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Emotional Variables in Consumption of Counterfeits  

 

Abstract: 

 

In Brazil, the estimated trade in counterfeit products has been US$ 15 billion per year. The 

global market for counterfeit goods was estimated at more than US$ 600 billion in 2013, and 

it has also been linked to increasing global threats of drugs, arms and human trafficking, and 

terrorism. This paper investigates three emotional variables and their influence on attitude and 

behavior related to the purchase of counterfeit products. We suggest six propositions that can 

be tested empirically in future studies. Basically, for the emotion hope, when low income 

consumers hope for social status they may face the economic barrier of not affording original 

brands, and in such situation one alternative that emerges is buying a counterfeit product. For 

the emotion of fear, if it is enhanced (causing individuals to have lower propensity to risk) and 

hope is minimized (causing individuals lower intention to consume), the consumption of 

counterfeits may be diminished. Finally, the higher the guilt the higher the intention for 

behavior correction (not to purchase counterfeits), and such relationship may moderated by 

fear and hope. We provide insights for future research to test such propositions using 

experimental approach, so the role of the three emotions here discussed can be further 

understood in the counterfeit market. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Counterfeits are illegally manufactured products that may be similar to the originals but are 

typically of lower quality in terms of performance, reliability, or durability, such as handbags 

and sunglasses. They are differentiated from pirated goods, which are exactly copies of the 

originals and are limited to technology products, such as software and other technological 

products (Lai & Zaichkowsky, 1999). Specifically, counterfeits are similar or identical 

reproductions of a trademarked brand, including packaging, labelling and trademark to 

intentionally mimic the original product (Phau & Tea, 2009). From the consumer's 

perspective, counterfeiting can be either deceptive or non-deceptive. Deceptive counterfeiting 

involves purchases in which consumers are not aware that the product they are buying is a 

counterfeit, as is often the case in categories such as automotive parts, consumer electronics, 

and pharmaceuticals (Grossman & Shapiro, 1988). In non-deceptive counterfeiting, which is 

the focus of this paper, consumers are aware that they are purchasing the counterfeit product, 

and it is particularly prevalent in luxury brand markets (Nia & Zaichkowsky, 2000). 

Consumers often distinguish counterfeits from original brands based on differences in price, 

quality and distribution channels, however the quality of counterfeit products has been 

improving over the past several years, approaching in many cases that of the original brand. 

This happens mainly by the shift of many luxury brand marketers in their pursuit for reducing 

production costs or outsourced manufacturing (Wilcox, Kim & Sen, 2009). 

 

The global market for counterfeit goods was estimated at more than US$ 600 billion in 2013. 

As a comparative example, the estimate for drug trafficking in 2013 was US$ 360 billion 

(United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 2015). Although originated in categories such as 

apparel and luxury accessories, counterfeiting now affects a wide range of industries, and 

almost all product categories. The estimate for the trade of counterfeit products in 2015 

worldwide is US$ 770 to US$ 960 billion, which may represent more than 8% of world trade 



(Frontier Economics, 2011). In Brazil, the estimated trade in counterfeit products has been 

US$ 15 billion per year (International Trademark Association, 2015). The counterfeit trade 

has also been linked to increasing global threats of drugs, arms and human trafficking, and 

terrorism (Wilcox et al., 2009). 

 

This paper investigates emotional variables and their influence on attitude and behavior 

related to the purchase of counterfeit products. The explanations on why consumers respond 

differently to the purchase of counterfeits is quite limited, and the understanding of the 

motivations behind the purchase of such products remains undefined in the marketing 

literature. Such motivations may be related to consumer emotional patterns. We suggest six 

propositions that can be tested empirically in future studies. 

 

 

THEORY 

 

Emotions are central in human experience, and they are somehow involved in every venture 

that people engage, encouraging or inhibiting specific actions. When a consumer chooses a 

product based on experience, she tends to emphasize emotional aspects considering subjective 

benefits; these same emotional aspects may also affect the choice between similar alternatives 

in terms of utility (Havlena & Holbrook, 1986). Even consumption activities that provide 

objective and tangible benefits, such as eating or dressing, may also contain a subjective, 

hedonic, or symbolic component (Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982). Understanding the nature of 

emotional reactions allows the comprehension of the process of brand/product choices, 

product or service usage and other aspects of consumer behavior.  

 

Emotions are intense mental states of readiness that arise from appraisals one makes for 

something of relevance to one´s well-being, they are complex reactions to how we think we 

are surviving, flourishing and achieving what we wish for ourselves; they are often expressed 

physically, and may result in specific actions (Bagozzi, Gopinath and Nyer, 1999; Lazarus, 

1991). They are often categorized in valence: i) positive emotions are associated with the 

realization of reaching a goal, a particular beneficial one, such as joy, hope and happiness; ii) 

negative emotions result from obstacles or failures to achieve a goal, such as anger, guilt and 

fear. Moral emotions are those that go beyond the direct interests of the self, such as pride, 

shame, guilt and gratitude (Haidt, 2003). 

 

Interest for emotions in scientific marketing research started in the 1980s, after the publication 

of seminal articles in the field (Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982; Ahtola, 1985). Since then, the 

role of emotions in the discipline has gained notoriety by stimulating new research on the 

subject (Richins, 1997; Bagozzi, 1997; Bagozzi, Gopinath & Nyer, 1999). While emotions 

originate from the individual context of interpretations (Frijda, 1987; Lazarus, 1991; 

Roseman, 1991), they also play a role in motivating behavior, influencing individuals to take 

new decisions (Holbrook, Hirschman 1982; Ahtola, 1985). 

 

Hope 

Hope is an emotion that occurs when what one is expecting is good, something welcome and 

positive, beyond the control of the one who hopes (Pieper, 1994). It is present in our everyday 

life: we hope to look attractive, be part of a group, be safe or have a balanced life. Hope has 

also cognitive components, since it involves a combination of belief, which has cognitive 

purport, and desire, which does not (Day, 1991). It is a positive motivational state based on 

the success of energy directed to the motivational force (agency) and routes (pathways) 



needed to achieve the desired goal, which may be the cure of a disease, graduating from 

university or buying a luxury handbag. Hope is the sum of this motivational force (agency) 

and pathways (pathways) to be taken to achieve the goal (Snyder, 2000). A goal is the final 

state that the individual seeks to achieve, so it must have enough value to occupy the 

conscious thought of the individual, so that she feels motivated to achieve it. If there is hope, 

there must be some uncertainty about the possibility of achieving the goal.  

 

A number of fields have studied hope under different perspectives: i) in psychology, hope is 

the sum of perceived capabilities to produce routes to desired goals, along with the perceived 

motivation to use those routes, so people produce one or multiple routes (pathways) towards 

their goals, or even alternate routes when an obstacle is identified (Snyder, 2000); ii) in 

marketing, hope is a future oriented positive emotion that varies as a function of the degree of 

yearning for an uncertain, yet possible outcome, and consumers experience hope in three 

levels: they hope for objects, for outcomes and for selves (MacInnis & Chun, 2006). It is a 

construct that may affect consumer behavior and is related to outcomes that may or may not 

be realized: when the outcome hoped happens in the present, a person can feel joy or 

contentment, when it does not happen, she can feel anger, disappointment or another negative 

emotion. A consumer´s hope for objects is related to product acquisition, such as hope to have 

luxury clothes, fancy shoes or fashion sunglasses. When consumers hope for outcomes, they 

are trying to address current concerns, like hoping for material success, feeling more 

confident or losing weight. When they hope for selves, they have more macro level goals, as 

being successful, admired or acquiring social status.  

 

One reason to explain counterfeit consumption could be the search for social status expressed 

into consumption of products, especially in low-income population, as money may be a 

barrier to obtain original products. Therefore, status-seeking consumers are more likely to 

present positive attitude towards counterfeits of luxury brands, due to incentives such as lower 

prices and product attributes and benefits that are similar to the original version (Phau & 

Teah, 2009). In addition, consumers' desire for counterfeit luxury brands may be based on 

social motivations (i.e., to express themselves and/or to fit in social norms), so such products 

may serve a social-adjustive function, when individuals consume to gain approval in social 

situations, a value-expressive function, helping them to express their beliefs, attitudes and 

values, or both (Wilcox et al., 2009). As a Brazilian example, the consumption patterns in the 

domain of Funk Ostentação, a type of music in which the MC’s (master of ceremony) exhibit 

luxury products as expensive cars and jewelry, are financially impossible to be imitated by 

their fans, who mostly come from low income population. Such fans may use counterfeit 

products to achieve social status (Abdalla & Zambaldi, 2015). Accordingly, status-seeking is 

present in everyday life and people from different social classes usually find in goods and 

services pathways to reach or keep power and status. There is a conspicuous consumption of 

goods and services as a means to relate individuals to specific social classes, and the upper 

classes use certain objects to differentiate themselves from the other classes. At the time the 

lower social classes start symbolically using these objects, the upper social classes tend to 

abandon them and begin to seek for new products to symbolize their status (Veblen, 2007).  

 

As people have hope to divergent goals, so they can hope, for example, for social status, 

through luxurious brands. In the case of low income consumers, when people hope for social 

status they may face the economic barrier of not affording original brands, and in such 

situation one alternative that emerges is buying a counterfeit product. When a high hope 

individual faces an obstacle (such as an economic barrier) to reach a goal (such as social 

status), she is more likely to consider alternative options (such as buying a counterfeit luxury 



product for a cheaper price) to reach the goal, than a low hope individual. In such case hope 

may be seen as an antecedent for the consumer´s intention to buy counterfeits. As such, we 

propose that:   

  

P1: When income is a limiting factor for a luxury original purchase, individuals with high 

hope to achieve social status are more likely to consider counterfeit products than 

individuals with less hope. 

 

Now we turn to observe hope as a consequent of behavior or attitude. Attitudes toward one 

object can influence consumers´ preferences for other related object. For example, a social-

adjustive attitude function toward luxury brands influence a counterfeit brand purchase, and 

consumers´ desire for counterfeit brands depends on whether such brands will fulfill the social 

goals according to their luxury brand preferences (Wilcox et al, 2009). Status evokes luxury 

and high quality, so consumers who are high in need for status, but do not have the financial 

means to buy luxury products, are especially prone to buy counterfeits as cheaper substitutes 

(Eckhardt, Belk & Wilson, 2015; Han, Nunes & Drèze, 2010). When a consumer desires 

approval in a social situation (social status) through luxury product consumption, consuming 

a counterfeit product will give her more hope to achieve it than consuming a non-luxury 

original product, since the last is not embedded with symbolic status. Thus: 

  

P2.a: When income is a limiting factor on a luxury original purchase, consuming a 

counterfeit luxury product enhances more hope to achieve social status than consuming a 

non-luxury original product. 

  

Since counterfeit luxury products have similar attributes of original ones, people could 

purchase a luxury counterfeit handbag and its benefits, such as elegance and exclusivity, 

leading them to experience social status. In this case, status was accomplished as an effect of 

a precedent action, which could be or not intentional. Thus, differently from P1, which states 

that higher hope motivates people to purchase counterfeit goods, in P2 we understand that the 

purchase of this kind of products unconsciously could promote a status feeling to consumers, 

and this turns stronger the hope for social status. Moreover, income may not be a defining 

factor in this relation, since upper and lower social classes could achieve a higher status due to 

purchasing of counterfeits. Then, as explained before (Veblen, 2007), upper classes will try to 

keep this social status, while lower classes will try to accomplish it, both through purchasing 

behavior. The same experience would not occur through purchase of non-luxury original 

goods, which are not embedded with symbolic status. So, such relationship should be tested 

also independent from income: 

 

P2.b: Consuming a counterfeit luxury product enhances more hope to achieve social status 

than consuming a non-luxury original product. 

  

 

Fear 

 

Fear is one of the basic human emotions and can generate a positive or negative reaction 

depending on the perception of the situation (Plutchik, 1980; Lazarus, 1991). Fear of 

psychological disorganization and death has long been regarded as the major ideological and 

emotional force in human existence (Lazarus, 1991). Such emotion is one of the first to 

appear in human being development, still emerging in childhood, functioning to make 

individuals to escape threatening situations, so it is involved with danger and psychological 



responses (Hille, Walsh & Cleveland, 2015). Four criteria are taken into account for emotions 

to be considered basic or primary: i) they are essentially psychological and pure; ii) they are 

found in all cultures; iii) they appear from birth up to one year of age; iv) they are emotions 

that guarantee the survival of the species, generating protection from danger, reproduction, 

guidance and exploration (Lazarus, 1991). The definition of basic emotions does not have a 

consensus in the literature, however common examples include anger, fear and love. Plutchik 

(1980) describes eight primary emotions: fear, surprise, sadness, disgust, anger, anticipation, 

joy and acceptance, and Izard (2013) listed ten primary emotions: interest-excitement, 

pleasure, joy, surprise, shock, stress, grief, anger, rage, disgust, revulsion, contempt, disdain, 

fear, terror, shame, shyness, humiliation, guilt and remorse. Most of the literature considers 

fear a primary emotion, so it is an emotion that every individual understands (Huang, 1998). 

 

To understand the real meaning of fear, it may be important to differentiate it from emotions 

that can be similar. For example, fear and anxiety differs in the fact that fear has concrete 

threats, while anxiety is related to uncertain future threats (Lazarus, 1991), although some 

authors suggest that anxiety is part of fear (Lewis, Haviland-Jones & Barrett, 2010). Anxiety 

arises when there is fear for an event that the individual is not able to handle or when there is 

fear in an unresolved threatening situation (Lewis, Haviland-Jones & Barrett, 2010). Fear 

provides awareness about a specific situation, but also involves uncertainties, so individuals 

who are afraid are also risk averse (Lerner, Keltner, 2001). Risk occurs in situations in which 

decision is taken depending on future results and on the probability that the event occurs 

(Lopes, 1987). Besides fear being an emotion and risk perception an attitude, they also differ 

in that when risk is perceived individuals know the probability that something happens, and 

when there is fear individuals are unaware of such probability. Fear has an important intrinsic 

component, related to personal characteristics, while risk has an important extrinsic 

component to the individual. For example, in a purchase of counterfeit products, the risk is 

mainly related to external factors such as the functioning of product, the possibility of being 

arrested etc., while fear is related to how the individual feels about the occurrence of such 

things. 

 

Basically there are six forms of perceived risk: i) financial (probability of losing money); ii) 

performance (probability that product or service does not perform as expected); iii) 

psychological (probability that the product or service does not suit the desired goals); iv) 

physical (probability that product or service is unsafe, hazardous or harmful); v) social 

(probability that product or service affects the individual´s image in her group); vi) time 

(probability that product or service causes loss of time for adaptation, exchange or search for 

information) (Fraedrich & Ferrell, 1992; Gomez & Rozano, 2012; Stone & Grønhaug, 1993). 

So risk is basically associated to the product or service, while fear is basically internal to the 

individual. Risk perception is analyzed in several counterfeit consumption studies (Ang et al., 

2001; Wang, Zang & Ouyang, 2005; Matos, Ituassu & Rossi, 2007; Veloutsou & Bian, 2008; 

Michaelidou & Christodoulides, 2011; Souza et al, 2015), but fear is hardly addressed in such 

studies (Herstein, et al., 2015). 

 

In consumer behavior, fear is often studied thought its appeal, so fear appeal is used to reduce 

consumption of products such as cigarettes, alcohol and drugs (Witte & Allen 2000; Passyn & 

Sujan, 2006; Binney & Brennan, 2010; Williams, 2012a, b). Although fear appeal is 

recognized as one of the main ways to draw individual attention (Dillard, 2016; Passyn, & 

Sujan, 2006), such appeal is controversial in the literature, since some authors argue that the 

greater the fear, the greater the persuasion (Witte & Allen, 2000). Others advocates that 

moderate fear has the highest possibility of persuasion, while very low or very high fear 



decreases persuasion (Dillard, 2016; Ray & Wilkie, 1970). This happens because, for 

example, low-fear messages probably do not cause behavioral changes, and high-fear 

messages may stimulate the escaping from the situation, so the attention to the message is 

almost null. Despite the widely used practices of fear appeal, its effectiveness in behavioral 

change is not proven (Dillard, 2016). So, some authors suggested that the use of fear appeal 

along with other emotions may have a greater impact in consumer´s attention to avoid specific 

consumption (such as counterfeit). Fear appeal may also serve to produce an emotional 

connection (attachment) to a product or brand (Dunn & Hoegg, 2014). Thus, the use of fear 

appeal as a way to generate fear in a person for she to change her behavior can create the 

opposite desired effect; so when consuming, the individual may pervade such fear and build 

attachment to the product. Therefore, the use of fear appeal should be better understood so 

take the most advantage of its usage.  

 

There can be no fear without hope, nor hope without fear (Spinoza, 1960). The occurrence of 

the two can generate positive and negative results (MacInnis & Chun, 2006). The relationship 

of hope with fear depends on whether one believes that something will happen or not, and 

whether the result is negative or positive. In line with this thought, Reimann et al. (2014) 

consider fear and hope as antagonistic emotions, but they can be observed in the same event. 

Figure 1 shows the two emotions happening simultaneously. Suppose the positive outcome is 

to lose weight, and the negative outcome is to cause damage to the body. If consumers think 

the positive outcome will occur (quadrant 1), there is high hope; if consumers think the 

negative outcome will occur (quadrant 3), there is high fear; if consumers think the positive 

outcome will not occur (quadrant 2), there is low fear; and if consumers think the negative 

outcome will not occur (quadrant 4), there is high hope.  

 

Figure 1 - Outcomes and the relationship between fear and hope. 

  

Consumers think that the outcome: 

  

Will occur Will not occur 

The outcome 

is considered: 

Positive 

1    2   

Losing weight Not losing weigh 

  
  

  

High Hope Low Fear 

        

Negative 

3   4   

Causing damage Not causing damage 

    
 

  

High Fear High Hope 

        

Source: Adapted from MacInnis and Chun (2006). 

 

 

Showers (1992) observed that people who focus on negative outcomes felt emotionally worse 

than those who focus on positive ones. Thus, asymmetries between fear and hope can lead 

consumers to consume products that facilitate avoiding negative results. Finally, when the 

person becomes more hopeful that something positive will occur, fear about something 

negative will occur diminishes (MacInnis & Chun, 2006). So, fear along with the hope 

presents differences in the results expected by consuming a product. In the case of 

counterfeits the importance of this aspect may be notable: if the individual is fearful, but the 



outcome is positive, the product attachment is strengthened, so the consumer may develop 

identity with the counterfeit product. Kim, Cho & Johnson (2009) found that those who 

consumed counterfeit previously tend to repeat consumption, so focus should be devoted to 

avoid the consumption for the first time or to ensure that consumption has negative results 

(Perez Castaño & Quintanilla 2009; Bian & Moutinho, 2009;). Thus we propose that: 

 

P3: Fear appeal is effective only when the outcome will occur, and will be negative, so no 

attachment to the counterfeit product is developed. 

 

This proposition suggests that fear appeal has the ability to change behavior, but its improper 

use may generate opposite effect. For example, in the case of controlled drugs is taken 

without prescription and the outcome is as expected, an attachment to the drug may be 

developed. Thus, the fear appeal should be used mainly in cases in which the outcome is 

negative. In the case of government advertisements to reduce consumption of counterfeits, 

they should focus on the damage to the consumer (such as the case of counterfeit sun glasses 

that are harmful to the eyes). 

 

Fear and hope are important issues in risk taking (MacInnis & Chun, 2006; Reimann et al, 

2014.). The higher the fear, the lower the propensity to risk; and the higher the hope, the 

higher the propensity to risk (Reimann et al., 2014). So those three variables may be useful to 

understand the consumption of counterfeits. In previous research on counterfeit consumption, 

although consumers perceive risk, they still have high favorable attitude towards the product 

and, therefore, high purchase intention. If fear is enhanced (causing individuals to have lower 

propensity to risk) and hope is minimized (causing individuals lower intention to consume), 

the consumption of counterfeits may be diminished. So, we propose that: 

 

P4: The greater the hope that the outcome will be positive and the lower the risk perception 

that something negative will happen, the higher the purchase intention of counterfeits. 

 

P5: The greater the fear that the outcome will be negative and the higher the risk 

perception that something negative will happen, the lower the purchase intention of 

counterfeits 
 

So risk perception may be evaluated as a moderator in the relationship between hope, fear, 

and purchase intention of counterfeits. 

 

 

Guilt 

 

Negative valence emotions include guilt (Lazarus , 1991), which is characterized as a negative 

condition experienced by the individual in response to adverse events and judged as deserved 

(Roseman, 1984). It is often related to harmful situations, such as addictive (Elliott, 1994), 

compulsive (O'Guinn & Faber, 1989) and impulsive consumption (Rook, 1987). The 

experience of positive events judged as undeserved by the individual may also lead her to feel 

guilty. In common to both ways of experiencing it, is the emergence of a state of dissonance 

between actions taken and their perceived consequences, which inform the individual about 

the violation of personal or social normative standards (Tangney et al., 1996). 

  

Guilt is defined as an emotion arising from the failure of self-regulatory processes, due to the 

default values and internalized principles by the individual (Lazarus, 1991; Baumeister, 



Stillwell & Heatherton, 1994). Even though there is no consensus in the literature about 

whether guilt has or not universal characteristics, there is some agreement about the influence 

of social factors on the guilt formation process. Unlike some basic emotions, such as anger 

and fear, guilt derives from cognitive faculties of the individual related to moral issues 

(Rodríguez- Torrez et al., 2005; Tracy & Robins 2007). Thus, the emotion originates from 

incongruities between the right and wrong conceptions held by the individual, concepts that 

are socially constructed. By requiring the acquisition of social components to its origin, guilt 

is understood as an interpersonal emotion, in contrast to uniquely intrapersonal emotions 

(Baumeister, Stillwell & Heatherton, 1994). The essential features of interpersonal emotions, 

as well as their delimitations, are defined by the presence or action of another individual. 

Moral standards of conduct, constructed from the assimilation of socially shared norms, are 

internalized and influence the manner, intensity and moment of their emergence. On the other 

hand, although intrapersonal emotions may also be socially molded, they have less influence 

of social context, being categorized as more basic or instinctive emotions, such as fear or hope 

(Lazarus, 1991; Baumeister, Stillwell & Heatherton, 1994). 

  

Unlike shame, in which the individual evaluates global issues related to the self or to the ideal 

self, guilt arises from a moral transgression due to a specific action or a desire to do it 

(Lazarus, 1991; Lewis, 2008). So, guilt is defined as a self-conscious emotion directed to 

behavior (Lazarus, 1991; Lewis, 2008). It is determined from the submissiveness of the 

individual to cognitive processes of self-evaluation, in which are simulated alternative options 

of behavior or critical evaluations of past actions consequences (Baumeister, Stillwell & 

Heatherton, 1994; Tracy & Robins 2007). Self-conscious emotions, such as guilt, shame, 

pride and embarrassment, have received far less attention than others in the marketing 

literature, mainly due to the difficulty of presenting types of events that encourage individuals 

to feel such emotions (Lewis, 2008). Unlike fear or happiness, which are achieved in more or 

less uniform events among people, self-conscious emotions require events that are often 

identified by only individuals themselves (Lewis, 2008). 

  

Emotions related to self- accountability processes (i.e. guilt, regret, pride) are able to motivate 

changes in behavioral intentions of consumers (Passyn & Sujan, 2006; Antonetti & Maklan, 

2014). When in conjunction with other emotions, they act in a vital way in the search for 

individual behavior changes - either approach or avoidance (Antonetti & Baines, 2015). Guilt 

is an emotion that may predict an individual’s post-consumption behavior (Soscia, 2007). In 

the case of counterfeit products, consumers experiencing stronger moral emotions, especially 

guilt and shame, have less intention of purchasing such items (Zampetakis , 2014). Similarly, 

during situations of consumption of non-deceptive counterfeit products, moral emotions are 

the most strongly experienced (Kim , Cho & Johnson , 2009). 

  

However, the great challenge to instill guilt in a particular practice of consumption is the need 

of the individual to submit herself to cognitive processes of self-assessment, since the 

contexts that are able to take her to morality consider her actions should be almost 

individually customized (Lewis, 2008; Antonetti & Baines, 2015). Similarly, although it is 

characterized as an emotion more useful to stimulate corrections in specific actions, guilt has 

lower intensity than other moral emotions, as shame for example, which may hinder the 

necessary motivation to behavior changes (Lewis, 2008). The individual will only feel guilty 

if she becomes aware of the actions taken, or desired, if in fact they infringe internalized 

moral standards from social norms. After that, however, as it is categorized as a painful 

emotion, she seeks to resolve the guilt through conscious processes or unconscious self-

protection, either directed to the behavior or the emotion itself (Antonetti & Baines, 2015). If 



the self-protection is directed to emotion, the individual creates counter-arguments that detract 

from the need to change their behavioral intentions. On the other hand, by focusing on the 

dissolution of the behavior, the individual seeks not to repeat the same acts in order to not 

experience guilt again (Lazarus, 1991; Tangney et al., 1996). As self- accountability processes 

operate only from a complex combination of factors, including moral aspect, specific context 

and inclination to solving a behavior, other emotions must act together with guilt to reduce 

counterfeit consumption behavior (Antonetti & Baines, 2015) . 

  

To change a specific behavior, the use of fear and hope in association with guilt would bring 

more decisive results, as they are able to enhance or reduce its effect on individuals with low 

involvement with social standards. Thus, if an individual has high fear and low hope, both 

represent a kind of shortcut to achieve guilt; on the other hand, a high intensity of hope and a 

low intensity of fear may hinder their reach. One of the mechanisms of social pattern 

transmission is fear, which can be directly translated into guilt (Freud, 1963). Guilt and fear 

are capable of influencing consumer behavior, they are emotions that operate on the action 

and perform together in the perception of self-responsibility (Passyn & Sujan, 2006; 

Williams, 2012b). Guilt comes after self-assessment of the negative consequences of an 

action, opening room for fear to act so that such actions are not repeated. Hope, on the other 

hand, may create barriers to guilt and, consequently, to behavior changes. When hope is high, 

the individual may prepare counter-arguments to weaken the negative consequences of an 

event, if it has not been successful (MacInnes & Mello, 2005). This setting can hinder an 

individual's engagement in self-accountability processes, softening the intensity of guilt. In 

this case, it seeks self-protection directed to emotion, instead of changing a specific behavior 

(Antonetti & Baines, 2015). 

  

In summary, despite guilt is characterized as an important factor in changing individual 

behavior, it is necessary the awareness of the actions taken and the use of coping strategies 

directed to the behavior to correct the conduct. The uniqueness of this combination and the 

relatively low intensity of guilt to drive the individual to correct the behavior require that 

other emotions are used together to induce the individual to more easily undergo self- 

accountability processes (Lewis, 2008; Antonetti & Baines, 2015). Guilt may not alone be 

able to drive individual behavior change, but may influence intentions to change it. However, 

behavioral correction may be achieved only after the initial stimulus caused by guilt. The 

individual only undergoes self-accountability processes if they are motivated by the 

experience of emotion. These processes, in turn, induce the individual to re-evaluate and 

correct the behavior, which will actually be corrected if there is the presence of emotions such 

as fear and hope.  

 

P6: The higher the guilt the higher the intention for behavior correction (not to purchase 

counterfeits), and such relationship is moderated by fear and hope. 

  

 

 

FINAL REMARKS 

 

Despite some recent Brazilian studies in the area (Souza et al., 2015), most studies in the 

marketing literature investigates consumption of counterfeit products in developed countries 

such as the US (Wilcox et al, 2009; Marcketti & Shelly, 2009), or comparisons between 

developed countries and China (Bian & Veloutsou, 2007). More understanding of the 

motivations behind the counterfeit purchase remains undefined in the marketing literature 



(Wilcox et al., 2009). Such reasons may be related to consumer emotional characteristics, so 

here there may be a theoretical contribution of this article. 

 

Understanding the mechanisms that explain the motivations individuals have to purchase or 

not counterfeits may have several implications. Practical implications for all stakeholders 

interested in the market: government, consumers, producers and retailers. The government 

should be active in implementing laws against counterfeiting because it affects: i) the level of 

employment (about two million jobs fail to be created in Brazil because of counterfeit in 

2014), ii) tax evasion (according to the National Council to Combat piracy, 2014, Brazil fails 

to collect US $ 40 billion a year to piracy and counterfeiting), iii) the protection of consumers 

(counterfeiting causes damage to the consumer, since the products are lower quality and do 

not have a warranty) and iv) foreign direct investment (for example, Ralph Lauren company 

stopped investing in Brazil because of product counterfeiting). Producers and retailers can 

develop communication campaigns in an effort to raise awareness of consumers about the 

benefits of legal trade for the economy, for the maintenance of employment and the 

consumer's own welfare.  

 

This paper has some limitations. Besides being strictly theoretical, we do not clarify for which 

categories other than luxury brands our propositions are adequate. Future research should test 

them using experimental approach, so the role of the three emotions here discussed can be 

further understood in the counterfeit market. We hope to stimulate future research that verify 

our propositions and provide empirical evidences that contribute to investigate this 

phenomenon in marketing and consumer behavior contexts. 
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