigated the effect of both these mediator and moderator 

variables on the intention to buy counterfeits, excluding one research. (Bhatia 
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2018) that has analyzed the moderator effect of income on customer attitude to 

buy counterfeits instead of intention to buy counterfeit as other studies did. One 

can conclude from the results of extracting articles from the period of 2009 till 

2019 that have explored the factors that influence counterfeit consumption, that 

the most used mediator effect that has been tested on its potency to effect on 

counterfeit buying intention was the attitude to buy counterfeit (Phau & Teah, 

2009; Phau et al., 2009; Viot, 2014; Ting et al., 2016; Quoquab et al., 2017). 

However the results indicate that attitude toward counterfeit does not have to 

mediate between religiosity, ethical concern, attitude towards lawfulness and 

counterfeit buying intention (Quoquab et al., 2017), also it doesn’t mediate 

between perceived risk, integrity, status consumption, materialism, and 

counterfeit purchase intention; however, it does have a mediator effect between 

information susceptibility, normative susceptibility and value consciousness 

(Ting et al., 2016). 

In conclusion, this paper’s aimed to apply for a systematic literature review on 

articles that have examined the factors from the demand side that affect 

counterfeit consumption. This paper’s contribution was that it differentiates 

between the articles from the years 2009 till 2019 that have explored the factors 

(demand-side) affecting either counterfeit purchase intention or attitude toward 

counterfeit, thus it differentiates between which independent variable that was 

examined. In addition, it shed light on the mediator and moderator variables 

that have been used from the extracted articles. 

8. Ideas for future studies 
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The process of reviewing the literature in marketing indicates that there are a 

substantial number of suggestions for future studies, either in methodological or 

in thematic, in regard to the independent variables. In that point of view, 

methodologically, the large percentage (81 percent) of demand-side 

counterfeiting research took a quantitative type of research. Concerning the 

generalization of the findings, quantitative research is quite confident. 

Moreover, in most of the research, the undiscovered nature of the consumer 

behavior to buy counterfeit products is criticized in those quantitative studies, 

because in this type of research it is insufficient to discover that variables that 

clarify the cognitive processes that lead consumers to lean on counterfeit 

products.  

Therefore, qualitative research is recommended to provide further valuable 

insights to academic researchers. Focus groups may be a useful marketing 

research tool for exploring the variables and factors that drive the buyer 

intention and attitudes toward counterfeits. Furthermore, it is generally 

recommended that these qualitative researches be conducted across different 

samples, such as different levels of income.  In particular, one imported domain 

of research that has not been systematically properly studied is the possible 

differentiation among consumer behavior in less developed and in the 

developed countries with regard to the intention and the attitudes to buying 

counterfeit products. Another important comparison is described as buyers who 

simultaneously use genuine and counterfeit products. These kinds of buyers are 

critically significant to analyze the consumer buying behavior and are important 



 

90 

for the selection of genuine brands for certain market segments and counterfeits 

for other segments.  

However, analyzing the demand side of counterfeiting reveals that more than 

half of the studies didn’t rely on a certain theory of their research as a way to 

explain consumer behavior toward counterfeiting. Moreover, most of the 

studies adhered to a specific theory were about 12 of studies, and those studies 

relied on theory of reasoned action and theory of planned behavior. This 

indicates the important role played by those couple of theories to understand 

consumer attitudes and intention. this means that adopting other different 

theories to explain consumer behavior toward counterfeiting may help to 

contribute more in understanding consumer behavior. 
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