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ABSTRACT 
This paper lays an emphasis on the demand of counterfeiting products in the framework of non-

deceptive counterfeiting. The consumer knows that he is purchasing a counterfeit. Why does he 

purchase a bogus product or counterfeit?  This paper is an attempt to give a response to that core 

issue through a macroeconomic analysis of genuine and counterfeit products, in one hand, and in 

another, through the application of the probit model elaborated from a study conducted on a sample 

of a population vulnerable to non-deceptive counterfeiting in Congo Brazzaville.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Counterfeiting is a worldwide phenomenon that has grown fast over the years so as to become a real 

international trade concern (Monot, 2009). It affects almost all the products owing to the 

modernization of means of production and new technologies (Eyssette, 1998). All the countries of 

the world are concerned at various stages (country of origin, country of transit, country of 

destination) because of the globalization of the economy (internationalization of activities and 

exchanges, the fall in transport and communication costs) and the development of the high speed 

internet (Achille, 2013: Bloch et al.,1993: Domingo, 2011). Another reason is that the huge 

quantities of manufactured products are « made in world » in the sense that several intermediaries 

intervene in the manufacturing process throughout the world: that is fragmented manufacture 

(Hiault, 2013).Counterfeiting may be defined as “the action of reproducing in copies or imitating a 

literary, an artistic or industrial work to the detriment of its author, of its inventor” (Eekhout and 

Pricaz, 2009). According to Anti-Counterfeiting Group (ACG),  “counterfeiting is a willing 

temptation consisting in deceiving consumers by copying and selling products that bear well known 

trademarks, with a packaging and a global drive of product so as the product looks like the one 

manufactured by a famous manufacturer, whereas it is actually a poor quality reproduction” 
 
 

This article is composed of three questions: 

- Why do consumers purchase counterfeit products?  

- Why is a counterfeit a substitute to a genuine product?  

- Can the determinants of the purchasing of counterfeit products be identified?  
 

We have formulated three hypotheses as follow: 
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- Counterfeits found in Congo are manufactured goods imported from counterfeiting 

countries, and which easily penetrate the territory; 

- The higher poverty level  leads the consumer to give preference to inferior quality goods as 

they are cheaper than genuine goods;  

- The determinants of the purchase of counterfeit products are significant explanatory 

variables in the probit model. 
 

This paper examines non-deceptive counterfeiting through an analysis of the growing demand of 

counterfeit (bogus) products in Congo, because of the high poverty level of the populations. In fact, 

“54.1% of Congolese population is poor and live under 2 US dollars per day according to parity of 

the purchasing power.” (World Bank and African Development Bank, 2014, p. 594). As for non-

deceptive counterfeiting, the consumer is aware of purchasing a product which is a counterfeit: in 

this case the consumer is an accomplice of counterfeiting also said to be   "non-deceptive” or 

‘’willing’’ (Bamossy and Scammon, 1985: Chakraborthy and al., 1997: Gentry and al., 2006: Le 

Roux and al., 2006).  

The purchase of counterfeits affects several products such as garments, shoes, beverage, 

instruments of measure, household electrical appliances, the hardware, IT software, CDs, DVDs, 

cosmetics, cigarettes, foodstuffs, but also the sectors of hazardous products such as pharmaceutics 

or automobile spare parts (Tom and al., 1998; OCDE, 1998). 

Congo is a country where the level of imports of manufactured goods from counterfeiting countries 

is considerable. The poor populations are rather attracted by cheaper but poor quality products. The 

country is therefore favorable to the existence of gray markets. Counterfeit products are numerous 

on gray markets (Higgins and Rubin, 1986). Those gray markets, also found in Congo, sell among 

others electrical households appliances (Moyo Nzololo and Makany, 2009a,b). 

It is good to recall that 90% of international trade is ensured by sea transport. The Port Authority of 

Pointe-Noire plays an important role in placing the Congo as a country of transit for its neighbors of 

Central Africa in one hand, and in another hand for central Africa and other regions of the world 

(Elion, 2013). The vector of counterfeiting is composed of imports because most of counterfeits are 

essentially imported and penetrate the national territory.  Concerning the country of origin of goods 

(country of origin or of transit), they are counterfeiter countries, that is, countries where the 

counterfeiting production is enhanced by the lax attitude of public officials.  The counterfeiting 

countries are: China, Turkey, India, Russia, Italy, Taiwan, Thailand, Poland, South Korea, 

Indonesia and others. Other counterfeiters regularly blacklisted are, among others: the United Arab 

Emirates (UAE), Hong-Kong, Morocco, Philippines, Vietnam, Spain, and Portugal. In the 

Mediterranean basin, counterfeit producing countries very often pinpointed are: Turkey, Italy, Spain 

and Morocco (Louboutin, 2011: Vidon, 2011: UNIFAB, 2010: Eyssette, 1998). The Democratic 
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Republic of Congo, as a neighbor of Congo, plays essentially a role of transit country for counterfeit 

products coming into the Republic of Congo.   

Counterfeits policies that fight against counterfeiting in Congo are extremely fragile in terms of 

sensitization of the populations,  the training of different actors involved in that fight (customs, 

police, justice), repression measures (confiscation  for counterfeiting), statistics on counterfeiting 

and legal anti-counterfeiting strategies.  The inexistence of these policies encourages the presence 

of counterfeits in Congo in most of the purchasing places relating to both informal and formal 

economy.  

After situating the context on counterfeiting in Congo, we are going to deal with the theoretical 

approach to show that the Congolese consumer substitutes the genuine good to the bogus one owing 

to his low purchasing power. For that matter, he gives preference to the consumption of inferior or 

poor quality goods 
 

 

2. THEORECAL FRAMEWORK  

In many cases, consumers are aware that they buy counterfeits (Bloch et al., 1993: Grossman and 

Shapiro, 1988a,b: Maitre and Perrino, 2007). Counterfeit products are generally of lower quality 

and the buyers are capable of distinguishing them from the genuine after a thorough observation, 

referring to the price, the materials used or the purchasing place. (Bamossy and Scammon, 1985: 

Chakraborthy and al., 1997: Gentry et al., 2006). 

A consumer can buy a counterfeit product if: 

- The consumer gives preference to the positive marginal utility  (Voss and al., 2003) : all 

counterfeit products are not said to forcibly be dangerous or hazardous;  

- The counterfeit is accessible: no purchasing barriers, no time consuming (Penz and Stöttinger, 

2005). 

Let’s consider that the utility function U (qc  , qo) relating to a quantity  qc  of counterfeit product 

and a quantity  qo of genuine product where (qc  , qo) represents a consumer vector or a consumer 

basket.   

In the context of "non - deceptive counterfeiting", what matters for the consumer is to maximize the 

function of utility U under the budgetary constraint R   pc qc  po qo   where R is the income that the 

consumer has,  pc  is the unit price of the counterfeit and   po   is the unit price of the genuine 

product. 

We then have the following system:  

     Maximizing U (qc  , qo)      (1)     
 

      R  pc qc   po qo                 (2) 

By expressing qo in function of qc then (2) is written: po qo     pc qc  R      (3) 

Hence  qo     
  

   
     

 

  
                         (4) 
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The relation (4) shows that budgetary constraint corresponds to a line in the (qc  , qo) plan. This line 

is called the consumer budget line. 

The slope of the line is:      
   

    
    

   

    
         (5)   and we have:   

   

     
  < 0        (6)  

Logically, the slope of the indifference curve is also called substitution marginal rate of the genuine 

product qo to a counterfeit qc. 

As   U (qc  , qo) , we can write the variation of utility dU as the total differential 

 dU   
   

    
       

   

   
              (7) 

Since dqo and dqc are infinitesimal consumption variations that do not modify the consumer utility 

(or satisfaction) on the curve of indifference, then   : dU               8) 

We report (8) in (7): 

   

    
       

   

   
      = 0          (9) 

Consequently, 

[
   

    
     

   

    
]      

   

    
             (10) 

We report (5) in (10):   [
   

    
     

   

    
]      

  

   
          (11)      

The marginal rate of substitution of product qo to product qc written [
   

    
     

   

    
] equals   additional 

quantity of product qo that the consumer must have for compensating the reduction of a product 

consumption unit qc , knowing that the utility (or satisfaction) of consumer remains unchanged.     

The marginal utility of a product is the increase in the utility that results from the consumption of an 

additional unit of this product, the consumption of other products remaining unchanged (Pindyck et 

Rubinfeld, 2012). 

Let’s set   
   

   
 = Umc     the marginal utility linked to the consumption of the bogus good. 

Let set  
   

    
  = Umo          the marginal utility linked to the consumption of the genuine good. 

 The relation (11) is written:    

   

     
   

  

   
            (12) 

The proportion 
   

     
   is called marginal rate of the substitution of genuine product qo to the bogus 

qc.  

The relation (12) which represents maximal allocation to point A is written:  

   

    
   

   

    
            (13) 

This relation means that the consumer optimal choice is reached when the marginal utility of the 

product weighted by its price po equals the marginal utility of a bogus good weighted by its price pc.  

Remark 1:  as  
  

  
< 1 we deduce from the relation (12) that Umo>Umc  . 
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The marginal utility of the genuine product is superior to the marginal utility of a bogus product.   

Consequently, the purchase of the bogus product is rather explained by its low cost in comparison 

to the price of the genuine product. 

Remark 2: the proportion     
  

  
  represents the rate to which the consumer can substitute qo product 

to qc product                      

 Remark 3:   Bargaining is a practice noticed on points of sale, with exception for some 

supermarkets or department stores wherein displayed prices cannot be subject to bargaining. 

Consequently, in the context of non-deceptive counterfeiting, one can imagine the decrease in price 

of the counterfeit. The consumer takes advantage of the decline in price pc of the counterfeit 

product in order to increase his consumption level of the counterfeit product, and reduce his 

consumption level of the genuine product qo: this is what is called substitution effect. Such a 

decrease in price pc generates the purchasing power of the consumer who now buys more the 

counterfeit product qc: this is what is called income effect. The consumer gives preference to the 

counterfeit product qc which is rather of inferior quality.   

3. MATERIAL AND METHOD 

In this part, we would like to figure out the reason why the Congolese consumer consumes inferior 

goods, that is, counterfeit products. We will first describe the sample of our survey prior to 

identifying, among the twenty three explanatory variables chosen, the most significant explanatory 

variables supplied by the model. 

3.1 Material   

We present the survey, then a description of both individuals and variables of the sample. 

3.1.1 Organizing the survey  

The empiric study is based upon the exploitation of a survey on a sample of 1374 students from   a 

Brazzaville business school, “Ecole Supérieure de Gestion et d’Administration des Entreprises” 

(ESGAE), in Bachelor and Master cycles (Moyo Nzololo, 2014). Considering a sample of students 

from a school in order to carry a study on counterfeiting is highly recommended, given that such 

students have a very limited purchasing power or budget, which makes them privileged targets of 

counterfeiting (Krémer  and al.,2008: Müller and al., 2011). In line with the questionnaire 

distributed to our sample, we have considered a list of 16 imported products in Congo, respective of 

the countries of origin, and referring to the data base of the national institute of statistics (INS). 

The questionnaire of 141 items has been administered under the hard copy form, to be filled out 

anonymously by the students chosen. The counting of a survey was based upon the Sphinx 

software.  
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3.1.2 Individuals 

At the end of the survey, 1374 questionnaires showing a good rate of valuable responses by 98.21% 

were collected. However, missing data were noticed on  251 (18.26%) questionnaires, which led us 

to consider, in the analysis, the sample of 1123 individuals only. 55.65% of respondents are female 

students, against 44.34% of male students. Female students are strongly represented in accordance 

with not only the number of students registered in this business school, but also with the trend 

within the country. We underline the fact that the entry into the questionnaire occurs when the 

individual subject to this survey purchases or not the bogus product (achatcont). From the sample, 

we can notice the following features: the respondents are from various age brackets, the younger is 

16 and the elder is 57 .The average age is 24. Full time students represent 78.9%, while 5.2% are 

civil servants working for the government, and 8.9% working in the private sector. 61% are holders 

of the General Certificate of Education O-levels, and 14.6% are holders of the bachelor degree. This 

corresponds respectively to the division of students ESGAE between the first cycle (bachelor) and 

the second cycle (master). 

 

3.1.3 Variables of the study 

We have considered twenty four variables which explain the purchasing of bogus goods, and which 

are identified in the economic literature (Le Roux et al., 2006). They are shown in Table 1 below. 

3.2 Method 

The processing of 24 variables was made through the probit model. 

 

3.2.1 Probit Model 

The probit model focuses on a variable to be explained on the basis of explanatory variables (Stock 

and Watson, 2012). 

The variable to be explained is: “do you purchase bogus products?” There are two possible answers     

1 if yes and 0 if no 

This variable is noted “achatcont’’.  

The theoretical multiple probit model (with several explanatory variables Xi i=1…23, also called 

regressors) is given as follows: 

P (achatcont=1/X1… X23) = F (a0 + a1X1 + a2X2+ …+ a23X23) 

where F is the sharing function of the center reduced normal law. The parameters of model ai 

i=1…23 are estimated by the method of the maximum likelihood (MV). The estimators or estimates 

of MV are consistent and asymptotically distributed according to the normal law. Consequently, we 

can build the statistics of the student t and the intervals of trust of the parameters, hence the 

presence of signs * explaining the significant character of certain parameters in Table 2. 

The 23 explanatory variables made dichotomous are presented in the following table. The expected 

sign matches the hypothesis expressed on the relation between the variable to be explained 

 MOYO NZOLOLO and Roger Armand MAKANY.,Int.J.Eco.Res.,2015, v6 i6, 08 - 21 ISSN: 2229-6158

IJER NOV - DEC 2015 
Available online@www.ijeronline.com 

 13



 

“achatcont” and the explanatory variable considered. The sign + means that the probability of 

purchasing the counterfeits is high, and then linked to explanatory variable. The sign – means that it 

is unlikely that the purchase of bogus products or counterfeits is linked to the explanatory variable.  

 
 

Table 1: Explanatory variables and hypotheses  

Variable   Variable wording Value of the variable 
Sign 

expected 

contgarant 
Are you ready to buy a bogus good that 

has a guarantee? 
1 if yes and 0 if not + 

âge  Age of the respondent In years  - 

attitude 
Don’t you mind to purchase a 

counterfeit product? 
1 if yes and 0 if not + 

connais 
Have you ever heard about 

counterfeiting? 
1 if yes and 0 if not - 

crainte 

Are you afraid of buying a bogus 

product because you suspect it to be of 

poor quality?  

1 if yes and 0 if not - 

distinct 
Can you differentiate a bogus from a 

genuine? 
1 if yes and 0 if not - 

facecontref 
Have you ever come across a bogus 

good? 
1 if yes and 0 if not + 

instruct Are you in Master cycle?  1 if yes and 0 if not - 

pointvente 
Do you know shops or malls where   

bogus goods could be found? 
1 if yes and 0 if not + 

prixcd Attractive  price for DVD and CD  1 if yes and 0 if not + 

prixcos Attractive price  for  cosmetics   1 if yes and 0 if not + 

prixelec Attractive price  for home appliances   1 if yes and 0 if not + 

prixhab Attractive price  for garment    1 if yes and 0 if not + 

prixtel Attractive price  for telephones   1 if yes and 0 if not + 

salar Professional status of the du respondent 

1 if there is an income 

generating  activity and 0 if 

yes  

- 

quality 
Do you think the bogus good is of an 

inferior quality? 
1 if yes and 0 if not - 

rarcd 
Scarcity of the  genuine CD and DVD 

on the   market 
1 if yes and 0 if not + 
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rarcos 
Scarcity of the  genuine cosmetics on 

the   market 
1 if yes and 0 if not + 

rarelec 
Scarcity of the  genuine household 

appliances on the   market 
1 if yes and 0 if not + 

rarhab 
Scarcity of the  genuine garments on 

the   market 
1 if yes and 0 if not + 

rartel 
Scarcity of the  genuine telephones on 

the   market 
1 if yes and 0 if not + 

recognition 
Are you able to recognize a counterfeit 

product or bogus? 
1 if yes and 0 if not - 

sexe Sex 
1 if le respondent is  man 

and 0 if not 
- 

verificat 

Before purchasing a product, do you 

take time to check if it is a genuine or a 

bogus good?  

1 if yes and 0 if not - 

 

Source : ourselves, 2014 
 

3.2.2 Construction of models  

Four probit models were built in introducing progressively different variables: first, those that 

depend on the consumer, then the attributes of the product, and finally those related to the context 

of purchase, introduced in two stages.   

 

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  

The results of these models, obtained thanks to Stata software, are indicated in Table 2. 

4.1 Results presentation 

- Probit model 1 includes three variables linked to the consumer ; only one is significant, out of 

three ; 

- Probit model 2 includes, in addition to the three variables, eleven variables which are linked to 

the attributes of the product ; four are significant, out of fourteen; 

- Probit model 3 includes , in addition to the previous  fourteen variables, four variables linked to 

the context of purchase ; five are significant out of eighteen ; 

- Probit model 4 completes probit model 3 with five variables linked to the context of purchase: 

eleven are significant, out of twenty three. 
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Table 2:  Reporting probit models results 

 
modèle 1 modèle 2 modèle 3 modèle 4 

achatcont 
    

sexe -0.173 -0.144 -0.154 -0.342* 

 
(-1.66) (-1.31) (-1.39) (-2.49) 

salar -0.527*** -0.500*** -0.515*** -0.416** 

 
(-3.72) (-3.46) (-3.52) (-2.63) 

instruct 0.154 0.100 0.176 0.255 

 
(0.71) (0.45) (0.78) (1.03) 

qualit 
 

0.0421 0.0607 0.0838 

  
(0.28) (0.39) (0.52) 

prixhab 
 

0.232 0.238 0.262 

  
(1.79) (1.83) (1.88) 

prixcd 
 

0.354** 0.336** 0.344** 

  
(2.91) (2.73) (2.67) 

prixcos 
 

0.00330 0.0249 0.0465 

  
(0.03) (0.19) (0.34) 

prixtel 
 

0.183 0.200 0.211 

  
(1.48) (1.60) (1.61) 

prixelec 
 

-0.437** -0.465*** -0.562*** 

  
(-3.25) (-3.40) (-3.90) 

rarhab 
 

-0.0770 -0.0665 -0.0190 

  
(-0.58) (-0.50) (-0.14) 

rarcd 
 

0.376** 0.368** 0.421** 

(2.65) (2.59) (2.83) 

rarcos 
 

0.0422 0.0581 0.0473 

  
(0.29) (0.40) (0.30) 

rarelec 
 

-0.199 -0.191 -0.119 

  
(-1.23) (-1.18) (-0.70) 

rartel 
 

0.0983 0.114 0.0229 

  
(0.70) (0.81) (0.16) 

connais 
  

-0.267* -0.308* 

   
(-2.22) (-2.43) 

facecontref 
  

-0.0243 0.00808 

   
(-0.16) (0.05) 

reperage 
  

-0.0497 -0.00761 

   
(-0.33) (-0.05) 
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distinct 
  

0.0784 0.0277 

   
(0.53) (0.18) 

pointvente 
   

0.933*** 

    
(3.65) 

attitude 
   

0.328** 

    
(2.58) 

contgarant 
   

0.422*** 

    
(3.78) 

crainte 
   

-0.614** 

    
(-2.61) 

verificat 
   

-0.405* 

    
(-2.25) 

cons 1.393*** 1.011*** 1.163*** 0.837* 

 
(18.75) (6.05) (4.83) (1.98) 

N 1123 1123 1123 1123 

BIC 809.2 851.7 873.9 856.9 

 

Statistics t between parentheses 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 

4.2 Discussion  

We focus our discussion on Model 4 that gathers most of the explanatory variables, and we consider 

those that are statistically significant. 

The model highlights two types of results:  

 The variables that have a negative and significant relation with the achatcont variable: they 

are variables that reduce the purchasing probability of bogus good. 

It is the case for the following variables: salar, connais, sexe, crainte, verificat and prixelec. 

 

In other words: 

The significant reduction of the probability of choice for bogus products is explained by the 

following factors: being a wage-earner, acknowledging the existence of counterfeit goods, being 

a male, fear of purchasing bogus products and double-checking them prior to buying. The 

higher price of genuine household appliances also reduces the probability of purchasing bogus 

goods. Very often in Congo, in the case of household appliances, the merchant does not hesitate 

to present genuine and bogus goods to the consumer. The genuine is more expensive than the 

bogus. But as it is often possible to ask for a rebate while bargaining, the gap in price between a  
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genuine and bogus good is minimized; and for the consumer he prefers to buy a genuine 

household appliance. It appears that the electrical appliance is a product of the Giffen type. 

 

 

 The variables which have a positive and significant relation with the achatcont variable: they 

are variables that increase probability of purchasing bogus products. 

The variables involved are: prixcd, rarcd, pointvente, attitude and contgarant.  
 

In other words: 
 

Both the high price and the scarcity of genuine CD tend to increase the probability of 

purchasing counterfeits. Likewise, the knowledge of points of sale of the counterfeits (bogus), 

the attitude of indifference at the purchase of bogus product and, the informal guarantees 

allowed by the merchants, increase the probability of purchasing counterfeits. 
 

As for CD, the high or even excessive price of the genuine against the bogus (XFA 10,000 

against XFA 500 to XFA 1000) explains the attractive character of the price of bogus CD, 

and this is the principal motivation to purchasing it. In most of the shops in Congo, one can 

read the following warning: “Sales goods may not be returned or exchanged”. This means 

that the system of guarantee is not common enough. When the guarantee is granted, it is 

often limited in time and by its effects: it rather promotes the purchasing of counterfeits.  

Concerning the attitude of indifference when purchasing the counterfeits, it essentially 

results from the evidence that neither the merchant, nor the customer are threatened, 

worried, or blamed by the authorities of regulation for the fight against counterfeiting. 

Therefore, there is no shame to wear flea market garment or clothes because “business goes 

on “.  

The fact of knowing where the point of sales is, increases the probability of purchasing 

counterfeits because the points of sale of counterfeit products are not subject to any 

particular chase by the customs, police and trade services in one hand, and in another, prices 

are affordable, with the possibility to bargain.  

 

5. CONCLUSION 

In this paper, we have explained why counterfeit products are consumed, as they are goods that we 

find on the Congolese market. Manufactured goods are imported and come from counterfeiter 

countries. Their penetration into the territory is made easy because of poor and inefficient means 

deployed for the fight against counterfeiting in Congo. We have shown that a bogus good is 

considered as replacement or substitute product to the genuine one owing not only to poverty, but 

also to the low cost of the counterfeit product compared to that of the genuine product. The context  
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of purchase being often the one related to bargaining, the decrease in the price of the counterfeit 

product often pushes the consumer to give preference to the purchase of inferior quality goods.  

However, it is possible to imagine that the decline in price of the counterfeit product encourages the 

consumption of Giffen goods. In fact, such a decrease in the price of the counterfeit product pc 

generates purchasing power for the consumer who buys more the genuine product qo: that is what is 

called income effect. But the latter is negative for the counterfeit product qc as long as the consumer 

gives preference to the purchase of the genuine product  qc  called Giffen good. 

A Giffen good is a product for which the price decreases so often that instead of being bought, this 

rather results to the fact that the consumer no longer buys it, and draws the consumer’s attention 

toward a rather better, but more expensive product. The Giffen paradox lies in the fact that as 

proportion as the price of a good decreases, its consumption also decreases. The probit model has 

answered the paper’s core issue by highlighting significant explanatory variables which make it 

possible to either decrease or increase the probability of purchasing counterfeit products. Given that 

the gain for an additional purchasing power enables the consumer to access both genuine goods and 

Giffen ones, a research path would be to consider a fight against counterfeiting by laying an 

emphasis on the fight against poverty in one hand, and increasing incomes in another hand. 
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