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論文摘要 

國際貿易統計數據與平日消費者體察示意台灣和歐盟的消費品貿易有

明顯的擴展空間。 

本研究集注消費品進口以期找出某些品類較少進口數量的原因。根據

其他的進口國家－日本和韓國－貿易結構數據比較分析，挑選較小市

場佔有率的品類，其後使用問卷調查消費者對此類歐盟進口產品的看

法。  

本研究發現台灣消費者對歐盟產品與歐盟廠商有一定的認知，且消費

者相當讚賞歐盟產品的品質，此為購買意向增加之原因。而商品的原

產地形象顯然與消費者之購買意向沒有直接關係。較高歐盟產品見識

度貌似跟購買意向有正相關，因此本研究建議進口商使用恰當的招攬

活動，例如產品介紹會或試用會。 

並且，藉由移除貿易障礙以及放寬貿易協定來改善台灣與歐盟的經濟

關係，提供互相貿易之擴展機會。 
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Abstract 

Statistical data on international trade as well as daily consumer experience 

suggest that there are several areas in the trading relationship between Taiwan 

and the European Union, where there is a lot of space for further expansion.  

This study focuses on the imports of consumer goods in an effort to find 

the reasons why products of some categories are imported in relatively 

smaller quantity to Taiwan. The specific product categories, which have 

a relatively low share on the total value of imported goods, are chosen 

on the basis of comparison of international trade statistics of Taiwan and 

other comparable markets of the East Asian region – Japan and Korea – 

and subsequently  a questionnaire-based survey  of consumer attitude 

towards the chosen product categories is conducted. 

The research finds that products made in European Union and the maker 

brands are quite well-known among Taiwanese consumers and their quality 

is perceived as being quite high, which seems to increase purchase intention 

greatly. Country-of-origin image does not seem to play an important role 

in the purchase intention shaping. The high levels of familiarity with the EU 

products appear to have positive correlation with the final purchase intention 

and a suggestion is therefore made, that the producers and importers should 

try to promote it by suitable marketing activities, such as product presentation 

and trials.  

Development of economic ties between Taiwan and the European Union 

by the means of removal of trading barriers or preferential trade agreements 

also seems to provide a good opportunity for the expansion of the mutual 

trade.  
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1 Introduction 

In the last decades, the economies of the Southeast Asia were among 

the world’s fastest growing ones. The economic and political reforms in many 

of these countries enabled the growth of international trade, while 

the technical and industrial development reshaped its structure, making many 

East-Asian countries like Taiwan some of the top exporters of manufactured 

goods and especially electronics and machinery (as Figure 1 illustrates) . 

Figure 1 - European Union (EU 28)'s imports from Taiwan 

 
Source: Bilateral trade between European Union (EU 28) and Taipei, Chinese (ITC Trade Map 2015) 

In the same time, the economic and political integration in Europe, resulting 

in the establishment and augmentation of the European Union promoted 

the cooperation among the European countries, creating a new economic 

entity comparable in size and importance to such a big international players 

as USA or China. The unification of different national economies with their 

respective traditional industry structures made European Union an important 

exporter with varied and quite balanced portfolio (as shown in Figure 2).  
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Figure 2 - Taiwan's imports from European Union (EU 28) 

 
Source: Bilateral trade between Taipei, Chinese and European Union (EU 28) (ITC Trade Map) 

In recent years, the bilateral trade between European Union and Taiwan 

was growing steadily, (as demonstrated in Figure 3 and 4) with the value 

of Taiwan’s exports to EU reaching 19.9 billion EURO, which makes EU 

the fourth most important destination of Taiwanese exports as of 2014. 

Figure 3 - Top 5 importers from Taiwan 

 
Unit: million EURO 
Source: List of importing markets from EU 28 for a product exported by Taipei, Chinese (ITC Trade Map) 

The value of imports from EU reached 18.3 billion EURO in 2014, making 

EU the fourth biggest source of Taiwanese imports after China, Japan and US. 
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Figure 4 - Top 5 sources of imports to Taiwan 

 
Unit: million EURO  
Source: List of supplying markets for a product imported by Taipei, Chinese (ITC Trade Map) 

Nonetheless, bilateral trade is still inhibited by several obstacles which 

include a multitude of punitive measures aiming at trade protection; these 

measures seem to be to Taiwan’s disadvantage, as there currently are about 

fourteen trade defence duties (of which ten are already expired), reaching 

amounts as high as 60% in some cases, imposed on Taiwanese imports 

(see Appendix 1), while, according to information provided by Customs 

administration of Ministry of Finance (Appendix 2), there seem to be only 

four trade defence investigations run by the Taiwanese authorities against 

groups of importers including European countries (none of these 

investigations targets at the European Union as a whole, however). 

The analysis of trade statistical data seems to show, that there are several 

product categories, traditionally exported from Europe to many other 

countries in the world, that are imported in much lesser quantity to Taiwan 

than to other comparable markets of the region (as demonstrated in Table 1). 

The purpose of this research is to find the reasons for the smaller imports 

of goods of these categories. 
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Table 1 - Import structure statistics in comparison – Japan, Korea and Taiwan 
HSC code 
(4-digit 
grouping) 

Product category caption Taiwan Japan Korea Difference 
between  
the two 

countries’ 
average 

and 
Taiwan 

'8703 Cars (incl. station wagon) 8.75% 10.66% 9.59% 1.37% 
'4202 Trunks, suit-cases, 

camera cases, handbags 
etc., of leather, plastic, 
textile etc. 

0.98% 2.17% 1.55% 0.88% 

'0406 Cheese and curd 0.10% 0.39% 0.17% 0.18% 
'6403 Footwear, upper of leather 0.30% 0.59% 0.36% 0.18% 
Unit: percent of the total value of goods imported from European Union (EU28) 
Source: Bilateral trade between EU and Taipei, Chinese (..., Japan, Korea) (ITC Trade Map) 

None of the trade defence measures discussed above affects any of these 

product categories, there is, however, a number of preferential tariffs for 

goods originating in certain countries (see Tables 2-5). 

The import tariffs for the product categories in question vary significantly 

(as shown in tables 2-5). The distribution of preferential tariffs to a large 

extent follows trade agreements established especially with many countries 

of Central America, with which Taiwan maintains official diplomatic 

relationships (Scott et al. n.d.), furthermore Taiwan maintains exceptional 

trading ties with New Zealand, which enjoys liberalised import tariffs for all 

products except rice, and this preferential treatment is reciprocated by New 

Zealand by liberalising all import tariffs for Taiwanese products (MOEA 

Press Release 2013).  

For the product categories in question, no EU country is affected by increased 

tariff measures nor is any included in any reduced tariff program (as further 

discussed in the next section and the relevant tables).   
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Table 2 - Main trade indicators - Product: 8703 Cars (incl. station wagon) 
Top ten sources of import to Taiwan 

 Imported 
value 2014 

(USD 
thousand) 

Share 
in Taiwan's 
imports (%) 

Ranking 
in world 
exports 

Share 
in world 

exports (%) 

Tariff 
(estimated) 

applied 
by Taiwan (%) 

Germany 1566208 41.2 1 23.3 17.5 
Japan 1181293 31.1 2 12.6 17.5 
USA 298002 7.8 3 8.8 17.5 
UK 143802 3.8 6 6 17.5 
Belgium 100980 2.7 9 4.3 17.5 
South Africa 90849 2.4 23 0.6 17.5 
Italy 69515 1.8 13 1.7 17.5 
India 60618 1.6 18 0.8 17.5 
Hungary 57270 1.5 14 1.6 17.5 
Sweden 30398 0.8 20 0.7 17.5 

Tariff groups 
New Zealand   61 0 0 
El Salvador, 
Guatemala, 
Panama 

0 0 186 0 17.4 

Germany, 
Japan, USA, 
UK, Belgium + 
86 countries 

3802684 100 6039 97.8 17.5 

French 
Polynesia, 
F. S. Antarctic 
Territories, 
N. Antilles, 
Aruba, 
N. Mariana Isl
ands 

0 0 632 0 59.8 

Source: List of supplying markets for a product imported by Taipei, Chinese (ITC Trade Map) 

 
There are six EU countries among the ten biggest suppliers of cars and related 

products of the “8703 Cars (incl. station wagon)” category in terms 

of the value of goods imported to Taiwan: Germany, UK, Belgium, Italy, 

Hungary and Sweden. Germany, which occupies the first place with imports 

worth 1.566 billion USD is followed quite closely by Japan 

with 1.181 billion USD. The average tariff ratio for majority of importers 

of goods of this group amounts to 17.5 %, which is a value much higher than 

the tariffs for all the other categories concerned.  
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Table 3 - Main trade indicators - Product: 4202 Trunks, suitcases, camera cases, handbags etc, 
Top ten sources of import to Taiwan 

Exporters Imported 
value 2014 

(USD 
thousand) 

Share 
in Taiwan's 
imports (%) 

Ranking 
in world 
exports 

Share 
in world 

exports (%) 

Tariff 
(estimated) 

applied 
by Taiwan (%) 

China 261242 45.9 1 43.7 6.9 
Italy 126793 22.3 2 11.8 6.9 
France 78748 13.8 3 9.6 6.9 
Viet Nam 25034 4.4 5 4.3 6.9 
Spain 19024 3.3 11 1.6 6.9 
Czech Republic 6319 1.1 15 0.6 6.9 
Japan 5888 1 41 0.1 6.9 
Rep. of Korea 5380 0.9 16 0.6 6.9 
Thailand 4420 0.8 17 0.5 6.9 
India 4381 0.8 8 2 6.9 

Tariff groups 
Guatemala, 
New Zealand, 
El Salvador, 
Honduras, 
Nicaragua, 
Panama 

5 0 504 0 0 

Bangladesh, 
Cambodia, 
Nepal, Laos, 
Madagascar + 
9 countries 

1597 0.3 1412 0.3 3.1 

Singapore 1026 0.2 13 1.1 4.7 
China, Italy, 
France, Viet 
Nam, Spain + 
93 countries 

565471 99.1 6347 98.2 6.9 

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, 
Belarus, 
F. Polynesia, 
Greenland, 
N. Antilles 

17 0 724 0 14.6 

Source: List of supplying markets for a product imported by Taipei, Chinese (ITC Trade Map) 

 
Four of the ten most important suppliers of products of the category 

“4202 Trunks, suitcases, camera cases, handbags etc.” are EU member 

countries: Italy, France, Spain and Czech Republic, however this sector 

is strongly dominated by China, importing goods worth 261.242 million USD, 

followed by Italy, which imports goods worth only half of that value – 

126.793 million USD. All the top ten importers and all the EU countries are 

subjected to 6.9 % tariff.  
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Table 4 - Main trade indicators - Product: 0406 Cheese and curd 
Top ten sources of import to Taiwan 

 Imported 
value 2014 

(USD 
thousand) 

Share 
in Taiwan's 
imports (%) 

Ranking 
in world 
exports 

Share 
in world 

exports (%) 

Tariff 
(estimated) 

applied 
by Taiwan (%) 

USA 40035 29.5 5 5.4 5 
New Zealand 37626 27.7 7 4.1 0 
Australia 13974 10.3 13 2.2 5 
Argentina 13272 9.8 21 0.9 5 
Italy 5777 4.3 4 9 5 
France 5030 3.7 2 12.7 5 
Brazil 3319 2.4 54 0 5 
Japan 2681 2 62 0 5 
Denmark 2672 2 6 5.3 5 
UK 2298 1.7 12 2.4 5 

Tariff groups 
New Zealand, 
Singapore 

37717 27.8 60 4.2 0 

USA, 
Australia, 
Argentina, 
Italy, France + 
30 countries 

98101 72.4 1104 83.5 5 

Belarus   11 2.5 20 
Source: List of supplying markets for a product imported by Taipei, Chinese (ITC Trade Map) 

Similarly to the previous category, there are four EU countries among the top 

ten suppliers of goods of “0406 Cheese and curd” category: Italy, France, 

Denmark and UK. The values of European imports in this category are 

surprisingly small, with the leading EU country – Italy (5.7 mil. USD) – not 

even achieving half the values of the previous biggest importer – 

Argentina (13.2 mil. USD), not to mention the top importer – 

USA with imports eight times the size of the Italian ones (40 mil. USD), even 

as France and Italy surpass all the top four importers to Taiwan on the global 

scale (France being world’s 2nd top exporter with 12.7 % and Italy world’s 

4th top exporter with 9 % share in the world’s exports). Interestingly, 

this category is one of the few studied in this work, in which the preferential 

tariffs seem to have a significant effect on the import values, as New Zealand 

with 0 % import tariff occupies the second place among the top importers. All 

the other top importers are subject to 5 % tariff. 
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Table 5 - Main trade indicators - Product: 6403 Footwear, upper of leather 
Top ten sources of import to Taiwan 

 Imported 
value 2014 

(USD 
thousand) 

Share 
in Taiwan's 
imports (%) 

Ranking 
in world 
exports 

Share 
in world 

exports (%) 

Tariff 
(estimated) 

applied 
by Taiwan (%) 

China 90340 33.7 1 21 6.3 
Vietnam 61733 23 3 9.7 6.3 
Italy 52117 19.4 2 15.2 6.3 
Indonesia 18700 7 7 3.7 6.3 
Germany 8939 3.3 5 4.5 6.3 
Spain 5202 1.9 6 3.8 6.3 
Thailand 4133 1.5 25 0.6 6.3 
Bangladesh 3194 1.2 20 0.8 1.9 
India 2610 1 10 3.5 6.3 
Japan 2427 0.9 59 0 6.3 

Tariff groups 
New Zealand, 
El Salvador, 
Panama 

1 0 127 0.1 0 

Bangladesh, 
Cambodia, 
Myanmar, 
Ethiopia, Haiti 

5543 2.2 257 2 1.9 

Singapore 11 0 36 0.2 2.5 
China, 
Vietnam, Italy, 
Indonesia, 
Germany + 
64 countries 

262074 97.4 3344 95.6 6.3 

Palau     6.5 
Serbia, 
Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, 
Micronesia 

302 0.1 187 0.6 10 

Source: List of supplying markets for a product imported by Taipei, Chinese (ITC Trade Map) 

In this category, there are only three EU countries among the top importers 

to Taiwan:  Italy, Germany and Spain. Similarly to the “4202 Trunks, 

suitcases, camera cases, handbags” category, also this category is dominated 

by imports from China. All the top importers of this category are subjected 

to 6.3 % average tariff, except of Bangladesh, which has a lower tariff 

of 1.9 %. 

This introductory chapter provides basic information about the Taiwanese 

import policies for the product categories in question, and it will further be 

elaborated upon in the conclusion. 
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2 Literature review and Research Design 

2.1 Scope of the research 
Consumer preference research has been conducted at different levels – 

Lin, Marshall & Dawson (2009) look at Taiwanese consumer attitude towards 

private brand food products, Wang & Heitmeyer (2006) research consumer 

attitudes toward US made apparel, while several other studies, like 

Elliott & Cameron (1994), explore the perception of multiple goods 

categories (namely tires, dishwashers, jam, cars, shoes and computers). Roth 

& Romeo (1992) explain, that the consumer perception of different importers 

varies significantly among different categories of goods, therefore it seems 

that the most balanced approach to conduct a research on consumer 

preferences is to create a representative sample of imported products, which 

includes several different categories. 

The goal of this research is to discover where the areas for possible trade 

expansion might lay by examining the reasons why some products of EU are 

imported less, therefore attention is paid especially to the types of products, 

which are sold in relatively smaller quantity on Taiwanese market. 

In order to find suitable products to create a representative sample, 

the Taiwanese trading statistics are compared to those of other markets. Due 

to geographical and cultural proximity and relative similarity of the market 

size (relatively to other much larger entities present in the region, like China), 

Korea and Japan seem to be good counterparts for such comparison. 

The proximity of the three countries in the point of view of economic and 

business analysis, is also demonstrated by the fact, that they are often 

discussed together and compared to each other in a number of studies, related 

to economic and international trade research, like 

Feenstra, Yang & Hamilton (1999), or Lee (1986). 
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On the basis of the statistical comparison, four product categories, which rank 

the furthest below the average in terms of their share in the total import value, 

are chosen (see Appendix 3, for list of subcategories see Appendix 4).  

Table 6 - Shares of different product categories in total import value 
HS code Product group name Share in total 

imports value 
'8703 Cars (incl. station wagon) 8.75% 
'4202 Trunks, suit-cases, camera cases, handbags 

etc., of leather, plastic, textile etc. 
0.98% 

'0406 Cheese and curd 0.10% 
'6403 Footwear of leather 0.30% 
Source: Bilateral trade between EU and Taipei, Chinese (..., Japan, Korea) (ITC Trade Map) 

2.2 Research design 
2.2.1 Conceptual model 
The conceptual model in this study is inspired by the one devised by Lin, 

Marshall, & Dawson (2009) in their research of consumer attitudes toward 

European retailer’s private brand (PB) food products, however, due 

to the different focus of this research, several adjustments are made: 

• In this work, it is hypothesised, that low product familiarity can have 

a significant effect on the purchase decision process (as discussed 

below), therefore the brand familiarity is examined together 

with product familiarity and a hypothesis connecting the product 

familiarity directly to purchase intention is added. 

• The COO image replaces the “attitude towards PB” (in this work, 

the COO image is the core of the model, instead of the PB versus 

national brand contrast in the original work) 

• Risk perception and attitude towards product are combined in the COO 

image variable. 
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Figure 5 - Conceptual Model 

 

2.2.2 Product and brand familiarity 
Roth & Romeo (1992) examine the perception of products originating 

in various countries among US, Irish and Mexican respondents and find that 

the product familiarity may vary significantly across different product 

categories (even as the authors do not find it significantly affecting 

the product image perception or the purchase intention within the scope 

of their particular study). 

Lin, Marshall, & Dawson (2009:3) and Dick, Jain, & Richardson (1995:19) 

look at private brand perception and point out, that low level of brand 

familiarity can eliminate specific products from the choice options 

of the consumers and in environments as geographically and culturally distant 

as Taiwan and the EU are, it might be seen as justified, that the product 

familiarity can have the same effect and can therefore also directly affect 

the purchase intention (especially a low level of product and brand familiarity 

can have a negative effect on the product purchase intention). 

H1a: Product familiarity may directly affect the purchase intention. 

Country of 
origin image 

Quality 
perception 

Value 
perception 

Purchase 
intention 

Product/brand 
familiarity 
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H1b: Brand familiarity may directly affect the purchase intention. 

The influence of product familiarity on COO is an important issue 

in the context of COO research and it is widely discussed in literature: 

Nagashima (1970:9) looks at US and Japanese consumers’ attitude towards 

imported products and notes that: "the made-in image" is naturally affected 

by the familiarity and availability of the country's product, and the stereotype 

of that country. Some representative products of the country influence 

the total product image. Such products as Coca Cola, Chevrolet, Ford, IBM, 

and Sunkist, are forming the Japanese image of "Made in U.S.A."  

Josiassen, Lukas and Whitwell (2008) discuss the interaction between 

the product familiarity and COO effect and the indirect influence 

of product familiarity on purchase-related behavioural intentions through 

the COO image and observe, that there is a significant correlation. 

Josiassen, Lukas and Whitwell (2008) examine the relations between product 

involvement, product familiarity, COO and quality perception and notice that 

“[…] the results also show that product familiarity has a significant and 

negative moderating influence on the effect of COO image on behavioural 

intentions, as does product involvement. Product involvement 

has a significant and negative moderating influence on the effect of COO 

image on quality perception, but product familiarity does not.”(Ibid., p. 10). 

According to Lee and Ganesh (1999:4) several studies, like Johansson and 

Nebenzahl (1986) and Johansson, Douglas and Nonaka (1985) show “positive 

interaction between product familiarity and COO effect, with the latter 

becoming stronger with an increase in the former”. 

The importance of this relationship also seems to be important in a study 

of consumer attitudes towards imported food products by Krystallis and 

Chryssochoidis (2006), where it is concluded, that “the degree of familiarity 
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with the product shapes the appearance of the COO effect in the food 

purchasing context”. 

The literature listed above seems to constitute strong grounds for 

the presumption, that the product and brand familiarity have significant 

effects on the COO image. 

H2a: Product familiarity has effect on Country-of-origin image. 

H2b: Brand familiarity has effect on Country-of-origin image. 

2.2.3 Country of origin image 
In many existing studies, the COO (Country-of-origin) image is examined 

in the context of comparison of producers of different origin, 

e.g. Nagashima (1970) compares consumer attitude towards goods imported 

from France, GB, Germany, USA and Japan, while Wang & Heitmeyer (2006) 

look at the perception of domestic versus US-made apparel on Taiwanese 

market. The focus of this study is, however, only on Taiwanese imports from 

EU and the attitude of Taiwanese consumers towards products imported 

thereof, thus the comparison with other importers is out of the scope 

of this research. 

There is an extensive discussion concerning the effect COO image 

has on the perception of product quality by the consumers – for example, 

Agrawal & Kamakura (1999) compare consumers’ quality perception and 

objective quality evaluation (drawn from quality rankings in Consumer 

Reports tests) and conclude, that although the COO image might be one 

of the several factors considered by the consumers when making an actual 

purchase decision, it is a valid cue in assessing relative product quality. 

Papadopoulos et al. (1987; as quoted in Al-Sulaiti and Baker 1998:8) express 

certainty about the existence of the country of origin effect and the influence 

of “made in” images on the product evaluation by both consumers and 
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industrial buyers, while they acknowledge the variety of the COO stereotypes 

across different product categories.  

Verlegh & Steenkamp (1999:17) observe, that the “consumers have been 

found to infer judgments of product quality from product-country images, 

which contain beliefs about a country’s products, but also about more general 

characteristics, like its economy, workforce and culture” and furthermore, that 

“Apparently, there exists a particularly strong link between country 

of origin and perceived quality” (Ibid. , p.18). 

H3: Positive Country-of-origin image will increase the product quality 

perception. 

Agrawal & Kamakura (1999) discuss the possibility that COO image 

perception is connected with value perception in the sense that producers 

from countries with positive image perception will be able to charge premium 

prices on their products, whereas producers originating in countries 

with negative image perception will have to offer discount prices in order 

to maintain the competitiveness of their products and (although the authors 

conclude that the pricing was more related to the objective quality 

of the products rather than the COO image in the scope of their specific 

research). This question seems to also be a point of interest in other studies, 

like Nebenzahl & Eugene (1997:2), where a price discount is considered 

one of the possible defence strategies against negative impacts of low country 

of origin image. In this work, the perception of value will be researched 

in the context of a scale defined by discounted and premium pricing 

as opposite extremes and its relation to the COO image will also be assessed. 

H4: Better COO image will have positive impact on value perception. 
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2.2.4 Quality perception 
As Lin, Marshall, & Dawson (2009:5) observed, the quality perception is one 

of the most important factors affecting the process leading to purchase 

decision, where the consumers are likely to have higher purchase intention 

towards product or the entire brand they perceive as being of high quality, 

whereas an unfavourable quality perception might lead to a decline 

in the purchase intention. 

H5: High quality perception will strengthen the purchase intention. 

2.2.5 Value perception 
Lichtenstein, Ridgway, & Netemeyer (1993:2) characterize the perception 

of the price as “concern with the ratio of quality received to price paid 

in a purchase transaction”, they discuss two sides of the product value 

perception – negative role of the price (including the value and price 

consciousness) and also the positive role of the price, which encompasses 

the price-quality schema (implying that higher price will be seen as indicator 

of higher product quality) and the prestige sensitivity (suggesting that 

excessive spending can contribute to the personal image and social status 

perception of the consumer). 

Jacoby, Olson, & Haddo (1971:9)  marginalise the effect of price on quality 

perception, stating that “price does not operate as an indicant of product 

quality when embedded in a multicue setting”. Prestige generated 

by the product purchase is already mentioned as one part of the COO image 

research, therefore the main focus will be put on the value and price 

consciousness and its effect on purchase intention, since price perception 

is viewed as having direct effect on purchase intention (Lichtenstein, Ridgway, 

and Netemeyer 1993:2). 

H6: Positive value perception will increase the purchase intention.  
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3 Methodology 
3.1 Questionnaire design 
The core part of this work is research of consumers’ attitudes based 

on the distribution of self-administered questionnaires. The questionnaire 

is designed as a structured questionnaire with 11 closed-ended questions, 

repeated for each of the four product categories concerned. For the sake 

of text conciseness and legibility, the four categories will be assigned shorter 

captions in the questionnaire and simplified one-word captions will be used 

in the text henceforth (as listed in Table 7). 

Table 7 - Category captions 

3.1.1 Product and brand familiarity 
The product familiarity is researched in the context of previous purchase 

experience – the respondents are asked to indicate the frequency (or absence) 

of their purchase experience on a four-point scale.  

Q1 – Have you in the past purchased a product of the following 
categories? (Never - Once - Seldom - Several times / Regularly) 

In order to establish the respondents familiarity with the EU brands, five 

European brands, producing goods of each of the specific categories, 

will be offered and the respondents will be asked to choose the brands they are 

familiar with. This question is analogic to the way Schaefer (1997:15) 

researches the consumer familiarity with different beer brands among English 

consumers; it will be formulated as a five-element index and a numerical 

score will be calculated for each category, assigning one point for each option 

chosen or correct alternative option inputted by the respondent. 

HS code Product group name Questionnaire captions One-word caption 
'8703 Cars (incl. station wagon) Cars Cars 
'4202  Trunks, suit-cases, 

camera cases, handbags etc., 
of leather, plastic, textile etc. 

Suitcases, handbags, 
briefcases backpacks, 
camera/computer bags 

Bags 

'0406 Cheese and curd Cheese Cheese 
'6403 Footwear, upper of leather Leather shoes Shoes 
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Although this approach to the brand familiarity measurement is precedented 

in the literature, there seems to be little explanation offered on the choice 

of the specific brands and no statistical data on the producer-company level 

seem to be publicly accessible, therefore a pre-test was run, in which 

the respondents were offered 9 brands for the Cars and Bags categories and 

14 for the Shoes category in an open-ended questionnaire. This pre-test 

gathered 14 responses (detailed results in Appendix 6) and five brands for 

each category were chosen based on three criteria (in this order): 

1. The brands sample should represent as many countries as possible, 

therefore, only one brand of each country was chosen (where possible). 

2. Priority was given to brands from the middle parts of the price 

spectrum, so as not to distort the measurement of the value perception 

variable and make the survey relatable to respondents with broad 

variety of backgrounds (therefore luxurious brands like the British 

Jaguar or German Mercedes-Benz were deliberately left out). 

3. The brands with higher number of votes were chosen over brands 

with lower number (only brands with at least 1 vote were selected). 

Q2 – Please choose which of the following EU brands you have heard 
of (not necessarily have purchased before) 

Table 8 - Brands chosen for the brand familiarity testing 
Cars Volvo Sweden 

Volkswagen Germany 
Land Rover United Kingdom 
Škoda Czech Republic 
Citroën France 

Suitcases, handbags, 
briefcases backpacks, 
camera/computer bags 

Kappa Italy 
Rimowa Germany 
Hama Germany 
Delsey France 
Hedgren Belgium 

Leather shoes Tod's Italy 
Ecco Denmark 
Camper Spain 
GEOX Italy 
Baťa Czech Republic 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

18 
 

Cheese is a commodity, which is better identifiable by its type than 

the specific manufacturer brand (cheese and similar products are also often 

produced by small-size local producers) and in other research works, focusing 

on cheese and related products, like Krystallis & Chryssochoidis, (2006) 

the particular producer brands remain out of the scope of the research. 

For these reasons the Cheese product category is left out from this question. 

3.1.2 Country of origin image 
The country of origin image is a complex, multi-faceted concept, examined 

differently in various research works – Roth & Romeo (1992:6) compare 

the dimensions of country of origin image as discussed in different studies 

and create the following overview: 
Table 9 - COO image research overview 
Study Country Image  Dimensions Production & Marketing 

Image Dimensions 
Nagashima (1977), 
(1970) 

Price & Value, Service & 
Engineering Advertising & 
Reputation, Design & Style, 
Consumers' Profile 

Innovation,  Prestige, Design 

White (1979) Expensive, Price, Technicality, 
Quality, Workmanship, 
Inventiveness, Innovation, 
Selection, Serviceability, 
Advertising, Durability, 
Reliability, Brand recognition 

Workmanship, Innovation, 
Prestige 

Narayana (1981) Quality, Recognition, Prestige, 
Production, Form, 
Expensiveness, Popularity, 
Functionality 

Workmanship, Prestige, 
Innovation, Design 

Cattin, Jolibert & 
Lohnes (1982) 

Pricing, Reliability, 
Workmanship, Technicality, 
Performance 

Workmanship, Innovation 

Jaffe & Nebenzahl 
(1984) 

Product-technology, Marketing, 
Price 

Innovation, Prestige 

Johansson & 
Nebenzahl (1986) 

Economy, Status Prestige 

Han & 
Terpstra (1988) 

Technical Advancements, 
Prestige, Workmanship, 
Economy, Serviceability 

Innovation, Prestige, 
Workmanship 

Source: Roth & Romeo (1992:6) 
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In this overview, the most frequently quoted country-of-origin image 

dimensions are “Prestige”, “Innovation”, “Workmanship”, and “Design”, 

therefore these four elements will be taken as key aspects of the COO image 

and the respondents will be asked to choose, which of these aspects they view 

as the strongest advantage of the different EU-imported product categories. 

Analogically to the previous question, a numeric score will be calculated, 

assigning one score point for each option chosen. 

Q3 – Which of the following qualities do you perceive as the greatest 
advantage of products originating from EU? (Prestige, 
Innovation, Workmanship, and Design) 

Most of these criteria, except of prestige, cannot be applied to the Cheese 

category, therefore this category will have different set of properties 

for the respondents to choose from in a manner similar to the three other 

categories. Krystallis & Chryssochoidis (2006) use 32 questions to research 

the consumers’ evaluations of imported and domestic cheese, which can 

roughly be grouped to three categories by their topic: “Taste \ Consumption 

pleasure”, “Healthiness”, “High-quality ingredients” (see Appendix 5) – thus 

constructed general captions seem to represent well the universal 

characteristics of food products and therefore they will in turn be used 

as choice options for the evaluation of the Cheese category. 

Q3b – Which of the following qualities do you perceive as the greatest 
advantages of products originating in EU? (Taste/Consumption 
pleasure, Healthiness, High-quality ingredients) 

3.1.3 Quality perception 
The quality perception variable will be researched directly by means 

of a semantic differential with seven values ranging from “very low” 

to “very high”. 

Q4 – How do you perceive the overall quality of EU-produced goods? 
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3.1.4 Value perception 
As mentioned before, the value variable will be examined in the context 

of a seven-point semantic differential of the consumers’ perception 

of the product pricing, ranging from “Very cheap” to “Highly luxurious”. 

Q5 – Do you perceive the products of the following categories as cheap 
or luxurious? 

3.1.5 Purchase intention 
The potential purchase intention will be examined by means of two six-point 

semantic differentials – the first one will be enquiring about the presence 

of potential purchase intention in general, while the second will be asking 

specifically about the intention to purchase products originating in EU. 

Q6 – In the future, will you likely purchase a product of one 
of the following categories? 

Q7 – In the future, if you decide to purchase a product of the following 
categories, will you likely purchase product imported from 
the EU? 

3.1.6 Personal data 
In order to balance and achieve equal representativeness of the samples, basic 

personal information about the respondents will be collected. This section 

is added to the end of the questionnaire, as suggested by Babbie (2013:266). 

The respondents will be asked to indicate their belonging to one 

of the specific groups: 

Q8 – Sex: Male, Female 
Q9 – Age: ≦ 25, 26 - 35, 36 - 45, 46 - 55, 56 - 65, > 66 
Q10 – Income group (1000 NTD/month): ≦ 20, 21 - 40, 41 - 60, > 61   
Q11 – Education: Elementary, High School, College, Graduate 

These groups are constructed in a manner similar to other studies 

of Taiwanese consumers’ preferences – Lin, Marshall, & Dawson (2009, p. 7) 

– with one more group added to the upper end of both the age and income 

scale in order to achieve better precision. Furthermore, education is added 

to ensure the variedness of the sample – the inclusion of education is common 

in similar research works (e.g. Josiassen, Lukas, and Whitwell 2008). 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

21 
 

3.2  Data Collection 
The questionnaire was first designed in English (see Appendix 7) and then 

translated into Chinese (Appendix 8) in order to ensure its legibility by all 

the respondents. The questionnaires were distributed on self-administered 

basis in two phases: 

3.2.1.1 Phase 1: Electronic questionnaires 

During the first phase, the questionnaires were distributed in electronic form, 

based on Google forms and propagated via virtual social networks such 

as Facebook. One hundred responses were obtained in this way. The structure 

of thus obtained sample (see Table 10) was not completely satisfactory, 

especially with regard to the balance of sex and education factors, therefore 

the second phase of questionnaire distribution was initiated. 

Table 10 - Phase 1 sample structure 

  

  
 

35%

65%

Sex

Male

Female

≦ 25; 
44%

26 - 35; 
23%

36 - 45; 
11%

46 - 55; 
17%

56 - 65; 
5% > 65; 0%

Age

≦ 25

26 - 35

36 - 45

46 - 55

56 - 65

> 65

35%

34%

17%

14%

Income

≦ 20 000

20 001 - 40 000

40 001 - 60 000

> 60 001

0%

0%

6%

80%

14%

Education

Elementary

Junior High

Senior  High

Undergraduate

Graduate School
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3.2.1.2 Phase 2: Printed questionnaires 

In the second phase, thirty additional questionnaires were printed with the aim 

to gather more responses especially from male respondents and 

the respondents of older age groups. Twenty-four questionnaires were 

collected in this way, of which two were incomplete and were discarded. 

The structure of thus obtained additional sample met the expectations 

in regards to sex ratio, as 95 % respondents were male, and the age 

representation structure also encompassed categories underrepresented 

in the Phase 1 sample, especially the 56-65 year-old and 46-55 year-old 

groups were well represented (see Table 11). 

Table 11 - Phase 2 sample structure 

  

  
 

  

95%

5%
Sex

Male

Female

≦ 25; 0%

26 - 35; 
21% 36 - 45; 

5%
46 - 55; 

32%

56 - 65; 
37%

> 65; 5%

Age

≦ 25

26 - 35

36 - 45

46 - 55

56 - 65

> 65

0%

11%

32%
58%

Income

≦ 20 000

20 001 - 40 000

40 001 - 60 000

> 60 001

0%
5%

26%

58%

11%

Education

Elementary

Junior High

Senior  High

Undergraduate

Graduate School
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The final sample thus contained 122 valid responses. As graphs in Table 12 

show, the sex and income ratios are quite well balanced. The distribution 

of the majority of the questionnaires in electronic form facilitated 

the collection and processing of the data greatly and allowed for a large 

number of responses to be gathered in relatively short time, on the other hand 

it might have contributed to the slight overrepresentation of younger age 

groups and higher-educated groups in the sample. Nevertheless, the usage 

of electronic forms seem to be a viable option for questionnaire distribution 

as many respondents can be addressed very easily and the computer-based 

survey preserves the anonymity of respondents better and might therefore be 

less intimidating, encouraging the respondents to be more open about their 

answers. 

Table 12 - The final sample 

  

   
  

44,5%

54,6%

Sex

Male

Female

≦ 25; 
37,0%

26 - 35; 
22,7%

36 - 45; 
10,1%

46 - 55; 
19,3%

56 - 65; 
10,1%

> 65; 
0,8%

Age
≦ 25

26 - 35

36 - 45

46 - 55

56 - 65

> 65

29,4%

30,3%

19,3%

21,0%

Income

≦ 20 000

20 001 - 40 000

40 001 - 60 000

> 60 001

0,0%

0,8%

9,2%

76,5%

13,4%

Education

Elementary

Junior High

Senior  High

Undergraduate

Graduate School
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4 Research findings 
4.1 The brand familiarity variable 
Table 13 - Brand familiarity scores 

Category  Brand Country Responses Percentage 
Cars Original Volvo Sweden 107 87.70% 

Volkswagen Germany 79 64.75% 
Land Rover UK 55 45.08% 

Škoda Czech 
Republic 

51 41.80% 

Citroën France 33 27.05% 
Inputted BMW Germany 6 4.92% 

Mercedes Benz Germany 5 4.10% 
Opel Germany 1 0.82% 

Bags Original Kappa Italy 78 63.93% 
Rimowa Germany 41 33.61% 
Delsey France 15 12.30% 

Hedgren Belgium 15 12.30% 
Hama Germany 10 8.20% 

Inputted Fjällräven Sweden 2 0,01639 
Chanel France 1 0.82% 

  Targus USA 1 Incorrect 
Shoes Original Tod's Italy 57 46.72% 

Ecco Denmark 41 33.61% 
Camper Spain 37 30.33% 
GEOX Italy 22 18.03% 
Baťa Czech 

Republic 
5 4.10% 

Inputted  Bally Switzerland 1 Incorrect 

The brand familiarity scores and percentages (Table 13), together 

with the brand familiarity means (Table 16) demonstrate quite high levels 

of brand familiarity by most of the respondents. In accord with informal 

expectations, the scores for the Bags and Shoes categories are led by Italian 

brands, whereas, surprisingly, the Cars category score is highest for Swedish 

Volvo, although the German brands are also reaching high scoring values and 

were among those most frequently inputted by the respondents. The ability 

of the respondents to input brands from several different EU countries on their 

own supports the presumption that knowledge of the concept of EU 

and its structure is well established among the Taiwanese public, as only two 

answers, incorrectly including brands originating in non-EU countries were 

recorded. 
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4.2 Country of origin image variable 
Table 14 shows the structure of the evaluation of the different aspects 

of the COO image variable. In the Cars, Bags and Shoes categories, 

the highest scoring aspects are those associated with the product quality – 

“Workmanship” and “Design”; slightly lower, but still quite high, importance 

is given to the “Prestige” aspect, while the “Innovation” aspect is ranked 

on a significantly lower level. Such evaluation is in accord with an image 

of reliable, high-quality, traditional producer brands. Similar observation 

of high quality perception can be made in the Cheese category, 

with the “Ingredients” and “Taste” aspects ranking the highest, followed 

by “Healthiness”, while the “Prestige” aspect does not seem to be highly 

relevant in this category. 

Table 14 - Structure of the COO image variable responses 
 Prestige Innovation Workmanship Design 

Cars 
Mean .541 .139 .713 .566 
N 66 17 87 69 

Bags 
Mean .426 .156 .680 .607 
N 52 19 83 74 

Shoes 
Mean .369 .098 .746 .516 
N 45 12 91 63 

  Prestige Healthiness Ingredients Taste 

Cheese 
Mean .246 .369 .533 .541 
N 30 45 65 66 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

26 
 

4.3 Country-wise observations 
The design of the brand-familiarity question, where each country 

is represented by one brand at most (except for two German brands presented 

in the Bags category and two Italian brands in the Shoes category), allows 

for certain indirect observations about the specific countries to be made. 

Table 15 presents a summary of the average values the respondents, who 

chose the brands of the respective countries, associated with the different 

variables (detailed information about the frequencies of the specific country 

choice combinations can be found in Appendix 13). 

Table 15 - Country-specific data 
Quality 

  Mean N   Mean N   Mean N 
Cars Sweden 3.975 107 Bags Italy 2.754 78 Shoes Italy 2.721 61 

Germany 3.328 80 Germany 1.803 50 Denmark 1.385 41 
United Kingdom 2.115 55 France 0.607 16 Spain 1.205 37 
Czech Republic 1.959 51 Belgium 0.525 15 Czech Republic 0.180 5 
France 1.238 33 

COO 
Cars Sweden 1.762 107 Bags Italy 1.213 78 Shoes Italy 1.262 61 

Germany 1.492 80 Germany 0.852 50 Denmark 0.689 41 
Czech Republic 0.959 51 France 0.295 16 Spain 0.557 37 
United Kingdom 0.934 55 Belgium 0.254 15 Czech Republic 0.074 5 
France 0.590 33 

Price 
Cars Sweden 3.811 107 Bags Italy 2.582 78 Shoes Italy 2.664 61 

Germany 3.164 80 Germany 1.730 50 Denmark 1.393 41 
United Kingdom 2.025 55 France 0.525 16 Spain 1.148 37 
Czech Republic 1.869 51 Belgium 0.500 15 Czech Republic 0.180 5 
France 1.246 33 

The mean values seem to indicate certain level of country-specific bias quite 

clearly: in the Cars category, the mean values for all three variables are 

highest for Sweden, followed quite closely by Germany (an interesting 

observation in this category is the United Kingdom having lower COO mean 

than Czech Republic – this phenomenon may be related to the omission 

of famous British luxurious brands, like Jaguar); the Bags category is led 

by Italy, which is loosely followed by Germany; in the Shoes category, Italy 

exceeds all the other countries by a large margin.  
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4.4 Analysis 
The analysis was performed using the IBM SPSS Statistics software (v. 19). 

It includes univariate statistics (Table 16) bivariate correlations (Table 18, 18) 

and regression analysis. Except of two cases (which were discarded), there 

were no missing data, so the remaining 122 cases were included in all analyses. 

Table 16 - Univariate descriptive analysis 
 Category Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Purchase 
History 

Cars 0 3 .30 .703 
Bags 0 3 1.07 1.026 

Cheese 0 3 1.21 1.038 
Shoes 0 3 .89 1.059 

Brand 
Familiarity 

Cars 0 7 2.75 1.688 
Bags 0 4 1.33 .940 
Shoes 0 5 1.33 1.339 

COO Cars 0 4 1.96 .931 
Bags 0 4 1.87 .823 

Cheese 0 4 1.73 .813 
Shoes 0 4 1.69 .834 

Quality 
perception 

Cars 2 6 4.47 .911 
Bags 2 6 4.23 .870 

Cheese 1 6 4.14 .930 
Shoes 1 6 4.09 .891 

Value 
perception 

Cars 2 6 4.30 .859 
Bags 2 6 4.06 .775 

Cheese 1 6 3.57 .792 
Shoes 1 6 3.98 .828 

Purchase 
Intention 

Cars 0 5 2.80 1.304 
Bags 0 5 3.30 1.127 

Cheese 0 5 3.34 1.169 
Shoes 0 5 3.05 1.120 

EU 
products 
purchase 
Intention 

Cars 0 5 3.09 1.253 
Bags 1 5 3.33 .974 

Cheese 0 5 3.39 .975 
Shoes 0 5 3.20 1.020 

Sex 0 1 .54 .500 
Age 0 5 1.45 1.432 

Education 0 3 1.34 1.103 
Income 1 4 3.04 .521 

Total 
Purchase 
Intention 

Cars .000 15.000 8.975 3.548 
Bags 3.000 15.000 9.959 2.759 

Cheese 1.000 15.000 10.123 2.876 
Shoes .000 15.000 9.459 2.901 

Valid N (all variables, all categories) 122 
All figures are rounded to at most 3 decimal digits 
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The univariate analysis results (presented in Table 16), and especially 

the mean values, reveal interesting findings about the purchase behaviour and 

attitudes of Taiwanese consumers – the purchase history means are noticeably 

low (relatively to the medium value) and the strength of this phenomenon 

seems to be inversely related to the price and lifespan of the products 

of the respective categories. Expectedly, the brand familiarity means are 

relatively higher for the car brands and lower for bags and shoes. The COO 

means are those which approach the medium value the closest of all 

the variables concerned and its standard deviations are among the lowest, 

which might suggest, that if more categories were included in the set 

of possible answers for the question measuring the COO image, it could 

possibly have measured this variable more accurately. The means for quality 

perception are quite high for all categories, which suggests that the EU 

products are perceived by the Taiwanese consumers as being of high quality, 

while the relatively low standard deviation seems to demonstrate, that 

the levels of such quality perception are quite stable across the sample. 

The means of price perception are high, especially for cars and bags, which 

is expectable, given that EU is home for many well-known luxurious brands 

(e.g. Mercedes Benz or BMW for cars, Chanel or Louis Vuitton for bags and 

shoes); interesting fact is, that the value perception mean is considerably 

lower for the Cheese category, which seems to reflect the informal everyday 

consumer observation that cheese and similar products are all rather 

overpriced in Taiwan, regardless of origin or quality and there is little 

competition from domestic production of this category. The purchase 

intention and the purchase intention of EU products are both close 

to the medium value.  
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The analysis of these two variables revealed strong correlation between them 

(see Table 18), and since both of these variables are related to purchase 

intention, the decision was taken to merge them in an aggregate variable. 

This new variable is labelled as “Total purchase intention” and calculated 

as a sum of the “Purchase intention” (Q6) variable and the “EU product 

purchase intention” (Q7), where the “EU product purchase intention” 

is assigned double value, for it is specifically measuring the attitude towards 

the purchase of products originating in EU, which is the main object of study 

in this research. The calculation can be expressed by the following formula: 

𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇 𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝ℎ𝑇𝑇𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑇𝑇𝑎𝑎𝑖𝑖𝑇𝑇𝑖𝑖𝑇𝑇𝑖𝑖 = 𝑃𝑃𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝ℎ𝑇𝑇𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑇𝑇𝑎𝑎𝑖𝑖𝑇𝑇𝑖𝑖𝑇𝑇𝑖𝑖 + 2 ∗ 𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸 𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝ℎ𝑇𝑇𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑇𝑇𝑎𝑎𝑖𝑖𝑇𝑇𝑖𝑖𝑇𝑇𝑖𝑖 

This decision is supported by the results of Cronbach’s Alpha tests (Table 17) 

which were well above the required significance level 0.7  (as recommended 

in European Social Survey 2013) for all categories. Thus calculated variable 

will be used as dependent variable in all the relevant analyses. 

Table 17 - Relation between "purchase intention" and "purchase intention of EU products" variables 
 Pearson Correlation Sig. (2-tailed) Cronbach's Alpha 
Cars .704** .000 .826 
Bags .578** .000 .728 
Cheese .681** .000 .802 
Shoes .657** .000 .791 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
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4.4.1 Bivariate relationships analysis 
Table 18 - Bivariate correlations with the dependent variable 

 Method Cars Bags Cheese Shoes 
Sex T-test: t -1.044 0.112 -0.07 -1.274 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.299 0.911 0.944 0.205 
Purchase 
History 

Pearson .053 .398** .417** .234** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .564 .000 .000 .009 

Brand 
Familiarity 

Pearson .162 .279** - .301** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .075 .002 - .001 

COO Pearson .170 .296** .046 .138 
Sig. (2-tailed) .061 .001 .614 .129 

Quality 
perception 

Pearson .451** .448** .503** .281** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .002 

Value 
perception 

Pearson .295** .268** .103 .022 
Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .003 .259 .810 

Age Pearson -.250** -.317** .006 -.108 
Sig. (2-tailed) .006 .000 .943 .237 

Education Pearson -.167 -.096 -.029 .055 
Sig. (2-tailed) .066 .293 .753 .550 

Income Pearson -.196* -.120 -.136 -.073 
Sig. (2-tailed) .030 .189 .136 .426 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
Dependent variable: Total purchase intention 

Table 18 shows the bivariate correlations between the specific variables and 

the dependent variable (Total purchase intention). There seems 

to be a moderately strong correlation for the brand familiarity and purchase 

history in all the relevant categories except for cars – this might possibly 

be related to the low purchase history and purchase intention means 

for this category. The COO variable does not seem to be strongly significant 

for any category except bags. The quality variable seems to be significantly 

connected to purchase intention, as its correlation is exceptionally strong in all 

four categories and the quality variable correlation coefficients are some 

of the highest of the entire model. The value perception variable 

has significant positive correlation only in the cars and bags categories. 

Among the personal variables, the only ones, which seem to be correlated 

with the purchase intention are the age in the bags and cars categories and 

income in the cars category, the correlation is negative in these cases. 
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Table 19 - Correlations for hypothesised bivariate relationships 
  Cars Bags Cheese Shoes 
H1a 
Purchase history → Purchase intention 

Pearson 
Correlation 

0.053 .398** .417** .234** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.564 0.000 0.000 0.009 
H1b 
Brand familiarity → Purchase intention 

Pearson 
Correlation 

0.162 .279**  .301** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.075 0.002  0.001 
H2a 
Purchase history → COO 

Pearson 
Correlation 

0.032 0.128 0.118 -0.047 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.728 0.161 0.197 0.605 
H2b 
Brand familiarity → COO 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.236** .216*  .307** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.009 0.017  0.001 
H3 
COO → Quality perception 

Pearson 
Correlation 

0.140 .343** 0.007 0.071 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.125 0.000 0.943 0.434 
H4 
COO → Value perception 

Pearson 
Correlation 

0.129 -0.001 0.012 0.001 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.157 0.991 0.896 0.993 
H5 
Quality perception → Purchase 
intention 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.451** .448** .503** .281** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.002 

H6 
Value perception → Purchase intention 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.295** .268** 0.103 0.022 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.001 0.003 0.259 0.810 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 

Analysis of bivariate correlations relevant to the hypothesised variable 

relationships (Table 19) seems to support H1a and H1b for all categories 

except cars (cheese is excluded from H1b); H2a is not supported for any 

category; H2b is supported strongly for cars and shoes and moderately 

(on 0.05 level) for bags (cheese is excluded from this hypothesis); H3 

is supported only for bags; H4 is not supported at all; H5 is supported for all 

categories and H6 only for cars and bags (as observed above). 

The relevance of the relationships revealed by the correlation analysis will be 

further tested by the means of regression analysis.  
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4.4.2 Regression analysis 
4.4.2.1 Cars 
Table 20 - Regression analysis results - Cars 

Coefficientsa 
Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) 14.503 1.953  7.427 .000 

Sex -.475 .656 -.067 -.724 .470 
Age -.885 .293 -.357 -3.019 .003 

Education -.027 .382 -.008 -.070 .945 
Income -1.744 .605 -.256 -2.881 .005 

Purchase History .363 .472 .072 .768 .444 
Brand Familiarity .451 .190 .215 2.371 .019 

2 (Constant) 13.836 2.135  6.481 .000 
Sex -.400 .664 -.056 -.603 .548 
Age -.835 .300 -.337 -2.780 .006 

Education -.070 .386 -.022 -.181 .857 
Income -1.689 .610 -.248 -2.766 .007 

Purchase History .373 .473 .074 .789 .432 
Brand Familiarity .421 .194 .200 2.163 .033 

COO .268 .343 .070 .781 .437 
3 (Constant) 5.752 2.729  2.108 .037 

Sex -.013 .633 -.002 -.021 .983 
Age -.439 .296 -.177 -1.486 .140 

Education -.166 .362 -.052 -.459 .647 
Income -1.554 .572 -.228 -2.715 .008 

Purchase History .597 .445 .118 1.342 .182 
Brand Familiarity .165 .191 .078 .862 .391 

COO .249 .321 .065 .776 .439 
Quality 1.224 .388 .314 3.154 .002 

Price .518 .383 .126 1.355 .178 
Model summary 

 R R Square Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. Error 
of the Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R Square Chg. F Chg. df1 df2 Sig. F Chg. 
1 .431 .186 .143 2.354 .186 4.373 6 115 .001 
2 .436 .190 .140 2.313 .004 .610 1 114 .437 
3 .554 .307 .251 2.182 .117 9.419 2 112 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: Total Purchase Intention - Cars 

For the Cars category, the regression analysis results seem to only support 

the significance of Income (negative correlation) and the Quality (positive 

correlation) variables. This implies that the quality of the product 

is the strongest purchase motivator.   
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4.4.2.2 Bags 
Table 21 - Regression analysis results - Bags 

Coefficientsa 
Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) 12.218 1.412  8.656 .000 

Sex .010 .453 .002 .022 .982 
Age -.784 .214 -.407 -3.668 .000 

Education .241 .285 .096 .845 .400 
Income -.949 .430 -.179 -2.209 .029 

Purchase History .881 .235 .328 3.754 .000 
Brand Familiarity .376 .252 .128 1.489 .139 

2 (Constant) 11.197 1.458  7.680 .000 
Sex .084 .447 .015 .189 .851 
Age -.706 .213 -.367 -3.317 .001 

Education .221 .280 .088 .787 .433 
Income -.978 .422 -.185 -2.316 .022 

Purchase History .860 .231 .320 3.725 .000 
Brand Familiarity .277 .252 .094 1.102 .273 

COO .608 .268 .181 2.269 .025 
3 (Constant) 6.135 1.890  3.246 .002 

Sex .312 .438 .057 .712 .478 
Age -.555 .205 -.288 -2.701 .008 

Education .151 .265 .060 .570 .570 
Income -.801 .401 -.151 -1.998 .048 

Purchase History .841 .219 .313 3.846 .000 
Brand Familiarity .185 .241 .063 .770 .443 

COO .385 .267 .115 1.440 .153 
Quality .806 .297 .254 2.710 .008 

Price .351 .301 .099 1.167 .246 
Model Summary 

 R R Square Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. Error 
of the Estimate 

Change Statistics 
R Square Chg. F Chg. df1 df2 Sig. F Chg. 

1 .555 .308 .272 2.354 .308 8.518 6 115 .000 
2 .581 .338 .297 2.313 .030 5.148 1 114 .025 
3 .649 .421 .374 2.182 .083 8.036 2 112 .001 
a. Dependent Variable: Total Purchase Intention - Bags 

 As in previous case, the regression analysis results show that the Income 

variable is negatively associated with the purchase intention, while quality 

has a significant positive correlation. Furthermore, age seems to have an even 

stronger negative significance than the income variable – this phenomenon 

might be connected with the fashion aspect of products of this category, 

which can be expected to be especially important for the younger generations. 

The age variable also has a weaker, non-significant negative correlation 

in Cars (B -0.439, Sig. 0.140) and Shoes (B -0.337, Sig. 0.164) categories. 

This partial relevance of age in the other two categories might hint 
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at the presence of a general trend of consumers of older generations 

manifesting stronger ethnocentrism and preference of domestic products, 

which is observed in several works related to the research of consumers’ 

attitudes towards imported products, like Han (1988) or 

Chryssochoidis et al. (2007). The plausibility of such explanation seems to be 

accentuated by the fact that age is irrelevant to the formation 

of purchase intention in the case of the Cheese category, within which there 

is virtually no domestic production which could be preferred to the imported 

products. Another variable, which is important here is the purchase history. 

4.4.2.3 Cheese 
Table 22 - Regression analysis results - Cheese 

Coefficientsa 
Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) 11.218 1.535  7.310 .000 

Sex -.003 .496 .000 -.006 .996 
Age -.214 .235 -.106 -.908 .366 

Education -.032 .302 -.012 -.107 .915 
Income -.727 .477 -.132 -1.525 .130 

Purchase History 1.211 .236 .437 5.123 .000 
2 (Constant) 11.204 1.592  7.038 .000 

Sex -.003 .498 .000 -.005 .996 
Age -.213 .238 -.106 -.892 .374 

Education -.034 .306 -.013 -.110 .912 
Income -.728 .479 -.132 -1.518 .132 

Purchase History 1.210 .240 .437 5.050 .000 
COO .011 .301 .003 .036 .971 

3 (Constant) 5.239 1.807  2.900 .004 
Sex .210 .444 .037 .473 .637 
Age -.009 .216 -.004 -.040 .969 

Education -.171 .273 -.065 -.626 .532 
Income -.699 .428 -.127 -1.632 .105 

Purchase History .948 .227 .342 4.179 .000 
COO .069 .268 .020 .259 .796 

Quality 1.338 .260 .432 5.145 .000 
Price .092 .302 .025 .305 .761 

 Model Summary 
 R R Square Adjusted 

R Square 
Std. Error 

of the Estimate 
Change Statistics 

R Square Chg. F Chg. df1 df2 Sig. F Chg. 
1 .447 .200 .165 2.628 .200 5.799 5 116 .000 
2 .447 .200 .158 2.639 .000 .001 1 115 .971 
3 .619 .383 .339 2.338 .183 16.732 2 113 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: Total Purchase Intention - Cheese 

In the Cheese category, the variables with significant correlation 

are the Purchase history and Quality variables.  
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The association between the purchase history and purchase intention may be 

viewed as indirectly supporting the H1a hypothesis implying that the 

increased level of product familiarity (hereby represented by purchase history) 

would have a direct positive effect on the purchase intention. The irrelevance 

of this variable for the other categories may be explained by the low levels 

of purchase history for these categories, as its significance is inversely related 

to its means here (cars - mean: 0.3 Sig.:0.182, shoes - mean: 0.89, Sig.: 0.07). 

4.4.2.4 Shoes 
Table 23 - Regression analysis results - Shoes 

Coefficientsa 
Model Unstandardized  

Coefficient 
Standardized 
Coefficient 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) 11.597 1.618  7.167 .000 

Sex -.840 .527 -.145 -1.594 .114 
Age -.471 .241 -.233 -1.954 .053 

Education .043 .350 .016 .122 .903 
Income -.756 .507 -.136 -1.491 .139 

Purchase History .427 .289 .156 1.478 .142 
Brand Familiarity .649 .208 .300 3.114 .002 

2 (Constant) 11.363 1.730  6.567 .000 
Sex -.830 .530 -.143 -1.567 .120 
Age -.459 .244 -.226 -1.878 .063 

Education .040 .351 .015 .114 .909 
Income -.747 .510 -.134 -1.466 .145 

Purchase History .440 .292 .161 1.508 .134 
Brand Familiarity .621 .221 .287 2.808 .006 

COO .125 .318 .036 .392 .696 
3 (Constant) 7.885 2.217  3.556 .001 

Sex -.593 .520 -.102 -1.141 .256 
Age -.337 .241 -.166 -1.401 .164 

Education -.055 .343 -.021 -.160 .873 
Income -.448 .510 -.080 -.878 .382 

Purchase History .523 .286 .191 1.827 .070 
Brand Familiarity .581 .216 .268 2.694 .008 

COO .089 .309 .025 .287 .775 
Quality .933 .312 .286 2.990 .003 

Price -.348 .335 -.099 -1.040 .301 
Model Summary 

 R R Square Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. Error 
of the Estimate 

Change Statistics 
R Square Chg. F Chg. df1 df2 Sig. F Chg. 

1 .423 .179 .137 2.696 .179 4.189 6 115 .001 
2 .425 .180 .130 2.706 .001 .154 1 114 .696 
3 .492 .242 .181 2.625 .061 4.538 2 112 .013 

a. Dependent Variable: Total Purchase Intention - Shoes 
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In the case of the shoes category, the quality also shows strong correlation, 

which makes the H5 stating, that “High quality perception will strengthen 

the purchase intention” the only hypothesis undoubtedly confirmed 

by the regression analysis for all four categories.  

Unlike the other categories, in this category, the Brand familiarity 

is significant, which is an expectable result, as brand name is an important 

aspect of product evaluation of shoes, as  demonstrated for example 

in Elliott & Cameron (1994:4). 

The brand name importance for shoes is only accentuated by the fact that 

Europe (and especially Italy, which is worlds’ number-two exporter 

of leather shoes) is home for many well-known (in many cases, highly 

luxurious) brands, like Gucci, Prada or Giorgio Armani (as mentioned before). 

Furthermore, the European shoes are highly-evaluated commodity, as shown, 

for example, in Wall and Heslop (1986; as quoted in Al-Sulaiti and Baker 

1998:5) – a study of attitudes of Canadian consumers towards domestic and 

imported products, in which the Italian-made shoes were the only product 

category, which was rated highly than all the domestic products. 

One of the regression analysis results, which appears to be rather paradoxical, 

is the observation that income is related negatively to the purchase intention 

for cars and bags (meaning, that the respondents of the lower income groups 

are more willing to purchase the relatively expensive EU products).  

This phenomenon might be related to the positive role of price as discussed 

in (Lichtenstein, Ridgway, and Netemeyer 1993:2-3) and especially 

the Prestige sensitivity, where the higher price of the product is supposed 

to affect positively the perception of the social status of the purchaser. It can 

be expected, that this effect may be particularly desirable for the respondents 

from the lower income groups.  
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This kind of argument seems to be supported by further analysis of the COO 

image variable – Table 20 shows the relative importance of the “Prestige” 

aspect for the different income groups – this importance is calculated 

as the ratio of the count of the respondents of the specific income groups 

choosing the “Prestige” aspect of the COO image against the other three 

aspects – it can be observed that, generally, thus calculated ratio tends 

to be higher especially in the lower parts of the income scale, indicating 

the higher proportion of the respondents of these groups choosing the prestige 

attribute. 

Table 24 - The relative importance of brand prestige aspect of the COO image variable 
 Cars Bags Shoes Cheese 
≦ 20 000 .367 .340 .372 .280 
20 001 - 40 000 .458 .315 .292 .093 
40 001 - 60 000 .270 .200 .171 .267 
> 60 001 .410 .297 .225 .071 
Total  .382 .295 .271 .170 
Extract from Income-COO cross-tab analysis - see Appendix 14 
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5 Conclusions 

The analysis has revealed several important observations. European Union 

and its brands proved to be relatively well established in the mindset 

of Taiwanese Consumers, nevertheless there are countries, like Sweden and 

Germany for cars and Italy for Bags, which are preferred by the consumers.  

Nonetheless, the COO image, which has been the core concept 

of this research does not seem to be very relevant for Taiwanese consumers 

when deciding on purchasing products originating in EU.  

The quality of the EU products is evaluated highly and this fact appears 

to be the main contributor to the purchase intention (and also the most 

important aspect of the EU COO image). Generally speaking, the European 

products seem to be perceived as rather luxurious goods and this fact seems 

to also reflect on the products’ image and to a certain extent to even contribute 

to the purchase intention. It is an interesting question, whether an increased 

trading in European goods of more affordable categories would remove 

this effect or decrease the high quality perception, however this research does 

not provide an answer to this question. 

The product familiarity, (expressed in this research by purchase history level), 

has quite strong effect on the purchase intention and its promotion 

by the importing agents, by activities like product presentations or trials 

is likely to promote the purchase intention. 

It can also be suggested that it would be beneficial for Taiwanese international 

trading ties, if steps were taken towards restructuring of the tariff policies 

with greater focus on establishing better relationships with strong trading 

partners (instead of using preferential trade agreements to promote political 

goals), or even general diminishing of trading barriers (which are especially 

significant for the imports of cars) for all partners.  
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6 Limitations and potential future research 

It was necessary in this work to gather as many responses as fast as possible, 

however, if there had been enough space for a more comprehensive research 

employing more extensive questionnaires, it is probable that 

the country-of-origin image could be measured more precisely either 

by redesigning the variable representation in the questionnaire, or by refining 

the means of the measurement. 

It is probable, that more accurate results would have been achieved, if 

the luxurious goods and more affordable products could have been 

distinguished in the research, however such procedure would probably have 

required for the research sample to be controlled much more precisely, as it 

would probably be necessary to address especially the higher-income 

respondents in order to get relevant answers to research questions concerning 

highly luxurious goods. 

Furthermore, as there are several, differently perceived, importers present 

in the market, a more comprehensive study of country-of-origin image should 

encompass comparison with other large importers – in the case 

of the Taiwanese market, USA and Japan could probably constitute especially 

suitable candidates for an interesting comparison with EU. 
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7 Appendices 
7.1 Appendix 1: 

Trade defence measures taken by EU against Taiwan 
Product Type Status Type 

of measures 
Level (min - max) 

Bicycles Anti-Dumping Expired ad-valorem 2,4%-18,2% 
Bicycles forks Anti-Dumping Term.   
Bicycles frames Anti-Dumping Term.   
Capacitors Anti-Dumping Term. ad-valorem 10,7%-75,8% 
Compact disks - recordable Anti-Dumping Expired ad-valorem 17,7% - 38,5% 
DVD+/-R Anti-Dumping Term.   
Electronic weighing scales Anti-Dumping Expired ad-valorem 5,5%-13,4% 
Glyphosate Anti-Dumping Repealed ad-valorem 29.9% 
Hair brushes Anti-Dumping Term.   
Hot-rolled coils Anti-Dumping Term. ad-valorem 2,1%-24,9% 
Hot-rolled coils Anti-Subsidy Expired ad-valorem 0%-4,4% 
Laser optical reading systems Anti-Dumping Term.   
Lighters Anti-Dumping Expired specific 0,065 EUR/lighter 
Magnetic disks Anti-Dumping Term. ad-valorem 19,8%-32,7% 
Monosodium glutamate Anti-Dumping Expired ad-valorem 20.40% 
Monosodium glutamate Anti-Dumping Term. undertaking 20.40% 
Open mesh fabrics of glass fibres Anti-Dumping Definitive ad-valorem 48,4%-62,9% 
Peroxosulphates (persulphates) Anti-Dumping Expired ad-valorem 22.60% 
Personal fax machines Anti-Dumping Term. ad-valorem 6,0%-36,6% 
Polyester high tenacity filament yarn Anti-Dumping Term.   
Polyester high tenacity filament yarn Anti-Dumping Term.   
Polyester staple fibres Anti-Dumping Term. ad-valorem 5,9%-13,0% 
Polyester staple fibres Anti-Dumping Term. ad-valorem 14,7%-29,5% 
Polyester staple fibres Anti-Subsidy Term.   
Polyester textured filament yarn 
(PTY) Anti-Dumping Term. ad-valorem 0%-16,1% 

Polyethylene terephthalate (PET) Anti-Dumping Expired specific 36,3-143,4 €/tonne 
Polyethylene terephthalate (PET) Anti-Subsidy Term.   
Polyvinyl alcohol (PVA) Anti-Dumping Term.   
SBS thermoplastic rubbers Anti-Dumping Repealed ad-valorem 5,3%-20,0% 
SBS thermoplastic rubbers Anti-Subsidy Expired ad-valorem 1,0%-8,2% 
Silicon metal (silicon) Anti-Dumping Definitive   
Stainless steel cold-rolled flat 
products Anti-Dumping Term.   

Stainless steel fasteners and parts 
thereof Anti-Dumping Def/IR ad-valorem 8,8%-23,6% 

Stainless steel fasteners and parts 
thereof Anti-Dumping Expired ad-valorem 5,3%-23,1% 

Stainless steel tube and pipe butt-
welding fittings Anti-Dumping Term.   

Tube and pipe fittings, of iron or steel Anti-Dumping Term.   
Tube and pipe fittings, of iron or steel Anti-Dumping Definitive ad-valorem 58.60% 
Tube and pipe fittings, of iron or steel Anti-Dumping Term.   
Woven glass fibre fabrics Anti-Subsidy Term.   
Woven glass fibre fabrics Anti-Subsidy Term.   
Source: European Commission (European Commission n.d.) 
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7.2 Appendix 2:  
Trade defence measures taken by Taiwan affecting 
EU members  

Country Product Date 
of Initiati
on 

Preliminary Final 

Injury 
Determination 

Dumping 
Determination 

Action Dumping 
Determination 

Injury 
Determination 

Action 

Mainland 
China, 
Japan, 
Korea, 
Finland 

Coated 
Paper 

12/2/3 12/4/5 
Affirmative 

12/7/24 
Affirmative 
 
 

None 12/9/25 
Affirmative 

-- 
 
 

2012/12/11 
case closed 

Germany, 
Italy 

Hot 
Rolled 
Stainless 
Steel 
Sheet 
in Coil-
Black 

03/1/13 03/3/17 
Negative 

-- 
 
 

03/4/3
0 
Case 
termin
ated 
 

-- -- 
 
 

-- 

Spain, 
Italy, 
South 
Africa 

Steel Shot 
& Steel 
Grit 

98/4/10 98/6/22 
Affirmative 

98/10/12 
Affirmative 
 
 

None 99/1/8 
Affirmative 

12.3.1999 
Negative 
 
 

None 

Spain, 
India, 
Korea 

Uncoated 
Stress - 
Relieved 
Steel 
Wires for 
Prestr. 
Concrete 

97/11/21 98/1/7 
Affirmative 

98/4/30 
Affirmative 
 
 

None 98/7/9 
Affirmative 

12.10.1998 
Affirmative 
(excluding 
Spain) 
 
 

1998/12/14 
duty 
imposed at 
25.39%-
42.38% 
Korea; 
6.1%-9.95% 
India 

Source: Customs administration, Ministry of Finance, Taiwan (Customs Administration, Ministry of Finance n.d.) 

 

7.3 Appendix 3:  
Import structure statistical comparison – Japan, 
Korea & Taiwan 

HSC code 
(4 digit 

grouping) 

Product category caption Taiwan Japan Korea Difference 
between  
the two 
country 
average 

and 
Taiwan 

'2709 Crude petroleum oils 0.00% 0.00% 4.25% 2.13% 
'3004 Medicament mixtures (not 3002, 3005, 

3006), put in dosage 
5.20% 10.60% 2.73% 1.46% 

'8703 Cars (incl. station wagon) 8.75% 10.66% 9.59% 1.37% 
'0203 Meat of swine, fresh, chilled or frozen 0.31% 2.05% 0.97% 1.20% 
'2711 Petroleum gases 0.00% 0.79% 1.49% 1.14% 
'2402 Cigars, cheroots, cigarillos & cigarettes 0.09% 2.33% 0.01% 1.08% 
'3002 Human & animal blood; antisera, vaccines, 

toxins, micro-organism culture 
0.70% 2.50% 0.97% 1.04% 
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'4202 Trunks, suit-cases, camera cases, handbags 
etc., of leather, plastic ,textile etc. 

0.98% 2.17% 1.55% 0.88% 

'8409 Part for use solely/principally 
with the motor engines 

0.05% 0.51% 1.30% 0.85% 

'8481 Tap, cock, valve for pipe, tank for the like, 
incl. pressure reducing valve 

0.58% 0.41% 2.16% 0.70% 

'8708 Parts & access of motor vehicles 1.08% 1.81% 1.75% 0.70% 
'8408 Diesel or semi-diesel engines 0.57% 1.31% 1.07% 0.62% 
'4407 Wood sawn/chipped lengthwise, 

sliced/peeled 
0.09% 1.15% 0.23% 0.60% 

'7326 Articles of iron or steel 0.08% 0.20% 0.94% 0.49% 
'2204 Wine of fresh grapes 0.43% 1.57% 0.17% 0.44% 
'8413 Pumps for liquids; liquid elevators 0.47% 0.48% 1.33% 0.43% 
'2934 Heterocyclic compounds 0.04% 0.80% 0.14% 0.43% 
'9032 Automatic regulating or controlling 

instruments and apparatus 
0.15% 0.65% 0.47% 0.41% 

'8483 Transmission shafts & cranks, bearing 
housing; gearing; etc. 

0.35% 0.47% 1.00% 0.38% 

'7108 Gold unwrought or in semi-manufactured 
forms 

0.00% 0.00% 0.75% 0.38% 

'9021 Orthopaedic appliance (crutches /surgical 
belts & trusses) 

0.38% 1.09% 0.36% 0.34% 

'9001 Optical fibre, cables; sheets & plate 
of polarising mat 

0.20% 0.90% 0.15% 0.32% 

'9018 Electro-medical apparatus (electro-
cardiographs, infra-red ray app) 

0.89% 1.74% 0.68% 0.32% 

'8411 Turbo-jets, turbo-propellers and other 
gas turbines 

0.52% 1.26% 0.36% 0.29% 

'8701 Tractors (other than tractors of heading no 
87.09) 

0.09% 0.32% 0.42% 0.28% 

'8501 Electric motors and generators (excluding 
generating sets) 

0.27% 0.24% 0.82% 0.26% 

'7112 Waste & scrap of precious metal 0.00% 0.20% 0.31% 0.25% 
'8479 Machines & mech. appl. having individual  

functions 
0.94% 0.62% 1.74% 0.24% 

'9022 Apparatus based on the use of X-
rays/of alpha, beta/gamma radiations 

0.28% 0.75% 0.28% 0.24% 

'8487 Machinery parts, not specified in chapter 84 
(excl. parts containing electrical connectors, 
insulation...) 

0.07% 0.03% 0.55% 0.23% 

'8704 Trucks, motor vehicles for the transport 
of goods 

0.07% 0.06% 0.52% 0.22% 

'4418 Builders' joinery & carpentry of wood 0.03% 0.47% 0.01% 0.21% 
'0304 Fish fillets and pieces, fresh, chilled or 

frozen 
0.00% 0.32% 0.06% 0.19% 

'8431 Machinery part (hd 84.25 to 84.30) 0.15% 0.19% 0.48% 0.18% 
'0406 Cheese and curd 0.10% 0.39% 0.17% 0.18% 
'2844 Radioactive chem. elements & isotopes, 

their compounds, mixtures & residues 
0.03% 0.39% 0.04% 0.18% 

'8502 Electric generating sets and rotary 
converters 

0.08% 0.17% 0.34% 0.18% 

'6403 Footwear, upper of leather 0.30% 0.59% 0.36% 0.18% 
Unit: percent of the total value of goods imported from European Union (EU28) 
Source: ITC (Bilateral trade between European Union and Taipei, Chinese (..., Japan, Korea) 2015) 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

43 
 

7.4 Appendix 4: 
The focus product categories – details 

'8703 Cars 
(incl. station 
wagon) 

'870310 Snowmobiles, golf cars and similar vehicles 
'870321 Automobiles with reciprocating piston engine displacing not more than 

1000 cc 
'870322 Automobiles with reciprocating piston engine displacing > 1000 cc 

to 1500 cc 
'870323 Automobiles with reciprocating piston engine displacing > 1500 cc 

to 3000 cc 
'870324 Automobiles with reciprocating piston engine displacing > 3000 cc 
'870331 Automobiles with diesel engine displacing not more than 1500 cc 
'870332 Automobiles with diesel engine displacing more than 1500 cc to 2500 cc 
'870333 Automobiles with diesel engine displacing more than 2500 cc 
'870390 Automobiles not elsewhere specified including gas turbine powered 

'4202 Trunks, suit-
cases, 
camera cases, 
handbags etc., 
of leather, 
plastic ,textile 
etc. 

'420211 Trunks, suit-cases & similar containers with outer surface of leather 
'420212 Trunks, suit-cases & similar container w/outer surface of plastics/textiles 
'420219 Trunks, suit-cases and similar containers, not elsewhere specified 
'420221 Handbags with outer surface of leather 
'420222 Handbags with outer surface of sheet of plastics or of textile materials 
'420229 Handbags, of vulcanised fibre or of paperboard 
'420231 Articles carried in pocket or handbag, with outer surface of leather 
'420232 Articles carried in pocket/handbag, with outer surface sheeting 

of plastic/textile 
'420239 Articles carried in pocket or handbag, not elsewhere specified 
'420291 Containers, with outer surface of leather, not elsewhere specified 
'420292 Containers, with outer surface of sheeting of plastic or textile materials, 

not elsewhere specified 
'420299 Containers, not elsewhere specified 

'0406 Cheese and curd '040610 Cheese, fresh (including whey cheese) unfermented, and curd 
'040620 Cheese, grated or powdered, of all kinds 
'040630 Cheese processed, not grated or powdered 
'040640 Cheese, blue-veined 

'6403 Footwear, upper 
of leather 

'640312 Ski-boots, snow-board boots, uppers of leather 
'640319 Sports footwear, outer sole of rubber/plastic/leather & upper of leather 
'640320 Footwear, outer sole/upper of leather, strap across the instep, big toe 
'640340 Footwear, outer sole of rubber/plastic/leather, uppers of leather w/met 

toe-cap 
'640351 Footwear, outer soles and uppers of leather, covering the ankle, not 

elsewhere specified 
'640359 Footwear, outer soles and uppers of leather, not elsewhere specified 
'640391 Footwear, outer soles of rubber/plastic uppers of leather covering ankle 

not elsewhere specified 
'640330 Footwear, wooden, outer soles of rubber/ plastic/leather & uppers 

of leather 
'640399 Footwear, outer soles of rubber/plastic uppers of leather, not elsewhere 

specified 
Source: International trade centre (International trade centre 2015) 
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7.5 Appendix 5: 
Food products evaluation criteria  

Taste / Consumption 
pleasure 

Healthiness High-quality 
ingredients 

Other 

Tastes good Is low in calories Contains no additives Is not expensive 

Smells nice Is low in fat Contains natural 
ingredients 

Is familiar 

Is easily 
consumable/edible 

Is nutritious Contains no artificial 
ingredients 

Is easily available 
in shops and 
supermarkets 

Cheers me up Keeps me healthy  Is good value for 
money 

Takes no time 
to consume/eat 

Helps me control my 
weight 

 Helps me cope 
with stress 

Can be consumed very 
simply 

  Environmentally 
friendly packaging 

Has a pleasant texture   Comes from country I 
approve of politically 

Keeps me awake/alert   Is like the cheese I ate 
when I was a child 

Helps me relax   Packaging looks nice 

Makes me feel good   Has the country 
of origin clearly 
marked 

Helps me to cope 
with life 

  Is what I usually eat 

   Can be bought in shop 
close to where I 
live/work 

   Is cheap 

Source: Krystallis & Chryssochoidis (2006:12-13) 
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7.6 Appendix 6: 
The brand familiarity pre-test results 

Cars Volvo Sweden 13 
Volkswagen Germany 11 
Land Rover United Kingdom 8 
Škoda Czech Republic 6 
Citroën France 4 
Fiat Italy 4 
Opel Germany 4 
Renault France 4 
Peugeot France 3 
Audi Germany 1 
Mercedes Benz Germany 1 
BMW Germany 1 

Suitcases, handbags, 
briefcases backpacks, 
camera/computer bags 

Luis Vuitton France 13 
Kappa Italy 11 
Rimowa Germany 10 
Hama Germany 2 
Delsey France 1 
Hedgren Belgium 1 
Antler United Kingdom 0 
Bric's Italy 0 
Deuter Germany 0 

Leather shoes Prada Italy 11 
Armani Italy 8 
Tod's Italy 8 
Salvatore Ferragamo Italy 7 
Ecco Denmark 6 
Camper Spain 5 
GEOX Italy 5 
A. Testoni Italy 3 
Baťa Czech Republic 2 
Humanic Austria 1 
DeGier Portugal 0 
Josef Seibel Germany 0 
Salamander Germany 0 
Vagabond Sweden 0 

The items in italic were inputted by the respondents in the “other” textbox provided in the questionnaire 
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7.7 Appendix 7: 
The questionnaire – English version 

This questionnaire is a part of a research of attitude of Taiwanese consumers towards 
products imported from the European Union1. There are no right or wrong answers, you 
are just asked to kindly choose ONE answer (or multiple answers in questions 2, 3) which 
you feel is best reflecting your personal opinion. 
Q1 – Have you in the past purchased a product of the following 

categories?  
 Never Once Seldom Several times / 

Regularly 
Cars □ □ □ □ 
Suitcases, handbags, 
briefcases 
backpacks, 
camera/computer 
bags 

□ □ □ □ 

Cheese □ □ □ □ 
Leather shoes □ □ □ □ 
Q2 – Please choose which of the following EU brands you have heard 

of (not necessarily have purchased before, multiple/no answer 
acceptable) 

Cars □ Volvo □ Volkswagen □ Land Rover □ Škoda □ Citroën 
Suitcases, 
handbags, 
briefcases 
backpacks, 
camera/computer 
bags 

□ Kappa □ Rimowa □ Hama □ Delsey □ Hedgren 

Leather shoes □ Tod's □ Ecco □ Camper □ GEOX □ Baťa 

Q3 – Which of the following qualities do you perceive as the greatest 
advantages of products originating in EU? (Multiple choice) 

 Prestige Innovation Workmanship Design 
Cars □ □ □ □ 
Suitcases, 
handbags, 
briefcases 
backpacks, 
camera/computer 
bags 

□ □ □ □ 

Leather shoes □ □ □ □ 
 Prestige Healthiness High-quality 

ingredients  
Taste/Consumption 

pleasure 
Cheese □ □ □ □ 

                                           
1  EU currently has 28 members: Germany, France, United Kingdom, Italy, Spain, Poland, Romania, 
Netherlands, Belgium, Greece, Czech Republic, Portugal, Hungary, Sweden, Austria, Bulgaria, Denmark, 
Finland, Slovakia, Ireland, Croatia, Lithuania, Slovenia, Latvia, Estonia, Cyprus, Luxembourg and Malta 
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Q4 – How do you perceive the overall quality of EU-produced goods? 
 Very 

low 
Low Rather 

low 
Mediocre Rather 

high 
High Very 

high 
Cars 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Suitcases, 
handbags, 
briefcases 
backpacks, 
camera/comput
er bags 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Cheese 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Leather shoes 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Q5 – Do you perceive the products of the following categories 
as cheap or luxurious? 

 Very 
cheap 

Cheap Rather 
cheap 

Normal Rather 
luxurious 

Luxurious Highly 
luxurious 

Cars 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Suitcases, 
handbags, 
briefcases 
backpacks, 
camera/comp
uter bags 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Cheese 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Leather shoes 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Q6 – In the future, will you likely purchase a product of one 
of the following categories? 

 Very 
unlikely 

Unlikely Rather 
unlikely 

Rather 
likely 

Likely Very 
likely 

Cars 
□ □ □ □ □ □ 

Suitcases, 
handbags, 
briefcases 
backpacks, 
camera/comp
uter bags 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

Cheese 
□ □ □ □ □ □ 

Leather shoes 
□ □ □ □ □ □ 
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Q7 – In the future, if you decide to purchase a product 
of the following categories, will you likely purchase product 
imported from the EU? 

 Very 
unlikely 

Unlikely Rather 
unlikely 

Rather 
likely 

Likely Very 
likely 

Cars 
□ □ □ □ □ □ 

Suitcases, 
handbags, 
briefcases 
backpacks, 
camera/computer 
bags 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

Cheese 
□ □ □ □ □ □ 

Leather shoes 
□ □ □ □ □ □ 

Personal data 
The following data are necessary to keep all the age, sex and income groups equally 
represented in the research, they will be treated anonymously and never used in any way 
except for the purposes of this research 
Q8 – Please indicate your sex: 

□ Male □ Female 
Q9–Please indicate your age:  

□ ≦ 25 □ 26 - 35 □ 36 - 45 □ 46 - 55 □ 56 - 65 □ > 65 
Q10–Please indicate your income group (NT$/month):  

□ ≦ 20 000 □ 20 001 - 40 000 □ 40 001 - 60 000 □ > 60 001 
Q11 – Please select the highest education level you have achieved: 
□ Elementary □ Junior High  □ Senior  

High  
□ Undergraduate □ Graduate 

School 
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7.8 Appendix 8: 
The questionnaire – Chinese version 

本問卷擬調查台灣的消費者對歐盟 2進口產品的看法，問卷的問題沒有對或不對的

答應，請您選擇一個 (除了問題 2、3 為複選題)最接近您自己看法的選項。 
Q1 – 您購買以下種類產品的頻率？ 

 從未 一次 偶爾 經常/很多次 
汽車 

□ □ □ □ 
行李箱,  
提包, 皮
包,背包,
相機/電
腦包... 

□ □ □ □ 

起司 
□ □ □ □ 

皮鞋 
□ □ □ □ 

Q2 –請選擇您所認識的歐盟產品的牌子 (沒買過的也可以選，複選

題，都不認識的話可以不選) 
汽車 

□ Volvo □ Volkswagen □ Land 
Rover □ Škoda □ Citroën 

行李箱,  
提包, 皮
包,背包,
相機/電
腦包... 

□ Kappa □ Rimowa □ Hama □ Delsey □ Hedgren 

皮鞋 □ Tod's □ Ecco □ Camper □ GEOX □ Baťa 
Q3 – 對您來說，歐盟製造產品的優點為何？(複選題) 

 名氣 創新 做工 設計 
汽車 

□ □ □ □ 
行李箱,  
提包, 皮
包,背包,
相機/電
腦包... 

□ □ □ □ 

皮鞋 
□ □ □ □ 

 名氣 健康 成分 滋味 
起司 

□ □ □ □ 

                                           
2目前歐盟有二十八個國家: 德國, 法國, 英國, 義大利, 西班牙, 波蘭, 羅馬尼亞, 荷蘭, 比利時, 希臘, 捷
克, 葡萄牙, 匈牙利, 瑞典, 奧地利, 保加利亞, 丹麥, 芬蘭, 斯洛伐克, 愛爾蘭, 克羅地亞, 立陶宛, 斯洛維

尼亞, 拉脫維亞, 愛沙尼亞, 賽普勒斯, 盧森堡, 馬爾他 
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Q4 – 一般來說，您認為歐盟製造的產品的品質為何？ 
 非常低 很低 比較低 普通 比較高 很高 非常高 
汽車 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

行李箱,  
提包, 皮
包,背包,
相機/電
腦包... 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

起司 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

皮鞋 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Q5 –您認為以下種類的歐盟製造產品比其他進口產品廉價或奢華？ 
 非常廉

價 
很廉價 廉價 普通 奢華 很奢華 非常奢

華 
汽車 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

行李箱, 
提包, 皮
包,背包,
相機/電
腦包... 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

起司 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

皮鞋 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Q6 –您未來會購買以下種類的產品嗎？ 
 很可能不會 應該不會 也許不會 也許會 應該會 很有可能會 
汽車 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

行李箱,  
提包, 皮
包,背包,
相機/電
腦包... 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

起司 
□ □ □ □ □ □ 

皮鞋 
□ □ □ □ □ □ 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

51 
 

Q7 –如果您打算購買以下種類的產品，您會選擇歐盟製造的嗎？ 
 很可能不會 應該不會 也許不會 也許會 應該會 很有可能會 
汽車 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

行李箱,  
提包, 皮
包,背包,
相機/電
腦包... 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

起司 
□ □ □ □ □ □ 

皮鞋 
□ □ □ □ □ □ 

個人資料 
問卷資料將僅用於本研究，採不記名方式，請不用擔心個資外洩問題。 
Q8 – 您的性別： 

□ 男 □ 女 
Q9–您的年齡： 
□ ≦ 25 □ 26 - 35 □ 36 - 45 □ 46 - 55 □ 56 - 65 □ > 66 

Q10–您的月收入： 
□ ≦ 兩萬元 □ 兩萬零壹 - 四萬元 □ 四萬零壹 - 六萬元 □ >六萬零壹元 
Q11–您的教育程度： 
□ 小學 □ 國中 □ 高中 □ 大學 □ 研究所 
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7.9 Appendix 9: 
Correlations – Cars 

 
 Purchase 

History 
Brand 

Familiarity 
COO Quality Price Purchase 

Intention 
EU 

purchase 
Intention 

Sex Age Education Income Total 
Purchase 
Intention 

Purchase 
History 

Pearson 1 .175 0.031793 -.107 -.108 .059 .044 -.306** .331** .283** -.170 .053 
Sig.  .054 0.72811 .241 .235 .516 .632 .001 .000 .002 .062 .564 

Brand 
Familiarity 

Pearson .175 1 .236** .253** .250** .187* .132 -.291** .162 .253** .096 .162 
Sig. .054  0.008996 .005 .006 .039 .148 .001 .074 .005 .292 .075 

COO Pearson .032 .236** 1 .140 .129 .170 .152 -.200* -.085 .078 -.048 .170 
Sig. .728 .009  .125 .157 .061 .095 .027 .351 .394 .602 .061 

Quality Pearson -.107 .253** .140 1 .488** .380** .441** -.160 -.328** -.149 .029 .451** 
Sig. .241 .005 .125  .000 .000 .000 .078 .000 .101 .751 .000 

Price Pearson -.108 .250** .129 .488** 1 .217* .305** -.028 -.143 .017 .102 .295** 
Sig. .235 .006 .157 .000  .017 .001 .757 .117 .856 .263 .001 

Purchase 
Intention 

Pearson .059 .187* .170 .380** .217* 1 .704** -.107 -.264** -.159 -.207* .865** 
Sig. .516 .039 .061 .000 .017  .000 .239 .003 .081 .022 .000 

EU 
purchase 
Intention 

Pearson .044 .132 .152 .441** .305** .704** 1 -.078 -.216* -.154 -.170 .965** 
Sig. .632 .148 .095 .000 .001 .000  .390 .017 .091 .061 .000 

Sex Pearson -.306** -.291** -.200* -.160 -.028 -.107 -.078 1 -.205* -.257** .073 -.095 
Sig. .001 .001 .027 .078 .757 .239 .390  .024 .004 .425 .299 

Age Pearson .331** .162 -.085 -.328** -.143 -.264** -.216* -.205* 1 .667** -.158 -.250** 
Sig. .000 .074 .351 .000 .117 .003 .017 .024  .000 .082 .006 

Education Pearson .283** .253** .078 -.149 .017 -.159 -.154 -.257** .667** 1 .048 -.167 
Sig. .002 .005 .394 .101 .856 .081 .091 .004 .000  .601 .066 

Income Pearson -.170 .096 -.048 .029 .102 -.207* -.170 .073 -.158 .048 1 -.196* 
Sig. .062 .292 .602 .751 .263 .022 .061 .425 .082 .601  .030 

Total 
Purchase 
Intention 

Pearson .053 .162 .170 .451** .295** .865** .965** -.095 -.250** -.167 -.196* 1 
Sig. .564 .075 .061 .000 .001 .000 .000 .299 .006 .066 .030  

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

7.10 Appendix 10:  
Correlations – Bags 

 Purchase 
History 

Brand 
Familiarity 

COO Quality Price Purchase 
Intention 

EU 
purchase 
Intention 

Sex Age Education Income Total 
Purchase 
Intention 

Purchase 
History 

Pearson 1 .372** .128 .122 .089 .383** .342** -.150 .019 .221* -.051 .398** 
Sig.  .000 .161 .181 .331 .000 .000 .099 .835 .014 .573 .000 

Brand 
Familiarity 

Pearson .372** 1 .216* .190* .031 .358** .188* .094 -.068 .124 .057 .279** 
Sig. .000  .017 .036 .737 .000 .038 .302 .458 .174 .535 .002 

COO Pearson .128 .216* 1 .343** -.001 .239** .281** -.027 -.195* -.051 .071 .296** 
Sig. .161 .017  .000 .991 .008 .002 .768 .031 .575 .440 .001 

Quality Pearson .122 .190* .343** 1 .459** .392** .408** -.155 -.230* -.064 -.039 .448** 
Sig. .181 .036 .000  .000 .000 .000 .089 .011 .485 .668 .000 

Price Pearson .089 .031 -.001 .459** 1 .169 .281** .047 -.031 .026 -.067 .268** 
Sig. .331 .737 .991 .000  .062 .002 .606 .735 .779 .461 .003 

Purchase 
Intention 

Pearson .383** .358** .239** .392** .169 1 .578** .044 -.316** -.096 -.106 .817** 
Sig. .000 .000 .008 .000 .062  .000 .633 .000 .293 .246 .000 

EU 
purchase 
Intention 

Pearson .342** .188* .281** .408** .281** .578** 1 -.011 -.267** -.080 -.108 .943** 
Sig. .000 .038 .002 .000 .002 .000  .906 .003 .379 .236 .000 

Sex Pearson -.150 .094 -.027 -.155 .047 .044 -.011 1 -.205* -.257** .073 .010 
Sig. .099 .302 .768 .089 .606 .633 .906  .024 .004 .425 .911 

Age Pearson .019 -.068 -.195* -.230* -.031 -.316** -.267** -.205* 1 .667** -.158 -.317** 
Sig. .835 .458 .031 .011 .735 .000 .003 .024  .000 .082 .000 

Education Pearson .221* .124 -.051 -.064 .026 -.096 -.080 -.257** .667** 1 .048 -.096 
Sig. .014 .174 .575 .485 .779 .293 .379 .004 .000  .601 .293 

Income Pearson -.051 .057 .071 -.039 -.067 -.106 -.108 .073 -.158 .048 1 -.120 
Sig. .573 .535 .440 .668 .461 .246 .236 .425 .082 .601  .189 

Total 
Purchase 
Intention 

Pearson .398** .279** .296** .448** .268** .817** .943** .010 -.317** -.096 -.120 1 
Sig. .000 .002 .001 .000 .003 .000 .000 .911 .000 .293 .189  

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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7.11 Appendix 11: 
Correlations – Cheese 

 Purchase 
History 

COO Quality Price Purchase 
Intention 

EU 
purchase 
Intention 

Sex Age Education Income Total 
Purchase 
Intention 

Purchase 
History 

Pearson 1 .118 .192* -.160 .472** .333** -.049 .229* .139 -.047 .417** 
Sig.  .197 .035 .078 .000 .000 .594 .011 .127 .608 .000 

COO 
 

Pearson .118 1 .007 .012 .044 .041 -.023 -.036 .084 .085 .046 
Sig. .197  .943 .896 .628 .650 .799 .691 .359 .352 .614 

Quality 
 

Pearson .192* .007 1 .351** .367** .522** -.075 -.085 .010 .005 .503** 
Sig. .035 .943  .000 .000 .000 .415 .353 .910 .955 .000 

Price 
 

Pearson -.160 .012 .351** 1 -.005 .155 -.081 .032 .052 .103 .103 
Sig. .078 .896 .000  .959 .089 .377 .723 .571 .259 .259 

Purchase 
Intention 

Pearson .472** .044 .367** -.005 1 .681** .040 -.007 -.069 -.172 .868** 
Sig. .000 .628 .000 .959  .000 .663 .936 .449 .058 .000 

EU 
purchase 
Intention 

Pearson .333** .041 .522** .155 .681** 1 -.033 .014 -.001 -.097 .955** 
Sig. .000 .650 .000 .089 .000  .716 .879 .991 .287 .000 

Sex 
 

Pearson -.049 -.023 -.075 -.081 .040 -.033 1 -.205* -.257** .073 -.006 
Sig. .594 .799 .415 .377 .663 .716  .024 .004 .425 .944 

Age 
 

Pearson .229* -.036 -.085 .032 -.007 .014 -.205* 1 .667** -.158 .006 
Sig. .011 .691 .353 .723 .936 .879 .024  .000 .082 .943 

Education 
 

Pearson .139 .084 .010 .052 -.069 -.001 -.257** .667** 1 .048 -.029 
Sig. .127 .359 .910 .571 .449 .991 .004 .000  .601 .753 

Income 
 

Pearson -.047 .085 .005 .103 -.172 -.097 .073 -.158 .048 1 -.136 
Sig. .608 .352 .955 .259 .058 .287 .425 .082 .601  .136 

Total 
Purchase 
Intention 

Pearson .417** .046 .503** .103 .868** .955** -.006 .006 -.029 -.136 1 
Sig. .000 .614 .000 .259 .000 .000 .944 .943 .753 .136  

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

7.12 Appendix 12:  
Correlations – Shoes 

 Purchase 
History 

Brand 
Familiarity 

COO Quality Price Purchase 
Intention 

EU 
purchase 
Intention 

Sex Age Education Income Total 
Purchase 
Intention 

Purchase 
History 

Pearson 1 .311** -.047 -.069 -.107 .207* .219* -.249** .337** .512** -.142 .234** 
Sig.  .000 .605 .453 .242 .022 .015 .006 .000 .000 .119 .009 

Brand 
Familiarity 

Pearson .311** 1 .307** .051 .097 .342** .241** .115 .034 .277** .194* .301** 
Sig. .000  .001 .575 .289 .000 .008 .205 .707 .002 .032 .001 

COO Pearson -.047 .307** 1 .071 .001 .114 .134 .051 -.172 -.047 .068 .138 
Sig. .605 .001  .434 .993 .212 .141 .580 .058 .607 .459 .129 

Quality Pearson -.069 .051 .071 1 .440** .302** .234** -.092 -.129 -.014 -.061 .281** 
Sig. .453 .575 .434  .000 .001 .009 .315 .156 .876 .501 .002 

Price Pearson -.107 .097 .001 .440** 1 .046 .006 .052 -.067 .027 .194* .022 
Sig. .242 .289 .993 .000  .616 .948 .567 .462 .766 .032 .810 

Purchase 
Intention 

Pearson .207* .342** .114 .302** .046 1 .657** -.077 -.143 .053 -.018 .848** 
Sig. .022 .000 .212 .001 .616  .000 .397 .117 .559 .847 .000 

EU 
purchase 
Intention 

Pearson .219* .241** .134 .234** .006 .657** 1 -.122 -.075 .048 -.094 .957** 
Sig. .015 .008 .141 .009 .948 .000  .181 .411 .596 .304 .000 

Sex Pearson -.249** .115 .051 -.092 .052 -.077 -.122 1 -.205* -.257** .073 -.116 
Sig. .006 .205 .580 .315 .567 .397 .181  .024 .004 .425 .205 

Age Pearson .337** .034 -.172 -.129 -.067 -.143 -.075 -.205* 1 .667** -.158 -.108 
Sig. .000 .707 .058 .156 .462 .117 .411 .024  .000 .082 .237 

Education Pearson .512** .277** -.047 -.014 .027 .053 .048 -.257** .667** 1 .048 .055 
Sig. .000 .002 .607 .876 .766 .559 .596 .004 .000  .601 .550 

Income Pearson -.142 .194* .068 -.061 .194* -.018 -.094 .073 -.158 .048 1 -.073 
Sig. .119 .032 .459 .501 .032 .847 .304 .425 .082 .601  .426 

Total 
Purchase 
Intention 

Pearson .234** .301** .138 .281** .022 .848** .957** -.116 -.108 .055 -.073 1 
Sig. .009 .001 .129 .002 .810 .000 .000 .205 .237 .550 .426  

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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7.13 Appendix 13: 
Country selection combinations data 

Category Countries chosen  Quality COO Price 
N Mean Mean Mean 

Cars Sweden 20 0.732 0.317 0.707 
United Kingdom 1 0.033 0.016 0.033 
Czech Republic 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 
France 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Germany 6 0.211 0.089 0.211 
Sweden, United Kingdom 4 0.130 0.049 0.122 
United Kingdom, Czech Republic 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Czech Republic, France 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 
France, Germany 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Sweden, Czech Republic 6 0.236 0.089 0.203 
United Kingdom, France 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Czech Republic, Germany 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Sweden, Germany 11 0.382 0.163 0.390 
United Kingdom, France 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Sweden, United Kingdom, Czech Republic 3 0.122 0.041 0.114 
United Kingdom, Czech Republic, France 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Czech Republic, France, Germany 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Sweden, France, Germany 3 0.114 0.041 0.106 
Sweden, United Kingdom, Germany 13 0.439 0.220 0.447 
Sweden, United Kingdom, Czech Republic 3 0.122 0.041 0.114 
United Kingdom, Czech Republic, France, Germany 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Sweden, Czech Republic, France, Germany 2 0.089 0.016 0.073 
Sweden, United Kingdom, France, Germany 4 0.171 0.073 0.122 
Sweden, United Kingdom, Czech Republic, Germany 5 0.179 0.081 0.163 
Sweden, United Kingdom, Czech Republic, France 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Sweden, United Kingdom, Czech Republic, France, Germany 25 0.919 0.423 0.878 

Bags Italy 40 1.407 0.561 1.317 
Belgium 2 0.065 0.024 0.065 
France 3 0.098 0.041 0.089 
Germany 18 0.593 0.276 0.561 
Italy, Belgium 4 0.138 0.065 0.130 
Belgium, France 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 
France, Germany 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Italy, France 2 0.089 0.033 0.089 
Belgium, Germany 1 0.033 0.016 0.033 
Italy, Germany 16 0.561 0.228 0.520 
Belgium, France, Germany 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Italy, France, Germany 7 0.244 0.130 0.244 
Italy, Belgium, Germany 4 0.130 0.057 0.130 
Italy, Belgium, France,  1 0.033 0.033 0.033 
Italy, Belgium, France, Germany 4 0.130 0.057 0.138 

Shoes Denmark 7 0.211 0.089 0.195 
Spain 8 0.276 0.089 0.268 
Czech Republic 2 0.081 0.049 0.065 
Italy 23 0.764 0.285 0.748 
Denmark, Spain 3 0.098 0.024 0.106 
Spain, Czech Republic 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Czech Republic, Italy 1 0.049 0.016 0.033 
Denmark, Czech Republic 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Spain, Italy 5 0.146 0.114 0.171 
Denmark, Italy 11 0.366 0.163 0.358 
Spain, Czech Republic, Italy 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Denmark, Czech Republic, Italy 0 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Denmark, Spain, Italy 18 0.602 0.285 0.593 
Denmark, Spain, Czech Republic,  0 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Denmark, Spain, Czech Republic, Italy 3 0.106 0.041 0.122 
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7.14 Appendix 14:  
COO image-income cross-tab analysis 

 ≦ 20 000 20 001 - 40 000 40 001 - 60 000 > 60 001 Total 
Sum Mean Sum Mean Sum Mean Sum Mean Sum Mean 

Cars Prestige 18 .514 22 .611 10 .385 16 .640 66 .541 
Innovation 5 .143 4 .111 4 .154 4 .160 17 .139 
Workmanship 28 .800 22 .611 20 .769 17 .680 87 .713 
Design 16 .457 22 .611 13 .500 18 .720 69 .566 
Prestige ratio .367 .458 .270 .410 .382 

Bags Prestige 17 .486 17 .472 7 .269 11 .440 52 .426 
Innovation 7 .200 6 .167 2 .077 4 .160 19 .156 
Workmanship 25 .714 24 .667 16 .615 18 .720 83 .680 
Design 18 .514 24 .667 17 .654 15 .600 74 .607 
Prestige ratio .340 .315 .200 .297 .295 

Shoes Prestige 16 .457 14 .389 6 .231 9 .360 45 .369 
Innovation 4 .114 3 .083 2 .077 3 .120 12 .098 
Workmanship 24 .686 26 .722 21 .808 20 .800 91 .746 
Design 15 .429 19 .528 12 .462 17 .680 63 .516 
Prestige ratio .372 .292 .171 .225 .271 

Cheese Prestige 14 .400 5 .139 8 .308 3 .120 30 .246 
Healthiness 11 .314 11 .306 8 .308 15 .600 45 .369 
Ingredients 21 .600 18 .500 15 .577 11 .440 65 .533 
Taste 18 .514 25 .694 7 .269 16 .640 66 .541 
Prestige ratio .280 .093 .267 .071 .170 
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