VICTORIA NEW
UNIVERSITY | 3§io0LoF

The Role of Country-of-Origin (COO) and Brand Effeds on

Asian Consumers’ Apparel Choices in Thailand

Narissara Parkvithee

Submitted in Fulfilment of the Requirements for theDegree of

Doctor of Business Administration (DBA)

Victoria Graduate School of Business

Faculty of Business and Law
2010



Dedicated to

My father, Mr. Narong Parkvithee and my mother, Méanya Parkvithee



Acknowledgement

| am fortunate to have had the opportunity to ugdethe Doctor of Business
Administration (DBA) Program which helped considdya in my personal

development as well as giving me significant acaddmowledge. However, | could
not complete this program without the assistanoenfwvarious people who always
stood by my side to provide me with support, irejpan, and motivation whenever |

was in need.

This thesis will not be complete without me expmegamy sincerest thanks to the

following people for their encouragement:

| would like to thank to my family, including my @aMum and brother and my
friends for their emotional supports and beliefra.

| am eternally grateful to my principal supervisdr. Mario J. Miranda for his
direction, invaluable academic advice, dedicatqapett and patience throughout the
course of my study.

In addition, a big thank to my associate superyiBorinka Havrila, for her valuable

help, encouragement, advice and guidance.

Further, Mr. Steve Tait and Mr. Mark Pierce have mincerest thanks for
proofreading the draft copies of the various chapias | trudged along in the
development of my dissertation. | am also indelites. Sirinporn Rerngpongpan,
Dr. Jutaporn Jindasawad, Ms. Chuthatip Bunditsesh @n Kadiah Jegansothy for
giving me advice at various times during the pregref my thesis.

And lest | forget, all the above would not be pbkswithout the indulgence of THE
SUPREME PROVIDENCE in whom | have great fear anithfa

Narissara Parkvithee
Melbourne, Australia, May 2010



Abstract

A large body of research with regard to countryeafin (COOQ) studies indicates that
COO cue is a potential factor that affects consshymoduct evaluation. There also
appear to be considerable number of empirical C@@ies that show brand name
can play an important role to influence consumgn&duct evaluation. Previous
research suggests that the outcomes of studying €0t differ depending upon
product type and therefore purchase involvemeritishavoked by particular product
categories seems to be a significant factor th#tilences consumers’ product
evaluation. However, the overall information anderences associated with the
investigation of these collective influences ofetirproduct cues, namely, purchase
involvement, COO and brand name still holds somscofity due to limited
simultaneous attention that these three produduatran cues have been given in the
past. It is therefore expected that by expandiegrésearch to examine the effects of
these three cues on consumers’ product evaluationldwhelp to enrich the
information database which would be highly benefitor the researchers in the COO

area.

In this study, the role of COO and brand effectsconsumers’ evaluation of apparel
products is investigated in an Asian country. Theppse of this study is to explore
the attitudes of Asian consumers in purchase deeisiaking associated with
fashion-clothing product categories. This researekamines and compares
consumers’ perceptions of COO with the particulavel of the country’s

development. The research provides evidence alaootdble and unfavorable COO
perceptions among clothing purchasers. The efieictee level of brand equity and
the level of purchase involvement are also examiogdther with their interaction

effects on consumers’ product evaluation.

A quantitative approach using two surveys was cotetlin Bangkok, Thailand. Data
were gathered using a sample of Thai consumerg $imsg study intended to clarify
how the level of purchase involvement played a migde role to influence COO
effects among typical Asian consumers. The invatibg was designed to explore the
effects on COO and brand on product evaluation da@sehigh involvemensub-

product categories of apparel, namefyits and low involvementsub-product



categories of apparel, namelyshirts. Data analysis techniques such as multivariate
analysis of variance MANOVA), analysis of varianceANOVA), t-test and
correlation were employed to analyze the data.

It was found thatCOO cuehas a greater influence thénand cueon consumers’
product evaluation for bothigh involvementpparel products andw involvement
apparel products. Consumers tend to rate the pt®doade in a highly developed
country higher and with less regard to other produes. This finding suggests that
for clothing products made in highly developed countrfirms should employ

marketing strategies that emphasize COO information

Although, COO cueappears to be overall more important tHamand cue this
research found a salient role for brand effectffecing consumers’ evaluation of
clothing products made inlass developed countnagainst a background that many
firms move manufacturing to less developed coustiie order to reduce their
production costs, this study confirms that if thmgsess a strong brand, the weakness
of origin, which is associated with a relative 108OO image may be largely
alleviated. This counteracting effect was found bath high involvementapparel
products andow involvemenapparel items. It is important to note that thigdy also
found that the level of purchase involvement appear influence consumers’
perceptions of COO and in turn COO affects consahpmirchase decision-making.
Nevertheless, a strong brand still plays a greptdential role in overcoming the
effects of a product made in a country with a reéatow COO image as well as the
effects of the level of purchase involvement onstwners’ purchasing behavior.
Consequently, this study suggests that it wouldubeful for firms or marketing
practitioners who plan to shift their production less developed countries to pay

more attention to thefbranding” strategy.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.0 Background

Global organizations seeking to rival their comjoes in world markets have

increasingly been spreading their manufacturing gwinacross their national

boundaries in order to bring strategic advantagehédir operations. Often production
has migrated to countries that posses comparativendéage in labour, or material or
technology. Also as a consequence of globalizaitois, not unusual for products to

be manufactured in more than one country. Thigseaging phenomenon of brands
made in countries other than from where they aigir@ily domiciled, has given rise

to consumers perceiving products of the same bibamenade in different countries,

differently. The role of country-of-origin (COO) sonsumers’ choice of products has

become increasingly meaningful to marketers anelareders.

Various authors have used different terms to refe€0O0. For example, COO has
been defined as the country where a firm marketsgtbods or where the brand is
located (Ozsomer & Cavusgil 1991; Al-Sulaiti & Baki998). Some authors refer to
the COO of the product as “the country-of-manufeet¢COM) or country-of-
assembly (COA)” (Roger et al. 1994; Saeed 1994;& &haninger 1996; Al-Sulaiti
& Baker 1998; Ahmed et al. 2004; Ashill & Sinha 2000thers state that the term
“made in----" or “manufactured in----" on labels used to represent the COO of the
product (Haubl 1996). Consumers identify many welbwn brands with specific
countries; thus, COO can also be referred to astcg-of-brand (COB) which others
might call brand origin (Ashill & Sinha 2004). Faxample, Sony and Honda
products are perceived to be Japanese; Marks agnc&pand Body Shop items are
perceived as British. For the purpose of this stuldg term COO is used to refer to

COM which means where the product is made or predluc

The decision to extend business into a foreign etarlepends on various
considerations such as economic, political, antucall variables (Nebenzahl & Jaffe



1996). Lower production costs are one of the ptessiasons for a firm’s strategic
move to produce in other countries. While therenasv an abundant amount of
research in international marketing related to CEf@cts on consumer behavior
(Peterson & Jolibert 1995; Al-Sulaiti & Baker 1998apadopoulos & Heslop 2003;
Ahmed & d'Astous 2007), little is known about tHéeets of foreign production on
product evaluations (Hui & Zhou 2003). In some aitlons, it appears that the COO
effect function is as an intangible barrier to gemetration of new market places, due
to the possible pattern of negative consumer lmastd imported products (Phau &
Suntornnond 2006).

There are a considerable number of empirical CQQies$ in which brand name is a
significant factor (Cui 1997; Schlevogt 2000; Ahn&d'Astous 2004). However, the
particular effects of brand and COO cues have vedednly limited attention (Ashill
& Sinha 2004). In addition, consumers’ perceptioh€00 are impacted by the level
of involvement in making purchase decisions andekel of involvement evoked by
the category of the product (Ahmed & d'Astous 2004)e inferences of past studies
differ depending on whether the product categores associated with high
involvement or low involvement purchase decisiaswell as on the countries that
are selected for investigation. Often the resuitdifberent research studies have also
been contradictory.

Studies investigating three product cues (COO, dramd involvement) have been
undertaken in the past. However, previous studigear to have examined COO and
/ or brand by investigating their effects on indwwal products (e.g. the study of Tse
and Gorn, 1993; Maheswaran, 1994; Pecotich and rifwale 2001; Ahmed and
d’Astous, 2004) or via a comparison of the effemisseveral products (e.g. the study
of Ahmed and d’Astous, 1995; Nebenzahl and Jaff961 Josiassen, Lukas and
Whitwell, 2008). Those past studies were partiduldacking with regard to the
current study in that researchers did not inclygeduct typeas one of the
independent variables in the study’s conceptuahénaork for testing. In past studies
limited simultaneous attention has also been paithése three product evaluation
cues, particularly with regard to focusing on thiéedent levelsof the three product

cues. It is expected that this research would kelplarify the role of these three



product evaluation cues and the extent to whicl tdudlectively play a potential role

in impacting consumers’ purchase decision-making.

1.1 Problem Statement

COO effects on consumers’ product evaluations hmeen of interest to researchers
and have been investigated over the past 30 yeax®rtheless, little is known about

the psychological structure of COO and brand effect product evaluation in terms
of perceived product quality and purchase intemstifgtiaubl 1996). COO perceptions
and brands are inevitably affected by cross-bostiéts of production among Asian

countries with different level of country’'s devetopnt. Whether a brand can
outweigh the effects of COO on product evaluatiod avhether high equity brand

would compensate for the effect of negative CO@rimftion is a debatable question.

Past studies indicate that COO image is assocwitidthe perception of the level of
country’s development. It appears that the highbe tperceived level of
industrialization of a country, the more positigetihe perception of the quality of its
workmanship (Li & Monroe 1992), which in turn idflexted in the perceived quality
of its products (lyer & Kalita 1997; Ahmed & d'Aste® 2007).

Studies on Asian consumer behavior also raise doabtto the validity of existing
consumer theories that are derived from researciWéstern cultures because of
significant cultural and marketing differences amohsian and Western countries

(Ahmed et al. 2004). Existing theories might no&pglicable to Asian markets.

Therefore the purpose of this study is to claribpithe three aforementioned product
cues with respect to different levels of countrgevelopment, brand equity and
involvement may influence Asian consumers’ prodasaluation. This research also
seeks to investigate the interaction effects okéhthree product cues on product
evaluation. This study adopts a quantitative apgrassing two surveys as the basis
of an empirical examination. More details of thgeahive of this research are given in

the following section.



1.2 Aims of the Research
1.2.1General Aims

The purpose of this study is to explore attitudésAsian consumers in purchase
decision-making associated with fashion-clothingducts made in countries with
different levels ofperceived (economic) development. This study also aims to
examine the effects of brand equity and purchageliement on Asian consumers’

product evaluation.

1.2.2Specific Aims

1. (a) To examine the effects of a product's COO framantries with different
development levels and brands with different lewdldrand equity on Thai
consumers’ attitudes.

(b) To explore whether the effect of brand name @atweigh the effects of
relatively low COO image on the perceived qualitypooducts and purchase
intentions of apparel in Thailand.

2. To identify favorable and unfavorable COO perceamiomf products from
countries with different levels of development amapparel buyers.

3. To identify the influence of consumer purchase imement with respect to
high involvement apparel productersuslow involvement apparel products
on Thai consumers’ product evaluation.

4. To examine the interaction effects of COO, brand amvolvement with

regard to how they may influence Thai consumeralwation of products.

1.3 Contribution to Knowledge

Up to now there has been little attention giverth® apparel product category with
regard to COO being the cue for low risk and higk purchase decisions. It is also
unknown whether COO effect would occur for apparelducts with different levels
of purchase involvement in the same way and tostime extent that COO does for

other product categories as indicated in pastasudi

Limited research involving COO has been conduatedeveloping countries (Wang,
Siu & Hui 2004; Ahmed & d'Astous 2007) and espdgial Asian countries. This



study intends to make a contribution by enhandmggkinowledge of COO and brand

effects on product evaluation by Asian consumeagjqularly in the apparel industry.

The study will also attempt to provide theoretizadights into when and how COO
information might change in order to become a salgoduct cue, particularly by
incorporating the possible changes in consumengeptions because of the varying
level of country’s development. The research outamil contribute to knowledge
by examining product sub-categories, which relatehigh involvement apparel
productsversuslow involvement apparel products across selectguular brands.
Involvement is generally understood as the extdntsearch” the consumer is
involved before making the purchase decision. Thitady will provide an
understanding of whether COO and brand cues infligksian consumers’ product
evaluation in terms of perceived product qualityd antimately their purchase
decisions. It is expected that the results of shusly will either support or conversely
reject the impressions held by Western consumerh®€OO cue. The outcome of
this study can be used by firms to enhance theikatiag strategies, competitiveness,
and in avoiding risk when investing in and/or shgt their production to other
countries. The results from this study would alsmtdbute to setting strategic
marketing directions for local and multinationainis interested in selling fashion-
oriented products in Asian countries, especiallyailand.

1.4 Significance of Research Study

Extant literature on COO may not be applicable siaA markets. The results of this
study are anticipated to be used as a databagestifiying appropriate managerial
actions to modify marketing strategies in the Astlithing markets. For example, the
information could help marketing managers emplaynprtional techniques that de-
emphasize, downplay or avoid the COO informatiooriter to prevent or reduce any
risks if a country’s image is unfavorable. Conversérms may choose to emphasize
COQO if the country’s image is favorable. In additiof the results from this study
suggest that high equity brands can overcome tleetedf COO for some product
categories, branding strategies could be employedsupplement competitive
advantages for these companies. Furthermore, ifethed of country’s development

influence consumers’ product evaluation of fashioiented products, the level of



marketing could be adjusted to ensure that it rbugbarallels the stage of

development. For example, if Thai consumers peecpioducts made in a developed
country more highly than products made in a lesgld@ed country, marketers in

developed countries might want to promote theimtgubrand image.

The results of this study would be of interest taltmational corporations which
manufacture fashion-oriented products globally arel interested in exporting their
manufactured products to countries like Thailansl tide field study will be conducted
in Thailand, it is expected that the informatioonfr the survey will be helpful to
manufacturers, retailers and trading companieshén fashion clothing industry in
Thailand. In particular, it could aid companiestthtempt to promote Thai fashion
brand name apparel and have a scheme to outsauccether countries in Asia in
order to improve their production, product qualigroduct differentiation, brand

equity, as well as their competitive advantage.

1.5 Summary

This chapter starts with the background and theares problem in the introduction
and is followed by sections on the aims of theasd®g contribution to knowledge and
statement of research significance associatedthatipresent study.

An overview of past studies on Country-of-Origirdamelated literature are included
in Chapter 2. In addition, this chapter contexuzesi the fundamental theoretical
constructs, establishes and develops a theorétamakwork and defines the potential
variables. This chapter also provides a frameworktlie correlation among these

variables and proposes research questions to lbessad in Chapter 3.

The research methodology is described in Chaptefhs chapter specifies the
research design, sampling design and data colfegirocess. Country selection,

product choice and data analysis techniques apeea|slained in this chapter.

Chapter 5 includes the findings and the analydiei@d by discussions of the results.
The conclusion, limitation, and implications forrtluer research are provided in the

final chapter.



Chapter 2

Literature Review

2.0 Evaluation of Products

The most fundamental aspect of consumers’ decisiaking about the quality of a
product is built on a systematic processagfjuiring, evaluatingand integrating
product information or cueAhmed et al. 2004). Yasin and Noor (2007) sugtfest
information-processing theory implies that conswshéeliefs and evaluations of a
product appear when consumers employ product cses means to affect their
purchase behaviors. A cue is defined as an infoomagtimulus available to the
consumers and thus used as a basis for their desibiefore consumption (Kaynak,
Kucukemiroglu & Hyder 2000). The cues can be resgads intrinsic (e.g. taste,
design) or extrinsic (e.g. COO, brand, price) (Adnet al. 2004). The distinction
between intrinsic and extrinsic cues is thus basedhether or not a particular trait is
inherent in the product or more peripheral in nat@onventional wisdom suggests
that consumers would initially assess intrinsicscudowever, it is rarely so simple.
Extrinsic factors commonly play an important detivmg role in purchasing
decisions. In particular, where intrinsic cues @ther absent or are difficult to assess,
consumers might rely more on extrinsic cues (Serag997; Ahmed et al. 2004;
Insch & McBride 2004).

A number of research studies have explored thectsffef COO cue on product
evaluation (Hong, Robert & Wyer 1990; Li & Wyer ¥@9Maheswaran 1994;
Gurhan-Canli & Maheswaran 2000). There is a sigaift amount of evidence that
consumers usually perceive and evaluate the quatlity product with reference to
COO. It appears that COO is in fact, a major camder consumers in terms of
product cues. For instance, consumers perceivbaale that the reliable household
products such electronic products shouldJapanese electronics(Hong, Robert &
Wyer 1989, 1990; Klein, Ettenson & Morris 1998; Gam-Canli & Maheswaran
2000). Past studies indicate that a significanpprbon of consumers employ COO
stereotypes in their process of evaluating the ymbdYasin & Noor 2007). To



illustrate, consumers perceiVv&erman cars” as excellent anditalian pizza” as
superb. Hence, the majority of consumers rely an“ade-in” label as a means
through which they are able to categorize or Igtrelducts as either superior or
inferior. Or, put in another way, consumers use ‘thl@ade-in” cue as a way to
evaluate the supposésuperiority” or “inferiority” of a product depending on their
perception of the particular country. Brands ofducts are also assessed in the same
way. The brands from a country which has a faveraimage may be thought of as
reliable and thus preferable to those from cousmtwéh a less favorable image. The
following section will review the issue of the ewation of perceived quality and

purchase intention of products.

2.0.1Evaluation of Perceived Quality and Purchase Intéo

Past COO studies consider consumers’ evaluatitimegbroduct with reference to two
specific terms. These are comprised of perceivedlityuof product (Kaynak,
Kucukemiroglu & Hyder 2000; Teas & Agarwal 2000)daimtention to purchase
(Kim & Pysarchik 2000).

Perceived Quality of Product

The definition of the perceived quality of produntthe literature seems to vary
considerably. In the study of Insch and McBride020 the perceived quality of
product is defined as the consumers’ perceptiors moduct’s overall excellence or
superiority. Insch and McBride (2004) indicate ttied perceived quality of product is
comprised of two primary determinants. These astgdequality and manufacturing
quality. Ahmed and d’Astous (2004) differ somewbgtproposing five dimensions
which consist of COD, COA or COM, store type, prie@d satisfaction assurance.
All five elements are said to be influential in tiieasurement of the perceived quality
of the product in their study. Ashill and Sinha @2 suggest measuring the perceived
quality of product in terms of a country’s capaiek. Specifically, they suggested
that by using “a set of items evaluating the pradsgecific capabilities of the
country” it would be possible to measure the peextiquality of a watch product.
The set of items were comprised of four dimensiwhih were excellent engineering
and precision, high quality standards and conwel] trained workforce, and highly
motivated workers. The study of Ahmed and d’Ast®2@04) as well as the study of



Insch and McBride (2004) also supported the comenthat anoverall perceived
product quality can be measured through consumers’ perceptionsoahtry
capabilities In addition, Hui and Zhou (2003) conducted a wgttidat employed
qguality dimensions for high complex or durable goddlectronic products). These
quality dimensions were used for measuring theceffef COO. They suggest that
those dimensions consist of reliability, workmampshind durability. The study by
Ahmed et al (2004) employed COO dimensions whiammused of taste, prestige,
and quality. These factors were applied to the oreasent of the perceived quality of

less complex products such as bread and coffeaipiad

However, there seems to be no consensus in COQestad to what quality
dimensions should be employed (Li & Dant 1997; l&nDarley 1997; Hui & Zhou
2003). This implies that the criteria for measurthg perceived quality of product
through consumers’ perceptions of country capadslishould be based on relevance
of the criteria for particular products that ar@shn for investigation. Malhotra et al.
(2002) suggest that the criteria for measuringpdeeived quality needs to be tested

for reliability to ensure that they are appropriatel meaningful.

Intention to Purchase

The second aspect of product evaluation is reladgourchase intention. Most past
studies employed just one item, namely “likely toghase / unlikely to purchase” as
the criterion for measuring the aspect of prodwetuwation (Chao 1998; Okechuku &
Onyemah 1999; Ashill & Sinha 2004; Wang & Chen 208ong, Polonsky &
Garma 2008). Ashill and Sinha (2004) indicated tthegt intention to purchase a
product was operationalized as the assessmenteofikblihood of purchasing a
particular product. The scale that is used fomgatan item in past studies is most
commonly thesemantic differential techniqu&his rating system is a measure of
attitudes that are comprised of a series of 7-pmatihg scales (or 9-point rating
scales). It is also commonly known as the “seveimplLikert scale” (Lin & Chen
2006). The system employs bipolar adjectives tohandhe starting point and

terminal point of each scale (Zikmund 2003) for sweang the likelihood of purchase.



2.1 Country-of-Origin (COOQ) Effects
2.1.1Significance of COO

In the market places, COO is one of several faotdrieh are viewed by marketers
and researchers as having effects that can infu@émernational competitiveness.
Roth and Romeo (1992) point out that COO effects ba referred to clients’
stereotypes of one particular country. The countrgtereotypes refer to the
perceptions of people in one country who have stgpes and preferences for goods,
which belong to another country (Lin & Chen 200Bherefore, people sometimes
refer to COO effects as product country image (Alk8i & Baker 1998).
Srikatanyoo and Gnoth (2002) assert that COO imalggs a powerful role in
stimulating consumers’ beliefs with regard to threduct attributes, which in turn
affects evaluations of products and brands. Yasth Moor (2007) report that some
researchers describe country image as the genergepiions that consumers
associate with the quality of products made inecsjec country. Yet, another point of
view suggests that country image is perceived aswuers’ beliefs about a country’s
industrialization and national quality standardK&anyoo & Gnoth 2002). The study
by Saeed (1994) suggests that COO effect refemnyoinfluences or preferences
caused by COO. Given the significance of COO, tbikowing section reviews

empirical studies dealing with the perception of @O

2.1.2C0O0 Effects

The evidence from past research indicates thatugtoelvaluation is influenced by
COO effects in terms of consumers’ purchase imestifor the product or service as
well as consumers’ perceptions of perceived qualftyhe product. (Liefeld 1993;

Lim, Darley & Summers 1994; Haubl 1996; Lim & Darl@997; Schaefer 1997,
Thakor & Katsanis 1997; Chao 1998; Agrawal & Kamaku999; d’Astous &

Ahmed 1999; Kaynak, Kucukemiroglu & Hyder 2000; &&h & Rosenthal 2001,

Laroche et al. 2002; Ahmed et al. 2004). The resinim those studies are often
contrasting. While some researchers indicate t@OQffects have a discernable
effect on product evaluation, there is still coesable debate and contention
regarding the exact way the perception of COO erflies consumers’ intentions to
purchase. There are also some researchers whd tepbICOO effects may not, in

fact, occur at all. However, Bhaskaran and Sukumg@007) suggest that the
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contradictory conclusions derived from past studiesld be the result of differences

of contextual and methodological underpinningshefstudies.

There is no gainsaying that COO effects produceappmnfluence on a consumer’s
evaluation of the product (Lin & Chen 2006). Thadst of Laroche et al. (2002) as
well as the study of Agrawal and Kamakura (1998)] d'Astous and Ahmed (1999)

report that COO demonstrates a significant impaatansumers’ product choice. The
evidence from the study of Hong, Robert and Wy&8€) reveals that consumer’'s
evaluation of the country’s product quality is urdhced by the COO information.

Country image does play a role to impact on consisnmmirchase decision as well

(Han 1990; Papadopoulos & Heslop 1993). Roth anthd®o(1992) suggest that
consumers would have a higher intention to purchasée product from a country

which is perceived as having a rather positive naganrai and Manrai (1993)

support the perspective that a positive countrygenavould influence consumers to
perceive a product as high quality. This perceptaord the consumers’ overall

evaluation of goods manufactured in that countryictv is perceived positively, can

ultimately increase the intention to purchase froomsumers. Nonetheless, a few
authors propose that in certain cases, a counpg&tive image in some product
categories does not necessarily carry over to gihmntuct categories (Ahmed et al.
2004).

COO effects are sometimes referred to as intandialeiers to penetrating new
markets due to a pattern of negative consumeribiaslation to imported products.
Consumers may often have more negative percepbiom®ducts made in developing
countries (Nebenzahl & Jaffe 1996; Kaynak, Kucukeglu & Hyder 2000; Ahmed
et al. 2004). Furthermore, it has been claimed ¢basumers in developed countries
prefer their own locally-produced products primgrilollowed by goods from other
developed countries, and lastly, goods from les®ldped countries (Okechuku 1994;
Ahmed et al. 2004). In summary, based on the abtuates, it can be postulated that

the COO cue affects product evaluation.

On the other hand, some other past studies relealpposite conclusions that COO
cuedoes notinfluence consumers’ product choices (Bhaskara@u&umaran 2007).

This contradiction can be seen from the resultshef studies by Lim and Darley
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(1997) as well as the study of Lim, Darley and Swersn(1994) and Ettenson,
Wagner and Gaeth (1988). The findings from thes& ptudies indicate that the
contradictory conclusions occurred due to the tbifiees of contextual and
methodological underpinnings as suggested by Bhaskand Sukumaran (2007). In
addition, past studies suggest that the effect€@O on product evaluation would
vary depending on product categories (Liefeld 198Bmed & d’Astous 2001;

Ahmed et al. 2004) as well as the countries thesalected for investigation.

There has also been some consideration about Cfe@&tsfvhen the study includes
other cues such as brand and price for investigalibe debate of this issue points
out that COO cues might play only a limited rolempacting consumers’ perceptions
of quality of the particular product (Thakor & Katss 1997; Al-Sulaiti & Baker

1998). This is because consumers have to resposguveral cues. Thus, the role
played by the COO cue might differ in terms of #maount of influence it has on
consumers’ evaluation of the particular producteseling on the category of the

product.

Past studies concerned with COO effects have alsmieed a wide variety of

products. Most studies of COO effects have conagdron the highly complex or
durable goods such as automobiles (Maheswaran 1d@dbl 1996; Ahmed &

d’Astous 2001; Josiassen, Lukas & Whitwell 2008) Aousehold electronic products
like a portable (digital) cassette players, stemstems, watches, VCRs and
microwave ovens (Nebenzahl & Jaffe 1996; Hui & ZI#003; Josiassen, Lukas &
Whitwell 2008). Less complex or non-durable gooklat thave been examined for
COQO effects include alcoholic beverages (Schaed@v;1Phau & Suntornnond 2006),
food (coffee / bread) products (Ahmed et al. 20@)y T-shirts products (Ahmed &
d’Astous 2004). Table 2.1 presents a chronologaaimary of the product categories

used in past studies for the investigation of C@féces.
It must be noted that most COO studies have bepduoted in Western countries.

There is a paucity of previous research with regar€ OO effects that have been
conducted in developing countries (Wang, Siu & Bo04; Ahmed & d’Astous 2007)
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Table 2.1 Summary of a Variety of Product Categorige Used for Investigation of

COO Effects
Year Author Product Type Examined
1993 Tse and Gorn Stereo system
1994 Maheswaran Personal computer
1995 Ahmed and d'Astous Computer systemanfashines, automobiles, and VC
1996 Haubl Automobile
1996 Nebenzahl and Jaffe VCRs and microwaes ov
1997 Schaefer Alcoholic beverages (Lager)
1999 Okechuku and Onyemah Car and television
2001 Ahmed and d'Astous Automobile
2001 Yagei Automobile
2001 Pecotich and Rosenthal Printer
2003 Hui and Zhou A portable (digital) casseitayer
2004 Ahmed et al. Food (coffee / bread)
2004 Ahmed and d'Astous T-shirt
2006 Phau and Suntornnond Alcoholic beverégesr)
2006 Lin and Chen Insurance and catering Gesvi
2008 Josiassen, Lukas and Whitwell ~ Car, ededts, watches, electrical household applian
2008 Wong, Polonsky and Garma Automobile tdigiamera

ces

and particularly in Asian countries (Wong, Polongkysarma 2008). The instances

of COO research in Asian countries are the studidsin and Sternquist (1994) in
Taiwan Tse et al. (1996) illong Kong Zhang (1996) irfChina, Ahmed et al. (2004)
in Singapore Ahmed and d’Astous (2004) i@hina and Lin and Chen (2006) in

Taiwan Table 2.2 presents a summary of past COO studliesrious countries.
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Table 2.2 Summary of Past COO Studies by Countries

Year Author Product Type Consumer

1994| Maheswaran Personal computer USA

1994| Johansson et al. Tractors USA

1994 | Okechuku TVs sets and car radio / caspktyers USA, Canada, German

The Netherlanc

1994 | Lin and Sternquist Sweaters Taiwan

1995| Ahmed and d'Astous Computer systemaytfachines, Canada
automobiles, and VCI

1995| Keown and Casey Wine Northern Ireland

1995| Diamantopoulos et al. Cars UK and Gegman

1996| Haubl Automobile North America

1996 | Zhang Shirts, TV sets China

1996 | Nebenzahl and Jaffe VCRs and microwaes ov USA

1996 | Tseetal. Television Hong Kong

1997 | Schaefer Alcoholic beverages (Lager) utis&ast England

2001 Ahmed and d'Astous Automobile North Aicee

2001| Yagei Automobile North America

2003| Hui and Zhou A portable (digital) cassetayer North America

2004 | Ahmed et al. Food (coffee / bread) @ipore

2004 | Ahmed and d'Astous T-shirt China

2006 | Phau and Suntornnond Alcoholic beverégesr) Australia

2006 | Linand Chen Insurance and catering sa®$ Taiwan

2008 | Josiassen, Lukas and Whitwell Car, ededats, watches, Australia
electrical household applian

2008 | Wong, Polonsky and Garma Automobile, thjcamera China
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2.1.3Determinants of COO Effects on Country’s Capabiét

Literature reveals that many studies employ a dasit of items to measure country
image or COO effects. To illustrate, the study @nHand Terpstra (1988) included
four dimensions, which comprise advanced technglpggstige, workmanship and
economy to measure country image from among foumeeasured items of previous
research through factor analysis. Agarwal and S{k@96) also developed four
dimensions, namely, industry, technology, preséige price, for measuring the COO

effects.

A review of empirical studies suggests that a C@8&earch that concentrates on the
functional attributes of highly complex / high tectogy products or durable goods,
the measure of COO effects are generally conceméd dimensions which are
related to the functions of the product. These tione may include elements such as
quality, design, service, and goodwill. (Roth & Rem1992; Chao 1993; Insch &
McBride 1998, 2004). Previous studies also poirttbat most criteria for measuring
the COO effects for the products such as autonm®laled household electronic

products would include quality, workmanship, desagil technology.

Other COO studies associated with less complexyatsdor non-durable goods like
T-shirts points out that the criteria dimensionattiwere used for measuring the
country perceptions in the study include design asdembly capability of the
countries (Ahmed & d’Astous 2004).

An empirical study of insurance and catering s@wvidy Lin and Chen (2006)
specified “images” of the country as a consumeverall recognition to COO and
perception level of the quality of a specific seeviThey developed a country image
measurement using the seven-point Likert scale tthey applied to the set of the

following eight dimensions:

(1) economic development level;
(2) political and democratic level,
(3) industrialization level;

(4) living standard;
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(5) technology development level;

(6) product quality;

(7) self-confidence level for owning this product;
(8) product reliability.

Martin and Eroglu (1993) suggest that country imagproduct characteristic should
be measured in such a way as to ensure that tharcber is able to provide every
guestionnaire item with a clear definition, in arde ensure that the measurement tool

for COO effects has an effectiveness and religifitit appropriate implementation.

It is, therefore, imperative that researchers asaiget of items which is associated
with the product and is appropriate for the prodype that is chosen for examination
in that study. In addition, the reliability testrfthat set of criteria items needs to be
employed, in order to ensure that those dimensaoasppropriate and reliable before
implementation, as suggested by Malhotra e24102). The reliability test should be
employed in order to ensure that each criterionldvgonsistently capture a specific

construct (Wong, Polonsky & Garma 2008).

The next section will review empirical studies tlaaé concerned with the level of
country’s development and its potential role in CO@ng employed as a product

evaluation cue.

2.2 COO Perceptions in Relation to the Country’s Deelopment

There has been some research into consumers’ piercepelated to products from
developed and less developed countries. Consumenceipe products made in
developed countries as superior to products madendeveloped and developing
countries (Kaynak, Kucukemiroglu & Hyder 2000; O%3Sa& Lim 2002; Ahmed &
d’Astous 2007). Furthermore, Wong, Polonsky and n@ar(2008) suggest that
consumers perceive developed countries as supeaied on their belief that they
have reached a high stage of economic developmahttechnological progress.
Based on this generalization, they will infer a tjgatar product from highly
industrialized countries will offer a better qualand performance. These perceptions

of consumers have led to the inference that consuperceive differently a particular
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product depending on its source. Nebenzahl an@ J&4ff96) also support the view
that a country’s stage of development affects coress’ evaluation of products. The
importance of taking into account aspect of COO basn also empirical by the
number of other researchers, including Pisharodi &warameswaran (1992),
Parameswaran and Pisharodi (1994), and Pereiraamtsiundu (2005). Considering
these views, the study of the measurement of C@g&atefwould need to examine the

characteristics of a country, such as the level abuntry’s development.

Another important factor that needs to be consttlé&gséPurchase involvementand
its potential role as a product evaluation cueorier to better understand this role,
the following section is concerned with the concapdl various aspects of purchase

involvement.

2.3 Involvement

2.3.1Concept of Involvement

The concept ofinvolvementwas derived originally from the discipline of salci
psychology. The concept was first applied to theketing area in 1965 by Krugman
(O'Cass 2000) and then gradually became a componéiné potential stream in the
research on consumer behavior (Lin & Chen 2006kxeReeh studies indicate that
involvementan refer to either the understanding or recogmitif a particular product
by consumers (Lin & Chen 2006). Engel, Blackweld &wllat (1995) suggest that
consumer is motivated by individual recognition gmaduct interest. Thus, high
involvement towards a particular product would m#aat the consumer demonstrates
a highconcernfor understanding or recognizing the product. t@a other hand, if
consumers’ consideration is at a significantly lovesel, this could be called a low

involvement trait. Involvement can be perceivedrfrearious aspects.

2.3.2Involvement Classification

According to literature, involvement can be classifaccording to the different
involvement objects. It can be arranged into thecategories, namelyadvertising
involvement(the response after perceiving advertising infaroma based on the level
of concern for advertising detail by consumerpduct involvemen{the consumer’s

concern with a particular product and its perforogn andpurchase involvement
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(indicated by consumer’s activity of buying and ghase-decision making) (Lin &
Chen 2006).

2.3.3Role of Involvement in Buying Behavior

Previous research has revealed that consumersext#ihd their search for further
information, when the level of involvement with eguct is high (Friedman & Smith
1993). The study of Goldsmith and Emmert (1991 )supthe view that the product
purchase involvement plays a potential role inue@ficing consumer purchasing
behavior. Taking into account that the subject edearch in this current study is

clothing, it appears important to consider the i@slaspect in purchase involvement.

Characteristic of Fashion Clothing Buying Behavior

Materialism can be viewed as consumers’ attachriwenatvning worldly possessions
(Solomon 1996). O'Cass (2004) suggests that ytdippearance, financial worth and
ability to convey status, success and prestiggareeived as the potential aspects of
possessions for materialists. He also assertsrhtdrialism represents a key variable
that contributes to a consumer’s purchase involvemath particular products such
fashion clothing. It seems that fashion clothingetindifferent things for different
people. O’'Cass (2004) stated that people form rififfeattachments to apparel, and
that personal attachment could vary from that eifrtfamily or friends in terms of
intensity and nature. Fashion clothing sometimepeaps to express people’s

characteristics in society and reflects on how nthose people are trendy.

This study intends to examine whether involveméigictés consumers’ evaluation of
products. It would be useful to review empirical @Gtudies that are associated with

the measurement of purchase involvement. Thisne dothe following section.

2.3.4Measurement of Purchase Involvement

Lin and Chen (2006) suggest tHatvolvement” is best thought of as an abstract
moderating factor. For this reason, it is diffictdt directly measure involvement.
Nonetheless, several measures of involvement hawerged since the concept’s
introduction to marketing by Krugman and McLuharnGass 2000). Some studies
advise that the indirect measurement of the invakmt can be achieved by using
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involvement determinant research and post-purcltaselusions. O’Cass (2000)
reports that consumer behavior literature has dgeel the item criteria for measuring
involvement. These involvement measures includdéesctp evaluate involvement
with a product class, involvement in general fornmaypes of goods, buying
involvement, purchase decision involvement and dibieg involvement.
Zaichkowsky (1985) made an attempt to broaden tha&snores by adopting a semantic
differential scale and developed a set of scalesnefy, personal involvement
inventory for measuring the involvement. The stwdyChin (2002) inspired by the
measurements developed by Zaichkowsky (1985), teedcriteria items through
Likert's seven-point scale method for measuringolmgment. Lin and Chen(2006)
further developed six criteria items for measurangonsumer purchase involvement
level from the work of Zaichkowsky (1985) and CHR002), employing Likert’s
seven-point scale method to measure a participapiitson. The study by Josiassen,
Lukas and Whitwell (2008) developed three critdtems to measure whether a
particular product type was exciting or unexcitingmeaning to the respondent or of
no meaning to the respondent, and appealing orp@adipg. The three latter criteria
have been employed in previous research by Bakert &hd Scribner (2002); Berens,
Riel and Bruggen (2005) and Tung, Moore and Engeli2006). The scales that are
usually employed in measures are generally basedhenpattern of a semantic
differential scale or the pattern of Likert scaldie number of items in instruments
range from three to thirty three and the pointsscdle ranged from five to seven
(O'Cass 2000).

There seems, however, to be no consensus as tdyewdich measurement items
should be employed as a standard of measuremeéntegipect to involvement. There
still appears to be a vast difference in terms evetbping the item criteria for
measuring the involvement. A possible explanation fthe divergence in the
measurement of involvement is that the researcbeek to adapt the measurement
methodology to match their study’s objective. Ifieef, research demonstrates that

measurement ought to relate to the appropriatabi@s that define the study.
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2.4 COO in Relation to Purchase Involvement

Previous studies associated with the effects of Gé@dOproduct evaluation have
revealed contradictory results and varied outconRast studies suggest that the
outcomes differ depending on product categoriegefeld 1993; Ahmed & d’Astous
2001; Ahmed et al. 2004). The above suggestiorrgefpecifically to the level of
purchase involvement, which is evoked by the prodygee. It is also claimed that
purchase decisions are commonly influenced by cuoessi perceptions of COO
(Ahmed & d’Astous 2004). In addition, there hasrbaedebate in COO research that
when the study includes other cues such as braddgace for investigation, COO
cue might play only a limited role to influence somers’ perceptions of quality of
the particular product (Thakor & Katsanis 1997;3Alkaiti & Baker 1998). Therefore,
on the basis of the evidence provided from padlisy it is fair to say that those
consumers have several cues to be concerned withthe COO cue might play a
varying role. Its influence on consumers’ evaluatad the particular product and the

effects of COO would vary depending on the categbte product.

The moderating effect of product categories cadibeussed in terms of their level of
involvement with respect to high involvement prodaicd low involvement product.

2.4.1COQO in Relation to High Involvement Products

The use of COO information for product evaluati@s lraditionally concentrated on
high involvement products such as automobiles (Mv&er 1994; Al-Sulaiti & Baker
1998; Ahmed et al. 2004) and electronics (Li & \i&94; Ahmed et al. 2004). High
involvement purchase behavior refers to “a situmtishere consumers judge a
purchase decision to be important enough to engagg&tensive information search
prior to making a decision” (Schiffman et al. 200%)ence, high involvement
products are regarded as those products that ngrerdhil extended search activity,
carry high risk of performance (monetary risk imtthg psychological and social
acceptance) and have high unit outlays. Past stualso indicate that consumers
appear to have a higher level of the product infdrom search intention in a situation
where they consider there to be a high producthase involvement (Lin & Chen
2006). The results from past studies also suppertcontention that consumers will

aggressively search for related details of the pecotiefore assessing that product in
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situations where there is a higher product purchagelvement level (Swinyard
1993).

Various studies explore the effects of COO on pebdevaluation for complex
products like automobiles and household electrpnaxiucts. Findings indicate that
for these products, COO is more likely to be imanttand have a greater influence
on consumers’ perceptions of the perceived qualitproduct (Ahmed & d’Astous
1993; Liefeld 1993; Nebenzahl & Jaffe 1996; Pir@0Q@).

On the other hand, the study of Lim, Darley and 8wns (1994) concerning color
television products revealed contradictory condusi Their study of highly complex
products reported that the effects of COO have ##®ngth on actual consumers’
choice decisions. Another point of view comes fribv@ study of Josiassen, Lukas and
Whitwell (2008) which examined highly complex prati like cars, electronics,
watches, and electrical household appliances. T8tady appears to be compatible
with the outcome derived from the study of Lim, [Bsrand Summers (1994).
Josiassen, Lukas and Whitwell (2008) point out teapondents considered COO cue
to be of less importance for their evaluation c¢ ffroduct when involvement was
high.

We can, therefore, infer from the results derivienf the study of Lim, Darley and
Summers (1994) and Josiassen, Lukas and Whitw@082that COO plays a less

important role when the level of involvement apgdarbe high.

In conclusion, these studies of COO effects in higlolvement products produce
contradictory conclusions with regard to the effecCOO on product evaluation of
different product categories (Liefeld 1993; Ahmedd&stous 2001; Ahmed et al.
2004). This incongruent outcome with respect to wmpact of COO on high
involvement products may have occurred becausefteet of the different level of
purchase involvement that was evoked by produatgoaites might also play an

important role in affecting consumers’ product enaiion.
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2.4.2C0O0 in Relation to Low Involvement Products

So far, there has been a paucity of research onintpact of consumers’ COO
perceptions on low involvement products. Low ineshent purchase behavior refers
to “a situation where consumers judge a purchasesida to be so unimportant or
routine that they engage in little information sdaprior to making a decision”
(Schiffman et al. 2005). Therefore, low involvemprducts normally are considered
as those products that carry lesser search, riskoaiay. The results from past
studies also reveal that at a lower purchase imvobnt level, consumers seem to be

reluctant to put more effort into choosing and assgy the product (Swinyard 1993).

The instances of previous studies that are assdciaith low involvement products
include Fast Moving Consumer Goods (FMCG) such k®halic beverages

(Schaefer 1997; Phau & Suntornnond 2006) and faodyets such as coffee and
bread (Ahmed et al. 2004).

A study by Ahmed et al. (2004), based on breadcaifte, reported that COO does
play a role when respondents assess low involveprextucts but its effect is weak.
Thakor and Katsanis (1997) and Al-Sulaiti and Bald&98) suggest that if the COO
study includes other extrinsic cues such as pmcebaand, the COO cue might play
only a limited role in terms of its impact on consers’ perceptions of quality of the
particular product. Thus, the effects of COO arended to be weak for the low

involvement product.

In addition, the study by Ahmed et al. (2004) alsticates that brand plays a major
role to influence consumers’ evaluation of the picid. The study of Phau and
Suntornnond (2006) add support for study of Ahmedale (2004). The results

obtained from the study by Phau and Suntornnon@gP@ndicate that the COO
impact on Australian consumers in beer evaluatwas discernable, although its
effects appeared to be weak in comparison withrddaors. In conclusion, this can
imply that COO effects are expected to be weak wihenlevel of involvement

appears to be low. However, past studies suggasthbk effect of COO on product
evaluation does vary depending on product categdfiigefeld 1993; Ahmed &

d’Astous 2001; Ahmed et al. 2004). In addition, Addret al. (2004) point out that to
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date, there has been a paucity of COO studies enirtfuence of consumers’
perceptions of COO for low involvement products. &gonsequence, the role that
COO plays in shaping consumers’ preferences anentions to purchase are
relatively obscure. Thus, whether a COO effect wootcur for low involvement
products in the same way and to the same extenit tth@es for the high involvement
products is unknown. The scarcity of findings irsthrea indicates that further studies
with respect to COO effects should be conductedoUddgh the implementation of
more extended studies in low involvement prodysgcsgically less complex or non-
durable products, it should become possible to haveore generalizability of
findings that yield valid inferences.

Since “purchase involvement’as a product evaluation cue influences consumers’
purchase-decision making, the direct effects ofcipase involvement on product
evaluation bring into the possible impacts of CO@mu consumers’ evaluation of
products. With multiple product cuéfrand” becomes a potential factor. Therefore,
it is useful to review the issues in relation“bwand” andconsider how'brand” is
used as a product evaluation cue. Thus, it istaf i\mportance to include this product

evaluation cue in the present study.

2.5 Significance of Brand and Branding
The words “brand” and “branding, which have becgreevasive in today’s business
world, particularly over the past few decades, neele identified clearly in order to

be meaningful.

Brand

A concept ofBrand must be clarified. A brand is the name, logo, eéradrk, style or
symbol that indicates the product and firm. O’'Mwal(@€991) suggests that indeed, the
brand is a combination of tangible attributes (logisual elements) and intangible
attributes (quality, value, consumer benefit, sexyidelivery, guarantee, promise,
belief, etc.), which are quite difficult to grasmda precisely explain. A brand,
therefore, includes culture, people and programne ece that represent products or
services and differentiates them from their competi A brand is to some extent

responsible for creating consumer perceptions aethbeds itself in the consumer’s
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mind (Simoes & Dibb 2001). Ideally, the brand cesaa perception that the product
or service is unique and that no other productseovices in the market are quite like
it. Furthermore, a brand promises to deliver vaipen which customers can count in

terms of consistency over long periods of time.

Branding

The concept oBranding is associated with marketing communication suchraad
naming, packaging, promotion activities and soTmere are also other writers who
call for the adoption of a new term calldmtand equity”, which will be discussed in
the next section. The purpose of branding is toaterea brand in marketing
communication. In today’s business environment, ket@rs use branding as a
strategic tool to create trust, image, unique ustdeding of their products or services,
strategic awareness and communication for managpmgumer perception. Market
analysts ordinarily approve of the role of brandlmgroming a potential trend and

being used as a tool for successful companieifutiure (Norris 1992).

Nevertheless, branding is not a solution to allkefaing problems affecting business.
Marketers ought also to be concerned about theilplitysof substantial negative

impacts of branding like when a particular brandaspelled to be recalled because
of toxicity. Nonetheless, it is commonly concedkdtithe benefits that are generated
through branding are likely to outweigh the proldeifithe marketers implement the
branding in appropriate ways (Rooney 1995). Carlih991) suggests that firms

should be concerned with the issue of how brandints the company’s strategies.
This is a tacit acknowledgement of the fact thatéhs no one form of branding that
would ever suit all companies and products. Indigiczed decisions will always be

required. Finally, Rooney (1995) points out thaarat managers are unanimous in
stating that it is appropriate to use branding mvay that matches specific products
with specific markets. Thus, it is also importaat brand manager to communicate
effectively the brand information to consumers, that they would be able to

recognize the characteristics of different branida product and make their purchase

decision more effectively.
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Brand and Product Familiarity

Brand familiarity or product familiarity generallyefers to the familiarity of
consumers with a brand or product type (Josiadsé@s & Whitwell 2008). A study
by Schaefer (1997) suggests that consumers terddoiate the particular product
quickly and directly when they are familiar withetiorand name or product. As a
consequence of their familiarity with the brandisibutes or the product’s attributes,
consumers will ignore extended information searchiesaddition, Cordell (1992)
suggests that consumers are less reliant on COCocuevaluating the particular
product when they are familiar with a brand. In@ only the familiarity with brand
information but perhaps even more important isatieial experience with a product

brand: Studies dealing with those issues are readdvelow.

Brand and Product Experience

Brand or product experiences refer to the expesemexpertise that consumer have
with a given brand or product type. Tse and Go898) suggest that direct product
experiences could have the impact of encouragiodyat ratings to improve. The
study of Eroglu and Machleit (1989) reports thatstomers are more likely to rely on
COQO to infer product quality if they knew littlesel regarding the particular product.
Maheswaran (1994) also supported the contentioirofjlu’s study that expert
consumers rely on attribute information when eviahgathe particular product like
motor cars, whereas novices, or people with littkher knowledge about the
particular product, are likely to be more reliamt @OO cue. However, the study of
Schaefer (1997) regarding the personal brand expezi and COO effects did not
produce the results in the same way as the studgraglu (1989) and Maheswaran
(1994) suggested.

Brand equity is one of the determinants that magenate the effects of COO upon
product evaluation. It is, therefore, importantegiew studies concerned withrand
equity” and understand how brand equity plays a role ns@mers’ perceptions of a

particular product.
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2.6 Brand Equity

Bello and Holbrook (1995) identify brand equity terms of its appearance where
consumers are willing to pay more for the samelle¥groduct quality due to the
image reputation of the product. That is, the braqdity which is embedded in the
product makes it more attractive. Recently, somgearchers have refined the
definition of brand equity by including a broad sétattributes that guide or control
consumers’ choices (Yoo, Donthu & Lee 2000). Yasiad Noor (2007) suggest that
indeed, a positioning of the product, with welladdished representation and
meaningfulness with respect to the brand in conssinneind, integrates consumers’
perceptions regarding equity to the brand names;Tthe things those consumers are
likely to be concerned in relation to a particuteiand, will set the value that brand
has for its owner. In addition, the situation ofmmer-based brand equity will occur
where the consumers associate themselves withrémel bThis familiarity with the
brand ensures that the customer carries some ftaeastrength of the brand, thereby
creating unique brand associations in his or hemang (Keller 1993). Preference,
intention to purchase and choice behavior of adeae all indicative of the existence
of brand equity (Yasin & Noor 2007).

When consumers make a decision on purchasing, owisu perceptions of the
quality of the brand would be expected to be inedlvif the brand recognition in
consumers’ mind creates a brand differentiation aogeriority of the brands,
compared with other competitors’ brands, a higlelleaf quality perception occurs.
The heightened quality perception results in a ggnmcrease in value and an
increase in the level of brand equity for thosendsa As a consequence, consumers’
perceptions of the perceived high quality of thbsgnds will impact their choice of
product and would guide them to select those braatser than the competitors’
brands. In the market places, the perception df gignlity of the brand in consumers’
mind could benefit firms by encouraging them tathier mark up the price of their
branded products. These products that are pricpceatium level generate additional
revenue and gain greater profit margins for thendir The addition profit lend
themselves for reinvestment in brand equity (Yoonfdu & Lee 2000).
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In regards to the measurement of brand equity, A€l&91), Kim and Chung (1997)
and Hui and Zhou (2003) indicate that the termeptitation, popularity, and quality
could be considered to be primary determinantgafd equity.

Since brand equity is a determinant that affectsumers’ perceptions of a particular
product, it is of relevance to review how the leskbrand equity plays an influencing
role in the study of COO. At this juncture, an ursiending of thehalo and
attribution effects on consumers approach toward product amsessmay be

instructive.

2.7 Role of Halo Model and Attribute Model on COO %udies

Two different cognitive processes from past studikalo effect” and “attribution
theory”, were identified through which COO informationttinaight influence product
evaluations (Schaefer 1997; Hui & Zhou 2003; Ahratdl. 2004). Théalo effects

a situation in which the perception of a persoraanultitude of dimensions is based
on the evaluation of just one (or a few) dimensidrge halo effect acts as a magnifier
of a belief of people on something or someone that drive or influence them to
easily do something or believe in something. Foanegle, a consumer buys the
product because a famous actor or actress us@édtribution theoryis the theory
concerned with how people assign causality to stna and form or change their
attitudes as a consequence of evaluating their owrother people’s behavior
(Schiffman et al. 2001). Attribution theory can iabe inferred as self-perception or
experiences. For example, a consumer buys thelsteuse of its attributes such as

its color, the style, or the quality of materialgiedurable, comfortable).

Past studies suggest that COO information influgromgsumers’ product evaluation
in two feasible directions by first, serving as alchwhen consumers have little
information regarding the particular product or whie is difficult to evaluate a

particular product (Han 1989; Nebenzahl, Jaffe &npeart 1997; Lampert & Jaffe

1998). In this situation, COO information oftensaes a halo which will produce
widespread effects on all salient product beli€snsequently, this is likely to affect
the overall perceived quality of a product yieldit@ product judgment (the halo
model) (Hui & Zhou 2003). Alternatively, COO migle just one of the many
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attributes considered by consumers in the consumerguct evaluation (the attribute
model) (Han 1989; Nebenzahl, Jaffe & Lampert 19%mpert & Jaffe 1998). In this
situation, the impact on the overall perceived iyalf a product ultimately yields to
product judgment directly, without any significasttanges in salient product beliefs
(Hui & Zhou 2003). Undoubtedly, both the halo effand attribution effect would
play significant though varying roles in the waynsamers value different brands. It
Is reasonable to consider that levels of brandtgecqalso moderate perceptions of
COO.

2.8 COO in Relation to Brand Equity

An extrinsic cue such as a brand name has beconmerefsing interest in empirical

COO studies. Some past studies reveal that thetefid COO would vary especially
when the research included brand name as one ontiftgple cues for the empirical

COQO studies. For example, the study of Ahmed g28D4) reports that the effects of
COO was weak and brand cue became more important @OO cue. Previous

research also discusses the level of brand equidly the influence it has on the
process of consumers’ perceptions of COO. Thisiin has an effect on consumers’
evaluation of the particular product. This consadien was also found in the study by
Hui and Zhou (2003), which identified that the efseof COO on product evaluation
would depend on the level of brand equity. It m@ot point, however, whether COO

effect itself could be considered as being an matlegpmponent of brand equity.

An explanation of how different consumers could uke COO cue on their
evaluation of products of high equity brand and leguity brand is discussed in the

next section.

2.8.1 The Effect of COO on Product Evaluation for High Hqty

Brands
High equity brands can be referred to as those llaae a high level of brand
recognition and recall, while representing strosgoaiations with a set of favorable
beliefs in consumers’ memories (Keller 1993). Hod a&hou (2003) suggest that,
accordingly, for high equity brands, COO shouldust one of the product attributes

that consumers would be concerned with. Existingleawce also indicates that
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consumers will be inclined to employ COO informatim the attributes that they
consider (attribution model). This includes the swh their product attribute
knowledge if a country’s products are familiar (Ha®89, 1990; Lee, Yun & Lee
2005) or consumers gain experience with a particotaduct (Nebenzahl, Jaffe &
Lampert 1997; Lampert & Jaffe 1998).

2.8.2 The Effect of COO on Product Evaluation for Low Edjy

Brands
Since low equity brands convey little product imi@tion, past studies suggest that
the halo model should better describe the effeEt€@O information on product
evaluations (Hui & Zhou 2003). Existing evidencealigates that consumers are
inclined to employ COO information as a halo rattigan as one of the salient
attributes when there is little or no product imh@ation provided (Han 1989;
Nebenzahl, Jaffe & Lampert 1997; Lampert & Jaff@8Kaynak, Kucukemiroglu &
Hyder 2000; Lee, Yun & Lee 2005). Consumers seerhetdikely to evaluate the
product based on the country’s image in areas ssclpolitics, technology and
economic development (Lee, Yun & Lee 2005). HarD(%uggests that consumers
employ COO as a “halo” from which to estimate /dicethe product’ s performance

in cases when a country’s products not being famili

As it is evident from the above review, past stadid COO effects have yielded
varied outcomes and inferences. In order to accuibetter insight it is considered
useful to review the empirical studies in relationthe determinants such as sample,
sample size and methodology that underpinned tbts#es. This will assist us to
analyze and discover where the variations occugedye can narrow down the best

choices for this study’s specific research methogipl

2.9 Sample, Sample Size, and Data Collection in CO&iudies

Since the mid 1960s, past studies in COO reseangioged both student and non-

student based samples within a variety of samgtenges. Bhaskaran and Sukumaran
(2007) summarized the various sampling frames eyeplan previous studies and

found that the subjects used in COO studies inbrimcluded general consumers
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(Hooley, Shipley & Krieger 1988; Lawrence, Marr &eRdergast 1992), various
segment of consumers (Wall, Liefeld & Heslop 19@kunier 1994), purchasing
managers or buyers in industrial markets (AhmedA&stbus 1995; Quester, Dzever
& Chetty 2000), retail store staff (Thorelli, Lim &e 1989; d’Astous & Ahmed
1999), executives of industry and producer orgdiuna (Beverland & Lindgreen
2002), and students (Amine & Shin 2002). There apgp® be some concern whether
student samples are appropriate to use in the GGdles and whether the research
results can be generalized to the general populdBbaskaran and Sukumaran (2007)
argue that using students in samples is inappttepaa the fundamental basis for
generalizing findings or making strategic preseoms. Peterson (2001) was also
concerned that the results based on student samagsnot be generalized to the
wider population. However, some researchers afisartmuch COO research using
meta-analysis points out that there were no differeffects in using students as
samples to be generalized to consumer samples e(yfer& Steenkamp 1999).
Research evidence, therefore, appears to leandewlae credibility of using students
as samples in the studying of COO effects.

With regards to sample size in COO studies, paslied reveal considerable variety
in the size of the samples. There have also beraner of differing proposals
outlining the rationales behind the determinatidrthe sample size. Lin and Chen
(2006) state that the appropriate sample size stegdy Roscoe in 1975 is 30 to 500,
which could be employed for a variety of surveysadidition, evidence from previous
studies indicate that the sample size of the CO@lie$ is regarded as being
meaningfully measured only once the size of sargpsrgreater than 260 (Peterson &
Jolibert 1995). Notwithstanding, the diverse viears sample sizes to study COO
effects, there are a number of existing easy-totalskes, that have been compiled to
enable researchers to effectively calculate the sizsampling (Zikmund 2003). In
addition, Zikmund (2003) asserts that most resemscbmploy existing tables which
demonstrate predetermined sample sizes. An exaohplee of the existing tables for

determining sample size is the easy-to-use tabla Yamane (Lyman 1993).

In regards to the data collection in COO reseatioh,evidence from past research

reveals that most of these studies emplategdeymethods in COO research, whereas
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a smaller number of studies applied an experimeatgsign. Table 2.3 presents some

of past studies employing these methodologiesdbecting the data.
In conclusion, it appears that there is no conaidlerdifference between employing
students or non-students for the sample of COO areBe In addition, the

determination of sample size could be instructechfthe suggestions of the previous

Table 2.3 Summary of Data Collection in COO Studies

Year Author Data Collection

1993 Tse and Gorn Survey

1994 Johansson et al. Survey

1994 Okechuku Survey

1994 Lin and Sternquist Experimental Design
1995 Ahmed and d'Astous Survey

1995 Keown and Casey Survey

1996 Haubl Survey

1996 Zhang Survey

1996 Nebenzahl and Jaffe Experimental Desjgn
1996 Tse et al. Survey

1997 Schaefer Survey

2001 Yagei Survey

2003 Hui and Zhou Experimental Design
2004 Ahmed et al. Survey

2004 Ahmed and d'Astous Survey

2006 Phau and Suntornnond Survey

2006 Lin and Chen Survey

2008 Josiassen, Lukas and Whitwell Survey

2008 Wong, Polonsky and Garma Survey
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studies or could meaningfully employ the “existie@sy-to-use tables” as a basis for
assigning sample size for the study. If the suggestfrom past studies are used as
the guidance to develop the particular sample ®re research study, one has to
apply caution as prescribed by Bhaskaran and Sulam&2007) that the

determinants such sample frame, sample size, sasualgetion, and the methodology

of the study could bias the study findings.

It is, therefore, reasonable to believe that rdgasdof sample size, it is important that
researchers are concerned with how to define saamesample size appropriately.
Both the sample and sample size need to be suifablthe research design and
methodology of the study. Further, the sample shdw representative of the
population in order to enable generalized findiagd reduce any biased findings or

invalid inferences.

Following the review of how the research determigauch as sample, sample size
and data collection might affect the COO studied laave potentially led to invalid
inferences, the next section discusses the ralemigraphic determinants. The study
looks at the role they play in influencing consush@erceptions of COO image and

consumers’ purchase behavior.

2.10Demographic Effects

Literature suggests that demographics can play tanpal role in explaining the
impact of COO on consumers’ evaluation of particyoducts. At least three
demographic variables have been identified in therature, namely,gendey
educationand income (Lawrence, Marr & Prendergast 1992; Good & Huddles
1995). Other studies also include additional demplgics, such aage (Smith 1993;
Bailey & Pineres 1997; O'Cass 2004).

With regards tagender Hung (1989) indicates that in Western societileste is no
evidence to suggest that gender results in sysierddterences when considering
COO to evaluate a particular product. However, éhare other studies that have
reported findings that contradict this. These &sidndicate that males and females
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have differing attitudes towards foreign goods (Lewee, Marr & Prendergast 1992;
Good & Huddleston 1995; Mittal & Tsiros 1995; Simar, Shimp & Shin 1995).

In terms ofage Bailey and Pineres (1997) and Smith (1993) poirtt that foreign
products are perceived more favorably by older [gedpan by young people. In
another study O’Cass (2004) suggests that in fastimhing, younger people appear

to be more involved than older people.

Another influential demographic variable appearbdeducation Most studies report
that respondents with a higher level of educatiavehearned to assess foreign goods
more favorably than respondents with lower levelediication (Wall, Liefeld &
Heslop 1991; Good & Huddleston 1995; Mittal & Tsir@995; Sharma, Shimp &
Shin 1995).

Finally, the terms oincome participants with a higher level of income apptabe
more likely to buy foreign products or to evalutitem more favorably in comparison
with participants with lower level of income (Han &erpstra 1988; Good &
Huddleston 1995; Sharma, Shimp & Shin 1995; Bafléineres 1997).

2.11 Summary

COO effects have been thoroughly investigated tjincainumber of studies since the
mid 1960s. During the initial period of investigati past studies focused on COO as
the only single product cue to influence consumprstuct evaluation (e.g. the study
of Papadopoulos, Heslop and Beracs, 1989; Han, ;1%dtachaturian and
Morganosky, 1990; Zhang, 1996). More recently sa@tglies have included other
extrinsic and intrinsic product cues such as bramdduct type, price and taste as
multiple product cues for investigation. The reswft these later studies appear to
show that COO effects play a lesser role in inftieg consumers’ evaluation of
products (e.g. the study of Leclerc, Schmitt and&ul994; Nebenzahl and Jaffe,
1996; Hui and Zhou, 2003; Ahmed et al., 2004). Hmvehere appears evidence of
some contradictions in the conclusions and infezsraf these studies depending upon
product category and where the research has bewtuc®d. In addition, previous

studies to date appear to be relatively scarceeimg of examining theollective
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effects of the different levels of three produces(COO, brand and product type) on

consumers’ product evaluation.

Thus, this research aims to identify how COO, brand product type influence Thai
consumers’ product evaluation. The study looks ledse three variables both
individually and in conjunction with each other. iFhstudy also identifies the
potential role of theHalo Model and theAttribute Model with respect to their

influence on Thai consumers in their purchase hehav

The next chapter will present a conceptual fram&wadrthe study as well as the

propositions which have been formulated from theexe of literature in this chapter.
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Chapter 3

Theoretical Framework and Research Hypotheses

3.0 Introduction

The theoretical framework being proposed for thislg will be developed from past
research. In particular, the framework will be ded from working on secondary data.
The literature review in the previous chapter (¢bag) is intended to configure this
study within the broader context of internationaloguction and marketing,
integrating the salient extrinsic product cues apdcification of potential variables
that are necessarily involved in the study. Itis®dnoped that the literature review has
served to indicate and highlight the critical cqutsefor the current research.

This chapter will start by describing the conceptunadel of the study in section 3.1.
An explanation of the concept and the relevantabdess of the study as well as their
relationship will be addressed in this sectionIdwing on from this section, section
3.2 will be dedicated to the formulation of hypaee for the study that will be
presented for testing. The final section of theptig section 3.3, will conclude with

the theoretical principles that will underpin tkisidy.

3.1 Conceptual Framework

In previous studies, doubts have been raised tinaddme product categories, strong
brands can outweigh or overcome the effect of CRE€bénzahl & Jaffe 1996). This

presents an opportunity to examine whether, witttiqqdar regard to less complex

products like apparel, brand names have the pataaoteclipse the effect of COO.

Two sub-product categories of apparé&sjts and T-shirts will be examined in this
study. The extrinsic cues, which comprise of COO and branlll be investigated as
to how they might impact consumers’ perceptionproiduct quality and ultimately,
intention to purchase. A conceptual framework fos study that will be examined is

illustrated by Figure 3.1.
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Figure 3.1 Thesical Framework

This study involves the specification of perceivgahlity of productand purchase
intentionsas dependent variables. It is assumed that thesddpendent variables are

influenced by the following independent variables:

(1) The source oforigin” of each of the products, namely their COO. In this
study the‘development”of the countries is used as a surrogate for COO’s
credibility

(2) The level ofbrand equityof individual products

(3) The level of purchase involvemendf consumers in making purchase

decisions

The model incorporates two brands, both brandsinatigpg from Thailand, each
representingHigh equity brandandLow equity brandrespectively forSuits (high
purchase involvementand T-shirts (low purchase involvement). It is logical to
assume that consumers will perceive each of thectsel three Asian countries as
having different credibility (for being the souroé manufactured products) because
of their different level of gross domestic product“GDP” (see Table 3.1). The

perception of the credibility of each of these does will be measured relative to
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consumers’ perceptions of Thailand being the sowfcéCOO. The three Asian

countries selected are as follows:
(1) Japan (a highly industrialized country with GDPHagthan Thailand)

(2) Malaysia (a newly industrialized country with GDifgar to Thailand)
(3) Vietnam (a developing country with GDP lower tharailand)

Table 3.1 Gross Domestic Product (GDP)

Asian GDP - Per Capita (PPP)
Countries (Year 2008 est.)
Japan $34,200
Malaysia $15,300
Thailand $8,500
Vietnam $2,800

N.B. Source: World Fact Book 2008 (Cléni¢page)

The research will examine how a country’s developn{esing COO as a proxy)
might impact on product evaluation in terms of pered product quality, in regard to
country capability perception (Ahmed & d’Astous 2QMhsch & McBride 2004), and
purchase intentions. In addition, the study witeatpt to find out whether the effect
of COO on product evaluation might be moderatedheylevel of brand equity and

product purchase involvement.

The study will also investigate the influence ofalijty perceptions (Chao 1998;
Kaynak, Kucukemiroglu & Hyder 2000) associated w&O issues on consumer
behavior. Two different cognitive processes whiomsst of the halo model and
the “attribute model were identified by past studies as means thronglch COO
information might impact product evaluation (JaeNebenzahl 2001; Ahmed &
d’Astous 2007).
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Literature suggests that thalo effect(which can be represented asiemnic belief
of people on something or someone) and #teibute effect (which can be
represented as self-perception) impact countrygmei@ns differently, and across the
equity level of the brand (High / Low), to creattnsumers’ perceptions of a country.
A consumer’s perception of a country may, in twrtimately influence the overall

perceived product quality evaluation and purchasention.

For High equity brands, existing evidence indicatet COO would be one of the
product attributes considered by consumers wheningatheir product choices.
Consumers will be inclined to employ COO informatias an “attribute” while
selecting a particular product when they are famivith the country from where the
product originated (Han 1989, 1990; NebenzahleJ&ffLampert 1997; Lampert &
Jaffe 1998; Hui & Zhou 2003; Lee, Yun & Lee 2005).

For Low equity brands, past studies suggest tleah#ho model would better describe
the effects of COO information on product evaluasioConsumers are inclined to
consider COO information as a “halo” when therdtike or no product information
provided or are not familiar with a country’s prata (Han 1989, 1990; Leclerc,
Schmitt & Dube 1994; Nebenzahl, Jaffe & Lampert Z;9Bampert & Jaffe 1998;
Kaynak, Kucukemiroglu & Hyder 2000; Hui & Zhou 28(_ee, Yun & Lee 2005).

The theoretical framework will be tested acrossed#nt level of brand equity and
purchase involvement since the role of the COO asiea halo or attribution is
anticipated to vary depending upon the level ofchase involvement as well. As a
consequence, the study will attempt to find out HO@O might impact on product
evaluation (perceived quality and purchase intentd product) for apparel. This
protocol could also be moderated by the level ddndr equity and purchase
involvement. The expected relationships among #reabkles of interest are discussed

in the next section.

- 38 -



3.2 Hypotheses Formulation

3.2.1Research Problem

The study aims to examine potentially high involesthand low involvement apparel
products to find out whether COO and brand will @opon consumers’ apparel
choice. It was anticipated that the effects foraappproducts would occur in the same
way and to the same extent that they do for othedyrt categories, as indicated by
past studies. This raises the issue of whetherotiteome of high and/or low
consumer involvement in their buying protocol is daemted by the interaction of
unfavorable COO with a strong brand might diluteoeercome the effect of COO on
apparel product evaluation. The following hypotlseaee formulated for testing the

above issues.

3.2.2Hypotheses

3.2.2.1The Role of the Three Product Cues as the Main dsff

As discussed earlier, there has been some resstadies of consumers’ perceptions
related to products from developed and less deeedlopountries. These studies
suggest that the stage of country’s developmemicatfonsumers’ attitudes towards
product evaluation (Pisharodi & Parameswaran 19&ameswaran & Pisharodi
1994; Nebenzahl & Jaffe 1996; Pereira, Hsu & Kurad@®5; Wong, Polonsky &
Garma 2008). Past studies also indicate that West@nsumers perceive products
made in developed countries as superior to prodowsge in undeveloped and
developing countries (Kaynak, Kucukemiroglu & Hy@®00; O’'Cass & Lim 2002).
Based on the evidence of previous studies, it appeasonable to examine whether
Asian consumers share the same views as thoseblgel/estern consumers. In
addition, consumers’ perceptions of brand nameadse anticipated to influence
purchase decisions. Schaefer (1997) argues thatuowrs tend to evaluate the
particular product quickly and directly when thegawurchasing involvement is
associated with a brand familiarity. Furthermoheg $tudy of Goldsmith and Emmert
(1991) suggest that the purchase involvement phaymgortant role in influencing
consumer buying behavior. Hence, the hypothesemdeg the main effects of the
three product cues with respect to the effectsoohtry’s development, the level of
brand equity and the level of purchase involvement product evaluation are

formulated as follows:
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H1: Thai consumers prefer a clothing product mada more developed country than

one made in a less developed country.

H2: The main effect of the level of brand equifgett Thai consumers’ evaluation of

clothing products.

H3: The direct effect of the level of purchase imement of Thai consumers

influences their evaluation of clothing products.

3.2.2.2The Interaction Effects

The Interaction Effects between COO and Brand

Past studies reveal strong evidence of the effe€QO when it is the only available
product cue. Alternatively, there are a numberexfent research studies that have
attempted to consider the relative effect of COQ@ dmand effects on product
evaluation. For instance, these studies includsetlod Tse and Gorn (1993) for stereo
system products; Nebenzahl and Jaffe (1996) fooraobile products; Thakor and

Lavack (2003for motorcycles and stereo system products.

However, previous studies also indicate some cdmtiian regarding the effects on
product evaluation arising from the interactiorvtn COO and brand. Past research
evidence shows that a strong brand cannot compmefwathe effect of unfavorable
COO on product evaluation (e.g. the study of Tsg @orn, 1993 in stereo system
products). In contrast to these studies, there elssts research studies that suggests
that a highly regarded brand name can dilute tlgatnge effect of an unfavorable
COO image in assessing the product (Eroglu & Maci@88; Cordell 1993). For
instance, the study by Hui and Zhou (2003) in etett products indicates that the
impact of negative COO on product evaluation tetedse more destructive for low
equity brands than high equity brands. Other stdiso indicate that brand name
exerts a greater influence on product evaluati@an ttioes COO (e.g. the study of
Leclerc, Schmitt and Dube, 1994).

Based on previous findings, it is a moot point otthe level of brand equity might
interact with the level of country’s development itdluence consumers’ product

evaluation. It also leads one to consider whetherinteraction of an unfavorable
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COO with a strong brand might dilute or overcome dffect of COO in evaluating

less complex products like fashion clothing. It Wbwalso be useful to consider
whether the effect could vary across the level midpct purchase involvement, as
suggested by some researchers (Liefeld 1993; Alr@ddstous 2001, 2004). Hence,

the following hypothesis is formulated for testing:

H4: High equity brand can overcome the effectsetdtively low COO image on Thai

consumers’ clothing product evaluation.

The Interaction Effects between COO and Purchasedtvement

Up to this point, it has been illustrated that éhare potential contradictions between
results of studying the effect of COO and Brandpooduct evaluation and purchase
intention. Past studies identify that consumerstegtions of COO are impacted by
the level of involvement in making purchase decisiand the level of involvement
evoked by the category of the product (Liefeld 19®8med & d’Astous 2001, 2004).
Previous study regarding the effect of COO on pebdavaluation for low
involvement products such as food indicates thatréfationship is generally weak.
The evidence derived from that past study in faggests that consumers display less
concern for product cues such as COO when makimghpse decisions for low
involvement products like food. The crucial elemieete appears to be whether or not,
when consumers are making a decision, they aréndeaith high or low consumer
involvement in purchasing of the products. The emk from the study by Ahmed et
al. (2004) shows that consumers consider food mtsdas low involvement products.
Based on consumers’ unit outlay and extended sestwity prior to buying, they
are unlikely to pay great attention to the detailsproducts of low involvement.

Instead, consumers tend to purchase products wihéghare familiar with.

On the other hand, there is evidence in the litieeaindicating that COO has a strong
influence on consumer evaluations of product guddit high involvement products
such as automobiles and household electronic pted@dimed & d’Astous 1993;
Liefeld 1993; Li & Wyer 1994; Nebenzahl & Jaffe B9Piron 2000). Presumably
because of this concern, there is some evidentieeiautomobile industry that COO

is generally concealed so as to protect loss ekq@lebenzahl & Jaffe 1996).
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Nevertheless, these issues are far from being vwesadlefinitively. There is still

considerable discussion regarding the impact ofirtkeraction effects of COO and
product purchase involvement on product evaluafidms is likely to vary across the

level of purchase involvement evoked by producegaties. It seems to be that the
level of purchase involvement moderates the e OO on consumers’ product
evaluation. Hence, this leads to the question aftivdr the outcome of high and/or
low consumer involvement in their apparel buyingtpcols would occur in the same
way and to the same extent as it does for othetyatocategories, as revealed from

past research. The following hypothesis is formaddbr testing:

H5: The levels of purchase involvement moderatearthie effects of COO on product
evaluation of apparel products.

The Interaction Effects between Brand and Produat@hase Involvement

The study of Ahmed et al. (2004) in low involvemémbd products set out to test the
hypothesis “H: A renowned brand name for a low involvement pidull dilute the
impact of a negative COO”. Ahmed et al. (2004) |sgghat this hypothesis can only
be partially supported. The study indicated tha tbw involvement “status” of
products in consumers’ purchase decisions were inbmimportance in decision-
making. As a consequence, consumers did not pdy dtigntion to the COO cue
associated with the aspect of low involvement.dadi consumers make their product
choices by paying attention to particular brands they are familiar with. In addition,
the above hypothesis raises the question of whétlkanteraction effects between the
level of brand equity and the level of purchaseoimement influence consumers’
product evaluation for fashion-clothing productsalso raises the question of how
this interaction effect impacts on consumers’ extsun of apparel products that are

made across countries that have differences in lgne2l of economic development.

The current study postulates that there would beraction effects between the level
of brand equity and the level of product purchas@lvement and that effects would
in turn influence consumers’ evaluation of apparedducts. Thus, the hypothesis
formulated to be tested is as follows:
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H6: The level of brand equity interacts with thedkof purchase involvement and in

turn their effects influence Thai consumers’ evaaraof clothing products.

The Interaction Effects between COO, Brand and Pumd Purchase Involvement

As noted earlier, the effects of COO on productleatton moderated by product
category or brand name are varied. Consumers ragg@ss the product in a positive
way even though that product is made in a couritay is perceived as having less
credibility with regard to acceptable product étiites. This could be the case in two
possible situations. Firstly, it could occur if smmers perceived that the product
belongs to a strong brand (e.g. Eroglu and Machl®i88; Cordell, 1993; Leclerc,

Schmitt and Dube, 1994). Secondly, it could occheng there is a low consumer
involvement in purchasing that product (e.g. Ahnatdal., 2004). Therefore, it is

reasonable to expect an interaction between a osirtevelopment, brand equity,

and product purchase involvement on product evialuatf apparel products. The
interaction effects between these three factorddcoanceivably suggest that the
strength of one factor overcome the weakness oérothctors. The following

hypothesis is therefore being consideretNadl Hypothesis” for testing this surmise:

H7: There is no interaction effect between a coglatdevelopment, brand equity, and
consumer’s product purchase involvement on conssnm@raluation of apparel

products.

3.3 Summary

This chapter identifies the proposed theoreticakgeound of the study and details
the dependent and independent constructs involvatd conceptual framework of
the study. The expected relationships among thahlas of interest, which comprise
of the three independent variables, namebyntry’s development, brand equity and
product purchase involvemeand the two dependent variables, nampBitceived
quality of product and product purchase intenteme described. The hypotheses have
been formulated based on the three independerdbkesi and their expected effects
on the dependent variables. The findings that eenfrgn this study are expected to
support the conceptual model and provide answellsetoesearch questions. The next
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chapter will outline the research methodology of #tudy and explain how the

research will be conducted.

-44 -



Chapter 4
Research Methodology

4.0 Introduction

The proposed study will be conducted in the capitigl of Thailand, Bangkok. The
analysis is based on a consumer survey. Most pastirch associated with the impact
of COO on consumers’ evaluative reactions to ga@dbintention to purchase, have
employed the survey method (e.g. Wall, Liefeld ahekslop, 1991; Tse and Gorn,
1993; Kaynak, Kucukemiroglu and Hyder, 2000; Petotand Rosenthal, 2001;
Yagei, 2001; Hui and Zhou, 2003; Ahmed, et al.,£208med and d’Astous, 2004;
Lin and Chen, 2006; Pappu, Quester and Cookseyg;2PBau and Suntornnond,
2006; Josiassen, Lukas and Whitwell, 2008). Dubédact that most survey research
is descriptive in nature, the survey method is nusstally related with quantitative
findings (Zikmund 2003). Zikmund (2003) suggestatthn advantage of using the
survey method is that it could help to provide pidaand inexpensive data collection
process, generally efficient procedures, and amrate means of evaluating data
about a population. This research study uses aegumethod for collecting data
encouraged by the fact that past studies in CO®@arek that have also employed
surveymethod as discussed above (summary of data gohestethods is indicated
in Table 2.3, p. 31). In addition, data analysshteques used for the main study of
this research employddultivariate Analysis of VariancMANOVA) and Analysis

of Variance (ANOVA). These data analysis methods appear toobgpatible with the
conceptual framework for this study and are linéhwnethods of analysis used in

previous COO studies.

Table 4.1 presents a summary of the choice of relseaethodologies that were used
in COO studies in the past. The evidence from itkeature indicates that most COO
studies that were associated with COO and brans, el therefore relevant to this
study, employedANOVA analysis. Further explanation with regard to stiisjedata

collection and data analysis methods are presentexlibsequent sections of this

chapter.
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Table 4.1 Summary of the Choice of Research Methobtigies in COO Studies

Year Authors Cues Examination Subjects Sample Sinz Dat@ollection Data Analysis
1993 Tse and Gorn COO and Brand Studernjts 153 vepur MANOVA
1996 Nebenzahl and Jaffe COO and Brand Studepts 5 30 Experiment ANOVA
1996 Zhang COO Non-Students 300 Survey MANOVA
1997 Schaefer COO and Brand Non-Students 320 vegur Correlation Analysis
2001 Pecotich and Rosenthal COO, Brand, Quaiity a Students 87 Survey MANOVA
Ethnocentrisr
2003 Hui and Zhou COO and Brand Students 192 efxent MANOVA and ANOVA
2004 Ahmed and d'Astous COO and Other Informatid Non-Students 209 Survey Conjoint Analysis
Cues (COD, COA, Store tyj
Price and Product Satisfact
Assurance
2004 Ahmed et al. COO, Brand and Price Studerds a 236 Survey ANOVA and Conjoint
Non-Student Analysis
2004 Wang, Siu and Hui COO, Brand and Consumgrs'on-Studentg 431 Survey MANOVA and Canoni
Decision-Making Style Discriminant Analysi
2006 Pappu, Quester and Cooksgy COO and BrantyEqu Non-Students 672 Survey MANOVA
2008 Josiassen, Lukas and Whitwell COO, Prodaotikarity and | Non-Students 388 Survey HierarchRRagression
Product Involvemel Analysis

cal
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This chapter will open by proposing the researdigieof the study in Section 4.1. A
more detailed explanation of the relevant variakilgsoduced in the theoretical
framework as well as the measurement of thoselasawill be addressed in Section
4.2. Sections 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5 provide the justifon for product category selection,
brand selection, and country selection, respegtival Section 4.6, the reliability and
validity of the study will be addressed. In additiothis section includes an
explanation of how the researcher attempts to asad¢he reliability and validity of
the present study, in order to ensure that theareBenstruments are appropriately
used for implementation in the research field. i8act.7 introduces and outlines the
subjects and data collection. This section willniify and describe the procedure of
the two stages of the data collection, which cdansisan exploratory / pilot survey
and a field survey. The questionnaire design fdh Isoirveys is described in Section
4.8. Section 4.9 will serve to clarify the datagessing and data analysis techniques
as well as the risk concern. The final section @4.Will summarize the research

methodology.

4.1 Research Design

An experiment using factorial design will be conhacto test the hypotheses. The
use of factorial design in experiments has beedestiin several COO studies. This
design is conducted to measure the effects of tmmare independent variables at
various level of concern and allows for interacsidsetween variables, including all
possible combinations of the level of the variabthat are under investigation
(Bordens & Abbott 2002; Malhotra et al. 2002; Mamtgery 2005).

Brand equity information (using a Thai fashion lehpand the country’s development
(using COO as a proxy) will be specified as indelgern variables. These variables
will be examined in terms of the impact, togethé@hwheir interaction effects, on the
dependent variables, namely, product evaluation pmdthase intentions across
different level of brand equitySuits and T-shirts are being considered for
investigation becaus8uits commonly involve High involvement while T-shirts

involve relatively Low involvemenitin purchase decisions.
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A 2 x 2 x 3 factorial desigrnwill be employed to analyze the dafawo levels of
purchase involvemen{High involvement apparel product represented bigsSand
Low involvement apparel product represented by ifthtwo levels of brand equity
(High and Low equity, represented by two Thai fashbrands, will be selected from
among eight Thai fashion brands by a group of Tbhasumers from a pilot-test), and
three countries with different level of developmemamely Japan, Malaysia and
Vietnam, from where the products originate (COOl) he examined against each of
the equity level for each brand. This experimenll wonsider 12 scenarios, each
representing the cumulative effect of the intemactbetween purchase involvement,
brand equity and the development status of thetcptnom where the item originate
(COO) as shown in Figure 4.1 and Table 4.2. Eachhete scenarios will be
specifically examined.

—»| Made in Japan|

—>{High Equity Brang——>| Made in Malaydia

—»{ Made in Vietnan

High Purchasg Involvement |
(Suit)

—| Made in Japan|

| Low Equity Brang——>| Made in Malaydia

L—{ Made in Vietnan

—» Made in Japan|

—»|High Equity Bran——{ Made in Malaydia

—{ Made in Vietnan

Low Purchasg Involvement |
(T-shirt)

—| Made in Japan|

—|Low Equity Brand——>{ Made in Malaydia

—| Made in Vietnan

Figure 4.1 Factorial Design for the Study
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The above figure is illustrated in the followindple:

Table 4.2 Scenarios of Research Design

Treatment | Level of Purchase Involvement Level of Bran  d Equity Country's Development
Scenario 1 High High Equity Japan
Scenario 2 High High Equity Malaysia
Scenario 3 High High Equity Vietnam
Scenario 4 High Low Equity Japan
Scenario 5 High Low Equity Malaysia
Scenario 6 High Low Equity Vietnam
Scenario 7 Low High Equity Japan
Scenario 8 Low High Equity Malaysia
Scenario 9 Low High Equity Vietnam
Scenario 10 Low Low Equity Japan
Scenario 11 Low Low Equity Malaysia
Scenario 12 Low Low Equity Vietnam

The study will use pictures of real fashion appa®lprops with descriptions of the
apparel $uits and T-shirts) taken from retailers’ catalogues, in order toande the
external validity — “The ability of an experimemt generalize beyond the experiment
data to other subjects or groups in the populatinder study (Zikmund 2003, p.
287)". It is expected that the high resolution calbthe images evoke more credible
responses to the survey. The COO information (nmadapan, Malaysia and Vietnam)

will be embedded in the list of product attributEsich respondent will be randomly

assigned to one of 12 experimental conditions.

4.2 Variables and Measurements

4.2.1Independent Variables

To ensure that all of the independent variablespaoperly selected and act as a
surrogate for the country’s development, brand tgquand purchase involvement
credibility, a manipulation check for these indegent variables will be employed in

a pilot study. The criterion items and scales, whiall be adopted from existing

COO studies for measuring these three independeiatbles, are as follows:
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Country’s Development

Three Asian countries will be measured for thereleof development based on three
criteria items, namely, the perception of stageeobnomic level, perception of
country image, and perception of quality of mantfang. The measurements are
based onthree seven-point semantic differential items. These: agtremely
underdeveloped / extremely highly developed; veriauworable / very favorable; and
low quality / high quality respectivelyThe stage of economic level aspect was
developed from the criteria of country classifioatiFTSE 2008) and the dimension
for measuring country image or COO effects from shedies of Han and Terpstra
(1988) and Lin and Chen(2006). The studies of C{i#93), Insch and McBride
(1998; 2004), Lin and Chen(2006), and Roth and Roifi®92) also suggest the
country image and quality of manufacturing as aatéor measuring the COO effects.
The reliability test for these set of criteria itemill be employed to ensure that these
measures are reliable and that each criteria itemidvconsistently capture a specific
construct (Malhotra et al. 2002).

Brand Equity

Eight Thai fashion brands were nominated in a pdttdy to identify two Thai
fashion brands that specifically represent a highh l@w equity brand, respectively.
All brands share the same brand origin (Thailand)differ significantly in terms of
their reputation, popularity, and quality. Data evgathered using a seven-point scale
for reputationranging from “1 = not reputable at all” to “7 =ryereputable”, for
popularity ranging from “1 = not popular at all” to “7 = vepppular”, and foiquality
ranging from “1 = very low quality” to “7 = very gh quality”. All of these three
criteria, thus, reputation, popularity, and qualdéye considered to be primary
determinants of brand equity (Aaker 1991; Hui & A903; Kim & Chung 1997).

Level of Purchase Involvement

The purchase involvement for the high and low imeatent products (Suits and T-
shirts) were measured by three criteria items, mgmmonetary risk, social
acceptance and extensive information search poionaking a decision through the
use of threeseven-point semantic differential, i.e. lawit outlay/ high unit outlay,

low prestige/ highprestigeand lowsearch activity highsearch activityrespectively.
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These measures were developed from the characteradt involvement purchase
behaviors and the study of O’Cass (2004).

4.2.2Dependent Variables

Perceived Quality of Product

The perceived quality of the product was measunetgrms of the perception of the
capabilities (Ahmed & d’Astous 2004; Ashill & Sintz®04; Insch & McBride 2004)

assessed by the particular country, namely:

(1) Design (using a seven-point semantic diffeedntem: not attractive /
attractive)

(2) Workmanship (using a seven-point semantic cifigal item: not well
trained workforce / well trained workforce)

(3) High Quality (using a seven-point semanticetéhtial item: not at all /
completely)

(4) Reliability (using a seven-point semantic digfietial item: not reliable /

reliable)

The reliability test was employed in order to eestivat the above each criteria item

would consistently capture a specific construct le@@ppropriate for implementation.

Purchase Intention of Product

This dependent variable represents the likelihdwd & particular product will be
purchased by a respondent. Respondents were askateteach of the products in
terms of likelihood of purchase on a seven-poirdlesadanging from “1 = very

unlikely to purchase” to “7 = very likely to purcset.

4.3 Product Category Selection

As mentioned earlier, most studies of COO effecdsehconcentrated on high
involvement products while only a few studies haweestigated low involvement

products. Some products like clothing lend themeslto purchase after high
involvement or low involvement. Though, appareldurcts are not perceived to be a

complex product. They could be either a high ineohent or a low involvement
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product because purchase of apparel carries a tdvekarch activity (extensive
information search or lesser search) prior to mglarpurchased decision (Schiffman
et al. 2005), and high or low risk concern depegdipon consumers’ attitudes, price
at point-of-purchase or retail outlet, hedonistue (Li & Wyerl1994), and its value
as a symbol of social identity (O’Cass & Lim 200R)apparel products are associated
with high-risk purchase situations, they could eea high involvement product. In
contrast, if apparel products are associated vatrrisk purchase situations, they
could become a low involvement product. For examplets and T-shirts can be
classified as high involvement products and lowolagment products, respectively
because suits represent high involvement arisingobtheir high monetary risk and
social acceptance. Consequently, consumers engagenore detailed search before
making a decision to purchase a suit. T-shirtshenother hand carry the likelihood of
a less thorough search and there is a lower mgnetk compared with suits. It is
reasonable to say that T-shirts represent low wrerakent products. Additionally, T-
shirts are technologically simple goods of dailg Wit they are perceived to vary in
terms of the level of fashion orientation (Ahmedai&stous 2004).

Fashion clothing are perceived as the productsateiparticularly conspicuous and
status revealing (Schiffman & Kanuk 1994; Wang, &iuHui 2004). This study
selects branded products of clothing becdwaaded productare more salient within

image-based producthan functional products (O’Cass & Lim 2002).

4.4 Brand Selection

Recently, there have been a number of empiricairigs associated with COO
studies that have employed known brands rather fictitious brands, in order to
enhance the external validity of the study (Hui Boz 2003)

It is to be noted that there does not appear ta lgobal brand that could be
considered a low equity brand by Thai consumergnesdotally evident from Thai
consumer preferences of fashion products like ctsmeclothes, and sports shoes.
Thai consumers perceive global brands, especidiybthnds of these product types,
to be premium branded products with assigned hrgie pThis, in turn, leads to the

high level of brand equity embedded into those i@alegr products. In order to
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overcome this implicit bias towards Western bratluis, study nominated Thai brands

from which two brands with relatively differing bvd equities can be identified.

The eight Thai fashion brands that were nominataedtrhave both suits and T-shirts
with styles available for both menswear and womeswThe study intends to use
unisex brand because it is convenient for the stadyrovide the questionnaires and
avoid any confusions. The eight brands that welectsd also had to be well-known
to consumers in Thailand. Brands from the leadimpagel brand companies
suggested by The Japan External Trade Organizgfl&fRO) Bangkok which
comprised of“Greyhound”, “Xact”, and “Blue Corner” (JETRO 2000) were
included on the nominated lish addition, local brand names which received good
reviews according to the Thai fashion market (T2Z0®6), namely, Kai Boutique”,
“Jim Thompson”, “Jaspal”, “AllZ”, and “Chaps” were selected for inclusion on the

list.

A list of eight unisex brands of Thai apparel wgitt tested among a student
population to extract two Thai brands that coulctlssified as low equity brand and
high equity brand respectively. These two brand®welected so as to control for the
same brand origin: Thailand. Both brands were veglbgnized and perceived as Thai
brands by Thai consumers. However, they differgdicantly in terms of reputation,

popularity and quality.

4.5 Country Selection

Most past studies involved with COO have been cotadlin developed countries in
North America and Western Europe (Kaynak, Kucukegiir & Hyder 2000). Little
has been done in developing countries. It alsoagpeat there is little understanding
about the preference for products from developedn@mies and from among
consumers of Southeast-Asia, and South-Asia (O’@a&sm 2002). It is true that
many recent and current manufacturers have soogtttitt their production to other
countries in order to reduce their production coBveloping countries, especially
many countries in Asia, seem to be the targetsisf gtrategic move, undoubtedly
influenced by the lower production costs (e.g. lowage rate, lower raw material
costs, and lower transportation costs). Asia i€gieed as a growth market in terms
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of the size of the market and purchasing power.cdeanderstanding the perceptions,
behavior and attitudes of Asian consumers wouldftgreat interest for marketers to
perceive how these consumers react to products frarious sourcing countries

(Kaynak, Kucukemiroglu & Hyder 2000).

Thailand was selected because it is one of the rapgtly developing countries in the
region (Chalmers 1997). Thailand’s investment bommee 1980 and it is more
likely to be a future market and source for valddigon for Australian firms (Julian
and O'Cass 2002). Moreover, after the economicisciis 1997, Thailand has
increasingly emerged as a potential candidate fadtimationals’ international
expansion (Pananond 2007) and welcomes foreigrsiment. Thailand was one of
East Asian countries’ best economic performers0@22 Thailand covers an area of
198,115 square miles (CIA 2007) and is situatethen centre of continental South
East Asia. Increased consumption and investmenmdspg together with a strong
increase in exports pushed the GDP (real) growtthpar capita up to 3.60% in 2008
(CIA 2008). In 2008, the Thai population was appmately 65 million. The GDP per
capita (Purchasing power parity - PPP) is approteiye8500 (CIA 2008).

According to Hofstede (1991), cultural value dimens of Thai consumers appear to
be perceptibly different from Western consumersr kKstance, differences are
apparent in the areas of individualism/collectivisomcertainty avoidance; and
Confucian ethics (Wongtada, Leelakuthanit & Singika 1994). These cultural

differences induce Thai consumers to become mamrdbloyal, and more likely to

blamesituationsfor productfailure (Mattila & Patterson 2004).

The reason for the three Asian countries, namgdardaMalaysia and Vietnam being
considered for this perception study of COO wasnprily because their stages of
development are widely different. FTSE Group (200@)sifies countries into three
categories, comprisin@peveloped Advanced Emergingand Secondary Emerging
Japan is classified as a developed country with @&fRcapita: $34,200 (CIA 2008).
Malaysia with GDP per capita of $15,300 (CIA 20@8d Thailand are included in
the level of secondary emerging countries. Vietnaith GDP per capita of $2800
(CIA 2008) is excluded from these three categaaisd is perceived as being at a less

developed level than Thailandhe level of development of these three Asian
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countries can also be seen from the widely diftpi@DP per capita (PPP) of each
country. The GDP per capita (PPP) is used as arionit to designate COO with

different level of country’s development using ftris study’s investigation as

mentioned earlier in Section 3.1. On the other hdwedGDP (real) growth rate per
capita of Malaysia was up to 5.10% in 2008 whichkimilar to Thailand’s GDP (real)

growth rate per capita at 3.60% (CIA 2008). Thigdgt excluded Thailand as a
representative country where the product is madeause the research design
designated Thailand as the countrydontrolling the brand origin of the products.

O’Cass and Lim (2002) believe that there are difiees in the way consumers from
different regions of the world perceive productsl dmands from different parts of
Asia. Western consumers perceive products madeveloped countries as superior
to products made in undeveloped and developingtdesi{Ahmed et al. 2004; Jaffe
& Martinez 1995; Kaynak, Kucukemiroglu & Hyder 2000’'Cass & Lim 2002;
Okechuku 1994). According to these authors, Westensumers make no distinction
in the qualities of products made by developingntoes such as Thailand and
countries that share borders with Thailand like afala and Vietnam. However,
consumers “within” these countries (say in Thailapeérceive products manufactured
in each of these bordering countries as superioinferior depending upon their
natural cultural prejudice, superiority / inferiggricaused by centuries of shifting level
of trust, and migration between neighboring coestrilt is to be noted that
differences in the markets of these three Asiamutas exist willy-nilly due to the
factors of culture, history, geography, and pdtisystems. It is expected that the
outcomes derived from this study would differ frgrast studies that investigated

perceptions of products from developed countriethefWest.

4.6 Reliability and Validity

To enhance the level of internal validity, thisdstiselected the brands which share
the same national origin for controlling the impatbrand origin. This was intended

to avoid confusion and increase confidence in dsalts.

As already mentioned, analysis in this study ieHasn the known brands instead of
fictitious brands, in order to establish the exéémalidity of this COO study. To
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increase the external validity, a picture of a neadduct and its descriptions were
taken from a retailer's catalogue or magazine. Samples for field survey were
general consumerselected around the shopping centers. This will fingher
discussed in the next section. Usoneral consumeras a sample was designed to
ensure that the results could be generalized 40 espresent the broad population,

thus enhancing the external validity of the study.

The study includes an examination of the quality tbé research instrument
(questionnaire) in order to increase reliabilitypeSifically, the measures are
considered reliable when those measures yield stemsiresults. The objective here is
to strengthen reliability through the use of a f@&t-and pilot study. TH&ronbach’s
alpha” was employed as the tool for establishing the ttoasvalidity, which is the
capability of a measure to stipulate the consistesic empirical evidence with a
theory based on the concepts (Zikmund 2003). Thanlé&rch’s alpha helps as a
criterion in testing the quality of the tool (Cori 1993; Lyman 1993).

4.7 Subjects and Data Collection
The investigation comprised of two separate stagasjely, an exploratory survey

and a field survey respectively.

Exploratory Survey

In the first stage, an exploratory survey (100 yrQuestionnaires) was conducted to
ratify three independent variables, namely, peroapof Country’s Development,
Product Purchase InvolvemeamidBrand Equityin terms of being high or low.

Zikmund (2003) indicates that the best samplingdattesign in which exploratory

research is first conducted and then an additishaly is subsequently conducted
with a probability sampling, is convenience sanglierlegh and Steenkamp (1999)
suggest that there are no different effects in gustudents as samples in order to
generalize to consumer samples in COO studies., Ehaenvenience sample of 100
students studying in the American University Alumimanguage Center (AUA),

Bangkok, Thailand was recruited to participate hie first stage, the exploratory

survey. The study chose AUA students because AUANen-profit private language
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institute which provides learning instruction tasex individuals of any age and any
occupation. It is, therefore, reasonable to beltbae AUA students appear to can be a
representative of general consumers and can berdexjaas appropriate for
generalizing urban population in Bangkok.

Zikmund (2003) advises that there are a numberasf/-#o-use existing tables that
have been compiled to support researchers in tlcaladon of sample size. The Taro
Yamane Tablgsee Appendix Ivas used to confirm a reliable sample size of 100
respondents for the exploratory research. This efzeample was derived from the
table of Taro Yamane. The information in the tabldvises that the appropriate
number of sample at 90% confidence level with 1086rdor generalizing an infinite
population should be 100 respondents. For abundantion, self-administered
questionnaires were distributed to 120 participaated equal or over 18 years in
order to account for errors from target subject80(tespondents) during the data

collection procedure.

Field Survey

In the next stage of data collection, a field survey was catell across a sample of
480 consumers around the shopping centre areangkBk, Thailand. As discussed
earlier with regard to the research design of thdys a2 x 2 x 3 factorial desigrwas
employed to analyze the data of the research sty study was based owo levels

of product purchase involvemenivhich were High involvement apparel product
represented by Suisnd Low involvement apparel product represented by iftsh
There were alstwo levels of brand equitynamely High and Low equity, represented
by two Thai fashion brands. These were selectemh famnong eight Thai fashion
brands by a group of Thai consumers from the eapboy survey. Finally, there were
three levels of a country’s developmempresented by Japan, Malaysia and Vietnam.
All of the data were examined against each of thetg level for each brand.

The field survey intended to employ a probabilitgmpling. This study was
consequent to selecting two brands of bipolar gdaitel from the exploratory survey
in the first stage. The use pfobability sampling— a sample technique in which
nonzero probability of choice (Zikmund 2003) — isrqgeived as more reliable than

nonprobability sampling (Neal, Quester & Hawkin®©2)) The field survey employed
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probability sampling, specificallysystematic samplingvhich involves a situation
where the researcher employs natural orderingeguence of sampling frames and a
starting point is chosen by an arbitrary randoncteduore. To illustrate, the procedure
starts the investigation by choosing a simple ramdgample (Anderson, Sweeney &
Williams 1999). Following this, the researcher thehooses participants at a
preselected interval (Zikmund 2003). Anderson, Swgeand Williams (1999)
suggest that a systematic sampling is normally rmeduto have the properties of
simple random sampling. The other reasons for aghgdle systematic sampling were
that it was easy to check, simple to draw sampiebkely to have larger errors than

those in simple random sample, and is of modere c

For the field survey, a sample size of 400 respotsde/as selected, based on Taro
Yamane Tablésee Appendix )This size of sample was selected to get resutts 5
percentage points of error, at 95 percent confiddeeel and infinity ) size of
population (Lyman 1993). The evidence from previstiglies indicates that the size
of the samples in COO studies that are deemed todamingful are those that have a
sample size of more than 260 respondents (Petefsdolibert 1995). The final
sample size used in this study is 480 respondientsder to ensure the validity of the

study.

The survey was conducted on public property arotmed shopping centre area in
Bangkok. Every B person who passed by in the shopping centre amsaequested to

answer the questionnaire. This process ensured tat respondents chosen
represented general consumers and adequatelyeaf@dthe population at large.

Each respondent was randomly assigned to one ekf@rimental conditions. It was
expected that the 480 respondents would be equidilided among the 12
combinations of country’s development, purchaseolvement and level of brand
equity. As a consequence, 40 participants werengea for each of the twelve
scenarios. In addition, self-administered questin@s were distributed to 660 adult
participants in order to account for errors frora thrgeted subjects (480 respondents)
during the data collection procedure.
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4.8 Questionnaire Design
The research design for this study involved thegrdtion of two stages, namely,
exploratory survey and field survey. Separate duasaires were designed for each

of these two surveys.

First Stage: Exploratory Survey

The objective of conducting the survey at this stags to ratify the two independent
variables, namely, country’s development and pwsehavolvement. The survey also
attempted to explore another independent varidii@nd equity, with regard to
whether it was high or low. Results were also otgdifrom a manipulation check.
This was achieved by ratifying the country’s depeh@nt variable in order to confirm
that the study had appropriately classified thelle¥ development of Japan, Malaysia
and Vietnam. In addition, the results derived fra@tfying the purchase involvement
variable served to determine whether the study d@afopriately selected the sub-
product category of apparel (Suits or T-shirtsyespnting high or low involvement
products. Finally, the survey identified two Thashion clothing brands representing
the two levels of brand equity (high and low) fréine eight nominated Thai fashion
clothing brands. All of the above results with nefje the three independent variables,
country’s development, purchase involvement, arahdrequity were derived from
the exploratory survey, and thus, served as this basthe field survey. Therefore,
the questionnaire design reflected the objectiegsired of the survey at this stage.

The questionnaire for the exploratory survey wasigied as a self-administered
guestionnaire and consisted of three sections. ddtails of each section are as

follows:

Section A: Consumers’ Perceptions of BrandBhis section had one question item
designed to explore the perceptions of Thai conssimegarding the level of brand
equity of each of the eight Thai fashion clothingras. This was based on the
following brand equity determinanteeputation popularity andquality. These three
criteria had been drawn from past studies (Aak&1i®Hui & Zhou 2003; Kim &
Chung 1997). The eight nominated Thai fashion ahgttbrands were assigned the
sequence of the brand names that participantsmdspdo as follows:
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Brand 1: Kai Boutique
Brand 2: Jim Thompson,
Brand 3: Xact

Brand 4: Blue Corner
Brand 5: Greyhound
Brand 6: Jaspal

Brand 7: AllZ

Brand 8:Chaps

The respondents were askdtlease indicate your perception of the level oahd

equity for each of these Thai fashion brands, basedhe following brand equity
determinants: reputation, popularity and qualityRarticipants were required to
evaluate the three criteria for measuring the lesklbrand equity (reputation,

popularity and quality). They did this with refepento a semantic differential scale.

In question 1, the design of the questionnairtRiating Scale”. A rating scaleis a
measurement task that requires participants to uatal the magnitude of a
characteristic or quality. To do this, participairislicate where an object belongs
along a continuum which has been provided to theiggaants. This provides a
quantitative score and enables the evaluationektrength of the individual attitude.
Rating scales have become the most common meameaduring attitudes within
marketing research (Zikmund 2003). Thus, the measent of attitudes in the three
above criteria was achieved through the use ofs#mantic differential technigue
which is a measure of attitudes that was comprgexdseries of 7-point rating scales
that employ bipolar adjectives to anchor the stgrand terminal of each scale. The
other reasons for selecting the semantic diffeaériichnique were that they were

easy to construct and norms existed for compaii@ixmund 2003).

The measurement of the total brand equity of eaemdowas measured from an
overall brand equity. This emerged by integratifg tscores of each criteria
(reputation, popularity and quality) within the sgiEe construct. Previous studies
suggest that testing the reliability of all of tbeteria which would be integrated to
produce the overall characteristic or quality, wasential to perform (Malhotra et al.

2002). Employing the reliability test would ensutkat under circumstantial
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investigation, each criteria would consistently toa@ a specific construct (Malhotra
et al. 2002).

Section B: Consumers’ Perceptions of Purchase Inv@inent Question 2, is
presented in this section. This question exploredgerceptions of Thai consumers
regarding the level of purchase involvement for head the two sub-product
categories of the apparel products (Suits and fs3hiThe items which served to
determine purchase involvement included monetask, rsocial acceptance and
extensive information search prior to making a siea. These three criteria were

drawn from secondary data.

With regard to question 2, the respondents wereeda$Rlease indicate your

perception of each of the following product invohent attributes when buying a suit
and a T-shirt: monetary risk, social acceptance amtent of information searched.”
After that, the participants’ attitudes were ekdt This was achieved by requiring
them to evaluate the three criteria of measurirgylével of purchase involvement
(monetary risk, social acceptance and extensiva@rmdtion search prior to making a
decision). To do this, they indicated their opiniom a seven-point semantic

differential scale for suits and T-shirts respesdiv

The measurement of the total purchase involvemieased on each sub-product
category (suits and T-shirts) was measured. Thieradlv level of involvement
emerged by integrating the scores of each crif@n@netary risk, social acceptance
and extensive information search prior to makinglezision) within the specific
construct. Testing the reliability of all of thateria was carried out, in order to ensure
that each criteria is consistently captured a $jgeconstruct (Malhotra et al. 2002)
and was appropriate to measure the level of puecim®lvement.

Section C: Consumers’ Perceptions of Country-of-@in. Four questions, which
consist of question 3, question 4, question 5, qnestion 6, are outlined in this
section. The question item 3 explored Thai consamaerceptions of the level of
development of each of the three Countries-of-@r{dapan, Malaysia and Vietnam).

This was achieved through relying on the followiriferia: perception of stage of
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economic level, perception of country image, andcegtion of quality of

manufacturing / component. These three criteri:zwieveloped from past studies.

In regards to question 3, the respondents weraeddBkease evaluate your perception
of each of the three countries in accordance with following attributes”.Both the
previously mentioned attributes and the countriesewthen listed. The participants
were required to evaluate the three criteria, ngpErception of stage of economic
level, perception of country image, and perceptodnquality of manufacturing /

component, by indicating their opinion on a sevempsemantic differential scale.

The measurement of the total country’s developrf@meéach COO (Japan, Malaysia
and Vietnam) was then measured. This overall I@fetlevelopment emerged by
integrating the scores of each criterion (percepttd stage of economic level,
perception of country image, and perception of ipuafF manufacturing / component)
for this specific construct. The reliability tesir fall of the criteria was carried out to
assure that each criteria consistently capturegegific construct (Malhotra et al.
2002). The results from running the reliability tteshabled the researcher to be

confident that the level of development had begr@wiately determined.

The objective of formulating question 4, questignaBd question 6 was to provide
supplementary evidence to support question itemethvith regards to the level of
development ratification. Question 4, question &d aquestion 6 explored the
perceptions of Thai consumers regarding the econaevelopment level of each of
the three Countries-of-Manufacture (Japan, Malagsid Vietnam) when compared
with Thailand. In the first question, the resporidamere asketPlease indicate how
the economic development level of Japan comparbsiailand”. In question 5 the
respondents were askéBlease indicate how the economic development leel
Malaysia compares with ThailandFinally, in question 6 the respondents were asked
“Please indicate how the economic development lefeVietham compares with
Thailand”. Following this, the participants were required ealuate the level of
economic development by indicating their opiniorotlgh choosing one of the three
alternative determinant-choices which compriseighér, similar and lesser.
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In summary, the results from the exploratory surie§Section A” were utilized in
order to obtain a set of two Thai fashion clothimgnds. These two brands could then
be used as surrogates for high / low equity brandthe subsequent study (field
survey). In addition, the results that derived fri#ection B” and“Section C” were
expected to ratify the two independent variablesdjpase involvement and country’s
development) that were linked to the conceptuaméaork. As such, it was
determined that appropriate designations were s%uitepresenting as high
involvement apparel products, and “T-shirts” reprégig low involvement apparel
products. In addition, the study also served tofioon“Japan” as the most highly
developed country in comparison with Thailand, “BMaia” as developed to a similar
level as Thailand, and “Vietnam” as less develojpecbmparison with Thailandhll

of the mentioned results Bection AB, andC of the exploratory data questionnaire

were used as the basis for the next stage of Heareh.

Second Stage: Field Survey

The main investigation of the study comprised tb#ection of primary data. The
theoretical framework of the research providedghsibf the extrinsic cues, namely,
COQO, brand and involvement. This aim was to expWinether these three extrinsic
cues would impact consumers’ product evaluatiorambarel products. The results
derived from investigations in this stage were ekge to confirm the hypotheses that
were formulated for testing in this study. The syrinstrument needed to be easy and
convenient for coding the factual data, as wellf@semploying the data in the
analysis and testing of the hypotheses of the study

A field survey questionnaire was designed to ansaeh of the twelve experimental
conditions. It was felt that twelve versions of theestionnaire (for each experimental
situation) were required in order to elicit andaige greater respondents’ cooperation.
Each respondent was to be presented with one $gemmara self-administered
questionnaire. Each of the questionnaires consistetiree parts. A picture of the
product was attached to the questionnaire, to erntilel participants to examine three
salient features, namely, tab-product category of appar@uits / T-shirts)pbrand
name (high equity / low equity), an€OO (Japan / Malaysia / Vietham). Different
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pictures and a different mix of the three prodeettéires in each of questionnaire were

indicated the twelve scenarios of the study.

Part I: Consumers’ Perceptions of Country Capabiéis. Question one explores the
Thai consumers favorable or unfavorable perceptminthe countries used in this
COO study. Consumers’ perceptions were based orcabetry’s capabilities to
produce fashion clothing products. Their perceionere measured on five
dimensions, namely, workmanship, product designrallity, reliability, and

component quality, achieved by indicating their nign throughfive seven-point

semantic differential items. These items were diasls as poor workmanship /
excellent workmanship, inferior product design /pesior product design, low
durability / high durability, not reliable / relitdy poor component quality / excellent

component quality respectively.

The most favorable country overall was a measusedan integrating the scores of
each criteria (workmanship, product design, durgbilreliable, and component
quality) of the specific construct. The reliabilitgst for all of the criteria was
employed to ensure that each criteria item contdisteaptured the specific construct
(Malhotra et al. 2002)

Part 1l: Product Evaluation. Eight questions (question items 2-9) were inctude
this part. Respondents were provided a partic@anario and requested to follow the
survey instructions as followéPlease observe the picture of this suits (or THs)i
and answer questions 2-8. Please circle the nunveich best illustrates your
opinion regarding the suits (or T-shirts)’s featate After observing the picture and
providing the requested information, the resporglewere required to answer
questions 2 to 8. The respondents were then rehtiregive their opinion on the
factors within the standard marketing mix. In otkards, they were asked to offer
opinions with regards to product, price, place anoimotion. This was designed to

identify the impact on consumers’ clothing choideew they purchase clothing.

Question 2 examined the consumers’ perceptionseofjtiality of the product through
the relevant picture of the product that was shaosvthem. Opinions were elicited

based on the criteria of quality of design; quatityworkmanship; quality of product;
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and product reliability. The respondents were asiddase indicate your opinion
regarding the suits (or T-shirts) in the above pret’. The participants were required
to evaluate the four criteria items by indicatihgit opinion through four seven-point
semantic differential items which consisted of gyabf design (not attractive /
attractive), quality of workmanship (poor qualityoskmanship / high quality
workmanship), high quality of product (not at atidmpletely), and product reliability

(not reliable / reliable).

The measurement of the total perceived qualityroflpct was measured based on “an
overall perceived product quality”, in terms of otny capabilities perception. The
measurement of country capabilities comprised of thmensions, namely quality of
design, quality of workmanship, quality of produmhd product reliability. The
aggregate score was arrived at through the combinat the scores of each criteria
item (four dimensions as indicated above) for thectic construct. The reliability
test for all of the criteria items was employed eéosure that each criteria item
consistently captured a specific construct and aip@ropriate criteria had been used

to measure the total perceived quality of product.

Question 3 examined consumers’ evaluation of tlegallvquality of branded products
by asking the respondentslow would you rate the overall quality of the bided
product on the above picture?he participants were required to evaluate thealve
quality of branded product in the picture by indileg their opinion measured on a
five-point Likert scale choosing one of the fivspense alternatives which comprised
of excellent, good, fair, poor, and extremely pobine reason for using this scale is

that it is easy to administer and it is popularrfarasuring attitudes (Zikmund 2003).

Question 4 investigated the likelihood of actualghase of the particular product by
Thai consumers. The respondents were asked tormeégpahe following statement:

“Please indicate how likely you are to purchase #ugts (or T-shirts) in the above
picture, if it is available”. The participants were required to indicate thigelihood

of purchase through a seven-point semantic diftexleitem which was centered on
the purchase intention of the product (very uniiked purchase / very likely to

purchase).
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Question 5, question 6, and question 7 were speciin order to explore the
importance of the three factors, namely, produteégary, place where the product
was produced and brand (with regard to consumetgntion to purchase those
products). The respondents were asked, “How impbttayou is“product category
(or product made in, or bran@} in regards to question 5, question 6, and qoesti
respectively.The participants were required to evaluate the ntiateof the three
independent variable factors (product categorydypecd made in, and brand) by
indicating their opinion through the Likert scatdoosing one of the five response
alternatives, namely, extremely important, very amant, of some importance, of

little importance, and of absolutely no importance.

Question 8 was also designed to explore the extemthich the three factors, viz,
product category, country-of-origin and brand nameee important when consumers
intended to purchase apparels (suits / T-shirts¢ respondents were asked, “Please
provide the appropriate answer that would descsibar opinion regarding the
following three factors, in terms of its impact your purchase decision of suits (or T-
shirts) (“1 = Extremely important”, “2 = Somewhamportant”, “3 = Slightly
important”)”. The participants were required toestlthe number 1, 2 or 3 for each of
the three independent variable factors (produagmaly, COO and brand name) to
indicate the extent of their compromise with eatthe following product descriptors.

Question 9, was designed to broaden the informaggarding consumers’ concerns
when they purchase general clothing. The consuncersterns were directed to the
marketing mix factors mentioned earlier: productcey place, and promotion. With
regard to thegroduct perspectivethe factors that were deemed to affect consumers’
clothing choices, and were thus included for rafnogn the respondents, were quality,
brand name, design, fashion, and durability. Ferpghce perspectivethe factors
included were reasonable price compared with qualriety of price, reasonable
price compared with “made-in”. Faiistribution,the factors consisted of convenience
to buy, the amount of branches or distribution cleds) variety of product designs to
choose from, and the variety of product designsnfr@rious brands available for
comparison before making a decision. Finally, foe promotion perspectivethe
relevant factors included advertising (e.g. maga®in marketing activity (e.g.

discounts), fashion shows / events, and introdupirmgiucts via websites / internet.
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The respondents were asked “Please indicdtewhich best illustrated their opinion
regarding factors that affected their purchase silmti of general clothing. The
participants were required to indicate their prefees on a Likert scale consisting of
five response alternatives, namely, extremelyy Yysomewhat / not very / hardly.

Part 1ll: Demographic Information contains classification questions concerning
gender (question 10), age group (question 11)/ leveducation (question 12), and
occupation (question 13). All of these are persanadstions that were deliberately
placed towards the end of the questionnaire sahieatespondents would not become
defensive early.Dichotomous” is a fixed-alternative question type that requitieel
participant to select one of two alternative chsi¢ikmund 2003). The remaining
guestions weré&Determinant-choice questionsThese are fixed-alternative questions
that require the participant to select one respdrsa among multiple alternatives
(Zikmund 2003).

In question 10 the participants were asK&ldease indicate your gender’Question
11 asked the respondents their age. The responaehtated their age group by
choosing one of the following multiple alternativd8-25, 26-35, 36-45, 46-55, and
56 years or over. For question 12, the participavese askedWhat is the highest
level of education you have obtainedPhe participants were required to answer the
question by choosing one response from among nwiltgiternatives. These
alternatives were: high school graduate, collegelgate, completed graduate school,
and postgraduate school. In question 13 the regmsdvere askedWhich of the
following categories best describes your currensippon?” The respondents were
required to indicate their occupation by selectimg response from among multiple
alternatives, including unemployed / retired, emgply self employed, student,
government / state enterprise official, and seryéathorer.

To summarize, the research employed a “field surgagstionnaire” which was
comprised of three parts: consumers’ perceptiongonintry capabilities, product
purchase evaluation, and demographic informati@m Pwas designed in order to

identify the favorable / unfavorable countries melgag their ability to produce
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fashion clothing products. Factual findings deriemim this part (question 1) were

expected to reflect the second specific aim ofésearch.

Part 1l is the main investigation of the study. Tresponses obtained from the
respondents in this part were employed to answentain conceptual framework of
the study. A picture and information about it désiog the product category, brand,
and product’s country-of-origin were used to depetbe conceptual model. The
picture and information about its features represgbithe three independent variables
of the model. Product category information was espnted by the independent
variable,“purchase involvement (high / low)'Brand information was represented by
the independent variable’brand equity (high / low)” Finally, country of

manufacture information was represented by thepeddent variable country’s

development (higher / similar / lesser)”

Question 2 is designed to derive consumers’ ovérarceived quality of the
product”, which represent the dependent variable “produatuation”. Question 4 is

created to obtain thgurchase intention of productfrom the respondents.

Participant was provided with a cover letter antbrimation to participants that
included an invitation to participate; the title tfe project, project explanation,
general and specific instructions; what the paréinis gained from participating; how
the information / responses recorded participardslavbe used; what the potential
risks of participating in this project were; howstlproject was conducted; and who
was conducting the study. A copy of the cover teftdormation to participants, the
exploratory data questionnaire and the field surgegstionnaire (English versions)
are provided in Appendix I, IV, V and VI, respaaly. The questionnaires were
originally written in English and then translateda Thai, in order to ensure that Thai
respondents fully understood the content of thestjmenaire and avoided confusion
and misunderstanding. The questionnaires werelatadsback into English so that
the researcher could ensure the accuracy and temsjsof the questionnaires in
comparison with the original. This effective forrhtanslation is known a®ouble-

translation” or “Back-translation” (McGorry 2000). The procedure of back-
translation has been acknowledged and accepteaeasf the most failsafe translation

procedures (Marin & Marin 1991) in the survey reskaFurther, it is known to help
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to ensure the equivalence of the research instriam@harpaz 1996). All of the
procedures of translation were verified by indemetgersons, thereby ensuring the

accuracy of content.

Prior to employing the research instrument in thesey, the questionnaires for the
two stages of the survey were pre-tested in omensure that the questionnaires for
both stages (exploratory survey and field survegjemvell designed and appropriate
to implement for the study.

4.8.1Questionnaire Pre-Testing

Zikmund (2003) suggests that a procedure of quasdioe pre-testing is usually tried
out on a basis of choosing a convenient group skatns to bear a likeness to the
samples of the study or at least which is not ta@rdent from the target market.
However, this process does not acquire a statissample. The pre-testing is
undertaken in order to prevent or reduce errosnplementation and to ensure that
the questionnaire is easily followed by respondeftsaddition, as suggested by
Zikmund (2003), the questionnaire should not hawe anbiguous or bias enquiries.
Malhotra et al. (2002) suggest that the measurenoénainy variables in the
guestionnaire should be tested for justifying talisy under pre-testing procedure
was also followed. In this study, both stages efghrvey were subjected to pre-test.

Pre-Testing Exploratory Survey

Data collection for pre-testing of the explorateyvey was conducted in the capital
city of Thailand, Bangkok. As already discussednsaesearchers assert that there is
no divergent effect in using students as sample®etogeneralized to consumer
samples. Lin and Chen (2006) point out that an @pyate sample size of 30 to 500
respondents can be employed in survey researchmufiét (2003) indicates that the
pre-testing process invokes a significant advantagethe design of the final
instrument and further posits that making a mistaiké 25 or 50 respondents can
help to avoid a major disaster, as it would be witmuch larger sample. A pre-test,
using a smaller yet similar sample, can serveeatifly an invalid research instrument
(questionnaire) and enable changes to be madeebiefar distributed to what could

be several hundred individuals. Therefore, basethisrcaution of previous studies, a
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convenience sample of 30 students, currently stigdii the AUA Language Center,
Bangkok, Thailand was used as respondents forrdwept of the exploratory survey.
Self-administered questionnaires were distribute8a adult respondents in the early
November, 2008. A slightly larger sample size wagdufor the pre-test of the
exploratory survey to account for potential sanglerrors for mistake, including
non-respondents as well as invalid questionnaikesthose questionnaires that were
not correctly completed. Eventually, 30 valid cdet@d questionnaires were
obtained from the pre-test effort.

Pre-Testing Field Survey

Pre-testing of the field survey was also conduateBangkok. As indicated earlier,

twelve field survey questionnaires were designedche representing twelve

experimental conditions. Three adult students stugdin the AUA Language Center,

Bangkok, Thailand were randomly selected to resgonelach of the scenario. Self-
administered questionnaires were distributed toedpondents (five participants for
each of the questionnaire versions) in the middie December, 2008. Five

respondents in an augmented sample were recruiteelspond to each scenario, in
order to account for errors or missing data fronggisubjects during the pre-testing

procedure.

The next section will explain and justify the rasudf testing the reliability, based on
the exploratory data questionnaire and field suyggstionnaire as well as testing the

reliability of any measurements for both of thevays.

4.8.2Reliability Test

Reliability refers to the consistency of resultbeTmeasures are reliable when those
measures Yyield consistent results including theredego which measures have the
freedom from random error (Zikmund 2003). Employihg reliability test is done for
all serious studies to ensure the quality of theiss’ research instruments. Therefore,
pre-testing is an essential time for checking belitg and required the use of a

generally accepted tool, namely Cronbach’s alpha.
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The raw data from both surveys was tested in oraererify the reliability of the
questionnaire and measurement by using Cronbaae#fi€ient Alpha, which is one
of the most popular and pervasive statistical toamdsociated with the use and
construction of testing in the research (Cortin@3)9 Specifically, the reliability tests
were done employing the Statistical Package forSbeial Science (SPSS) software
program. Cortina (1993) indicates that the valualpha coefficients range from 0 to
1 and can be used to describe the reliability ¢érbeinants extracted from the format
of dichotomous, and scaled or multi-point pattermgebstionnaires. Dichotomous
questionnaires describe the condition where ther@mquiries with two easy possible
answers such as yes / no. The implication from mesnt studies suggests that an
alpha value which igreater than 0.70s acceptable to be considered as reliable. In
addition, past studies also assert that the hitjleetevel of the score value, the more
reliable the scale is (Cortina 1993). Followingaislescription and explication of the
results of testing the reliability of the questiaimes and measurement of variables of
interest from the exploratory data questionnaird dre field survey questionnaire,

respectively.

The Reliability Test for Exploratory Data Questiomire and Measurements
The procedure for testing the reliability of theplratory data questionnaire was
arranged in four steps as follows:

The reliability of the whole exploratory surveye.i.every question was tested. The
result showed the score of alpha value was 0.8%lwheing greater than the 0.70
implies that the exploratory data questionnaire welgble and appropriate for

implementing.

The reliability of the measurement of brand equéyel with respect to the three
criteria, namely, reputation, popularity, and qyalvas tested. Testing in this step
was employed in order to ensure that the three rbioa criteria were appropriate to
use for measuring the level of brand equity for shedy. The results derived from
testing all eight brands showed a high aggregdiabigty score which was greater
than the threshold score criterion for reliabiltpha level of 0.70. The alpha value
scores indication of the reliability coefficientstbe level of brand equity with respect

to the three brand characteristics items were Bewie: Kai Boutique = 0.91, Jim
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Thompson = 0.82, Xact = 0.88, Blue Corner = 0.8&yBound = 0.87, Jaspal = 0.87,
AllZ = 0.88, and Chaps = 0.91 (see Table 4.3). in@ication of these alpha scores
Is that the brand characteristics criteria items ¢t considered reliable. Each
criterion was shown to consistently capture therddsconstruct and therefore the
three criteria items that were used for measutirglével of brand equity for each of

the nominated brands were reliable.

The reliability of the measurement of level of fhase involvement with the three
criteria items of measuring purchase involvemerd teated. These three criteria were
monetary risk concern, social acceptance, andrimdton search prior to buying. The
objective of test was to ensure that these thiigerierwere an appropriate to indicator
of the level of purchase involvement in productaived in this study. The results
showed that the alpha value scores of testing tbasarement of level of purchase

involvement of suits and T-shirts for using theethcriteria items had a high level of

Table 4.3 Results of Cronbach's Coefficient Alphafavieasuring the Level of
Brand Equity

Measures Kai Boutique Jim Thompson Xact Bue Corner Gy  hound Jaspal AllZ Chaps

Alpha («) Alpha («) | Alpha ()| Alpha («) | Alpha («)| Alpha (x)]| Alpha ()| Alpha («)

Levels of Brand Equity 0.91 0.82 0.88 0.88 0.87 0.87 0.88 0.91

Reputation
—>Popularity

—>Quality

reliability, namely, suits = 0.82 and T-shirts 90.(see Table 4.4). These reliability
scores were considerably greater than the thresguwalce criterion (0.70) and hence
three dimensions could be considered reliableurthér illustrates that each criteria
item was consistently able to capture a specifitstoct for both suits and T-shirts.
Based on the alpha scores, it can be inferred ttiatthree criteria items which
comprised of monetary risk concern, social accegtaand information search prior
to buying were reliable and appropriate to empleynsgeasurement of the level of

product purchase involvement for this study.
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Table 4.4 Results of Cronbach's Coefficient AlphafaVieasuring the Level of

Purchase Involvement

Measures Suit T-shirt

Alpha (x) Alpha (x)

Levels of Product Involvement 0.82 0.90

Monetary risk concern
Social acceptance

Extensive information search prior to making a decision

Lastly, it was also necessary to ensure that theetimension criteria, i.e. stage of
economic level, country image, and quality of mactiring were appropriate to

measure the level of country’s development for thigdy. The results of the

reliability test show that the alpha value scorégesting this measurement have a
high score with regard to reliability, namely, Japgas 0.87, Malaysia showed 0.84
and Vietnam revealed a score of 0.84. These seweegresented in Table 4.5. These
reliability scores being greater than the scoreegdn 0.70 indicate that these three
dimensions are reliable for the purposes of thisl\st Since each criteria item was
likely to consistently capture the specific construrhe three criteria of stage of

economic level, country image, and quality of mactiring can be regarded as
reliable and appropriate to implement for measurithg level of country’s

development for this study.

Table 4.5 Results of Cronbach's Coefficient Alphafavieasuring the Level of

Country's Development

Measures Japan Malaysia Vietnam

Alpha («) Alpha («) Alpha («)

Levels of Country's Development 0.87 0.84 0.84

— Stage of Economic Level

—Country Image

— Quality of Manufacturing
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In conclusion, the exploratory data questionnaine she measurements of three
independent variables of interest which were ralet@the conceptual framework for
the study were reliable and appropriate for impletimg in the survey. The next
section will present the results of reliabilityatdd with the field survey questionnaire.

The Reliability Test for Field Survey Questionnaie;nd Measurements

The field survey questionnaire was tested for erargi the reliability of the

guestionnaire and the measurements of variablegetst that were included in the
theoretical framework for the study. The reliafilitest for the field survey

questionnaire proceeded in the following four steps

Initially, the reliability of the whole questionmaiwas tested. The result presented an
alpha value of 0.81 which indicates that the fisldvey questionnaire was reliable

and appropriate for using in the survey.

The reliability of the measurement of perceptioneath country’s capabilities in
terms of their ability to produce fashion clothipgoducts was next tested. The
country’s capabilities were rated on five dimensionamely workmanship, product
design, durability, reliable, and component qualithis testing was conducted in
order to confirm that the five dimension criterigen@ appropriate to employ for
measuring the country capability in part | of theld survey questionnaire. The
results derived from testing identified that alltbé countries, Japan, Malaysia, and
Vietnam, showed a high reliability score which wpasater than the score criterion
0.70. The alpha value scores of testing the meamneof the country capabilities
with respect to the five criteria showed that Japaared an alpha level of 0.89,
Malaysia, an alpha level score of 0.79, while Végnposted an alpha level score of
0.92 as outlined in Table 4.6. The above resulteakthat these five dimensions can
therefore be considered reliable. As a consequehaeliable alpha scores, each
criterion can be considered to consistently capthee specific construct that was
appropriate for the current study (Malhotra et2fl02). This was true for all of the
countries in this study. Based on these results fitke criteria which comprised of
workmanship, product design, durability, reliabémd component quality could be
considered as being reliable and appropriate tdars@easuring country capabilities

in terms of their production ability. It is reaste&to assume that these constructs and
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measurements would ultimately yield reliable resuib indicate countries were

favorable or unfavorable.

Importantly, the reliability of the measurementtioé dependent variable of the study,
i.e. the perceived quality of product, was test&d. overall concept of perceived
quality of product was measured through the permeptf a country’s capabilities
with respect to four dimensions. These four dimamsicomprised of quality of
design, quality of workmanship, quality of produetnd product reliability. The
objective of testing was to ensure that the founatision criteria were appropriate to
measure the overall perceived quality of producbubgh vis-a-vis the capability of
the country that manufacture the product. Alphaigglwith high scores for reliability
were evidenced in this testing. The result of testihe measurement of overall
perceived quality of product indicated an alphaelescore of 0.91 (see table 4.7)
suggesting that these four dimensions were religne that each criterion was
consistently able to capture a specific constriallfotra et al. 2002) for this
dependent variable. Based on these findings thecftteria items of quality of design,
quality of workmanship, quality of product, and guat reliability could be said to be
reliable and appropriate to employ as the measureaigerceived quality of product

for this study.

Table 4.6 Results of Cronbach's Coefficient Alphafavieasuring Favorable /
Unfavorable Countries in Terms of heir Production Ability through

"Country Capabilities"

Measures Japan Malaysia Vietnam

Alpha («) Alpha («) Alpha («)

Country Capabilities 0.89 0.79 0.92

Workmanship
Product Design
Durability
Reliable

Component Quality

-75 -



Table 4.7 Results of Cronbach's Coefficient Alphafavieasuring Overall
Perceived Quality of Product throgh "Country Capabilities"

Measures Alpha («)

Country Capabilities 0.91

Quality of Design
Quality of Workmanship

L 5
5
— High Quality of Product
_

Product Reliability

This dependent variable, namely, product evaluatias the last to be tested for
reliability in terms of consumers’ perceived qualkitf product and their intention to
purchase the product. Testing of product evaluatictuded the testing of the four
dimensions for measuring perceived quality of poddalong with a dimension for
measuring the purchase intention, i.e. purchasdiliiod. This reliability test was
employed in order to ensure that the measuremeptoafuct evaluation with respect
to the above-mentioned five dimension criteria waperopriate to measure product
evaluation. The result showed that the alpha vatwees of testing this measurement
had a suitably high score for reliability. This szavas measured at 0.85 as indicated
in Table 4.8. This reliability score being more rth@.70 meant that these five
dimensions were reliable and each criterion iterald/@onsistently capture a specific
construct. Based on these findings, the five gatef quality of design, quality of
workmanship, quality of product, product relialyijiand purchase likelihood could be
said to be reliable and appropriate to implementieasuring product evaluation in

terms of perceived quality of product and purchatention of product for this study.
In summary, the field survey questionnaire and nieasurements of variables of

interest which are related to the conceptual fraorkvior the study were deemed to

be reliable and appropriate for implementatiorhie survey.
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Table 4.8 Results of Cronbach's Coefficient AlphafaVieasuring Product
Evaluation in Terms of Peeived Quality of Product and
Intention to Purchase of Bduct through "Country Capabilities
and Purchase Likelihood"

Measures Alpha (=)

Product Evaluation 0.85
Perceived Quality of Product

Country Capabilities

Quality of Design
Quality of Workmanship
High Quality of Product
Product Reliability

Intention to Purchase of Product

Purchase Likelihood

The next section will be used to outline the datacessing for the formal
investigation for both of exploratory survey andldi survey. In addition, the data
analysis techniques that were employed to analgeedata for the study will be
presented. The following section clarifies issuelated to the risk concern for the
study.

4.9 Data Processing and Analysis
4.9.1Risk Concern

The survey was conducted in simple language, amadndyis only. The questionnaire
was non-intrusive and voluntary. No one was fortweplarticipate. The survey did not
intrude on the personal space of any of the peocmheerned, and did not intrude on
their private homes or places of work. The survey wonducted in a friendly setting
among shoppers around a local shopping centre. &;l¢he survey did not involve
any physical, psychological, social and legal riskaddition, the survey was careful
not to note the respondents’ identities. Finallyc® the data was aggregated, all the

information became anonymous.
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4.9.2Data Processing of Formal Investigation

Exploratory Survey

As indicated in section 4.7, 120 questionnairesevekstributed with the objective of
collecting at least 100 completed questionnairexofpleted questionnaire in this
instance was considered to be one with no missatg oh any of the questionnaire
items. The survey was conducted in the middle o¥ddaber, 2008 in the AUA
Language Center, Bangkok. A convenience samplind2tf adult students were
recruited to participate around the AUA area. Aataif 100 completed questionnaires
were retrieved and used in accordance with therm@ted optimum target amount
(100 respondents) for testing.

Field Survey

The field survey was conducted in January 2009 andgi&ok. The self-administered
guestionnaires were distributed according to a sandystematic sampling of 660
adult general consumers around a shopping cereeimBangkok in order to account
for errors from target subjects (480 responderiisg data collection process began
with the researcher selecting a starting poinaatiom. After that, every™sconsumer
who passed through the shopping centre area wasestqg to participate in the
survey. Each of these respondents was randomlgressito one of 12 experimental
conditions. Consequently, 55 respondents were ralydoominated to answer the
survey relating to each of experimental conditiohshe twelve scenarios. However,
only total of 480 completed questionnaires couldubed. Thus, only 40 completed
guestionnaires per scenario from a total of 480pletad questionnaires were used to

collate the survey information.

4.9.3Data Analysis Techniques
The raw data was coded to enable the statisti@ysis using Statistical Package for
the Social Science (SPSS) software program. Thailsledf the data analysis

techniques that were employed in this study arerghelow:
Exploratory Survey

Questionnaire Section A involved data relatingh® level of brand equity. The study

aimed to compare the different levels of brand tggamong eight Thai fashion
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brands as addressed previously in section 4.8.fdimeat of this questionnaire was
designed by using eating scale Data analysis employed amalysis of variance
(ANOVA) and thepairwise comparisons of means in ANOVA proceduié the
study found differences). This ANOVA analysis teicjug was undertaken in order to
analyze the different levels of brand equity witsspect to the three criteria of
reputation, popularity, and quality. This method resgarded as an appropriate
statistical tool due to the fact thahe-way ANOVAIs usually used in the comparison
of the means of more than two groups (Zikmund 2008 results from ANOVA
analysis were expected to indicate the differerasasng eight Thai fashion brands
and lead to the identification of two levels of flaequity. The analysis process
established which brand among eight Thai brandsthadhighest mean score and
which brand had the lowest mean score. The reseits expected to indicate whether
those two brands with highest and lowest mean scmege significantly different and

appropriate to use as the surrogates for the tweddef brand equity.

Questionnaire Section B was based on data relatedhé level of purchase
involvement. This section used rating scale Ratifying the level of purchase
involvement between suits and T-shirts was donerbgloyingt-testanalysis method
and thelLevene’s Testn t-test procedure. Zikmund (2003) suggests that ttbest

method is appropriate to be used for finding th#ernce of means for two

independent samples or groups.

Questionnaire Section C concerned data associatéadtive level of each country’s
development using &ating scale The analysis in this section employ@dhe-way
ANOVA and thepairwise comparisons of means in ANOVA procedudog question

3 to find out the differences among the three coem{Japan, Malaysia and Vietnam)
and ratify the level of each country’s developmefs. mentioned previously in
section 4.8, questions 4 to 6 were designed adesupptary evidence to support the
ratification of the level of each country’s devetognt. Questionnaire formatting was
designed by usinglternative determinant-choice$hus, it was the study’s intention
to only use the significant results with respecttiie ratification of the level of
country’s development from ANOVA analysis to repant the following chapter

(Results and Discussions).
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Field Survey

Questionnaire Part | involved data related to tHeniification of favorable /

unfavorable COO and was achieved through the measant of perceptions of each
country’s capabilities. This part employedaing scalefor measuring consumers’
attitudes. The data analysis technique used ingéars includedOne-way ANOVA

with the pairwise comparisons of means in ANOVA procedure

Questionnaire, Part Il consisted of the main ingesion of the study and involved
questions 2 and 4 as indicated in section 4.8. Data responses to the two questions
related to perceived quality of product and intemtio purchase for the product using
rating scalesData analysis techniques that were used incl@estway ANOVAand
the pairwise comparisons of means in ANOVA procedutdestand theLevene’s
test in t-test procedure,Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) Multiple
linear regressionandcorrelation. Multivariate statistical analysis method allowe t
study to examine more than one variables at theedame related to their effects
(Zikmund 2003). MANOVA is one of the multivariatéatistical analysis methods
and was employed in this part to analyze the datalved with the main study of this
research. MANOVA was employed as a statistical foolanalyzing the data and
testing the hypotheses. This statistical techniguesed for providing a simultaneous
significance test of the mean difference among ggoior two or more dependent
variables (Zikmund 2003). MANOVA has commonly baged as a statistical tool
where there is a need to manipulate several indpervariables concurrently. The
strength of MANOVA as a measurement devise isittalows one to detect the main
effect of individual independent variables whils@providing data pertaining to the
interaction effect among different independent afales in an experimental situation
(Hair et al. 1995; Tabachnick & Fidell 2001).

As explained in section 4.8, question 3, and qaesti5 to 9 were designed as
supplementary questions. It was expected thatrhestigation might obtain a range
of information that could be used to support thelgt The results derived from all
these supplementary questions were not expeciaastwer the study’s hypotheses. In
regards to the data analysis techniques for thesstigns, the data in question 3 was
a reflection of the perception of consumers towdhds overall quality of branded

product based on the picture in the questionnasiagurating scales The Data
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analysis technique employed in this part w@se-way ANOVA including the

pairwise comparisons of means in ANOVA procedure

Data relating to the attitude of consumers towdhds degree of importance with
respect to the three factors of product categorgdyct made in, and brand were
obtained from questions 5 to 7. These questionsloy@g a rating scale for
measuring consumers’ attitudes. The analysis tgdenon this data include@ne-
way ANOVAand thepairwise comparisons of means in ANOVA procedure

Data from question 8 involved the opinion of conswsnabout their purchase
decisions. This was predicated on three factorgsiwtonsisted of product category;
country of manufacture and brand.rAnking scalewas custom designed for this
question such that the analysis could empiogquency Percentageand thetest for

homogeneity chi-square test order to obtain the significant results.

Questionnaire 9, which covered data associated withsumers’ opinions with
respect to the factors that would affect purchasgstbn on general clothing, usaed
rating scalemeasure. The data was analyzed and indicated bititgple linear

regressionor Correlation coefficientmethod.

The questionnaire in Part Ill captured the demdg@mformation of the respondents.
Specifically, data with respect to gender, age,cation, and occupation using
Dichotomous or Simplified scalirgpndAlternative Determinant-choices was captured.
Since the demographic effects were expected to aaetationship with the effects of
COO in influencing consumers’ evaluation of producthe study employed

correlation to describe this relationship.

Hypothesis Testing

The procedure of hypothesis testing normally stimnsugh the creation of a tentative
assumption, which is called tinelll hypothesigAnderson, Sweeney & Williams 1999;
Zikmund 2003) and related to a population paramétbis tentative assumption is
assigned the symbély. Subsequently, another hypothesis is determinatdighstated
in order to contrast with the null hypothesis. Tlager hypothesis is called the

alternative hypothesisThe alternative hypothesis is assigned the synihole.qg.
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Zikmund, 2003) or written a$l, (e.g. Anderson, Sweeney and Williams, 1999).
Usually, there will be some standardized criteria rale that facilitates the
determination of whether the result is probablengprobable. The approach that is
commonly used for making the decision as to whetheull hypothesisHp) should

be rejected or the alternative hypothedis) (accepted is based on the criteria of
significant levelor alpha level ¢) (Zikmund 2003). It is also generally based on a

probability which is called ap:value” (Anderson, Sweeney & Williams 1999).

Anderson, Sweeney and Williams (1999) suggest ithiie p-value< a, it can be
concluded thaHy should be rejected. They also assert that thescarl be employed
for all hypothesis testing.

Overall, there is a considerable amount of resetirahultimately reveals a pervasive
use of the three levels of alpha value criterizesknthree alpha levels are alpha level
(o) at 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10. The alpha lewe) &t 0.01 is the strongest or most
significant level among those three alpha leve)s (Veinberg and Abramowitz (2002)
suggest that alpha leveb)( greater than 0.10 should be considered of being o
insufficient level of strength to employ at a sigrant level. Therefore, this study
adopted the alpha level criteria from past resebycemploying the significant levels
at level 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10. These levels weesl tisr determining the statistical
results with significance in order to vyield reliablconclusions that could be
extrapolated to the population. It was decided that null hypothesedHg) in this
study were to be rejected and the alternative Ingsi$ H,;) accepted if the

significant value was less than 0.10.

4.10 Summary

In this chapter the research details the surveyhaodetised for the collecting the data.
This study was conducted in Bangkok, Thailand asctuited Thai consumers to
participate in the investigation. This chapter dgses the factorial design employed
in the study. In addition, all of the relevant adniies within the conceptual framework
of the study have been explained in this chapteluding the methods used in the
measurement of those variables of interest. Thestmumnaire design for the

exploratory survey and field survey were also pmeestin this chapter including the
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details of the pre-testing processes undertakebdtir surveys and the reliability tests
for the questionnaire items that justified the noeasents. The results of the testing
for reliability showed that all of questionnairesdameasurements had high level of
alpha value and therefore passed the test of idyad@he implication of this is that
the research instruments (questionnaires) forgtudy were reliable and appropriate
for implementation. Data obtained from the surwengse analyzed by using SPSS and
data analysis for the main study was analyzed bgl@ymg MANOVA, t-test, One-
way ANOVA, Multiple linear regression and corretati

The next chapter, chapter 5 will include the préstgon of the results of the study.
The results derived from analyzing the data in tdalp will also be discussed.
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Chapter 5

Results and Discussions

5.0 Introduction

Data analysis and the results from both surveybeftudy will be presented in this
chapter. The chapter provides some discussionshwielate to the areas of some
parts of the results in order to clarify or giveasis for possible explanations for why
the results reveal what they do.

This chapter begins with a presentation of theltegtom theexploratory surveyn
section 5.1. This section includes the data amalysd the results of identifying two
Thai fashion clothing brands with high and low ltaquity levels respectively. The
results of ratifying the levels of purchase invohent as well as the levels of
country’s development will also be included in teiction. A summary of findings
from the exploratory survey concludes this sectibhe next section, section 5.2,
indicates the data analysis and the results fraffietd survey An explanation of the
sample characteristics from the survey are cordaiveze. This section includes the
results of favorable or unfavorable COO perceptiohsThai consumers and the
hypothesis setting as well as the MANOVA resultshef main study. Specifically, the
results obtained from MANOVA analysis are basedrnuihee main effects of the level
of country’s developmenhcluding the moderating effects bfand equity purchase
involvementand the interaction effects between these threra on consumers’
product evaluation. Furthermore, the section pitsséime role of marketing mix
factors on consumers’ decision making on prefer@figeneral clothing. In addition,
explorations of demographic effects are includethia section. Section 5.3 includes

the concluding remarks of the findings of the fisldvey.

5.1 Results From Exploratory Survey

Data analysis and the results derived from invasbgs based on the first stage of the

survey are described below.
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5.1.1ldentification of Brand Equity

As mentioned earlier, in this research study coresarwere required to identify two
Thai fashion clothing brands as being either highlaw equity brands. This
categorization served as the basis for part ofetkporatory survey. The statistical
method ofOne-way ANOVAwas used to compare the different levels of bty
among eight Thai fashion clothing brands

The results obtained fro®@ne-way ANOVAare indicated in the descriptive results.
The mean score for each dimension of brand equoégely, reputation, popularity
and quality was determined for each of the eighhts including an overall rating of
the brand’s equity. The following table (Table 5ill)strates the above mentioned

data.

In Table 5.1, the One-wa{NOVA analysis technique was employed in order to
identify two brands among eight Thai fashion clothibrands that indicated a
statistically significant difference in overall Imch equity and also differed
significantly in terms of the three dimensions cdrid equity (reputation, popularity
and quality). This analysis identified the brandatthad the highest and the lowest
mean scores for each dimension. Effectively, eigtdi fashion clothing brands were
compared in terms of their level of brand equitsotlgh mean rating. A total of 100
respondents was asked to assess the level of boauity through the three dimension
criteria (reputation, popularity, and quality) ugia seven-point semantic scale. The
mean score results for each dimension that areateti in Table 5.1 were derived
from an average of the summation of the rating exdhat was indicated by each
participant for that dimension. The overall measafrérand equity is the average of

the summation of the mean score in each dimension.

Based on the results in Table 5.1, the study fahat there were differences among
eight Thai fashion clothing brands between groupsach dimension of brand equity
with the statistically significant alpha level of0Q. As a result, further analysis with
respect to the testing of pairwise comparisons eams in the ANOVA procedure
were subsequently employed (Anderson, Sweeney &iaiis 1999). This analysis

needed to be used in order to study which paire ddferent.
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Table 5.1 Mean Rating of Brand Equity Dimensions of hai Fashion Clothing

Measures | Kai BoutiqugJim Thompson Xact Blue Corner| Greyhound Jaspal Allz Chaps Significancg F-value
Brand Equity Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
Reputation 5.25 6.00 6.42 5.45 6.43 6.10 4.04 5.70 0.000*** 127.110
Popularity 5.35 4.98 5.29 5.32 6.43 6.03 4.10 5.58 0.000*** 74.332
Quality 5.40 6.35 5.55 5.42 6.39 5.30 4.18 5.68 0.000*** 83.003
Overall 5.33 5.78 5.75 5.40 6.42 5.81 411 5.65 0.000*** 174.650

*** Statistically significant (p <.01)
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Before checking the pairwise comparisons of meéngjas necessary to tegte
homogeneity of varianceso observe the variance of data in order to chadseh
method of testing of the pairwise comparisons oamseshould be employed. If the
study found that there was no difference of theavae of data, the researcher would
employFisher's LSD (Fisher’s least significant difference: LSD) $cheffemethods
to check where the differences occurred. In contiathe study found that there was
difference of the variance of datBamhane’s T2method would be used to conduct
statistical comparisons between pairs of means. Rasearcher defined the

hypotheses for testing the variance of data asvisll

Ho: There is no difference of variance of data betwgups
Ha: There is difference of variance of data betwekeleast two groups

As stated earlier in chapter 4 (p.82), the nulldtigesis Ho) in this study was to be
rejected and the alternative hypothesis) (accepted if the significant value was less
than 0.10. Please note that for the other sectudrese the ANOVA test has been used
and the process required subsequent analysis torigebe pairwise comparison of
means, this study has not repeated the descriptidihe process. It was deemed
unnecessary to give an additional explanation efctiiterion for testing homogeneity
of variance and the choice of method that the semyployed to test the pairwise
comparisons of means as above. After reporting ARQ¥sults and finding the
statistical results of the differences between gsputhe study employs further
analysis by briefly reporting and showing the ewicke of the results in the following

section.

The results of testing the homogeneity of variarfoeseach group of brand equity
dimension are shown in Table 5.1.1. The Leveneis8tatResults show the
statistically significant results in each of dimemsof brand equity (Accept; and
RejectHp). These statistically significant results demaatstthat there was difference
in the variance of data. Thus, it is reasonablé tha study select Tamhane’s T2

method in order to conduct further analysis to tiestpairwise comparisons of means.
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Table 5.1.1 Test of Homogeneity of Variances for Bind Equity Dimensions

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

Levene Statistic Significance
Reputation 15.994 0.000***
Popularity 17.706 0.000***
Quality 11.728 0.000%**
Overall 18.623 0.000***

*** Statistically Significant (p < .01

The results derived from Tamhane’s T2 method ared u® make the pairwise
comparisons of means among eight Thai Fashion @ptBrands(See Appendix 1I)
Each table shows the pairwise comparisons of medgthsrespect to the dimensions
of brand equity(Reputation, Popularity, Quality and OverallJhe results in each
table indicate which pairs have the statistical me#ferences through the use of the
symbol of *'. SPSS manipulated every pair of vates by observing the difference
between pairs and automatically calculated the niifierence as reported in each
table. Based on the Tamhane’s T2 analysis, they $tuchd that the maximum mean
differences in every dimension of brand equity @pge be the pairwise comparisons
of mean between brand Greyhound and AllZ as showirable 5.1.2.

Table 5.1.2 Pairwise Comparisons of Means betweenréyhound and AllZ

Multiple Comparisons Test (Tamhane's T2)

Greyhound Allz Mean Difference Significance
Reputation 6.43 4.04 2.39 0.000***
Popularity 6.43 4.10 2.33 0.000***
Quality 6.39 4.18 2.21 0.000***
Overall 6.42 4.11 2.31 0.000***

*** Statistically Significant (p < .01)
Based on the ANOVA results in Table 5.1 and subseganalysis (Tamhane’s T2), it

can be inferred that for the dimensionreputationof brand equity, Greyhound has

the highest statistically significant mean diffezerscore at 6.43(= 127.110p <
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0.01). On the other hand, AllZ appears to have ltheest statistically significant
mean difference score at 4.G4+£ 127.110p < 0.01).

Greyhound also recorded the highest statisticadjgificant mean difference score at
6.43 for thepopularity of brand equity among the Thai clothing. At theestend of
the scale, the lowest statistically significant meiference score was that for AllZ
with the mean score 4.18 € 74.332p < 0.01).

For thequality dimension of brand equity, Greyhound also hachtbkest statistically
significant mean difference score at 6.39, whertas]owest statistically significant
mean difference score belonged to AllZ with the meaore equal to 4.18& (=
83.003,p < 0.01).

Not surprisingly the highest mean overall brand itygscore was achieved by
Greyhoundand the lowest mean overall brand equity score thaisfor AllZ at the
mean score 6.42 and 4.11 respectivély=(174.650p < 0.01) as reported in Table
5.1.

As a consequence of consumer rating of brand eduignsions;Greyhound” and
“AllZ” can safely be nominated as surrogates for two Tsdiion clothing brands
that represent high and low equity brands respelgtivt has also been conclusively
shown thatGreyhound” and“AllZ” brands are significantly different statisticalty i
terms of overall brand equity. Based on these fiigsli the study was able to use the
brand“Greyhound” as a surrogate for thegh equity brancand employ théAllZ”
brand as a surrogate for thewv equity brandfor the field surveyin the subsequent

investigation.
The next section will present the analysis desigiwedatify whether the study has

been appropriately designed in terms of its abilitydefine the levels of consumer

purchase involvement.
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5.1.2Ratification of Purchase Involvement

The study will examine if purchase involvement asia can be expected to exert an
influence on product evaluation. The relationshapaeen the two levels of purchase
involvement is anticipated to moderate the effeft€OO on consumers’ perceptions
of the quality of product and purchase intentiohisTstudy identified high purchase
involvement apparel products as represented bg s low purchase involvement
apparel product as represented by T-shirts. Inrdadeonfirm that the study has been
appropriately designed with respect to the levdlgpurchase involvement for the
research, ratification of the levels of purchaseoiwement was carried out by using
the t-test analysis technique. The study compared the diftekevels of purchase
involvement in terms of each of the three dimersiof purchase involvement,
namely monetary risk, social acceptance, and irdition search prior to making a
decision for their preference of a suit and a TtsAihe results of the measure of
purchase involvement across the three dimensiansuits and T-shirts are indicated
in the following two table¢Table 5.2 and 5.2.1).

Table 5.2 presents dandependent-Samples T TastlysisLevene’s Tedh this table
helped to ascertain whether there were differemdéesieans betweeBuits and T-
shirts. The column iterfiLevene’s Test for Equality of Variance#i Table 5.2 shows
that the value of variances for each of the dinmwsiof purchase involvement had
statistically significant results with the alphaéé of 0.05 (confidence level at 95%).
This significant result representééqual variances not assumegdwhich means
there were differences of variances among eachpgadupurchase involvement
dimensions. Thus, p-value in each dimension of se involvement in Table 5.2

was chosen from the bottom p-value in the columg.“@-tailed)”.

As can be seen from the statistically significagults shown in the column “Sig. (2-
tailed)” in Table 5.2, these significant resultsravérought to use for confirming in
Table 5.2.1 that there were differences of meamsdsn Suitsand T-shirtsin every

dimension of purchase involvement.
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Table 5.2 Independent-Samples T Test

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Mean Std. Error Interval of the
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Difference
Lower Upper
Monetary risk concern
Equal variances assumed 51.081 0.000 17.541 198 0.000 1.94 0.111 1.722 2.158
Equal variances not assumed 17.541 130.311 0.000 1.94 0.111 1.721 2.159
Social acceptance
Equal variances assumed 28.851 0.000 9.891 198 0.000 1.14 0.115 0.913 1.367
Equal variances not assumed 9.891 137.449 0.000 1.14 0.115 0.912 1.368
Extensive info search prior to buy
Equal variances assumed 53.409 0.000 13.764 198 0.000 1.77 0.129 1.516 2.024
Equal variances not assumed 13.764]  147.564 0.000 1.77 0.129 1.516 2.024
Overall
Equal variances assumed 61.07 0.000 20.804 198, 0.000] 1.6167 0.07771 1.46343 1.76991
Equal variances not assumed 20.804 122.155 0.000 1.6167 0.07771 1.46284 1.77049

-91-




The following table(Table 5.2.1)ontinues summarizing and reporting the results of
comparisons of mean ratings in each dimension ofhase involvement between

suitsandT-shirts

Table 5.2.1 Measures of Purchase Involvement

Measures Suit T-shirt Significance t-value
Product Involvement Mean Mean
Monetary risk 6.03 4.09 0.000*** 17.541
Social acceptance 5.33 4.19 0.000*** 9.891
Extensive search 6.00 4.23 0.000*** 13.764
Overall 5.79 4.17 0.000*** 20.804

*** Statistically significant (p < .01)

Table 5.2.1 presents the results obtained from st0@ent respondents who were
asked to indicate their expression of the leveltheir involvement through the three
dimension criteria (monetary risk, social accepgaramnd information search prior to
making a decision) via a seven-point semantic sddle mean rating scores indicated
in the above table are derived from tHestanalysis using SPSS program. The mean
score results for each dimension was determinad &0 average of the summation of
the rating score given by each respondent for divaension. The overall level of
purchase involvement was derived from an averagheSummation of each mean

score in each dimension.

The results in Table 5.2.1 reveal tisaits has a greater mean score tAashirts of
overall purchase involvement and across all thremedsions of purchase
involvement. The difference between overall purehiasolvement level and across
each of the purchase involvement dimension fosssaid T-shirts were different to a
statistically significant alpha level of 0.01. Wancthen logically conclude thatit is
regarded as high purchase involvement produartd T-shirt is considered as law

purchase involvement product.
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With regards to themonetary riskdimension, the results of the mean difference
between suits and T-shirts revealed that suits enapleater statistically significant
mean difference score at 6.3=(17.541 p < 0.01) than T-shirts with the statistically
significant mean difference score of 4.0%(17.541p < 0.01) as shown in the above
table.

The results of the mean difference between suitk Bushirts with respect to the
social acceptancdimension indicated that suits had a greaterssizdily significant
mean difference score at 5.33=(9.891,p < 0.01) than T-shirts with the statistically
significant mean difference score of 4.1$©0.891,p < 0.01).

The results of mean difference faformation search prior to purchaseetween suits
and T-shirts revealed that suits had a greateiststally significant mean difference
score than T-shirts with the statistically sigraiid mean difference score of 6.00 and
4.23 respectivelyt(= 13.764p < 0.01).

The mean difference for thwverall purchase involvemebetween suits and T-shirts
as illustrated in Table 5.2 points out that suisl la greater statistically significant
mean difference score equal to 5.7$ 20.804,p < 0.01) than T-shirts, which had a
statistically significant mean difference scoreldf7 ¢ = 20.804p < 0.01).

The ratification of levels of purchase involvemetgarly indicate that suits had a
greater mean difference score than T-shirts in gesfoverall purchase involvement
and in all three dimensions of measuring the leeélpurchase involvement. These
mean difference scores are based on statisticgihyfisant results at the significant
alpha level of 0.01. As a consequenaeits and T-shirts were appropriately
designated for using as surrogateshigfh purchase involvememindlow purchase
involvemenproductsrespectively for the study.

The following section will justify that the studya® appropriately assigned three
countries which effectively represent the levetofintry’s development for the study.
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5.1.3Ratification of Level of Country’s Development

This research intended to study the main effed©fO on product evaluation. The
investigation anticipated that the effect could yatepending on consumers’
perceptions of the level of development for eachOCThe study set out to explore
how perceptions of different levels of developmeheach COO played a potential
role in influencing product evaluation of Thai fash clothing brands. The study
planned to designate Japan as a country with aehidévelopment level compared
with Thailand. In addition, this study designatedl&d)sia and Vietham as countries

of similar and lesser levels of development respelstin comparison with Thailand.

In order to ensure that the study was appropria@ehfigured with respect to the level
of each country’s development for implementation time field survey, the
measurement of consumers’ perceptions of the desghtevels of development was
undertaken. The criteria that were employed to oreathese levels of development
were thestage of economic developmerduntry imageandquality of manufacturing
One-wayANOVA was employed to confirm that the results ded from measuring
each country’s level of development indicated statlly significant differences in
the overall level of development and the three disians that were employed to

measure the level of the countries’ development.

One hundred participants were requested to redwu perception of the levels of

country’s development. The participants indicatbdirt scores with respect to the
three dimension criterion (stage of economic dgwalent, country image, and quality
of manufacturing). The questionnaire employed aesgwint semantic scale for
measuring the levels of country’s development Wyingseach respondent to rate the
score. The mean score results for each dimensioa wadculated from scores that
was indicated by each participant for that dimemgioterion. In addition, an overall

level of country’s development was also calculdiggumming the mean scores from

each dimension criterion.
Table 5.3 indicates the average rating of the emamdevel, country image and

quality of production of each of the three courstrées well as overall perception of the

country’s development.
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Table 5.3 Mean Rating of Three COOs with respect t®imensions of

Measuring Each CountryBevelopment

Measures Japan Malaysia Vietnam Significance F-value
Development Mean Mean Mean
Economic Level 6.15 5.37 3.93 0.000*** 195.625
Country Image 6.11 5.29 4.07 0.000*** 169.268
Quality 6.09 5.26 3.79 0.000*** 226.334
Overall 6.12 5.31 3.93 0.000*** 428.317

*** Statistically significant (p < .01)

The results in Table 5.3 are derived from ANOVA lgs&. The study found that
there were statistically significant differencesaang three COOs with different levels
of economic development in terms of each dimensiothe country’s development
with the significant alpha level of 0.01. Thus, thet of homogeneity of variances and
the pairwise comparisons of means were subsequentigrtaken in order to check

which pairs were different.

The Levene Statistical Results in the test of hoenegy of variances in Table 5.3.1
reveals the statistically significant results foack dimension of the country’s

development. These results confirm that the vaesnaf the data in each of the
country’s development dimensions were differeniné¢e the study chose Tamhane’s

T2 method to test the pairwise comparisons of means

Table 5.3.1 Test of Homogeneity of Variances for Cmtry’s Development

Dimensions
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Levene Statistic Significance
Economic level 5.131 0.006***
Country image 4.161 0.017**
Quality of Manufacturing 5.977 0.003***
Overall 2.638 0.073*

* Statistically Significant ¢p.10)
** Statistically Significanp(< .05)
*** Statistically Significar(p < .01)
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The following tables (Table 5.3.2, 5.3.3 and 5.3H)w the results cfamhane’s T2
analysis with respect to the pairwise comparisohsneans betweedapan and
Malaysig Malaysia and Vietnamand Japan and Vietnamrespectively. The
comparisons of means between the two COOs in ehdh were observed in terms of
the three dimensions of country’s developmésthge of economic development,

country image and quality of manufacturing).

Table 5.3.2 Pairwise Comparisons of Means betweeagan and Malaysia

Multiple Comparisons (Tamhane’s T2)

Japan Malaysia Mean Difference Significance
Economic level 6.15 5.37 0.78 0.000***
Country image 6.11 5.29 0.82 0.000***
Quality of Manufacturing 6.09 5.26 0.83 0.000***
Overall 6.12 5.31 0.81 0.000***

*** Statistically Significant (p < .01)

Table 5.3.3 Pairwise Comparisons of Means betweenadidysia and Vietnam

Multiple Comparisons (Tamhane’s T2)

Malaysia Vietnam Mean Difference Significance
Economic level 5.37 3.93 1.44 0.000***
Country image 5.29 4.07 1.22 0.000***
Quality of Manufacturing 5.26 3.79 1.47 0.000***
Overall 5.31 3.93 1.38 0.000***

*** Statistically Significant (p < .01)
Table 5.3.4 Pairwise Comparisons of Means betweeagan and Vietnam

Multiple Comparisons (Tamhane’s T2)

Japan Vietham Mean Difference Significance
Economic level 6.15 3.93 2.22 0.000***
Country image 6.11 4.07 2.04 0.000***
Quality of Manufacturing 6.09 3.79 2.3 0.000***
Overall 6.12 3.93 2.19 0.000***

*** Statistically Significant (p < .01)
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According to the above results based on the agjgitaf Tamhane’s T2 method, the
study found that Japan has a greater mean differéran Malaysia in every aspect of
the country’s development dimensions with the stigllly significant alpha level of
0.01(See Table 5.3.2Additionally, the study found that Malaysia hagraater mean
difference than Vietnam while Japan has a greasamdifference than Vietnam in
each dimension of the country’s development. Theselts are derived from analysis
based on the statistically significant resultshat significant alpha level of 0.Q5ee
Table 5.3.3 and 5.3.4, respectively)

As was evident frodANOVAresults in Table 5.3 anfiamhane’s T2esults in Table
5.3.2, 5.3.3 and 5.3.4, it can be inferred thatetlveere significant differences among
the three COOs with respect to each country’s a@gveént dimension. In addition,
those results indicate that there also were sicamti differences between the country
pairings ofJapan and MalaysiadVlalaysia and VietnaprandJapan and VietnamAs a
result, the summary of mean rating of Thai conssmeéth respect to the countries’
level of development in Table 5.3 can be considegédble evidence and can be used
as the basis for ratifying the levels of each cotstdevelopment as suggested in the

following sections.

The results in Table 5.3 with regard to 8tage of economic developmehbw that
Japan had the highest statistically significant méifference score at 6.15. Malaysia
recorded the next highest score with statisticsiliyificant mean difference score of
5.37. The lowest statistically significant meanfeliénce score belonged to Vietham
with a score of 3.93. These results indicate thete are significant mean differences
between Japan, Malaysia, and Vietnam with regardghé dimension of stage of
economic development at the significant alpha lesfeD.01, F = 195.625. These
results can be interpreted to indicate that conssirperceive Japan to have a high
level of economic development in comparison withldfaia and Vietnam. In
addition, the mean difference between pairs inditiaat Malaysia is also significantly
different from Vietnam with mean difference scoesvireen pairs at 1.44 (5.37 — 3.93).
From this outcome, we can infer that consumersgnezd that Malaysia has a higher

level of economic development than Vietnam.
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Table 5.3 indicates that Japan also had the hightasistically significant mean
difference score ofountry imageat 6.11. Malaysia was perceived as having the next
highest country image with the statistically sigraht mean difference score of 5.29.
The country with the lowest country image appeatedbe Vietham with the
statistically significant mean difference score4dd7. These mean difference scores
are based on the statistically significant resaitéhe significant alpha level of 0.(&,

= 169.268. From these results it can be concluded there were significant
differences in perceptions of country image amdmgd COOs (Japan, Malaysia, and
Vietnam). The results show that Thai consumersgieed country image towards
each country differently. These results reveal that country image of Japan was
significantly different to Malaysia and Vietnam wimean difference scores between
pairs equal to 0.82 (6.11 — 5.29) and 2.04 (6.14.0¥) respectively. Consumers
perceived that Japan had a higher positive coumage than Malaysia and Vietnam.
Moreover, the mean difference between pairs iliss that Malaysia also differed
significantly in comparison with Vietnam with a nmedifference score between pairs
equal to 1.22 (5.29 — 4.07). Consumers perceivatiMalaysia had a better country

image compared with Vietnam.

Table 5.3 also indicates the mean difference antloaghree countries with respect to
guality of manufacturingThe study found that there were significant dédfeces in
consumers’ perceptions of the quality of manufasturamong the three COOs,
namely, Japan, Malaysia, and Vietnam. These resuilisate that Japan has the
highest statistically significant mean differena®re with respect to manufacturing
qguality with a score of 6.09. Malaysia was perceivees having a lesser mean
difference score than Japan with the statisticsitiyificant mean difference score of
5.26. The lowest perception of manufacturing quaditnong the three countries
appeared to belong to Vietnam with the statistycsignificant mean difference score
of 3.79. These results for the perceptions of ¢pali manufacturing for each of the
three countries are derived from analysis basetherstatistically significant results
at the significant alpha level of 0.0E,= 226.334. Based on these results, it can be
concluded that Thai consumers’ perceptions towdh#se countries’ quality of
manufacturing indicate that Japan was significadiffierent to Malaysia and Vietnam
with mean difference scores between pairs equ@ld8 (6.09 — 5.26) and 2.30 (6.09

— 3.79) respectively. Furthermore, the mean diffeeebetween pairs indicate that
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Malaysia was differed significantly from Vietham tivia mean difference score
between pairs equal to 1.47 (5.26 — 3.79). Thesaltsesuggest that Thai consumers
perceive that Japan as having a higher quality ehufacturingcapability than

Malaysia and Vietnam. In addition, Thai consuméss perceive Malaysia as having

a better quality of manufacturirgglibre than Vietnam.

Table 5.3 also illustrates that the mean differem@m®ng the three countries in terms
of their overall development is significant sinte significant alpha level is equal to
0.01,F = 428.317. It appears that Japan has the highastically significant mean

difference score at 6.12. Malaysia was perceivetess developed than Japan with
the statistically significant mean difference scofé.31 and Vietham has the lowest
perceived level of development with the statisticalgnificant mean difference score
of 3.93 as shown in Table 5.3. These results stidhast the perceptions of overall

development are significantly different for Japsialaysia, and Vietnam.

Thai consumers’ perception of countries’ overalvalepment reveal that Japan
differed significantly from Malaysia and Vietnam ttvi mean difference scores
between pairs equal to 0.81 (6.12 — 5.31) and 26192 — 3.93) respectively.
Moreover, the mean difference between pairs of ehesuntries illustrates that
Malaysia also differed significantly from Vietnamitiv a mean difference score
between pairs equal to 1.38 (5.31 — 3.93). It settrasefore that Thai consumers
perceive Japan as having a higher overall developrievel than Malaysia and
Vietnam. In addition, Thai consumers also perceivat Malaysia has a greater

overall level of development than Vietnam.

In conclusion, the analysis in this section witbpect to the ratification of consumers’
perception levels of each country’s developmemtfoeces the assertion that the study
has appropriately defined three countries as CO{@is different perceived level of

development for the study. All three of the cowdrishowed evidence to have
statistically significant differences at a signéint alpha level 0.01 in terms of overall
development. The significant difference was alsde in the case of all three of the
dimensions used for measuring the level of coustdgvelopment, namely, the stage
of economic development, country image, and qualityjnanufacturing. The results

indicate that Japan was perceived to have a higkel of development than Malaysia
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and Vietnam. In addition, Malaysia was perceived have a higher level of
development than Vietham as well. Therefore, thelystwill designate Japan as
representative of a country with a higher levebef’elopment when compared with
Thailand. Malaysia and Vietnam will be designatedcauntries representative of
being perceived as having a similar and lesserl lek@evelopment respectively,

when compared with Thailand.

5.1.4Summary of Findings in Exploratory Survey

The results of the exploratory survey have effetyived to the identification of two
Thai fashion clothing brands with different levdl lwand equity. It emerged that
“Greyhound” brand can be appropriately used as a surrogateidbrequity brangd
whereas, théAllZ” brand can reasonably be used as a surrogal@faquity brand

in the study. Furthermore, the results of ratifythg level of purchase involvement
indicate that the study has appropriately desighéaeits” as a surrogate for lagh
purchase involvement produaihereas, T-shirts” are appropriately designated as
representative for Bw purchase involvement produtt. addition, the perceptions of
levels of country’s development were also ratifiétle findings indicate all of three
countries, namely Japan, Malaysia, and Vietname wgnificantly different in terms
of consumers’ perception of their levels of devetemt. As expected the survey
findings indicate that Japan has a higher perceis@l of development than
Malaysia and Vietnam. In addition, Malaysia is &ved as having a higher level of
development than Vietnam as well. This evidencedetredence to the assertion that
the study has appropriately designated Japan assesgative of a country of high
economic development compared with Thailand. Addally, Malaysia and Vietham
have been appropriately designated as representaticountries with similar and

lesser levels of development respectively in comsparwith Thailand.

In summary, the findings in the exploratory surveyh respect to the two levels of
brand equity GreyhoundandAllZ), the two levels of purchase involvemesti{sand
T-shirtg, and the three countries with different levels aofuntry’s development
(Japan MalaysiaandVietnan) appear to be well qualified for use in the subsed
survey (field survey). The results obtained frora tield survey will be presented in

the next section.
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5.2 Results from Field Survey
In this section, data analysis of the field survelf be presented comprising of the
analysis of sample characteristics, analysis obrfavle / unfavorable COO variables

and the results of the analyses.

5.2.1Sample Characteristics

The report in this section is based on the demdugrapformation obtained from the
field survey questionnaire. The study was populabgd 480 respondents. The
demographic characteristics of the respondents hwhigspect to gender, age,

education and occupation are indicated in Table 5.4

Out of the 480 respondents who participated infigld survey, 313 (65.21%) were
females and 167 (34.79%) were males. Two majororedgnt groups in the sample
were those aged between 36 and 45 years old (36af68dtal respondents) and
between 26 and 35 years (32.92% of total respospleaspectively. The rest of the
respondents were between 18 years and 25 yeaygead$ and 55 years, and 56 years
up, which represented to 15.21%, 11.04%, and 4.@&¢ectively of the sample size.

Table 5.4 Demographic Characteristics of Sample

Respondents characteristics Frequency (n = 480) reent

Gender Female 313 65.21
Male 167 34.79

Age 18-25 years 73 15.21
26-35 years 158 32.92

36-45 years 175 36.46

46-55 years 53 11.04

56 years up 21 4.38

Education  High school graduate 11 2.29
College graduate 47 9.79

Completed graduate school 359 74.79

Postgraduate school 63 13.13

occupation  Unemployed / Retired 5 1.04
Student 22 4.58

Servant / Labor 31 6.46

Government / State enterprise officia 90 18.75

Employee 177 36.88

Self employed 155 32.29
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With regard to their education, most participanisived in this study had completed
graduate school comprising of 74.79% of total reslemts. Around 13.13% of
respondents had completed postgraduate educatidnle Vi lower number of

respondents had lower education level, namely, ¢etimg either college (9.79%) or
high school (2.29%).

Majority of the respondents were gainfully employadhereas the others appeared to
be looking for work or unemployed. Employees act¢ednfor 36.88% of total
respondents while the next largest segment ofdhgpke was made up of those who
were self employed, government / state enterprieials, or servant / labor and
comprised 32.29%, 18.75%, and 6.46% of total redpots respectively. A small
proportion of the total respondents were studehts806) and unemployed / retired

accounted for 1.04% of the sample.

Section 5.2.2 discusses the analysis and resulterfumers’ perceptions of country
capabilities. The field survey sought to identi&wdrable / unfavorable perceptions of
COO of Thai consumers’ perception with respectapadh, Malaysia, and Vietnam.
Data analysis and the results derived from thed fealrvey will be reported in the

following section.

5.2.2Favorable or Unfavorable COO

This section will report the descriptive resultsided from exploring the attitude of
Thai consumers. The survey investigated the peorepiof Thai consumers of the
ability of three countries, namely, Japan, Malaysiad Vietnam to produce fashion
clothing. Five criteria dimensions were used to soea country capabilities in terms
of quality of manufacturing. These dimensions gdatalities included workmanship,
product design, durability, reliability, and comgon quality. Respondents were
asked to rate each dimension via a seven-point r#@macale (score 1 to 7, 1
represented the lowest degree of perception areprésented the highest degree of
perception). The results of participants’ perceptid each dimension capability are
presented in the form of amfean scoré The mean score for each dimension
capability is derived from an average of the sunmwnabf the scores that each
respondent gave for that dimension. The mean sgbtaned for each dimension
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capability construct was summed for each couninaddition, an average of the sum
of the mean score of each dimension capability egsulated in order to present a
country’s overall capability in terms of quality ofanufacturing of each country. An
assumption is made here that each dimension of i@eming quality is perceived as
having equal weight. The overall results will paintt which countries are likely to be
favorable / unfavorable COO in terms of quality wlnufacturing from Thai
consumers’ perspective. The data analysis techraqu#oyed in this section the one-
way ANOVA and the results are indicated in Tabk 5.

The results shown in Table 5.5 are the mean raifnghai consumers' perceptions
with respect to the criteria dimension of the calgads of the country’s
manufacturing quality (workmanship, product desiglurability, reliability, and
component quality). These dimensions forming theralv country capability is used
for measuring perceptions of country capabilities terms of its quality of
manufacturing. The One-way ANOVA analysis identfitat there were significant
differences in consumers’ perceptions of countiyatdlities of Japan, Malaysia, and

Vietnam with respect to each group of dimensiomgHe country capabilities.

Table 5.5 Mean Rating of Consumers' Perceptions witrespect to Three COOs
in Their Ability to Produce the Poducts

Measures Japan Malaysia Vietnam Significance F-value
Country Capability (Mean) (Mean) (Mean)

Workmanship 5.39 4.47 4.02 0.000*** 174.584
Product Design 5.46 4.26 3.83 0.000*** 277.559
Durability 5.11 4.32 3.94 0.000*** 132.902
Reliable 5.33 4.28 3.86 0.000*** 197.019
Quality 5.21 4.42 4.04 0.000*** 127.544
Overall 5.30 4.35 3.94 0.000*** 259.874

*** Statistically significant (p < .01)

Once the study found the significant differencetvieen each group of dimensions
for the capabilities among the three COOs from ANOVA analysis, the test of
homogeneity of variances and the pairwise compasistf means were continually
conducted to observe the differences between pafirgountries. The Levene
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Statistical Results in this procedure helped taciae which method should be further
employed to ascertain the differences between .péirs results in Table 5.5.1 show
the statistically significant results in most greupf dimensions for country

capabilities.

Table 5.5.1 Test of Homogeneity of Variances for Cmtry Capability

Dimensions
Test of Homogeneity of Variances

Levene Statistic Significance
Workmanship 1.050 0.350
Product Design 9.784 0.000***
Durability 3.026 0.049**
Reliable 15.088 0.000***
Quality 3.715 0.025**
Overall 13.072 0.000***

* Statistically Significt(p < .10)
** Statistically Signifant (p < .05)
*** Statistically Signdant (p < .01)

Based on the above evidence, it can be inferredtitieavariances of the data in most
of the groups according to the country capabilitpyehsions were different. Thus, the
test of Tamhane’s T2 was further undertaken to lchdwether there were differences
between pairs of countri¢See Table 5.5.2, 5.5.3 and 5.5.4).

Table 5.5.2 Pairwise Comparisons of Means betweeagan and Malaysia

Multiple Comparisons (Tamhane’s T2)

Japan Malaysia Mean Difference Significance
Workmanship 5.39 4.47 0.92 0.000***
Product Design 5.46 4.26 1.20 0.000***
Durability 5.11 4.32 0.79 0.000***
Reliable 5.33 4.28 1.05 0.000%***
Quality 5.21 4.42 0.79 0.000%***
Overall 5.30 4.35 0.95 0.000***

*** Statistically Significant (p < .01)
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Table 5.5.3 Pairwise Comparisons of Means betweenaldysia and Vietnam

Multiple Comparisons (Tamhane’s T2)

Malaysia Vietnam Mean Difference Significance
Workmanship 4.47 4.02 0.45 0.000***
Product Design 4.26 3.83 0.43 0.000***
Durability 4.32 3.94 0.38 0.000***
Reliable 4.28 3.86 0.42 0.000%***
Quality 4.42 4.04 0.38 0.000%***
Overall 4.35 3.94 0.41 0.000***

*** Statistically Significant (p < .01)

Table 5.5.4 Pairwise Comparisons of Means betweeagan and Vietnam

Multiple Comparisons (Tamhane’s T2)

Japan Vietnam Mean Difference Significance
Workmanship 5.39 4.02 1.37 0.000***
Product Design 5.46 3.83 1.63 0.000***
Durability 5.11 3.94 1.17 0.000***
Reliable 5.33 3.86 1.47 0.000***
Quality 5.21 4.04 1.17 0.000***
Overall 5.30 3.94 1.36 0.000***

*** Statistically Significant (p < .01)

Based on the Tamhane’s T2 results, the study fabhatdJapan has a greater mean
difference than Malaysia in every aspect of coumtpability dimensions with the
statistically significant alpha level of 0.Q%ee Table 5.5.2Malaysia appears to have
a greater mean difference than Vietnam with regarthe measurement of country
capabilities(See Table 5.5.3)These results are derived from analysis basethen
statistically significant results at the signifitaadpha level of 0.01. This study also
found that according to Thai consumers’ evaluatmindapan, there is a greater mean
difference than Vietnam in each dimension of coungapabilities. These results were

thus able to serve as the basis of analysis wélstatistically significant alpha level

of 0.01(See Table 5.5.4)
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Therefore, the above evidence frésNOVAand Tamhane’s TZesults ascertain that
there were significant differences among the th@@Os with respect to each
country’s development dimension. Thai consumersegiee the country capabilities
of Japan differently to Malaysia and Vietham angbgberceive Malaysia differently
to Vietnam. As a consequence, the summary of mai@mgrof Thai consumers with
respect to country capabilities in Table 5.5 isat#e to conclude that Japan has a
greater mean score for every dimension, includihg overall mean score, in
comparison with Malaysia and Vietnam. The comparisesults of mean scores
among three COOs reveal the significant result$-at 174.584,p < 0.01 for
workmanship, F = 277.559, < 0.01 for product design, F = 132.9¢2< 0.01 for
durability, F = 197.019p < 0.01 for reliability, F = 127.544 < 0.01 for component
quality, and F = 259.874h, < 0.01 for overall country capabilities.

These results suggest that Thai consumers appeardeive products with COO that
has a higher perceived level of development morer&bly than products with COO

that has a lower perceived level of developmentes€hresults, derived from

conducting the survey in an Asian country suchlzal@nd are consistent with results
from past studies conducted in Western countrigs (aynak, Kucukemiroglu and

Hyder, 2000; O’Cass and Lim, 2002).

5.2.3 General Results

In this section, the results refer to the suppldargnquestions (question 3 and
guestions 5 to 9) in part Il of the field surveyegtionnaire. The results in this section
are classified and reported in four tables (Tabe 5.7, 5.8. and 5.9), which relate to
each of the concerns addressed in the supplemeantastions. The discussion starts
with the general results of consumers’ perceptibrcauntry’s development and
overall quality of branded product.

5.2.3.1General Results with respect to Consumers’ Peraaqmi of Country’s

Development and Overall Quality of Bréed Product.

The results in this section are related to quesBoim part Il of field survey

questionnaire. Respondents were asked to rate wbealb quality of a particular
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branded clothing item on a Likert scale (score éxtremely poor, score 2 = poor,
score 3 = fair, score 4 = good, and score 5 = &gl Each respondent was
randomly given one of 12 questionnaire versionsthe#f twelve scenarios, each
representing a high or low brand equity item frooumtry Japan, Malaysia or

Vietnam illustrated in Figure 4.1 and Table 4.2clitacenario was completed by a
total 40 participants. The mean rating of overalalqy of the specific branded

clothing item, therefore, was derived from an ageraf the sum of the rating score of
each respondent (Table 5.6).

Table 5.6 Mean Rating of Overall Quality of BrandedProducts with respect to
Brand Equity and COO

Suits T-shirts

Overall Quality | Japan |Malaysia| Vietnam| Sig. | F-value | Overd Quality | Japan [Malaysia|Vietnam| Sig. | F-value

of Products ~ |(Mean)| (Mean) (Mean of Products | (Mean)[ (Mean) (Mean

High Equity Brand | 3.85 | 358 [ 355| 0.045t" 3.180|High EquityBrand | 3.80 | 353 | 3.25| 0.000% 9.345
Low EquityBrand | 3.63 | 345 335| 0146 1.955|LowEquityBrand | 3.65 | 348 | 335 0.125| 2118

* Statistically Significant (p < .10)
** Statistically Significant (p < .05)
*** Statistically Significant (p < .01)

As can be seen from ANOVA results in the aboveetatble results show that there are
significant differences in the perceived overalhlify of high equity branded products

that are made in Japan, Malaysia and Vietnam, vagipect to suits and T-shirts.

These results are based on the statistically sogmif alpha level of 0.05 for suits and

alpha level of 0.01 for T-shirts. Thus, the paimvisomparisons of means were
subsequently undertaken. In addition, the resuolthé above table also indicate that
there are no significant differences among low ggoiianded products that are made
in the three COOs with respect to the perceivedadvguality of products. As a result,

there is no further analysis to conduct for the kxyuity branded products for suits or
T-shirts.

The following table(Table 5.6.) indicates the results of the test of homogeneity

variances for each group under observation. Thehe\Statistic Results and p-value
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in this table determined the further analysis meéthioat would be employed to
ascertain the differences between pairs. For et none of the groups showed
statistically significant results. This means vades of data for each group were not

apparent.

Table 5.6.1 Test of Homogeneity of Variances for Ed Group of Branded

Products
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Levene Statistic Significance
Suits - High Equity Brand 0.226 0.798
Suits - Low Equity Brand 0.165 0.848
T-shirts - High Equity Brand 1.670 0.193
T-shirts - Low Equity Brand 1.414 0.247

* Statistically Significarp € .10)
** Statistically Significaiip < .05)
*** Statistically Significar(p < .01)

Based on the evidence in Table 5.6.1, the studyiemg LSD method to check the
pairwise comparisons of means for the overall duabdf branded products. The
following tables(Table 5.6.2, 5.6.3 and 5.6.4)dicate the results in terms of the

differences between pairs that are derived from B88Blysis.

Table 5.6.2 Pairwise Comparisons of Means of Highduiity Branded Products

Made in Japan and Malaysia

Multiple Comparisons (LSD)

Suits T-shirts

Overall Quality Japan | Malaysia | Mean Sig. Overall Quality Japan | Malaysia | Mean Sig.

of Products (Mean) (Mean) | Difference of Products (Mean) (Mean) | Difference

HghEquiyBrand | 385 | 358 | 027 | 0.030fHghEquiyerend| 380 | 353 | 027 | 0033

* Statistically Significant (p < .10)
** Statistically Significant (p < .05)
*** Statistically Significant (p < .01)
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Table 5.6.3 Pairwise Comparisons of Means of Highduiity Branded Products

Made in Malaysia and Vietnam

Multiple Comparisons (LSD)

Suits T-shirts
Overall Quality | Malaysia | Vietnam Mean Sig. Overall Qualty | Malaysia | Vietnam Mean Sig.
of Products (Mean) (Mean) | Difference of Products (Mean) (Mean) | Difference
High Equity Brand |  3.58 3.55 0.03 0.850 | High Equity Brand |~ 3.53 3.25 0.28 0.0334

* Statistically Significant (p <.10)
** Statistically Significant (p < .05)

*** Statistically Significant (p < .01)

Table 5.6.4 Pairwise Comparisons of Means of Highdtiity Branded Products

Made in Japan and Vietnam

Multiple Comparisons (LSD)

Suits T-shirts
Overall Quality Japan Vietnam Mean Sig. Overall Quality Japan Vietham Mean Sig.
of Products (Mean) (Mean) | Difference of Products (Mean) (Mean) | Difference
High Equity Brand | 3.85 3.55 0.30 0.025% High Equity Brand | 3.80 3.25 0.55 0.000*

* Statistically Significant (p <.10)
** Statistically Significant (p < .05)

*** Statistically Significant (p < .01)

Based on the pairwise comparisons of means (LS&Iltss the study found that the
overall perceived quality of high equity brandedducts made in Japan were

significantly different from high equity brandedopiucts made in Malaysia for suits

and T-shirts. These results were different with steistically significant alpha level

of 0.05 for both suits and T-shirfSee Table 5.6.2Jor the pairwise comparisons of

means between high equity branded products madédaiaysia and Vietnam, the

results only revealed significant differences amtiveggproducts made in Malaysia and
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Vietnam for T-shirts(See Table 5.6.3)These results were derived from analysis
based on the statistically significant resultshatsignificant alpha level of 0.05. Table

5.5.4 indicates the results of pairwise comparisohsneans between high equity

branded products made in Japan and Vietnam fos @uitl T-shirts. The results

demonstrate that there are significant differencggerceptions between pairs of high

equity branded products for both suits and T-shinst are made in Japan and
Vietnam with the statistically significant alphasé of 0.05 for suits and alpha level

of 0.01 for T-shirts.

Based on the above results, the stgtiif cannot concludethat Thai consumers
perceived clothing products with both levels ofraraquity that were made in Japan
as preferable and as having a better quality thathing goods produced in Malaysia
and Vietnam. This is because the results that emgetl from ANOVA and pairwise
comparisons of means did not indicate the stagiyicsignificant results for both
levels of brand equity clothing products that waerade in countries with different
levels of development. The results show the sigaifi results for some observed
cases (e.g. significant results in high equity dexhT-shirts). However, these results
point out those Thai consumers’ perceptions of al/euality of branded clothing
products might have interfered with the strengthwaakness of one of the three
product cues (COO, brand and product type) tha¢ Wwemg examined.

As indicated earlier in chapter 4, p. 81, the stditlynot necessarily expect to receive
specific information from general resu({®ll of the results in Section 5.2.8j)at could
be used for answering the research questions. fAlh® substantial analyses with
respect to the study’s hypotheses were to be dkfreen the following main study.
Nevertheless, some of the evidence that was olotamthe part of general results of
this research might be useful to support the maidysor for use as a database for

future research.

5.2.3.2General Results with respect the Three Product Cues

This section presents the perceived importanceheftiiree product cues, namely,

product category, COO and brand (Table 5.7 and R8gstion 5 to 7 of the survey

asked respondents to indicate how important thegidered the three product cues as

indicators of product quality on a Likert scaleqise 1l = extremely important, score 2
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= very important, score 3 = of some importancefreseb= of little importance, and
score 5 = of absolutely no importance). The meéingaf overall importance with
respect to each product cue was derived from aragegeof the sum of the score of
each participant for the particular product cuebl&a.7 shows the results that were
derived from ANOVA analysis. The results indicatett there were statistically
significant differences with the alpha level of D&f overall importance among COO,
brand and product category cues. Therefore, thetdsomogeneity of variances was
conducted to check the variances of data in omeelkect the method for studying the
pairwise comparisons between pairs of product clié® results of testing the

variances of data are shown in the following tgBlee Table 5.7.1).

Table 5.7 Mean Rating of Overall Importance Regardig Three Product Cues

Product Cues COo0 Brand Product Categoryl  Significance F-alue
(Mean) (Mean) (Mean)
Overall Importance 2.99 2.75 2.82 0.001%* 7.093

*** Statistically Significant (p < .01)

Table 5.7.1 Test of Homogeneity of Variances for @vall Importance of Product

Cues
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Levene Statistic Significance
Overall Importance 10.82 0.000***

*** Statistically Signifant (p < .01)

The Levene Statistic Results and p-value in Tablkel5indicated that there were
differences in the variance of data with respeaiverall importance. This result was
derived with the statistically significant alphavéé of 0.01. This evidence helped to
determine the further analysis method that was eyepl, namelyTamhane’s T2vas

used to check the pairwise comparisons of mears/@fall importance among the
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three product cues. The results of subsequent sisaye indicated in the following
tables(Table 5.7.2, 5.7.3 and 5.7.4)

Table 5.7.2 Pairwise Comparisons of Means of Ovelldmportance between
COO and Brand

Multiple Comparisons (Tamhane’s T2)

Product Cues COO Brand Mean Difference Significance
(Mean) (Mean) (Mean)
Overall Importance 2.99 2.75 0.24 0.001***

*** Statistically Significant (p < .01)

Table 5.7.3 Pairwise Comparisons of Means of Ovelldmportance between
Brand and Product Category

Multiple Comparisons (Tamhane’s T2)

Product Cues Product Category Brand Mean Difference Sigificance
(Mean) (Mean) (Mean)
Overall Importance 2.82 2.75 0.07 0.585

* Statistically Significant (p < .10)
** Statistically Significant (p < .05)
*** Statistically Significant (p < .01)

Table 5.7.4 Pairwise Comparisons of Means of Ovelldmportance between
COO and Product Category

Multiple Comparisons (Tamhane’s T2)

Product Cues COO Product Category Mean Difference Sigficance
(Mean) (Mean) (Mean)
Overall Importance 2.99 2.82 0.17 0.034**

** Statistically Significant (p < .05)
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Based on Tamhane’s T2 results of pairwise compasisd means, the study found
significant mean differences with the statisticalignificant alpha level of 0.01 for
the pairs of COO and branGee Table 5.7.2)Significant differences in overall
importance between pairs were also found in the adspairwise comparison of
means between COO and product category. Thesetsesale derived with the
statistically significant results based on the alpgvel of 0.05See Table 5.7.4The
observation of the comparisons between the pairbrafd and product category
revealed no statistically significant mean differesn with respect to overall
importancgSee Table 5.7.3).

The results that were derived from the test of camspns of means identified that
Thai consumers perceived COO cue has a greatealbwaportance than brand and
product category cues. These results indicatettigae is no significant difference of
means of overall importance between brand and ptodategory cues. Based on
these results, it seems to be that Thai consunoaisder COO to be a more important
product cue when they make their purchase decisidosever, this study cannot
conclude that Thai consumers consider COO cue edirdt priority, and product

category and brand as the second and last preoatandicated in ANOVA results in

Table 5.7 when they evaluate the clothing produtiss is because the analysis did
not receive the significant results of pairwise pamsons of means in every pair

among the three product cues.

Nevertheless, researcher was curious to study ttieides of Thai consumers
especially when they gave their opinions focusingralividual product cues. It was
particularly interesting to observe which cues wiobke the first, second and last
priorities to affect their purchase decisions. Thie next ranking analysis with
respect to the three product cues was undertakeht#on the results that might help
to shed light on this issue. This ranking analy&s in accordance with question item

8 in the field survey questionnaire.

The results derived responses to supplementaryignegem 8 in part Il of the field
survey questionnaire from this analysis are showhable 5.8.
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Table 5.8 Rank Order of Product Cues Affecting Purbase Decision

Product Cues Rank No.1 Rank No.2 Rank No.3
Frequency | Percentage Frequendy Percentdge  Frequehcy eRw@ge
Country-of-Origin (COO) 270 56.3 106 22.1 104 21.6
Brand 130 27.1 200 41.6 150 313
Product Category 80 16.6 174 36.3 226 47.1

Respondents were asked to rank the order of thee throduct cues in order to
measure which cues were the major or minor detemmténthat influenced Thai
consumers’ evaluation of fashion clothing produdibe survey participants were
asked to rank the product cues (humber 1 = extyenmaportant, number 2 =
somewhat important, number 3 = slightly importaiit)e percentage of the numerical
count of participants who ranked number 1 or 2 @wr3ach product cue is indicated
in Table 5.8. This outcome suggests that the cateaiiected Thai consumers most in
making purchase decisions (Rank No.1) seems liteellge COO (56.3% compared
with the other two product cues). Rank No.2 wasated to possibly be tHerand
(41.6% compared with the other two product cued) Rank No.3 appeared to be the
product category47.1% compared with the other two product cuds)ever, these
results needed to be tested by employing furthatyais in order to check whether

they were based on the statistically significastures.

Therefore,the Test for Homogeneity Chi-Square Tesis undertaken to ascertain
whether the results in Table 5.8 were reliable laasked on the statistically significant
results. The researcher defined the hypothesete$ting the homogeneity of data as

the follows.

Ho: There is no difference of data between groups

Ha: There is difference of data between groups

The following tables(Table 5.8.1 and 5.8.2were derived fromthe Test for
Homogeneity Chi-Square Test
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Table 5.8.1 Crosstabulation of Product Cues and R&ng Comparisons

Rank Order Comparisons

Rank No.1 | Rank No.2| Rank No.3 Total
(Frequency)| (Frequency) (Frequendy)

Product Cues 6{00) 270 106 104 480
Brand 130 200 150 480
Product category 80 174 226 480

Total 480 480 480 1440

Table 5.8.2 Chi-Square Tests

Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 198.150 4 0.000%**
Likelihood Ratio 195.963 4 0.000***
Linear-by-Linear Associatiof 151.994 1 0.000***
N of Valid Cases 1440

*** Statistically Significant (p < .01)

The Pearson Chi-Squarean Table 5.8.2 shows the significant results witte
statistically significant alpha level of 0.01, plhva = 0.000 (RejecH,, AcceptH,).
This outcome ascertains that there was signifidéiférence with regard to the data
between groups. Thus, the data of rank order inela8 and 5.8.1 are reliable. It can
thus be concluded that the cue that affected Tor@swmers most in making purchase
decisions (Rank No.1) €00, followed by the Rank No.2, which is theand cue.
Rank No.3 belonged to theroduct category However, these results only indicate
Thai consumers’ opinions when they focused on idd&l product cues as the
important factors that affect their purchase deasi This outcome has not yet
identified how those product cues play a role fluence Thai consumers’ evaluation
of clothing products. The study used this outcorsesapplementary information,

which was able to be used to support the main study
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5.2.3.3The Role of Marketing Mix Factors on Consumers’ Dision

Making on General Clothing

This section is the last part of tid&eneral ResultsTable 5.9 indicates the results of
responses to question 9 in part Il of the fieldveyrquestionnaire. The questionnaire
asked the respondents to consider four factorseoptomotion mix, namely, product,

price, distribution and promotion and assess thepact on consumers’ purchase
decision of clothing product over a Likert scaleof® 1 = extremely, score 2 = very,
score 3 = somewhat, score 4 = not very, and scerbdrdly). The mean rating of the

overall score with respect to those factors wereselé from an average of the sum of
respondents’ scores for each factor.

Table 5.9 Mean Rating of Factors Affecting Consumest' Purchase Decisions of
General Clothing

Promotion Mix Factors affect on consumers'clothing choice Mean
PRODUCT Quality 419
Brand name 354

Design 418

Fashion 3.90

Durability 4,08

PRICE Reasonable price compare with quality 4.23
Variety of price 4.00

Reasonable price compare with "Made-in" country 3.75

Price when compare with the other brands 3.83

PLACE / DISTRIBUTION Convenience to buy 3.98
Many branches or distribution channels 3.86

Variety of Product designs for choosing 4.05

Variety of Product designs form various brands available for comparing before making a decision 3.84

PROMOTION Advertising (e.g. magazines) 3.64
Marketing activities (e.g. discount) 397

Fashion shows / Events 333

Introducing products via website / internet 3.30

- 116 -



Table 5.9 demonstrates the descriptive results weisipect to the factors that might
affect Thai consumers’ purchase decisions of ahgttproducts. These results were
not significant. In order to receive the significaasults and examine which factors
could be used as predictors of purchase intentieaiViultiple Linear Regressiowas
subsequently conducted. The researcher definetiyjhetheses to check whether all
of the determinants (independent variables) wooftiénce the purchase intention
(dependent variable) and could be used as predictopurchase intentions. These
hypotheses are indicated below.

Ho: No independent variables can be used as prediatbpurchase intention.
Ha: Some independent variables can be used as poesliof purchase intention.

The study testedH,. If the results derived frorMultiple Linear Regressionvere
indicative of significant results, the test woulkgject Hy and accept,. The study
would then continue testing to determine which petelent variables were
appropriate to use as predictors of purchase iotent The following tablgTable

5.9.1)presents the results that were obtained from tiasyais.

Table 5.9.1 Multiple Linear Regression

ANOVA (b)
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 18.155 17 1.068 0.884 0.593(a)
Residual 558.093 462 1.208
Total 576.248 479

a Predictors: (Constant), b9.pro4, b9.prod1, b3.m9.prod2, b9.pri4, b9.prod4, b9.pril, b9.pER2pri3, b9.pro2,
b9.prod5, b9.prod3, b9.pri2, b9.prol, b9.ptdiplal, b9.pro3

b Dependent Variable: Purchase Intention

* Statistically Significant (p < .10)
** Statistically Significant (p < .05)
*** Statistically Significant (p < .01)

The results in the above table show insignificadutts. This outcome means that
none of the independent variables can be usedeabciors of purchase intentions.
Therefore, there was no requirement to continugéingesfor which independent

variables would be appropriate to use as predictbpsirchase intentions.
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However, the researcher still expected that themulg be some relation between
determinants, which might affect Thai consumersichase decisions of clothing
products, and purchase intentions. As a consequehee researcher employed
Correlation Coefficientmethod for further analysis in order to observe télation
betweenfactors that might affect consumers’ purchase decisions puacthase

intentions.Table 5.9.2demonstrates the results that were derived fros dhalysis

method.
Table 5.9.2 Correlation Coefficient
Purchase Intention
Factors affect on consumers'clothing choic
Pearson Correlation Sig.

Quality -0.004 0.933
Brandname 0.016 0.719
Design -0.036 0.436
Fashion -0.015 0.746
Durability 0.009 0.841
Reasonable price compare with quality -0.067 0.143
Variety of price 0.060 0.191
Reasonable price compare with “Made-in " Country 0.071 0.120
Price when compare with the other brands 0.092 0.045*
Convenience to buy 0.009 0.843
Many branches or distribution channels 0.011 0.805
Variety of Product designs for choosing -0.006 0.901
Variety of Product designs form various brands labé for comparing before making a decisior] -0.023 610
Advertising (e.g. magazines) 0.017 0.708
Marketing activities (e.g. discount) 0.012 0.795
Fashion show/Events 0.062 0.173
Introducing products via website/internet 0.053 0.247

* Statistically Significant (p <.10)
** Statistically Significant (p < .05)
*** Statistically Significant (p < .01)

The results in Table 5.9.2 point out that the fagtbich has an impact on purchase
intention, is“Price when compare with the other brandsThis result was obtained
with the statistically significant alpha level of08. This outcome suggests that the
factor “Price when compare with the other brandsippears to be of significant
concern for Thai consumers when they are makingarabpchoices. Thus future

research may wish to includprice” as one of the product cues in subsequent studies.
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In summary, the results of the field survey witspect to favorable or unfavorable
COO suggest that Thai consumers regard clothindyats made in a country with a
higher level of development to be preferable toapct from a country with a lower
level of development, regardless of the clothirgand equity level.

Arising out of this finding, thegeneral results sectiofound that Thai consumers
identified COO cue as the most important cue tlffected their purchase decisions.
Brand and product categories were identified assdwnd and third most important
considerations in terms of product cues that affecthase decisions. These results
refer to the case where Thai consumers gave thgimioms when they were
considering and focusing on individual product cudse role of those three product
cues in terms of how they play their roles to iaflae Thai consumers’ evaluation of
clothing product has not yet been shown in thisegaresults section. In addition, the
results for the overall importance of product cure3hai consumers’ minds did not
reveal the results to be similar to the resultsaok order of product cues that might
affect purchase decisions. Thus, the study needladdertake further analysis before

being able to make definitive overall conclusiomshis study.

The last part of the analysis with respect to thetdrs that might affect Thai
consumers’ purchase decision of clothing producthégeneral results sectiowas
reported. The results suggest that the fatisice when compare with the other
brands” appears to dominate Thai consumers’ perceptiona pfomotion mix of

clothing that could persuade them to give certthing items their preferences.

These general results may not be viewed as suftlgieonclusive to respond to the
study’s hypotheses as expected. However, thesdtsreare indicative of Thai
consumers’ broad inclination and could form a bdsis future research which
incorporates a more robust data analysis. It i3 this study’s intention to use general

results as the information that might be able fgpsut the main study.

5.2.4Main Study Results

The results of the main study were derived from plagticipants’ responses to the

field survey questions 2 and 4 in part Il of theesfionnaire. The study examined the
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effects of the three independent variables or tpreduct cues, namely COO, brand,
and purchase involvement on consumers’ perceivaditguwf product and purchase
intentions. Respondents were required to respooaeaf twelve scenarios by seeing
an assigned picture and indicating their opiniorih wespect to the dimensions of
perceived quality of product in the picture andikellhood of purchasing that
particular product. This data was examined by egiptp Multivariate analysis of
variance (MANOVA) using the SPSS program.

The results from the main study are intended toméx@ hypotheses. Those
hypotheses are predicated on the assumption ofiriteraction of the three
independent variables (country’s development, bragguity, and purchase
involvement) with the two dependent variables (pemed quality of product and
purchase intention). This study specifically enates the hypotheses in order to
examine the main effects of three product cuesrodyzt evaluation as well as the
interaction effects among the three product cueproduct evaluation. The summary

of those hypotheses are presented in the follosangon.

5.2.4.1Hypotheses Setting for Main Study Testing

This section will summarize the hypotheses for shely including identifying the
hypotheses setting for testing which was explalmefdre inSection 4.9.3, p. 82. This
section will thereafter describe the criteria festing the hypotheses. The following

hypotheses include paragraph thél hypothesis () and thealternative hypothesis
(Ha).

H1: Thai consumers prefer a clothing product mada more developed country than

one made in a less developed country.

Ho: Thai consumers do not prefer a clothing produchade in a more
developed country than one made in a less develomautry.
Ha.: Thai consumers prefer a clothing product madeainmore developed

country than one made in a less developed country.

H2: The main effect of the level of brand equifg@ts Thai consumers’ evaluation of

clothing products.
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Ho: The level of brand equity has no direct effecatfect Thai consumers’
evaluation of clothing products.
Ha: The main effect of the level of brand equity @ffeThai consumers’

evaluation of clothing products.

H3: The direct effect of the level of purchase Imement of Thai consumers

influences their evaluation of clothing products.

Ho: The direct effect of the level of purchase ingolent of Thai consumers
has no influences their evaluation of clothing proi.
Ha: The direct effect of the level of purchase ingotent of Thai consumers

influences their evaluation of clothing products.

H4: High equity brand can overcome the effectsetdtively low COO image on Thai

consumers’ clothing product evaluation.

Ho: High equity brand cannot overcome the effectsetdtively low COO
image on Thai consumers’ clothing product evaluatio
Ha: High equity brand can overcome the effects ddtre¢ly low COO image

on Thai consumers’ clothing product evaluation.

H5: The levels of purchase involvement moderatearthie effects of COO on product

evaluation of apparel products.

Ho: The main effects of COO on product evaluatiommbarel products are
not moderated by the levels of purchase involvement
Ha: The levels of purchase involvement moderate thia effects of COO on

product evaluation of apparel products.

H6: The level of brand equity interacts with thedkof purchase involvement and in

turn their effects influence Thai consumers’ evaaraof clothing products.

H: The level of brand equity does not interact wtité level of purchase

involvement in affecting Thai consurhevaluation of clothing products.
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H: The level of brand equity interacts with the lesigpurchase involvement
and in turn their effects influence Tbansumers’ evaluation of clothing

products.

H7: There is no interaction effect between a cogiatdevelopment, brand equity, and
consumer’s product purchase involvement on conssm@raluation of apparel

products.

Ho: There is no interaction effect between a coustrgevelopment, brand
equity, and consumer’s product purchase involvement consumer’s
evaluation of apparel products.

Ha.: There is an interaction effect between a coustrgevelopment, brand
equity, and consumer’s product purchase involvement consumer’s

evaluation of apparel products.

This study observes a standardized criterion ftieeiof the results rejecting or
accepting the hypothesis. This decision is baseti@significant level (alpha level)
and p-value. If p-value <a, null hypothesis (k) is rejected and the alternative
hypothesis (i is accepted. The study employs significant lew#19.01, 0.05 and
0.10 for determining the statistical results arfeérirng the reliability of the results. It
is the intention of the study intends to proveraltive hypothesis (). It is possible
that the entire null hypotheses ojHor the main study will be rejected and the
alternative hypothesis gHwill be accepted if the significant value is lehan 0.10.
As a consequence, if the results in any followieguit tables for the main study yield
significant results wittp-value < 0.01, 0.05, or 0.10, in can be concludedhfthis

analysis that the study accepts the hypothesjs (H

5.2.4.20verall MANOVA Results for Main Study

The study employed MANOVA as a statistical analysehnique to examine the data
from the main study. As noted earlier, the studgnded to examine the three product
cues, which consist of COO, brand, and purchaselvement (or product category).
This research focuses on the effects of three ieradgnt variables (level of country’s

development (D), level of brand equity (BE), angeleof purchase involvement (PI))
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and their interaction effects on two dependentaldes, namely, perceived quality of

product and purchase intention of product. Thesebtoed effects can be illustrated

as follows:

Levels of Interaction Effects Independent Variables Dependent Variables
Main Effect (One-way) — D —_—
Main Effect (One-way) ——  BE —
Main Effect (One-way) — P —_— — Perceived Quality of Product

Interaction Effects (Two-way) —— DxBE

Interaction Effects (Two-way) ———  DxPI — L—— Purchase Intention of Product
Interaction Effects (Two-way) ——  BEXPI —
Interaction Effects (Three-way) ——  DXBEXPI  —

Figure 5.1Relationships of Independent Variables on Dependantables.

This section reports the overall MANOVA results ided from the main study. The
MANOVA results in the following tabl€Table 5.10)indicate the overall impact of
three independent variabl¢®, BE and PI) and their interaction effects on two
dependent variablgperceived quality of produ@nd purchase intention of product).
The moderating effects of the level of brand equatyd the level of purchase
involvement can also be seen from the interactiteces in the MANOVA results.

All of the significant results in the MANOVA analgsare based on the statistically
significant alpha levels of 0.01, 0.05 and 0.10e Tésult report starts with the overall
results of the main effects and is followed by therall results of the interaction
effects. The responses to the study’s hypothesesnaluded in this section. Some
observations in the MANOVA analysis led to the née@&mploy further analysis in

order to answer the study’'s hypotheses. Thus, durdmalysis, explanation and
discussion are provided in Sections 5.2.4.3 fomtlag effects and Section 5.2.4.4 for

the interaction effects.
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Row 1
Row 2
Row 3
Row 4
Row 5
Row 6
Row 7

Table 5.10 MANOVA Results of the Efféof Contextual Variables on Perceived Quality andPurchase Intention

Variables Quiality of Quality of Quiality of Product Purchase
Design Workmanship Product Reliability Intention
Country's Development (D) 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000%*** 0.000%***
Brand Equity (BE) 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000%*** 0.004***
Product Involvement (PI) 0.007*** 0.027** 0.003*** 0.003*** 0.016**
D x BE 0.049** 0.042** 0.055* 0.054* 0.012**
D x PI 0.136 0.054* 0.018** 0.876 0.054*
BE x PI 0.060* 0.279 0.051* 0.229 0.009***
D x BE x PI 0.536 0.060* 0.026** 0.798 0.016**

* Statistically significant (p < .10)
** Statistically sigicant (p < .05)
*** Statistically angficant (p < .01)
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Overall MANOVA Results of Main Effects

Table 5.10 indicates MANOVA results that are dedifiom the analysis of the main
study. It appears that all the main effects witepeet to the level of country’s
development (D), the level of brand equity (BE) atite level of purchase
involvement (PI) impact on consumers’ evaluatiortlothing products. These results
are evinced by the statistically significant resuilh every dimension of product
evaluation(See Row 1 to 3Based on this outcome, we can respond to the 'study
hypotheses with respect to the hypotheses of nfeeote (H2 and H3) by accepting
that they are true. We can state tlthe main effect of the level of brand equity
affects Thai consumers’ evaluation of clothing praid” as well asthe direct effect
of the level of purchase involvement of Thai coregsannfluences their evaluation of

clothing products”.

However, another hypothesis of the main effect (Hdhich stated thatThai
consumers prefer a clothing product made in a naegeloped country than one
made in a less developed countigdnnot be responded to at this stage. Subsequent
analysis is required for proving the hypothesis Hirther explanation and discussion
with respect to all of the main effects are indéchin the following sectiofSection
5.2.4.3).

Overall MANOVA Results of Interaction Effects

MANOVA shows some statistically significant resuitgth respect to the interaction
effects among the three independent variablesoffdzt BE and PI). As can be seen
from Row 4 to 7 in Table 5.10, this study found sosignificant results showed in the
interaction effects of three-wgjRow 7)and two-way(Row 4 to 6) With respect to
the interaction effects (three-way), we found tkia¢ interaction effects between
factors D, BE and PI occur and in turn influencestoners’ evaluation of clothing
products. The results in Table 5.10 show two sigaift results with statistically
significant alpha level of 0.05 for the dimensiamisQuality of Product and Purchase
Intention. Another significant result emerged & #atistically significant alpha level
of 0.10 for the dimension of Quality of Workmansk$fee Row 7)Vith regard to the
interaction effects (two-way), this study foundttfector BE interacts with factor Pl
affecting consumers’ product evaluation for the elsions of Quality of Design,

Quality of Product and Purchase Intention withgtegistically significant alpha levels
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of 0.10, 0.10 and 0.01 respectivéBee Row 6)We also found thdactors D and PI
as well adactors D and BEcan interact in affecting consumers’ perceptionulity
and purchase intention of clothing products. Theseilts are evinced by the three
significant results with respect to the dimensiohQuality of Workmanship, Quality
of Product and Purchase Intention for the combgiéetts of factor D and PI. These
significant results are based on the statisticsiliyificant alpha levels of 0.10, 0.05,
and 0.10 respectivelySee Row 5)For the combined effects of D and BE, the
significant results appear in every aspect of pecodwaluation dimensions with the
statistical alpha levels of 0.05 and 0.10 as inditan Row 4, Table 5.10. Based on
this outcome, it is reasonable to state that theetfactors with respect to the level of
country’s development (D), the level of brand egBE) and the level of purchase
involvement (Pl) can interact in affecting Thai samers’ evaluation of clothing
products. Therefore, this outcome demonstrates astipfor H,: There is an
interaction effect between a country’s developmbrand equity, and consumer’s
product purchase involvement on consumer’s evalnatif apparel productsAs a
result, hypothesis H7 which states tHahere is no interaction effect between a
country’s development, brand equity, and consumentsluct purchase involvement
on consumer’s evaluation of apparel productsiould be rejected. It is reasonable to
respond hypothesis H7 as rejected because thisy dmehd some significant
interaction effects among the three independentbigs with respect to factors D,
BE and PI.

MANOVA results indicate a number of significant wd#s with respect to the
interaction effects of D by BESee Row 4 and 7Jhis study looked at the interaction
effects of D by BE in the interaction among thetdas D, BE and PI (three-way). It
was found that there were two significant resultthwstatistically significant alpha
level of 0.05 for the dimensions of Quality of Puatland Purchase Intention. Also
revealed was another significant result at thessieal alpha level of 0.10 for the
dimension of Quality of Workmanship. In additiohete also appears a significant
interaction between factors D and BE (two-way). Tteraction effects in turn affect
consumers’ perceptions of quality of product andcpase intention in accordance
with the five dimensions of product evaluationjradicated in Table 5.10. The results
show that these statistically significant resultsisie across all dimensions of

consumers’ product evaluation. With respect todimensions of quality of design,
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quality of workmanship and purchase intention, significant results are derived
with reliability at the significant level of 0.09he results of the other two dimensions
of product evaluation, namely, quality of productdaquality of reliability are
obtained with the statistical reliability at theysificant level of 0.10 as indicated in
Table 5.10.

Based on these results, it is reasonable to s$tatdlte interaction effects between the
level of country’s development and the level offtat@quity occur. The level of brand
equity (BE) appears to moderate the main effe@©D (country’s development) on
Thai consumers’ evaluation of clothing productswideger, this outcome still cannot
answer the study’s hypothesis with respect to tygothesis H4, which stated that
“High equity brand can overcome the effects of tigily low COO image on Thai
consumers’ clothing product evaluationirhus, further analysis is employed in order
to prove the hypothesis H4. More explanation argtudision are provided in the

following section(Section 5.2.4.4).

The results obtained from MANOVA also suggest ttteg interaction effects of
factors D and Pl occur for clothing products. MAN®\shows some significant
results with respect to the interaction effectsDoby Pl (See Row 5 and 7We
observed the interaction effects of D by Pl inititeraction among the factors D, BE
and PI (three-way). This research found two sigaiit results with the statistically
significant alpha level of 0.05 for the dimensi@isQuality of Product and Purchase
Intention. This study also found significant resulit the alpha level of 0.10 of
significance for the dimension of Quality of Worknsaip. This study also found the
interaction effects of D by PI in the interactioffieets (two-way) between factors D
and PI. This outcome is evinced by the two sigaificresults with the statistically
significant alpha level of 0.10 for the dimensiasfsQuality of Workmanship and
Purchase Intention. This outcome is also suppdniedhe significant result at the
significant alpha level of 0.05 for the dimensidnQuality of Product. Based on the
above results, there appears to emerge some eridepporting the impact of COO
(country’s development) on product evaluation aslienated by the level of purchase
involvement. Thus, the hypothesis H5, which stateat “The levels of purchase
involvement moderate the main effects of COO omlymbevaluation of apparel

products”, is supported. Further discussion with respect ® tble and relation
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between country’s development and the level of lpage of involvement is indicated

in the following sectior{Section 5.2.4.4).

MANOVA results also present some significant resutir the interaction effects
between factors BE and PI. Two significant reswiése found at the significant alpha
level of 0.10 for the dimensions of Quality of Dgsiand Quality of Product. The
dimension of Purchase Intention is also significainthe 0.01 level of significance.
This outcome suggests that the interaction effieet&een the two moderating factors
with respect to the level of brand equity and #sel of purchase involvement occur
and impact on product evaluation. Thus, this oute@ppears to support hypothesis
H6. This hypothesis stated th&i6: The level of brand equity interacts with thevel

of purchase involvement and in turn their effeadluence Thai consumers’
evaluation of clothing products’Further discussion with respect to the examplesas
of the interaction effects between BE and PI is alestrated in the following section
(Section 5.2.4.4).

The abovementioned results with respect to theatvBfANOVA results are the
main study of this research. Most of results that derived from the MANOVA
analysis provide responses for the study’s hypetheblowever, some hypotheses
with regard to hypothesis H1 and H4 have not beevea. Further analyses are
required in order to be able to answer the stuldyftheses. In addition, more details
of explanation and discussion with respect to trenneffects and the interaction

effects are provided in Sections 5.2.4.3 and $12réspectively below.

5.2.4.3Main Effects

The overall MANOVA results in Table 5.10 preserg tlesults of main effects (one-
way) with respect to the main effects of the lev@€ountry’s development (D), the

levels of brand equity (BE), and the levels of jmase involvement (PIl) on

consumers’ product evaluation. This product evabnatvas based on the perceived

quality of the product and the purchase intentamtlie fashion-clothing products.
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The Main Effect of the Level of Country’s Developmig(D) on Product Evaluation
We note that the levels of country’s developmen} fave an effect on the five
dimensions of consumers’ product evaluation with $hatistically significant results
at p-value less than 0.01 for each dimension. The fiu@ensions of product
evaluation include quality of design, quality of skmanship, quality of product,
quality of reliability and purchase intention. Frdirese results it can be concluded
that the levels of country’s development (D) hassignificant impact on Thai
consumers’ perceptions of perceived quality of poddand purchase intention of

product for fashion-clothing goods.

However, these results still do not clarify hypatiseH1, which states thdfhai
consumers prefer a clothing product made in a naegeloped country than one
made in a less developed countronsequently, an additional statistical analysis
technique was employed in order to test hypothdisOne-way ANOVA was used
to analyze and identify whether there is a sigaificdifference between varying
levels of country’s development in terms of thdfeets on consumers’ perception of
quality of product and purchase intention of pradoc fashion-clothing goods. The

results of the hypothesis test are illustratedabl@ 5.11.

The data presented in Table 5.11 indicates the AN®@a&ults of the mean rating of
Thai consumers’ perceptions of the different levaiseach of the three countries’
development on their product evaluations for saiitd T-shirts. The results show that
there are significant differences in the means antba three countries with different
levels of development with respect to suits andhifts These results are based on the
statistically significant alpha level of 0.01 footh clothing products. Hence, the

pairwise comparisons of means were subsequentlogeth

Initially, the test of homogeneity of variances &ach group of dimensions of product
evalaution was conducted. The results derived fthim test are presented in the
following tables(Table 5.11.1 and 5.11).2The Levene Statistic Results and p-values
in these tables suggest further analysis be uriderta order to check the differences
between pairs. Most of the Levene results for santd T-shirts revealed significant
results(See Table 5.11.1 and 5.11.2
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Table 5.11 Mean Rating of Consumers' Perceptions i respect to Three COOs on Their Product Evaluatia

Suit T-shirt
Product Evaluation Japan Malaysia Vietham | Significancd  Fvalue Japan Malaysia Vietnam | Significancg  F-value
(Dimensions) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean)
Quiality of Design 5.13 4.44 3.88 0.000%** 28.234 5.14 4.06 3.49 0.000** 570
Quality of Workmanship 5.01 4.58 3.93 0.000*** 25.110 511 4.18 3.64 0.000*4 2%
Quality of Product 491 4.45 4.14 0.000*** 14.293 4.95 421 3.61 0.000*% 3B
Product Reliability 5.28 4.46 3.80 0.000%** 43.002 5.08 4.16 3.51 0.000*4 1
Purchase Intention 5.06 4.43 4.15 0.000*** 19.195 5.01 4.35 3.64 0.000*4 383

*** Statistically significant (p <.01)
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Table 5.11.1 Test of Homogeneity of Variances foru@s

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

Levene Statistic Significance
Quality of Design 3.605 0.029**
Quality of Workmanship 5.856 0.003***
Quality of Product 1.058 0.349
Product Reliability 3.558 0.030**
Purchase Intention 0.884 0.415

* Statistically Significant (p <Q}L
** Statistically Significant (p €5)
*** Statistically Significant (p <01)

Table 5.11.2 Test of Homogeneity of Variances for-$hirts

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

Levene Statistic Significance
Quality of Design 5.734 0.004***
Quality of Workmanship 4.503 0.012**
Quality of Product 2.162 0.117
Product Reliability 5.237 0.006***
Purchase Intention 5.572 0.004***

* Statistically Significant (p <Q}L
** Statistically Significant (p €5)
*** Statistically Significant (p <01)
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Multiple Comparisons (Tamhane’s T2)

Table 5.11.3 Pairwise Comparisons between Produatsade in Japan and Malaysia

Suit T-shirt
Product Evaluation Japan Malaysia Mean Sig. Japan Malays Mean Sig.
(Dimensions) (Mean) (Mean) | Difference (Mean) (Mean) | Difference
Quality of Design 5.13 4.44 0.69 0.000** 5.14 4.06 1.08 0.000*1
Quality of Workmanship 5.01 4.58 0.43 0.016** 5.11 4.18 0.93 0.000*
Quality of Product 491 4.45 0.46 0.005** 4.95 4.21 0.74 0.000*1
Product Reliability 5.28 4.46 0.82 0.000** 5.08 4.16 0.92 0.000*1
Purchase Intention 5.06 4.43 0.63 0.000** 5.01 4.35 0.66 0.000*1

* Statistically Significant (p < .10)
** Statistically Significant (p < .05)

*** Statistically Significant (p <.01)
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Table 5.11.4 Pairwise Comparisons between Produatsade in Malaysia and Vietnam

Multiple Comparisons (Tamhane’s T2)

Suit T-shirt
Product Evaluation Malaysia | Vietnam Mean Sig. Malaysia| \Wetnam Mean Sig.
(Dimensions) (Mean) (Mean) | Difference (Mean) (Mean) | Difference
Quality of Design 4.44 3.88 0.56 0.003* 4.06 3.49 0.57 0.002*1*
Quality of Workmanship 4.58 3.93 0.65 0.000* 4.18 3.64 0.54 0.006*1*
Quiality of Product 4.45 4.14 0.31 0.107 4.21 3.61 0.60 0.000%**
Product Reliability 4.46 3.80 0.66 0.000* 4.16 3.51 0.65 0.000*1*
Purchase Intention 4.43 4.15 0.28 0.196 4.35 3.64 0.71 0.0007**

* Statistically Significant (p < .10)
** Statistically Significant (p < .05)
*** Statistically Significant (p <.01)
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Table 5.11.5 Pairwise Comparisons between Produatsade in Japan and Vietnam

Multiple Comparisons (Tamhane’s T2)

Suit T-shirt
Product Evaluation Japan Vietnam Mean Sig. Japan Vietnam| Mean Sig.
(Dimensions) (Mean) (Mean) | Difference (Mean) (Mean) | Difference
Quality of Design 5.13 3.88 1.25 0.000**F 5.14 3.49 1.65 0.000*t*
Quality of Workmanship 5.01 3.93 1.08 0.740 5.11 3.64 1.47 0.000%**
Quality of Product 491 4.14 0.77 0.000**F 4.95 3.61 1.34 0.000*t*
Product Reliability 5.28 3.80 1.48 0.000**F 5.08 3.51 1.57 0.000*t*
Purchase Intention 5.06 4.15 0.91 0.000**F 5.01 3.64 1.37 0.000*t*

* Statistically Significant (p < .10)
** Statistically Significant (p < .05)
*** Statistically Significant (p < .01)
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The majority of significant results in Table 5.15A4d 5.11.2 indicate that there were
differences in the variances for each group. Tloeeef Tamhane's T2 was
subsequently employed for comparing the differensesveen pairs. The results
obtained from this method are demonstrated in HwvetablegTable 5.11.3, 5.11.4
and 5.11.5).

Based on the pairwise comparisons of means (Tansh&gg results, the study found
that Thai consumers prefer clothing products mad&apan in comparison with the
products made in Malaysia with the statisticallyngiicant results in every dimension
of product evaluation for suits and T-shi(&ee Table 5.11.3Y.his study also found
that Thai consumers perceive clothing products nmadiéalaysia more favorable than
products made in Vietnam. It thus focus that Theistimers prefer the products made
in Japan more than those made in Vietham. Thesdgagere derived on the basis of
statistically significant results for every dimemsiof product evaluation for T-shirts
(See Table 5.11.4 and 5.11.%Yith regard to the results of suits made in Malays
compared with the products made in Vietham andctimaparisons of suits made in
Japan and Vietnam, most of the results producee wignificant(See Table 5.11.4
and 5.11.5).These significant results in some dimensions ofipct evaluation for
suits in the comparisons of both countries in TahlEL.4 and 5.11.5 reveal partial
support. This illustrates partial support for thairmm that suits made in Malaysia are
perceived to be of better quality than suits mad®iethnam. The same conclusions
can be drawn in the case of the comparison of icigtproduct made in Japan and

Vietnam.

According to the ANOVA and Tamhane’s T2 results \ahoit appears that Thai
consumers perceive products made in a more higeweldped country to be of a
better quality and are more likely to purchase en@®ducts than ones that are made
in a less developed country. It can also be stidtadThai consumers assess products
made in Japan with a higher mean score than preduatle in Malaysia and Vietnam
for all the evaluation dimensions of suits and irtshMoreover, it appears that Thai
consumers prefer suits and T-shirts made in Madarggher than the suits and T-shirts
made in Vietham. We can therefore reasonably coedbat Thai consumers prefer a
clothing product made in a more developed coutitaytin a less developed country.

This phenomenon suggests that the increased levgisirchase involvement (e.g.
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high purchase involvement product represented kig)smight influence consumers’
perceptions of COO with regard to their evaluatioin clothing products. It is
noteworthy that the above results did not indidae significant results for every
dimension of product evaluation for suits in teroighe comparison of the countries
in which the products are made. Based on the apbeaomenon that are derived
from the analysis in this part, this research exaohithe role of the levels of purchase
involvement in the other parts of observationsrideo to study how this product cue
would affect Thai consumers’ clothing choices.

Previous studies (e.g. Bhaskaran and Sukumarar, 208 and Darley, 1997) have
identified that COO effects might or might not atfeonsumers’ product evaluation.
However, the results obtained from this study appae in line with the majority of
past studies which have been published since tdel860s, which suggest that COO
cues have an effect on consumers’ evaluation afymts (Al-Sulaiti & Baker 1998).
Further, the results from this study also show ena# that the level of a country’s
development affect Thai consumers in their evatmatf products. The product
preferences of Thai consumers reveal that Thaiwoess consider products made in
more developed countries as superior to productienmalesser developed countries.
These outcomes appear to be consistent with a nuwfbeontemporary studies
conducted in Western countries. Based on this eceletherefore, the current study
suggests that the level of a country’s developmentthe stage of economic
development also plays a potential role in exerangnfluence on Thai consumers’

product evaluation.

The Main Effects of the Level of Brand Equity (BE9n Product Evaluation

The overall MANOVA results in Table 5.10 suggestttthe level of brand equity (BE)
influences consumers’ product evaluation in teriheir perception of the quality of
the product and their purchase intentions towdrdgtoduct. This result is evidenced
by the statistically significant results of alpleaél 0.01 as indicated in Table 5.10 for
the five dimensions of product evaluation, whicmsist of quality of design, quality
of workmanship, quality of product, quality of wdhility, and purchase intention. The
above results suggest that it is reasonable toostipl2, which state$The main effect
of the level of brand equity affects Thai consufm@raluation of clothing products”

It is therefore reasonable to conclude that theme ¢onsiderable effect of the level of
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brand equity (BE) on Thai consumers’ perceptionshef quality of the product and

their purchase intentions towards the productdshion-clothing.

Nevertheless, the overall MANOVA results with respto the main effect of the
level of brand equity (BE) on product evaluatioa aot sufficient to clarify what role
is played by the different levels of brand equity terms of their influence on
consumers’ product evaluation. The study did notlse hypothesis for this concern.
However, the role of the different levels of brawlity impact on product evaluation
would be advantage for this research. Therefore,stody employed-test analysis

including Levene’s Teshs the subsequent data analysis techniques festigating

the role of the different levels of brand equity.

Tables 5.12, 5.12.1, and 5.12.2 indicate the residtrived fromt-test analysis and
Levene’s Testwith regard to the results of confirming the diffeces of means
between the two levels of brand equity (high / Iaw)each dimension of product
evaluation for suits and T-shirts. The study emetbyhe brandGreyhound” as a
surrogate for high equity brand products and tlemdtAllZ” as a surrogate for low
equity brand products. The results derived froms¢hanalyses are shown in the

following tables.

An independent-Samples T Test analysis in Tabl2 &rild 5.12.1 reveals the results
of Levene’s TestThis test helped to ascertain whether there wdifferences of
means betweeRligh Equity BrandandLow Equity Brandor suits(Table 5.12)and
T-shirts (Table 5.12.1)The column itenfLevene’s Test for Equality of Variances”
in those tables indicates the value of varianceg&ch of the dimensions of product
evaluation. They show whether they had statisgicgitjnificant results with the alpha
level of 0.05 at confidence level of 95%. If thsults are significant, this represents
“Equal variances not assumegdWwhich means there are differences of variances fo
that group dimension of product evaluation. Thusjajue in that dimension of
product evaluation was chosen from the bottom pevah the column “Sig. (2-

tailed)”. In contrast, if the result is insignifica this representsEqual variances
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Table 5.12 Independent-Samples T Test (Levene’s Tder Suits)

Levene's Test fc
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Mean Std. Error Interval of the
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Difference
Lower Upper

Quality of Design

Equal variances assumed 0.289 0.591 1.051 238 0.295 0.16 0.151 -0.139 0.455

Equal variances not assumed 1.051 237.332 0.295 0.16 0.151 -0.139 0.455
Quality of Workmanship

Equal variances assumed 0.561 0.455 2.126 238 0.035 0.29 0.137 0.021 0.562

Equal variances not assumed 2.126 237.652 0.035 0.29 0.137 0.021 0.562
Quality of Product

Equal variances assumed 1.511 0.220 1.733 238 0.084 0.22 0.125 -0.030 0.463

Equal variances not assumed 1.733 235.710 0.084 0.22 0.125 -0.030 0.463
Product Reliability

Equal variances assumed 0.299 0.585 1.940 238 0.054 0.29 0.150 -0.005 0.588

Equal variances not assumed 1.940 237.622 0.054 0.29 0.150 -0.005 0.588
Purchase Intention

Equal variances assumed 0.487 0.486 0.188, 238 0.851 0.03 0.133 -0.236 0.286

Equa| variances not assumed 0.188 236.463 0.851 0.03 0.133 -0.236 0.286
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Table 5.12.1 Independent-Samples T Test (Levene’'®3t for T-shirts)

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Mean Std. Error Interval of the
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Difference
Lower Upper

Quality of Design

Equal variances assumed 1.197 0.275 3.290, 238 0.001 0.51 0.155 0.204 0.813

Equal variances not assumed 3.290 233.931 0.001 0.51 0.155 0.204 0.813
Quality of Workmanship

Equal variances assumed 2.975 0.086 3.233 238 0.001 0.48 0.15 0.189 0.778

Equal variances not assumed 3.233 233.607 0.001 0.48 0.15 0.189 0.778
Quality of Product

Equal variances assumed 2.007 0.158 4.023 238 0.000 0.53 0.133 0.272 0.794

Equal variances not assumed 4.023]  227.064 0.000 0.53 0.133 0.272 0.795
Product Reliability

Equal variances assumed 0.955 0.329 3.521 238 0.001 0.5 0.142 0.220 0.780

Equal variances not assumed 3.521)  233.496 0.001 0.5 0.142 0.220 0.780
Purchase Intention

Equal variances assumed 1.031 0.311 3.305 238 0.001 0.48 0.146 0.195 0.771

Equal variances not assumed 3.305 232.567 0.001 0.48 0.146 0.195 0.771
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Table 5.12.2 Mean Rating of Product Evaluation witlrespect to Two Levels of Brand Equity

Suit T-shirt
Product Evaluation Greyhound AllZ t-value Significance| Greyhound AllZ t-value Significance
(Dimensions) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean)

Quiality of Design 4.56 4.40 1.051 0.295 4.48 3.98 3.290 0.001*
Quality of Workmanship 4.65 4.36 2.126 0.035 4.55 4.07 3.233 0.001***
Quality of Product 4.61 4.39 1.733 0.084 4.53 3.99 4.023 0.000***
Product Reliability 4.66 4.37 1.940 0.054 4.50 4.00 3.521 0.001***
Purchase Intention 4.56 4.53 0.188 0.851 4.58 4.09 3.305 0.001*

* Statistically significant (p < .10)
** Statistically significant (p < .05)
*** Statistically significant (p <.01)
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assumed; which means there are no differences of varianfoesthat group
dimension of product evaluation. Thus, p-value att dimension of product
evaluation was chosen from the upper p-value inctlemn “Sig. (2-tailed)”. Please
note that in other sections where these tests haea undertaken, the decision has

been made not to replicate this explanation.

As can be seen from the statistically significaguits shown in the column “Sig. (2-
tailed)” in Tables 5.12 and 5.12.1, these resulésewput to use for confirming in
Table 5.12.2 that there were differences of meatwdenHigh Equity Brandand
Low Equity Brandor T-shirtsin every dimension of product evaluation. Withaed)
to Suits there appear to be some significant results quaatily in the dimensions of
Quality of Workmanship, Quality of ProdwsmddProduct reliability.

The above tabl¢Table 5.12.2)continues summarizing and reporting the results of
comparisons of mean ratings in each dimension edymst evaluation betweddigh
Equity BrandandLow Equity Brandor suitsandT-shirts

As was evident from the MANOVA results, the levéboand equity has a significant
impact on Thai consumers’ product evaluation. Hoavethe overall results do not
illustrate howdifferentlevel of brand equity would affect Thai consumensproduct

evaluation for fashion-clothing product. The resulh Table 5.12.2, which were
obtained by usingrtestdata analysis technique and ttevene’s Testlarify whether

varying levels of brand equity influence Thai com&us’ perceptions with regard to
their product evaluation of fashion-clothing andatbat extent. The results point out
that Thai consumers perceive high equity brand ywtsdas being of better quality for
each of the quality dimensions. These results gikdence to the obvious that the
likelihood of consumers purchasing high equity bisaiof T-shirts is more than the
likelihood of purchasing low equity brands of T4tk These results yield the

statistically significant results with alpha lew#|0.01 as indicated in Table 5.12.2

However, the results of the analysis suggest tlwaiswmers’ perceptions were
somewhat different for suits. Statistically sigo#int outcomes were observed on only
three dimensions of the consumers’ product evaoatinamely, quality of

workmanship, quality of product and product relidgi This result was reliable with
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the significant results being alpha level of 0.@5 the quality of workmanship
dimension and the alpha level of 0.10 each for pcoduality and product reliability
dimensions(Table 5.12.2).Hence, the study can conclude that Thai consumers
perceive high equity brand products to have a bqtiality of workmanship, quality

of product and product reliability than low equiitsands but not for the dimensions of
quality of design. There is also evidence from tbsults that high equity brands of
suits do not evoke a greater purchase intentiom ltha equity brands of suits.

The above results suggest that it is reasonaldepport the statement of observation
with respect to the role of the levels of brandiggon Thai consumers’ product
evaluation. This states th@thai consumers evaluate high equity clothing proiduas
better quality (and with greater purchase inclimat) than the low equity clothing
products” in the case of T-shirts. However, the outcome ablé 5.12.2 offers only

partial support for the above statement in the oésaeits.

There have been some suggestions (e.g. Ahmed, 2084; Schaefer, 1997) that
consumers appear to evaluate particular producésguick and direct way based on
their perception of a product when they are famikéh the brand name. There have
also been some discussions (e.g. Yasin and No@7;28imoes and Dibb, 2001;

Keller, 1993) that the brand name in consumers’dsiimtegrates the perception of
consumers regarding equity to the brand name. Yyt Imasummarized that consumers
might perceive high equity branded products as ritapna high level of quality.

However, whether high equity branded products agamded as being ones with
higher quality embedded in that product could vdepending on various factors.
These factors could include the product categares environmental circumstances
(e.g. when other extrinsic or intrinsic cues areolmed in the product perception
including the product evaluation procedure). Suesults obtained from this study
provide partial support to the study’s observatioth respect to the different levels of
brand equity as mentioned above for the case ¢tf.90bonsequently, the implication
with regard to the main effect of the level of kataquity on product evaluation needs

to remain product specific.

It is noted that the results obtained from the ysialin this part also provide evidence

with respect to the role of purchase involvemehisTpart of analysis indicates levels
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of purchase involvement might affect consumerscgptions of COO in terms of
their evaluation of clothing products. As can bers&om the above results in Table
5.12.2, when the level of purchase involvementgh hthere are very few significant
differences between high and low equity brandsaddition, the results also indicate
that when the level of purchase involvement is ltwre are many significant
differences between high and low equity brandseBam this outcome, this research
needs to further investigate what role the levélpurchase involvement plays in
influencing Thai consumers’ evaluation of clothipgoducts in the other parts of

analysis in this study.

The above analysis indicates the results derivaa fobserving the different levels of
brand equity affect Thai consumers’ product evadmatn each individual clothing
product. Next, this study observed the strengtreath level of brand equity by
comparing both clothing products within the samanbdrwith a focus on how they
would affect Thai consumers’ clothing choices. Tokowing tables(Table 5.12.3,

5.12.4 and 5.12.5Jemonstrate the results of this investigation.

The results in the following three tables are dmtifromt-testanalysis procedure and
the Levene's Test. These tests were designed to indicate whether themre
differences of means between the two levels ofiage involvement within the same
brand. The summary of the above analyses is denavedtin Table 5.12.5. This
study found the differences of means between anitsT-shirts in every dimension of
product evaluation for low level of brand equitggresented by AllZ). There were no
significant results indicating the differences oéans between suits and T-shirts in
any dimension of product evaluation for high leweélbrand equity (represented by
Greyhound). These results were analyzed basedeostdiistically significant alpha
levels of 0.01, 0.05 and 0.10 as indicated in T&hl2.5. This outcome suggests that
the strength of high equity brand embedded in thedycts can induce Thai
consumers to perceive those products as being gif fuality. Thai consumers
evaluate quality of clothing products and appegpurchase the products because of
their familiarity and trust in high equity brandsgardless of the levels of purchase
involvement. As can be seen from the results ind8bl2.5, Thai consumers do not
perceive suits and T-shirts as being different wiglgard to high equity brands.

However, the levels of involvement appear to affdtii consumers’ clothing choices
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Table 5.12.3 Independent-Samples T Test (Levene’£3t for High Equity Brand)

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Mean Std. Error Interval of the
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Difference
Lower Upper

Quality of Design

Equal variances assumed 0.200 0.655 0.516 238 0.606 0.08 0.145 -0.211 0.361

Equal variances not assumed 0.516 237.917 0.606 0.08 0.145 -0.211 0.361
Quality of Workmanship

Equal variances assumed 0.207 0.650 0.731 238 0.465 0.10 0.137 -0.169 0.369

Equal variances not assumed 0.731 237.765 0.465 0.10 0.137 -0.169 0.369
Quality of Product

Equal variances assumed 1.728 0.190 0.671 238 0.503 0.08 0.124 -0.161 0.328

Equal variances not assumed 0.671]  235.059 0.503 0.08 0.124 -0.161 0.328
Product Reliability

Equal variances assumed 1.533 0.217 1.133 238 0.258 0.16 0.140 -0.117 0.434

Equal variances not assumed 1.133  235.099 0.258 0.16 0.140 -0.117 0.434
Purchase Intention

Equal variances assumed 0.112 0.738 -0.127, 238 0.899 -0.02 0.131 -0.275 0.241

Equa| variances not assumed -0.127, 237.254 0.899 -0.02 0.131 -0.275 0.241
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Table 5.12.4 Independent-Samples T Test (Levene’®3t for Low Equity Brand)

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Mean Std. Error Interval of the
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Difference
Lower Upper

Quality of Design

Equal variances assumed 0.042 0.839 2.663 238 0.008 0.43 0.160 0.111 0.739

Equal variances not assumed 2.663 237.123 0.008 0.43 0.160 0.111 0.739
Quality of Workmanship

Equal variances assumed 2.200 0.139 1.945 238 0.053 0.29 0.150 -0.004 0.587

Equal variances not assumed 1.945 234.019 0.053 0.29 0.150] -0.004 0.587
Quality of Product

Equal variances assumed 1.812 0.180 3.002 238 0.003 0.40 0.133 0.137 0.663

Equal variances not assumed 3.002] 228.254 0.003 0.40 0.133 0.137 0.663
Product Reliability

Equal variances assumed 0.476 0.491 2.405 238 0.017 0.37 0.152 0.066 0.667

Equal variances not assumed 2.405|  237.968 0.017 0.37 0.152 0.066 0.667
Purchase Intention

Equal variances assumed 0.507 0.477 2.989 238 0.003 0.44 0.148 0.151 0.733

Equal variances not assumed 2.989] 234.124 0.003 0.44 0.148 0.151 0.733
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Table 5.12.5 Comparisons of the Two Levels of Inveément within the Same Brand

Greyhound AllZ
Product Evaluation Suits T-shirts t-value | Significance Suits T-shirts t-value | Significance
(Dimensions) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean)

Quiality of Design 4.56 4.48 0.516 0.606 4.40 3.98 2.663 0.008f**
Quality of Workmanship 4.65 4.55 0.731 0.465 4.36 4.07 1.945 0.053t
Quiality of Product 4.61 4.53 0.671 0.503 4.39 3.99 3.002 0.003p**
Product Reliability 4.66 4.50 1.133 0.258 4.37 4.00 2.405 0.017f*
Purchase Intention 4.56 4.58 -0.127 0.899 4.53 4.09 2.989 0.003f**

* Statistically significant (p < .10)
** Statistically significant (p < .05)
*** Statistically significant (p <.01)
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for low equity brands. Consumers perceive qualig purchase intention of products
differently. Therefore, it is essential to condadditional analysis with regard to the
other product cue, which is the levels of prodmetlvement, and examine how this
product cue would affect consumers’ product evaboat

The following section will discuss the results afeeway interaction effects with
regard to the main effect of the levels of prodpatchase involvement (PI) on

consumers’ product evaluation.

The Main Effect of the Level of Purchase InvolvemiefiPl) on Product Evaluation
The overall MANOVA results in Table 5.10 identiflyat the main effect of the level
of purchase involvement affecting Thai consumersdpct evaluation. The overall
MANOVA results are statistically significant in tlvase of the main effect of product
purchase involvement on consumer’s evaluation shitan-clothing products. These
significant results are evident in the dimensiorisqoality of design, quality of
product, and quality of reliability with the alpHavel of 0.01. In addition, other
significant results at the alpha level of 0.05 egeefor the dimensions of quality of

workmanship and purchase intention.

From the results, it can be inferred that Thai comasrs’ perceptions and evaluation of
fashion-clothing products are influenced by thesls\of their purchase involvement.
This implication is based on the statistically s$iigant results in Table 5.10. Thus,
the study rejectbly. As a result, the hypothesis H3 which states‘fhla¢ direct effect

of the level of purchase involvement of Thai coresannfluences their evaluation of

clothing products’is supported.

There have been a number of COO studies identififiegfact that consumers are
motivated in their product evaluation by their wmidual recognition of the product
and their product interest. There is no gainsayirad the level of product purchase
involvement, which is evoked by the product typleyp the role of a catalyst and in
turn it affects consumers’ evaluations of a paléicproduct. Not surprisingly, the
outcomes derived from past COO studies yield vacmttlusions. The current study
points out that the main effect of the level of ghase involvement is to exert an
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influence on consumers’ evaluation of particulardurcts. This occurs in terms of the
perceived quality of the product and the purchasention of the product. The above
conclusion is revealed in the case of single cugrc{mase involvement), which
directly affects consumers evaluation of a paréicyroduct. This conclusion seems
to be sufficient to answer and describe the reswith respect to the study’'s
hypotheses H3 as indicated in the above study’di¢atpn. However, this section
has not explained yet how varying level of purchas®lvement affect consumers’
product evaluation. Further discussion regarding toncern will be identified in

subsequent sections later, when reporting on ictieraeffects.

In summary, the main effects of the three indepehdariables, namely the level of a
country’s development, the level of brand equityd athe level of purchase
involvement on Thai consumers’ product evaluatibriashion-clothing product are
reported and discussed as above. The examinatitimosé analyses focuses on the
effect of each single cue. The study has investtyathether and how these cues play
their roles to affect Thai consumers’ product eatin of fashion-clothing products.
Beyond focusing on the main effects of each simgie on product evaluation, the
present study also aims to examine the interacatiacts between all of the
independent variables (D, BE, and PI). This is m$slebecause in the reality of the
purchasing environment, consumers perceive thatgudlthe particular product and
ultimately make the purchase decision based upoallaction of determinants. In
other words, the study intends to examine the pimenon of the three product cues
(COO, brand, and product type) and their effectpaduct evaluation. In this way,
the study focuses on each of the three product ase®t only individual or single

product cues but as a collective or multiple pradues.

The next section will present and discuss the tesidlthe interaction effects between
the multiple product cues. To illustrate, this stuwdbserved the interaction effects of
the level of a country’s development (D) and theslef brand equity (BE) as well as
the interaction effects of the level of a countrgesvelopment (D) and the level of
purchase involvement (PI). The interaction effditveen the level of brand equity
(BE) and the level of purchase involvement (Pl)luding the interaction effects

among these three product cues (D, BE and PI) waks@ investigated. The afore-

mentioned interaction effects were observed to tiffemhether they impacted on
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product evaluation. The analysis of these intepacgffects on consumers’ product
evaluation are reported in the overall MANOVA rasuds mentioned above. Further

discussions with respect to these interaction tffae given in the following section.

5.2.4.4 Interaction Effects

The overall MANOVA results in Table 5.10 indicateetresults of interaction effects
on Thai consumers’ product evaluation in terms tdirt perceptions of perceived
quality of product and purchase intention of prddioc the fashion-clothing. The
interaction effects in the overall MANOVA results iTable 5.10 refer to the
interaction effects among the three independentabims with respect to the
interaction effects of D x BE, D x PI, BE x Pl abdk BE x PI.

The Interaction Effects between D and BE on Produ€taluation

This study found that there are interaction effdmttween the varying levels of

country’s development and the different levels cfrlal equity and these interaction
effects in turn influence Thai consumers’ evaluatmf fashion-clothing products.

This outcome is evidenced by the statistically gigant results shown in the overall

MANOVA results in Table 5.10 as reported above widlspect to the interaction

effects. Based on this outcome, this researchcstiihot answer the hypothesis H4. A

more thorough explanation is given below.

In section 5.2.4.3, we observed from the direaafivith respect to the main effect of
the levels of brand equity on product evaluatibat the level of brand equity directly
affects consumers’ product evaluation. In addjtias a consequence of main effect
of brand equity on product evaluation, it appehleg Thai consumers showed higher
preferences for products with high level of equitand more preferable than the
particular product with low level of equity branar footh suits and T-shirts. However,
the direct effect of high equity brand on consurpreduct evaluation appeared to
have less influence when the study observed thig raffiect on high purchase
involvement apparel products. Furthermore, thighgtiound that different levels of
brand equity have interaction effects with varyiegels of country’s development
and in turn these effects appear to influence comessi product evaluation as be
reported in the above mention. Hence, the levelsrand equity appear to moderate
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the effects of COO on consumers’ product evaluatidowever, the MANOVA
analysis has not yet clarified the potential rdiehe levels of brand equity how they
play to moderate the effects of COO on consumeyct evaluation. In addition,
the overall MANOVA results have also not yet provib@ hypothesis H4, which
states thatHigh equity brand can overcome the effects of tigkly low COO image

on Thai consumers’ clothing product evaluation”

Therefore, this study employed further analyseex@amine the role of the levels of
brand equity in moderating the main effects of C&@(product evaluation. This study
observed the possible cases of D and BE affectinguimers’ evaluation of clothing
products by using-test analysis. The observation focused on whether tfeeteof
one treatment differs at different levels of theesttreatment. Within this observation,
the study investigated whether the strength of fastor could overcome the
weakness of another factor on consumers’ evaluadiorlothing products. This
investigation appears to show the case that wasaardance with the hypothesis H4
as below:

Case 1High BE — Low Image COO Vs Low BE — Low Image COO

The results derived fronCase lare expected to answer the hypothesis H4. This
research has stated earlier that the analysesisrstiddy are employed in order to
respond to the research’s objectives, conceptuamdwork and hypotheses.
Analyzing and reporting are organized in accordanih the relevant areas of
concern stated above. Nevertheless, it is the dathmention to report the other case
(Case 2)that reveals the possibility of showing the sitmtthat the strength of one
factor could alleviate the weakness of anotherofaon consumers’ evaluation of

clothing products. Case 2 is indicated as follows:

Case 2Z.ow BE — High Image COO Vs Low BE - Low Image COO

Further information with regard to the above twsezis presented in the analysis for

those cases.
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Case 1: High BE — Low Image COO Vs Low BHEew Image COO

The aim of observing this case is to answer theothgsis H4. It was found
previously that the interaction effects of D and &turred in the MANOVA results.
Thus, the levels of brand equity moderate the &ffe€ COO on product evaluation.
This effect would induce consumers to perceiveiuahd purchase intention of the
comparison products in case 1 differently. In tase COO was controlled by using
the same country (COO with a relative low COO image order to observe
consumers’ evaluation of products when the levelbEnd equity was changed.
Therefore, this case examined the comparison ttiolg between &igh equity brand
product (Greyhound) made in COO with a relative IB®O image (Viethanmgnd a
low equity brand product (AllZ) made in COO withra@ative low COO image
(Vietnam) for suits and T-shirtsThe results derived from this observation are
indicated below in Table 5.13, 5.13.1, 5.13.2. Ehessults are obtained from the

Levene’s Testndt-testanalysis for suits and T-shirts.

The results in the following two tablé$able 5.13 and 5.13.1With respect to the
Levene’s Tegboint out thep-value for the summary of resultstetest in table 5.13.2.
The results in Table 5.13.2 show the mean ratingbaumers’ evaluation of clothing
with respect to the moderating effects of the déife levels of brand equity (high /
low) affecting COO effects on consumers’ producaleation. The results in Table
5.13.2 indicate that Thai consumers perceived ifle équity brand product made in
the country with a relatively low COO image as lgeof better quality. The results
also indicate that consumers would be more likelgurchase this item (T-shirts) than
low equity brand product made in the same countywith low COO. These results
of the dimensions of quality of design, qualitywdrkmanship, quality of product,
product reliability, and purchase intention wemgngicant with the alpha level of 0.01.
This outcome suggests that high equity brands garcome the effects of COO with
a relatively low COO image on Thai consumers’ diogh product evaluation.

Therefore, it is valid to state that the hypothé#isis true in the case of T-shirts.

From the above outcome, the moderating effecth@flével of brand equity on the
main effect of low COO image on consumers’ prodaweiuation and their interaction
effects can be explained. This reaction is desdribgth “high equity brand”

moderating the effects af relatively low COO image of the countty consumers’
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Table 5.13 Independent-Samples T Test (Levene’s Tder Suits)

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Mean Std. Error Interval of the
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Difference
Lower Upper

Quality of Design

Equal variances assumed 0.091 0.763 1.673 78 0.098 0.35 0.209 -0.067 0.767

Equal variances not assumed 1.673 77.071 0.098 0.35 0.209 -0.067 0.767
Quality of Workmanship

Equal variances assumed 0.772 0.382 1.617, 78 0.110 0.35 0.216 -0.081 0.781

Equal variances not assumed 1.617 75.202 0.110 0.35 0.216 -0.081 0.781
Quality of Product

Equal variances assumed 7.352 0.008 1.090 78 0.279 0.22 0.206 -0.186 0.636

Equal variances not assumed 1.000] 71.211 0.279 0.22 0.206 -0.187 0.637
Product Reliability

Equal variances assumed 0.002 0.969 2.331 78 0.022 0.50 0.215 0.073 0.927

Equal variances not assumed 2331  77.759 0.022 0.50 0.215 0.073 0.927
Purchase Intention

Equal variances assumed 1.357 0.248 0.000] 78 1.000 0.00 0.215 -0.428 0.428

Equal variances not assumed 0.000 77.465 1.000 0.00 0.215 -0.428 0.428
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Table 5.13.1 Independent-Samples T Test (Levene’®3t for T-shirts)

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Mean Std. Error Interval of the
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Difference
Lower Upper

Quality of Design

Equal variances assumed 0.014 0.906 3.875 78 0.000 0.93 0.239 0.45 1.400

Equal variances not assumed 3.875 77.989 0.000 0.93 0.239 0.45 1.400
Quality of Workmanship

Equal variances assumed 1.272 0.263 4.485 78 0.000 1.03 0.229 0.57 1.480

Equal variances not assumed 4.485 76.143 0.000 1.03 0.229 0.57 1.480
Quality of Product

Equal variances assumed 0.134 0.715 6.012 78 0.000 1.08 0.179 0.719 1.431

Equal variances not assumed 6.012 77.997 0.000 1.08 0.179 0.719 1.431
Product Reliability

Equal variances assumed 0.420 0.519 3.884 78 0.000 0.82 0.212 0.402 1.248

Equal variances not assumed 3.884 76.792 0.000 0.82 0.212 0.402 1.248
Purchase Intention

Equal variances assumed 1.031 0.313 4.872 78 0.000 1.13 0.231 0.665 1.585

Equal variances not assumed 4.872 75.962 0.000 1.13 0.231 0.665 1.585
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Table 5.13.2 The Levels of Brand Equity (BE) Moderge the Effects of COO with a Relative Low COO Imag®n Product Evaluation

Suit T-shirt
Product Evaluation | Greyhound - AllZ - Greyhound - AllZ -
Vietnam Vietnam t-value Significance| Vietnam Vietnam t-value | Significance
(Dimensions) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean)

Quality of Design 4.05 3.70 1.673 0.098 3.95 3.03 3.875 0.000***
Quality of Workmanship 4.10 3.75 1.617 0.110 4.15 3.13 4.485 0.000*1
Quiality of Product 4.25 4.03 1.090 0.279 4.15 3.08 6.012 0.000*
Product Reliability 4.05 3.55 2.331 0.022 3.93 3.10 3.884 0.000***
Purchase Intention 4.15 4.15 0.000 1.000 4.20 3.08 4.872 0.000*1

* Statistical Significant (p < .10)
** Statistical Significant (p < .05)
*** Statistical Significant (p <.01)
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product evaluationThe moderating effects demonstrates that the aahty brand
induces consumers to perceive that product hadter lwpiality and renders it to be
more likely purchased than the low equity brandrébver, the high equity brand
overcomes a relatively low COO image of the courffecting consumers’ overall
evaluation of particular product by inducing consusnto rely much less on the
country with a relatively low COO image. As a comsence, the interaction effects of
the high equity brand and the country with a re&dsi low COO image reveal that the
high equity brand can overcome the effects of agunith a relatively low COO
image on consumers’ product evaluation. This effecturn has an implication on
consumers’ evaluation of the particular product.llé¢e (1993) suggests that
consumers perceive and recognize a high equitydomara set of favorable beliefs in
consumers’ memories. High equity brand increasealae-added to the particular
product and makes the consumers feel familiar whih product. Consumers feel
encouraged to repurchase that product becauss sfrdng brand name that makes
them count on and be familiar or experienced with product. As a result, when
consumers evaluate the particular product withhiigd level of equity brand, COO
plays the role as just one of the products attebuhat is considered by consumers in
their product evaluation (the attribute model).this situation, the effects of COO
directly impact on the overall perceived qualityasoproduct and ultimately purchase
intention of the product without any significantaciyes in other product beliefs. It is
therefore reasonable to say that the effects ohtcpuvith a relatively low COO
image on consumer evaluation of product are weadkwdonsumers are familiar with
a strong branded product and they (consumers)lésser reliance on the relatively
low COO image.

This study also seeks to explain the irony of camsts’ perception of the low equity
brand products made in the country with a relagidelw COO image as a lesser
quality of product with a reduced likelihood of pbasing the item when compared
with the high equity brand that is made in the samgin. This phenomenon occurs
because consumers perceive a low equity brand predguan unfamiliar product and
it conveys little purchase encouragement. Undoulyptednsumers are inclined to

employ COO information as a halo rather than asabrefining product attributes. It

appears that consumers evaluate the product bastw: @ountry’s image of stage of

economic development. In this study, it is obvithat consumers are more reliant on
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their attitudes or beliefs towards the country’s@nage. From this study it seems
that when consumers judge a particular produchértegative way arising from a
low COO cue, they inevitably extrapolate this juggrhon all their salient product
beliefs.

In regards to the results in Table 15.3.2 with eespo the moderating effects of the
different levels of brand equity on COO effects $uits, the study found that Thai
consumers perceived the high brand equity produatlemin the country with a

relatively low COO image as better quality than lthe brand equity product made in
the same country-of-origin. These results are detnated by the dimension of
qguality of design emerging with statistically sifigant level of 0.10 and the

dimension of product reliability with the significee equal to the level of 0.05 as
indicated in Table 5.13.2.

The results obtained in the case of suits areghgrsupported by the hypothesis H4
because the results show two significant results véspect to the two dimensions of
product evaluation. It can therefore be inferreat the different levels of brand equity
moderate the effects of COO on consumers’ produatuation. In addition in the

case of suits, the high level of brand equity caercome the effects of country with a
relatively low COO image on product evaluation baty in terms of the dimensions
of quality of design and product reliability. Thimny that occurs in the purchase of
suits might be explained with the level of consum@urchase involvement with a

particular product type. This intriguing concerrlie discussed later.

In conclusion, the MANOVA results and the outcomeTiable 5.13.2 indicate that
there is an interaction effect of the level of cioys development and the level of
brand equity and in turn their effects influence tonsumers’ product evaluation in
every dimension of clothing products. The leveld@nd equity apparently moderate
the effects of COO on consumers’ product evaluafidre moderating effects of the
level of brand equity can be seen from the resflt§-shirts in Table 5.13.2. These
results indicate that Thai consumers would prefer high equity brand products
made in a country with a relative low COO image a&avdluate them as being of
better quality. Consumers would be more likely toghase these products than the

low equity brand products made in a similar loaatidhese results appear to be
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compatible with the results derived from the evimkefrom past study. The previous
study of Ahmed et al. (2004) of food products répdhat the impact of COO on
product evaluation was weak and brand cue becanme mportant than COO cue.
Nevertheless, the study of Hui and Zhou (2003) ortgble (digital) cassette player
suggest that the effects of COO on consumers’ atialu of the particular product
could be varied depending on the level of brandtggAs can be seen froiGase 1
that brand name is more influential than COO arat the high equity brand can
overcome the effects of country with a relativedyvlCOO image in the case of T-
shirts in every dimension aspects of product evalnabut only in terms of the two
dimensions of product evaluation, which compriseqodlity of design and product
reliability in the case of suits. It is thereforeasonable to believe that high equity
brand moderates the effects of COO with a relaloe COO image on product
evaluation of clothing. However, the strength of #ffects of high equity brand in
overcoming the effects of low COO image on produluation seems to depend on

the level of purchase involvement.

As can be seen from the results in Table 5.13&jnestigation was done comparing
the different levels of brand equity in affectingeteffect of low COO image on
product evaluation for each individual clothing gwet (suits and T-shirts). Further,
this study compared each clothing product by logkat whether Greyhound suits
made in Vietnam are different to Greyhound T-shintede in Vietham. The following
tables (Table 5.13.3, 5.13.4 and 5.13.®emonstrate the results of the above

mentioned observation.

The results in the following three tables are dedifromt-testanalysis. Within this
analysis, the.evene’s Tedh Table 5.13.3 and 5.13.4 point out the p-valinres tvere
indicated in the summary table in Table 5.13.5.sTiaible shows the results with
respect to the comparisons of suits and T-shirg$ Were made in a COO with a
relatively low COO image under the same brand. Tdtigdy found that Thai
consumers perceived suits made in Vietnam diffegyeinbm T-shirts made in the
same source for low equity brand produ&#dZ). This outcome is obtained with the
statistically significant results in every dimensiof product evaluation as indicated in
Table 5.13.5.
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Table 5.13.3 Independent-Samples T Test (Levene’'®3t for High Equity Brand Product Made in Low COO Image Country)

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Mean Std. Error Interval of the
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Difference
Lower Upper

Quality of Design

Equal variances assumed 0.148 0.701 0.437 78 0.664 0.10 0.229 -0.356 0.556

Equal variances not assumed 0.437 77.583 0.664 0.10 0.229 -0.356 0.556
Quality of Workmanship

Equal variances assumed 0.145 0.704 -0.207, 78 0.836 -0.05 0.241 -0.53 0.430

Equal variances not assumed -0.207| 77.884 0.836 -0.05 0.241 -0.53 0.430
Quality of Product

Equal variances assumed 3.868 0.053 0.477 78 0.635 0.10 0.210 -0.317 0.517

Equal variances not assumed 0.477, 72.765 0.635 0.10 0.210, -0.318 0.518
Product Reliability

Equal variances assumed 0.227 0.635 0.596 78 0.553 0.13 0.210 -0.293 0.543

Equal variances not assumed 0.596 77.169 0.553 0.13 0.210 -0.293 0.543
Purchase Intention

Equal variances assumed 0.199 0.657 -0.211 78 0.833 -0.05 0.237 -0.521 0.421

Equal variances not assumed -0.211 77.129 0.833 -0.05 0.237 -0.522 0.422
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Table 5.13.4 Independent-Samples T Test (Levene’®3t for Low Equity Brand Product Made in Low COO Image Country)

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Mean Std. Error Interval of the
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Difference
Lower Upper

Quality of Design

Equal variances assumed 0.713 0.401 3.071 78 0.003 0.68, 0.220 0.237 1.113

Equal variances not assumed 3.071 75.189 0.003 0.68 0.220 0.237 1.113
Quality of Workmanship

Equal variances assumed 0.011 0.917 3.089 78 0.003 0.63 0.202 0.222 1.028

Equal variances not assumed 3.089 77.548 0.003 0.63 0.202 0.222 1.028
Quality of Product

Equal variances assumed 0.341 0.561 5.430 78 0.000 0.95 0.175 0.602 1.298

Equal variances not assumed 5.430 77.889 0.000 0.95 0.175 0.602 1.298
Product Reliability

Equal variances assumed 0.019 0.891 2.073 78 0.041 0.45 0.217, 0.018 0.882

Equal variances not assumed 2.073 77.534 0.041 0.45 0.217, 0.018 0.882
Purchase Intention

Equal variances assumed 0.297 0.587 5.154 78 0.000 1.08 0.209 0.660 1.490

Equa| Variances not assumed 5154 77953 0000 108 0209 0660 1490
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Table 5.13.5 Comparisons of the Two Levels of Inveément within the Same Brand and Made in the Same@O

Greyhound - Vietham AllZ - Vietham
Product Evaluation Suits T-shirts t-value Significance Suits T-shirts t-value Significance
(Dimensions) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean)
Quality of Design 4.05 3.95 0.437 0.664 3.70 3.03 3.071 0.003
Quality of Workmanship 4.10 4.15 -0.207 0.836 3.75 3.13 3.089 0.003
Quality of Product 4.25 4.15 0.477 0.635 4.03 3.08 5.430 0.000
Product Reliability 4.05 3.93 0.596 0.553 3.55 3.10 2.073 0.041
Purchase Intention 4.15 4.20 -0.211 0.833 4.15 3.08 5.154 0.000

ek k

ek k

ek k

ek k

* Statistically significant (p < .10)
** Statistically significant (p < .05)
*** Statistically significant (p <.01)
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With regard to suits and T-shirts made in Vietnamdar a high equity brand
(Greyhound) the results reveal that they were not differentisTdonclusion can be
seen from the insignificant results that emergedviery aspect of product evaluation
as shown in Table 5.13.5.

Based on these results, it appears that the skrasfgbtigh equity brand can induce
Thai consumers to perceive suits and T-shirts aggb®t different even though they
are made in a country with a relatively low COO geaSuch a strong brand can help
to alleviate the effects of low COO image on constshperceptions of products by
influencing Thai consumers to be less reliant airtperception of a low COO image.
This effect leads Thai consumers to perceive suits T-shirts as being not different
under the strong brand. It appears that this outcmpossible to support the above
results, which indicate that high equity brands caercome the effects of COO with
a relative low COO image on product evaluationdimthing productgsuits and T-
shirts).

Next, Case 2was observed. This case also revealed that tkagilr of one factor
might alleviate the weakness of another factor @msamers’ evaluation of clothing
products for the interaction effects between facf@rand BE. This research reports
the results of observing case 2 as follows:

Case 2: Low BE — High Image COO Vs Low BHEew Image COO

The level of brand equity was controlled for thiase in order to observe the
movement of the level of country’s development. sTbbservation comparddw
equity brand clothing (AllZ) made in high image oty (Japan)with the same brand
product made in low image country (Vietnafo) suits and T-shirts. The results
derived from this observation are shown in theowlhg tablegTable 5.13.6, 5.13.7
and 5.13.8).

The p-values in Table 5.13.8 are obtained from ltkgene’s Tesnh Table 5.13.6 and
Table 5.13.7. The summary results froitest analysis in Table 5.13.8 indicate that
Thai consumers perceive suits under AllZ brand namade in Japan and Vietham
differently. The same outcome appears to be seethéncase of T-shirts. Thai

consumers perceive the quality of suits and Tshimore highly and also
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Table 5.13.6 Independent-Samples T Test (Levene’®3t for Suits)

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Mean Std. Error Interval of the
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Difference
Lower Upper

Quality of Design

Equal variances assumed 1.228 0.271 6.261 78 0.000 1.400 0.224 0.955 1.845

Equal variances not assumed 6.261 74.383 0.000 1.400 0.224 0.954 1.846
Quality of Workmanship

Equal variances assumed 1.154 0.286 5.099 78 0.000 1.100 0.216 0.671 1.529

Equal variances not assumed 5.099 75.356) 0.000 1.100 0.216) 0.670 1.530
Quality of Product

Equal variances assumed 5.078 0.027 3.745 78 0.000 0.725 0.194 0.340 1.110

Equal variances not assumed 3.745 74.578 0.000 0.725 0.194 0.339 1.111
Product Reliability

Equal variances assumed 0.000 0.984 7.240 78 0.000 1.550 0.214 1.124 1.976

Equal variances not assumed 7.240 77.792 0.000 1.550 0.214 1.124 1.976
Purchase Intention

Equal variances assumed 1.223 0.272 3.989 78 0.000 0.925 0.232 0.463 1.387

Equal variances not assumed 3.989 74.684 0.000 0.925 0.232 0.463 1.387
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Table 5.13.7 Independent-Samples T Test (Levene’'®3t for T-shirts)

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Mean Std. Error Interval of the
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Difference
Lower Upper

Quality of Design

Equal variances assumed 2.750 0.101 9.559 78 0.000 2.050 0.214 1.623 2.477

Equal variances not assumed 9.559 73.285 0.000 2.050 0.214 1.623 2.477
Quality of Workmanship

Equal variances assumed 0.869 0.354 10.306 78 0.000 2.000 0.194 1.614 2.386

Equal variances not assumed 10.306 75.804 0.000 2.000 0.194 1.613 2.387
Quality of Product

Equal variances assumed 0.476 0.492 9.775 78 0.000 1.825 0.187 1.453 2.197

Equal variances not assumed 9.775 77.391 0.000 1.825 0.187, 1.453 2.197
Product Reliability

Equal variances assumed 2.854 0.095 8.905 78 0.000 1.775 0.199 1.378 2.172

Equal variances not assumed 8.905|  72.407 0.000 1.775 0.199 1.378 2.172
Purchase Intention

Equal variances assumed 2.820 0.097 10.236 78 0.000 2.000 0.195 1.611 2.389

Equal variances not assumed 10.236 75.861 0.000 2.000 0.195 1.611 2.389
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Table 5.13.8 The Strength of High COO Image with Lew Equity Brand Affects on Consumers’ Product Evaluaion

Suit T-shirt
Product Evaluation AllZ AllZ AllZ AllZ
(Dimensions) Japan Vietnam t-value Sig. Japan Vietnam t-value Sig.
(Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean)
Quality of Design 5.10 3.70 6.261 0.000*** 5.08 3.03 9.559 0.000*4
Quality of Workmanship 4.85 3.75 5.099 0.000*** 5.13 3.13 10.3049 0.000*4
Quality of Product 4.75 4.03 3.745 0.000*** 4.90 3.08 9.775 0.000*4
Product Reliability 5.10 3.55 7.240 0.000*** 4.88 3.10 8.905 0.000*4
Purchase Intention 5.08 4.15 3.989 0.000*** 5.08 3.08 10.236 0.000*

* Statistical Significant (p <.10)
** Statistical Significant (p < .05)
*** Statistical Significant (p < .01)
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demonstrated a stronger intention to purchase Ahand products made in Japan
than the same brand product made in Vietnam. Thesdts were derived at the
significant alpha level of 0.01 in every dimensadrproduct evaluation. This outcome
suggests that the strength of a high level of agisiatdevelopment (high COO image)
can help to alleviate the effects of the weaknddew equity brand. This reaction
affects consumers’ product evaluations by indudihgi consumers to perceive those
products in a positive way. Thai consumers belignvese low equity brand products
made in highly developed countries still maintatod quality and are more likely to
purchase for both suits and T-shirts. As this canclearly seen by comparing the
observed case with the case of same products kidg maa different location (made

in country with a relative low COO image).

The above investigation was observed for each cdsga treatment for each

individual clothing product (suits and T-shirtshel results derived in the summary
table (Table 5.13.8Yyaise the intriguing questions whether AllZ suitade in Japan

are different to AllZ T-shirts made in the samerseu The results in that table also
raise another question, namely whether Thai consuperceive AllZ suits made in

Vietnam differently to AllZ T-shirts made in thersa location. Thus, this research
continued observing the intriguing issues mentioaledve. The results derived from
this observation are indicated in the following léab(Table 5.13.9, 5.13.10 and

5.13.11).

The Levene’s Tesn Table 5.13.9 and 5.13.10 suggestspghalues in the summary
table (Table 5.13.11)With regard to the case of AllZ clothing producitsde in

Japan in Table 5.13.11, the results indicate thatet are no significant results
revealed in any of the dimensions of product ewaunabetween suits and T-shirts.
These results mean that suits and T-shirts ar@emeived differently. With respect
to the case of suits and T-shirts under the AllZndr name made in Vietham, the
results in that table indicate the significant tesun every dimension of product
evaluation. The significant results with the stataly significant alpha level of 0.01
are revealed for the dimensions of Quality of DesiQuality of Workmanship,

Quality of Product and Purchase Intention. Fordhimeension of Product reliability,

the results were derived at the statistically digant alpha level of 0.05 as

- 165 -



Table 5.13.9 Independent-Samples T Test (For AllZ Japan)

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Mean Std. Error Interval of the
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Difference
Lower Upper

Quality of Design

Equal variances assumed 3.637 0.060 0.114 78 0.909 0.025 0.218 -0.410 0.460

Equal variances not assumed 0.114 72.329 0.909 0.025 0.218 -0.410 0.460
Quality of Workmanship

Equal variances assumed 3.527 0.064 -1.322 78 0.190 -0.275 0.208 -0.689 0.139

Equal variances not assumed -1.322 72.423 0.190 -0.275 0.208 -0.690 0.140
Quality of Product

Equal variances assumed 0.995 0.322 -0.734 78 0.465 -0.150 0.204 -0.557 0.257

Equal variances not assumed -0.734 77.365 0.465 -0.150 0.204 -0.557 0.257
Product Reliability

Equal variances assumed 2.575 0.113 1.148 78 0.255 0.225 0.196 -0.165 0.615

Equal variances not assumed 1.148 73.278 0.255 0.225 0.196, -0.166 0.616
Purchase Intention

Equal variances assumed 4.184 0.044 0.000] 78 1.000 0.000 0.220 -0.438 0.438

Equal variances not assumed 0.000 69.740 1.000 0.000 0.220 -0.439 0.439
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Table 5.13.10 Independent-Samples T Test (For AllZ Vietham)

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Mean Std. Error Interval of the
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Difference
Lower Upper

Quality of Design

Equal variances assumed 0.713 0.401 3.071 78 0.003 0.675 0.220 0.237 1.113

Equal variances not assumed 3.071 75.189 0.003 0.675 0.220 0.237 1.113
Quality of Workmanship

Equal variances assumed 0.011 0.917 3.089 78 0.003 0.625 0.202 0.222 1.028

Equal variances not assumed 3.089 77.548 0.003 0.625 0.202 0.222 1.028
Quality of Product

Equal variances assumed 0.341 0.561 5.430 78 0.000 0.950 0.175 0.602 1.298

Equal variances not assumed 5.430 77.889 0.000 0.950 0.175 0.602 1.298
Product Reliability

Equal variances assumed 0.019 0.891 2.073 78 0.041 0.450 0.217, 0.018 0.882

Equal variances not assumed 2.073 77.543 0.041 0.450 0.217, 0.018 0.882
Purchase Intention

Equal variances assumed 0.297 0.587 5.154 78 0.000 1.075 0.209 0.660 1.490

Equa| Variances not assumed 5154 77953 0000 1075 0209 0660 1490
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Table 5.13.11 Comparisons of the Two Levels of Inlk@ment within the Same Brand and Made in the Sam€ountry

AllZ-Japan AllZ-Vietham
Product Evaluation
(Dimensions) Suit T-shirt t-value Sig. Suit T-shirt t-value Sig.
(Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean)
Quiality of Design 5.10 5.08 0.114 0.909 3.70 3.03 3.071 0.003
Quiality of Workmanship 4.85 5.13 -1.322 0.190 3.75 3.13 3.089 0.003
Quality of Product 4.75 4.90 -0.734 0.465 4.03 3.08 5.430Q 0.000
Product Reliability 5.10 4.88 1.148 0.255 3.55 3.10 2.073 0.041
Purchase Intention 5.08 5.08 0.000 1.000 4.15 3.08 5.154 0.000

kX

ek

ek k

3

ek

* Statistically significant (p < .10)

** Statistically significant (p < .05)
*** Statistically significant (p < .01)
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demonstrated in Table 5.13.11. These results mbancbnsumers perceive suits and

T-shirts under AllZ brand made in Vietham diffedgnt

Based on the results in Table 5.13.11, this outcsuggests that the strength of high
COO image can induce Thai consumers to perceiws and T-shirts as being not
different even though they are made under the Iagwitg brand name. Thai

consumers might purchase the products becausesiofréputation or because they
are from a reliable source. This possibility cansben from the previous observation
(See results in Table 5.13.8)herefore, it is possible to suggest that a highOC

image can overcome the effects of low equity brandconsumers’ evaluation of

clothing products.

Up to this point, it has been found that the sttierad one factor helps to alleviate the
weakness of another factor on consumers’ evaluatiarothing products in the case
of factorslevel of country’s development (3ndthe level of brand equity (BE)This
reaction can be seen from the above two céSase 1 and Case .2)n addition, we
found the interesting phenomenon emerged from theeecases. This phenomenon
appears as a “trade-off” between the effects abfadevel of country’s development
(D) andthe level of brand equity (BEh terms of their influence on consumers’
product evaluation. To illustrate, this study foutitht high equity brandcan
overcome the effects of COO with a relative low C@@age on Thai consumers’
product evaluation. In addition, this research dmand thathigh COO imagecan
help to alleviate the effects of low equity brama Bhai consumers’ evaluation of
clothing products. Thus, it is reasonable to belithat the trade-off between the level
of country’s development and the level of branditggexerts a clear influence on

consumers’ evaluation of clothing products.

Next, this study examined the trade-off betweenofgcD and BE, namely whether
Thai consumers perceive high equity brand clothiva is made in a country with a
relatively low COO image as being different frone tlow equity brand clothing that

iIs made in a country with a relatively high COO geaas indicated below in Case 3.

Case 3igh BE — Low Image COO Vs Low BE — High Image COO
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The observation in Case 3 looked at the differdvateveen Greyhound clothing made
in Vietnam and AlIZ clothing made in Japan for swahd T-shirts. The results derived
from this observation are indicated in the follog/tablegTable 5.13.12, 5.13.13 and
5.13.14).Table 5.13.14 is the summary results of this olze@n. Thep-values in
this table are obtained from thevene’s Tesnh Table 5.13.12 and Table 5.13.13. The
summary results frontrtest analysis in Table 5.13.14 indicate that T¢msumers
perceiveGreyhound clothing made in Vietnaas being different fromllZ clothing
made in Japarior both suits and T-shirts. These results wertssitzally significant

in every dimension of product evaluation for s@tal T-shirts as indicated in Table
5.13.14. Based on these significant results, ié&sonable to believe that suits and T-
shirts that are made in varying countriggpan or Vietnam)iffer in terms of
consumers’ perceptions of quality and in termshefirt purchase intention for these
products. These effects are in turn to affect coresg’ perceptions of the products
under the different levels of brand equ{fgreyhound or AllZ)with regard to their
evaluation of clothing products.

The above observation was investigated for eactel lef product purchase
involvement (suits and T-shirts).Further, this study subsequently observed the
comparison of each level of product purchase imetlent concerning whether
Greyhound suits made in Vietnamere regarded as different fraBreyhound T-shirts
made in the same countryhis research also observed the difference betvidi&
suits made in JapaandAllZ T-shirts made in the same sourdée results derived
from these comparisons between the two differenel$e of product purchase
involvement (suits and T-shirts)are demonstrated in the following tabl@&able
5.13.15,5.13.16 and 5.13.17).

Table 5.13.17 indicates the results of the diffeesnbetween suits and T-shirts under
brand Greyhound made in Vietnaand brandAllZ made in JapanThe p-values in
this table are derived from thieevene’s Tesin Table 5.13.15 and 5.13.16. The
summary results in Table 5.13.17 indicate thatignificant results were revealed for
any dimensions of product evaluation for Greyhowuits and T-shirts made in
Vietnam. The same results emerged for suits ankiffssunder the AllZ brand name

made in Japan. These results suggest that Thaumwans perceive suits and T-shirts
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Table 5.13.12 Independent-Samples T Test (Levend@sst for Suits)

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Mean Std. Error Interval of the
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Difference
Lower Upper

Quality of Design

Equal variances assumed 0.564 0.455 -4.485 78 0.000 -1.050 0.234 -1.516 -0.584

Equal variances not assumed -4.485 77.009 0.000 -1.050 0.234 -1.516 -0.584
Quality of Workmanship

Equal variances assumed 0.020 0.887 -3.181 78 0.002 -0.750 0.236 -1.219 -0.281

Equal variances not assumed -3.181 77.997 0.002 -0.750 0.236 -1.219 -0.281
Quality of Product

Equal variances assumed 0.385 0.537 -2.222 78 0.029 -0.500 0.225 -0.948 -0.052

Equal variances not assumed 2222 77.208 0.029 -0.500 0.225 -0.948 -0.052
Product Reliability

Equal variances assumed 0.003 0.956 -4.773 78 0.000 -1.050 0.220 -1.488 -0.612

Equal variances not assumed 4773 77.999 0.000 -1.050 0.220 -1.488 -0.612
Purchase Intention

Equal variances assumed 0.025 0.876 -3.854 78 0.000 -0.920 0.240 -1.403 -0.447

Equal variances not assumed -3.854 76.706 0.000 -0.920 0.240 -1.403 -0.447
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Table 5.13.13 Independent-Samples T Test (Levendsst for T-shirts)

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Mean Std. Error Interval of the
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Difference
Lower Upper

Quality of Design

Equal variances assumed 2.334 0.131 -5.285 78 0.000 -1.130 0.213 -1.549 -0.701

Equal variances not assumed -5.285 73.674 0.000 -1.130 0.213 -1,549 -0.701
Quality of Workmanship

Equal variances assumed 4.379 0.040 -4,555 78 0.000 -0.970 0.214 -1.401 -0.549

Equal variances not assumed -4,555 70.839 0.000 -0.970 0.214 -1.402 -0.548
Quality of Product

Equal variances assumed 0.129 0.720 -4.,005 78 0.000 -0.750 0.187 -1.123 -0.377,

Equal variances not assumed -4.005|  77.476 0.000 -0.750 0.187 -1.123 -0.377
Product Reliability

Equal variances assumed 1.228 0.271 -5.147 78 0.000 -0.950 0.185 -1.317 -0.583

Equal variances not assumed 51471 76.099 0.000 -0.950 0.185 -1.318 -0.582
Purchase Intention

Equal variances assumed 6.272 0.014 -4,040 78 0.000 -0.880 0.217 -1.306, -0.444

Equal variances not assumed -4.040 70.637 0.000 -0.880 0.217 -1.307 -0.443
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Table 5.13.14 Trade-Off between Factors Level of Delopment and Level of Brand Equity Affect on Consmers’ Product Evaluation

Suit T-shirt
Product Evaluation | Greyhound - AllZ - Greyhound - AllZ -
Vietnam Japan t-value Significance| Vietnam Japan t-value | Significance
(Dimensions) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean)

Quality of Design 4.05 5.10 -4.485 0.000*** 3.95 5.08 -5.285 0.000**
Quality of Workmanship 4.10 4.85 -3.181 0.002*** 4.15 5.13 -4.555 0.000**
Quiality of Product 4.25 4.75 -2.222 0.029** 4.15 4.90 -4.005 0.000**
Product Reliability 4.05 5.10 -4.773 0.000*** 3.93 4.88 -5.147 0.000**
Purchase Intention 4.15 5.08 -3.854 0.000*** 4.20 5.08 -4.040 0.000**

o4

* Statistically significant (p < .10)
** Statistically significant (p < .05)
*** Statistically significant (p <.01)
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as being not different in terms of whether they e under brand Greyhound in

Vietnam or brand AllZ in Japan.

Based on the summary results in Table 5.13.17, ¢higome suggests that the
strength of a high equity brand can overcome thiectf of low COO image by
inducing Thai consumers to perceive suits and Tisslas being not different. The
strength of high equity brand helps to induce Tdmisumers to have less reliance on
the weakness factor with respect to the low COQgam#n addition, there appears to
be a trade-off based on the above observationlligirate, this study also found that
the strength of high COO image can overcome theceffof low equity brand on
consumers’ evaluation of clothing products by haypihose products to be perceived

similarly.

Based on the summary results in Table 5.13.17 la@grtevious results with respect
to Case 1 and 2, it is apparent that those outcauggest that the strength of one
factor helps to alleviate the weakness of anotlaetof in terms of consumers’
evaluation of clothing products. Relevant factoppear to be the level of country’s

development and the level of brand equity.

To sum up the above section with respect to theraction effects of the level of
country’s development (D) and the level of brandigg(BE) on product evaluation,

the section extends the explanation with respetteédMANOVA results of the main

study. The outcome in MANOVA results indicates ttisgre is an interaction effect
between the level of country’s development andi¢lel of brand equity. This effect
in turn influences consumers’ evaluation of clothproducts in every dimension of
product evaluation. In addition, the MANOVA resufisint out that the levels of

brand equity moderate the effects of COO on conssimgroduct evaluation.

However, those results still do not prove the stwdhypothesis with respect to the
hypothesis H4. Thus, further analyses were emplagedrder to respond to the
study’s hypothesis. While employing the further lgsi@, other interesting issues
arose. These issues are dealt with immediatelywbe@iothis research. These extra
observations are in accordance with examining fac® and BE and whether the
strength of one factor alleviates the weakness raftheer factor on consumers’

evaluation of clothing products.
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Table 5.13.15 Independent-Samples T Test (Levendsst for Greyhound - Vietnam)

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Mean Std. Error Interval of the
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Difference
Lower Upper

Quality of Design

Equal variances assumed 0.148 0.701 0.437| 78 0.664 0.100 0.229 -0.356 0.556

Equal variances not assumed 0.437 77.583 0.664 0.100 0.229 -0.356 0.556
Quality of Workmanship

Equal variances assumed 0.145 0.704 -0.207 78 0.836 -0.050 0.241 -0.530 0.430

Equal variances not assumed -0.207 77.884 0.836 -0.050 0.241 -0.530 0.430
Quality of Product

Equal variances assumed 3.868 0.053 0.477 78 0.635 0.100 0.210 -0.317 0.517

Equal variances not assumed 0.477 72.765 0.635 0.100 0.210 -0.318 0.518
Product Reliability

Equal variances assumed 0.227 0.635 0.596 78 0.553 0.130 0.210 -0.293 0.543

Equal variances not assumed 0.596|  77.169 0.553 0.130 0.210 -0.293 0.543
Purchase Intention

Equal variances assumed 0.199 0.657 -0.211 78 0.833 -0.050 0.237 -0.521 0.421

Equa| variances not assumed -0.211 77.129 0.833 -0.050 0.237 -0.522 0.422
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Table 5.13.16 Independent-Samples T Test (Levendest for AllZ - Japan)

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Mean Std. Error Interval of the
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Difference
Lower Upper

Quality of Design

Equal variances assumed 3.637 0.060 0.114 78 0.909 0.020 0.218 -0.410 0.460

Equal variances not assumed 0.114 72.329 0.909 0.020 0.218 -0.410 0.460
Quality of Workmanship

Equal variances assumed 3.527 0.064 -1.322 78 0.190 -0.280 0.208 -0.689 0.139

Equal variances not assumed -1.322 72.423 0.190 -0.280 0.208 -0.690 0.140
Quality of Product

Equal variances assumed 0.995 0.322 -0.734 78 0.465 -0.150 0.204 -0.557 0.257

Equal variances not assumed -0.734 77.365 0.465 -0.150 0.204 -0.557 0.257
Product Reliability

Equal variances assumed 2.575 0.113 1.148 78 0.255 0.220 0.196 -0.165 0.615

Equal variances not assumed 1.148 73.278 0.255 0.220 0.196, -0.166 0.616
Purchase Intention

Equal variances assumed 4.184 0.044 0.000 78 1.000 0.000 0.220 -0.438 0.438

Equa| Variances not assumed 0.000 69.740 1.000 0.000 0.220 '0.439 0.439
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Table 5.13.17 The Strength of High Equity Brand andhe Strength of High COO Image Affect Consumers’ Roduct Evaluation

Greyhound - Vietham AllZ - Japan
Product Evaluation Suits T-shirts t-value Significance Suits T-shirts t-value Significance
(Dimensions) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean)
Quality of Design 4.05 3.95 0.437 0.664 5.10 5.08 0.114 0.909
Quality of Workmanship 4.10 4.15 -0.207 0.836 4.85 5.13 -1.322 0.190
Quality of Product 4.25 4.15 0.477 0.635 4.75 4.90 -0.734 0.465
Product Reliability 4.05 3.93 0.596 0.553 5.10 4.88 1.148 0.255
Purchase Intention 4.15 4.20 -0.211 0.833 5.08 5.08 0.000 1.000

* Statistical Significant (p < .10)
** Statistical Significant (p < .05)
*** Statistical Significant (p <.01)
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The results obtained from this further analysisdate that‘High equity brand can
overcome the effects of COO with a relatively lo@CCimage on Thai consumers’
clothing product evaluation” These results appear to support the hypothesi®oH4
T-shirts whereas partial support is provided in ¢hse of suits. This outcome raises
the intriguing question of the role of the level @insumer’s purchase involvement
with a particular product type when factors D ariel &e observed for suits and T-

shirts. However, this intriguing concern will bescdussed later.

The results obtained from the further analyses midicate that'High COO image

can overcome the effects of low equity brand oni Thasumers’ clothing product
evaluation”. As a consequence, it is reasonable to statedhtbadtrength of one factor
alleviates the weakness of another factor on coessinevaluation of clothing

products in accordance with the factors D and BE.

In addition, these results appear to suggest hemetis the'trade-off” betweenrhigh
equity brand with low COO imagandlow equity brand with high COO imageith

respect to the influence exerted on Thai consunestauation of clothing products.

Following on from the report of interaction effectsfactors D and BE, the results of
interaction effects of the level of country’s dey@inent (D) and the level of purchase

involvement (P1) are reported in the next section.

The Interaction Effects between D and Pl on Produgvaluation

The overall MANOVA results in Table 5.10 point otltat there is an interaction
effect between the level of country’s developmentl ahe level of purchase
involvement. These interaction effects in turn itp@hai consumers’ evaluation of
fashion-clothing products. This study found thae timpact of COO (country’s
development) on product evaluation is moderated thg level of purchase
involvement. These results are evidenced by thesttally significant results as
indicated above in reporting the overall MANOVA uwls with respect to the
interaction effects. Based on this outcome the thgms H5, which stated thatHe
levels of purchase involvement moderate the mafectef of COO on product
evaluation of apparel products’is supported. Nonetheless, the overall MANOVA

results do not clarify the role and relation betwdbhe main effect of country’s
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development and the impact of purchase involvenoenproduct evaluation. This
study still does not know how the level of purcheam®lvement moderates the effects
of COO on product evaluation. Therefore, it is afisé to study this issue even
though no assumptions were set with regard to rifletionship. A more complete
explanation of why the relationship between factdrand Pl needs to be further

investigated is given below.

In the earlier results of the main effect of pusEavolvement on product evaluation,
the study found that the level of purchase involgatrinfluences consumers’ product
evaluation. This study also identified that ther@svan interaction effect between the
level of country’s development and the level ofghase involvement and in turn
these effects influence consumers’ product evalnain addition, the analysis of the
interaction effects between the level of countdevelopment and the level of brand
equity raises an intriguing issue. This issue isethr the level of purchase
involvement or product type plays a moderating mrlehe effects of COO impact on
consumers’ evaluation of suits. Based on thesangsd it is reasonable to examine
the relationship between the level of purchaseliement and the level of country’s
development in terms of how the level of purchas@lvement moderates the effects
of COO on consumers’ product evaluation for faskitwmthing products. However,
the analyses up to this section have not providémmation for clarifying this issue.
Thus, it may be worth the while to do further asédyin order to clarify this concern.
Accordingly, a correlation analysis technique wasplyed to find out the
relationship between the level of country’s devetept and the level of purchase
involvement in impacting consumers’ product evabrat The results obtained from

the correlation analysis are shoimrthe following tablgTable 5.14).

This study employed correlation analysis to exantime relationship between the
level of country’s development and the level of ghase involvement on product
evaluation. Two levels of purchase involvement,chcomprised of a high purchase
involvement product usinfsuits” as a surrogate and a low purchase involvement
product usingT-shirts” as a surrogate for the current study were invatdy and
compared. The purpose of the analysis was to firtdtlee relationship between the
levels of purchase involvement that were evokegtmguct type and the effects of

COO on consumers’ evaluation of product in termshaf five dimensions which
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consist of quality of design, quality of workmanshquality of product, product
reliability and purchase intention. The SPSS pnogveas employed to examine how
consumers perceive quality of product and evaluhée product when the COO
changed from a developed economy like Japan tovel@@ng economy as Malaysia
like Thailand and finally to Vietnam that represemountry less developed than
Thailand. The symbol of “+” and “-” in the resultabulation only represent the
direction of consumers’ perceptions in each qualitgension and purchase intention.
If the results indicate the symbol “+”, it meansittltonsumers evaluate the product
for that dimension in the positive way. On the othand, the results that indicate the
symbol “-” can be interpreted as consumers evaigatie product for that dimension

in the negative way.

Table 5.14 Correlation of Country's Development (Dand Consumer

Involvement (PI) inrBduct Evaluation

Product Evaluation Country's Development

(Dimensions) Suit T-shirt
Quality of Design -0.439%** -0.541%*
Quality of Workmanship 0424 -0.508***
Quality of Product -0.322%** -0.512%*
Product Reliability -0.529*** -0.562%+*
Purchase Intention -0.365** -0.465%**

*** Statistically angficant (p < .01)

As evidenced in the correlation analysis (Tableth.Thai consumers’ assessment of
the quality of both suits and T-shirts became iasiggly negative as consumers
perceived the COO being shifted from Japan to Magagnd lastly to Vietham. This

same characteristic of increasing negative indlmato buy the product was observed

as the COO changed from Japan to Malaysia andyfittaVietnam.

These results imply that Thai consumers preferhaigt made in more developed
country than the product made in less developedtcpuMoreover, these outcomes
also explain the relationship between the levelspafchase involvement and

consumers’ evaluation of product in terms of thederating effects of the levels of
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purchase involvement on the effects of COO impaot aonsumers’ product
evaluation. The study found that when consumersluate& products that are
associated with high purchase involvement likesswadbnsumers appear to be more
meticulous in their consideration of the productdigcing greater reliance on COO
information. Inevitably, it appears that consumeasiceptions of COO information
influence their evaluation of the product. This smmer characteristic explains why
Thai consumers perceive the suits to be of lessality. Accordingly, this consumer
characteristic also explains why they are lesdylike purchase the item when they
perceived the COO of suits changing from a moreelbped country to a less
developed country. These perceptions appear tolmoke than that for T-shirts. This
is because suits, which were used as the surrdgateigh involvement products,
entail extended search activity and carry high oglperformance such as monetary

risk and social acceptance more than low involvarmpesducts like T-shirts.

Based on these findings, the study can infer thatlével of purchase involvement
influence consumers’ product evaluation. High lex#l purchase involvement
increases consumers’ inclination to pay more atiardnd to be more informed about
that product. This study can also infer that theele of purchase involvement
moderate the effects of COO on consumers’ produatuation. The high level of
purchase involvement induces consumers to have mbamce on COO information
when they evaluate the product. The implicatiothes outcome can be seen from the
results obtained from the current study. When coresa evaluate the high purchase
involvement product like suits, they are apparemtigre reliant on a country with
relatively low COO image information (when the CO®changing from a more
developed country to a less developed country) ianturn their perception of a
relatively low COO image affects their evaluatidnctothing products in a negative

way.

The analysis of correlation as demonstrated aboables answers to be found for the
intriguing issue that emerged from the previouslyam of the interaction effects
between the level of country’s development andekiel of brand equity. To illustrate,
the earlier results obtained from that part of @nalysis revealed that there are only
two significant results, namely, the dimensionsqoflity of design and product

reliability in the case of suits (see Table 5.1318)this study, the high purchase
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involvement product like suits induces consumersintcrease reliance on COO
information and in turn the effects of COO perceptimpact on product evaluation.
Such consumers are aware of financial risk contesh can always be related with
the high purchase involvement product. Thus, comssrappear to pay more attention,
be more careful, and use more extended searchmafamm when they are making
decisions concerning high purchase involvementysrtsd As a result, the high equity
brand cannot overcome the effects of COO on produaluation in every aspect of
product evaluation’s dimensions for the high pusehmvolvement product. However,
high equity brand in the case of fashion-clothingdoict for suits can help to decrease
the effects of negative image COO by leading coresarto still perceive the product
in a positive way especially in terms of quality @ésign and product reliability.
Therefore, this outcome appears to indicate thretdtel of purchase involvement or
product type plays a moderating role on the effeft€OO0O impact on consumers’

evaluation of suits.

In conclusion, the results derived from the cotrefa analysis suggest that COO
plays a potential role and has a greater influemceonsumers’ evaluation of clothing
products when the level of purchase involvemeneappto be high. In other words,
consumers appear to more reliance on COO informatiben they are evaluating
high involvement apparel products. In contrast,dbgelation analysis suggests that
COO effects appear to be weak when consumers atenglevith low involvement

apparel products.

The following section discusses the interactiore&f between the level of brand

equity (BE) and the level of purchase involveméh.(

The Interaction Effects between BE and Pl on ProdU€valuation

With regard to the overall MANOVA results in Tal®el0, the multivariate results
listed in the table reveal three statistically #igant results of the interaction effects
of BE x Pl. These three significant results congrif the two dimensions of
perceived quality of product (quality of design aqdality of product) with
statistically significant alpha level of 0.10. THenension of purchase intention with
alpha level of 0.01 is also a significant resulthese results indicate that there is an

interaction effect between the level of brand eguand the level of purchase
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involvement. These interaction effects in turn ictpan consumers’ evaluation of
fashion-clothing products. Thus, this outcome sugpbypothesis H6, which states
that“The level of brand equity interacts with the lee¢lpurchase involvement and in
turn their effects influence Thai consumers’ evaaraof clothing products”.

At this stage, it is apparent that there is anrauion effect between the two
moderating factors with respect to the level ofnraquity (BE) and the level of
purchase involvement (Pl) and their impact on corexs’ product evaluation. The
examples of the interaction effects between BE Rhdre subsequently given in this
section. Zikmund (2003) suggests ttiathe effect of one treatment differs at various
levels of the other treatment, interaction occurshus, the example cases given are
related to the two observations’ impact on prodaaluation. In the first observation,
this study looked at different levels of purchaseoivement that were evoked by
product type whereas the second observation focoseatie various levels of brand
equity. These examples were observed in accordantte each COOs(Japan,
Malaysia and Vietnam)rhese two cases are illustrated as set out below.

Case 1Suits— AllZ VS T-shirt — AllZ
Case 2: T-shirt Greyhound VS T-shirt AllZ

This study observed the above two example casésragard to the combined effects
between factors BE and PI and their impact on cmess’ evaluation of clothing
products. The observation focused on the effecorsd treatment and whether it
differs at different levels of the other treatmbgtusingt-testanalysis. This analysis
is employed in order to find out the differencevie#n means of compared cases.
Further information with regard to the above tweesais presented in each case

analysis below.

Case 1:Suits— AllZ VS T-shirt — AllZ

Earlier analysis with respect to MANOVA found thhe interaction effects between
BE and PI occurred. There appeared to be a diffiefesffect on consumers in terms
of their perception of quality and purchase intemtivith respect to the products in
case 1. In case 1, BE was controlled through usiagsame bran@AllZ) in order to

observe consumers’ evaluation of products at aowarievel of PI(High / Low).
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Therefore, this case examined the comparison betseis of brand AllZ and T-
shirts under the same brantbr the products that were made in the same country
with respect to the three COQ¥apan, Malaysia and VietnamJ)he results derived
from this observation are indicated in the follog/tables(Table 5.15, 5.15.1, 5.15.2,
and 5.15.3).These results are obtained from thevene’s Tesandt-testanalysis for

each country-of-origin.

The results derived from tHeevene’s Tesn the following three table€rable 5.15,
5.15.1 and 5.15.2)ndicate thep-value for the summary results that were involved
with thet-test analysis in table 5.15.3. The summary resunlfBable 5.15.3 indicate
the results of Thai consumers’ evaluation of claghproducts with respect to the
comparison of clothing products between the diffetevels of purchase involvement
under the same brand and origin source. The resulisat table indicate that Thai
consumers perceived the high purchase involvemiethicg made under the low
equity brand as better quality and were more likelpurchase than for low purchase
involvement clothing made under the same branthimse products that were made in
Vietnam. These tests revealed the significant tegat the dimensions of Quality of
Design, Quality of Workmanship, Quality of Prodactd Purchase Intention with the
statistically significant alpha level of 0.01. Ahet dimension with respect to Product
Reliability is significant based on the level alptfa0.05. This outcome suggests that
Thai consumers perceived clothing products madedountry with low COO image

under low equity brand differently according toitHevels of purchase involvement.

Another comparison was made with respect to the caproducts made in Malaysia.

The relevant table indicates that the significasuits emerged for the all dimensions
of product evaluation except the dimension of Pasehintention. There were no
significant results apparent in the case of pragluotde in Japan. This outcome
suggests that the combined effects between faBGrand Pl appear to play a much
greater role in clothing products that are madess developed countries in terms of
their impact on consumers’ product evaluation. T$tisdy continued investigating

case 2 and the results derived from this caserasepted in the following section.

Case 2: T-shirt —=Greyhound VS T-shirt —AllZ

The observation in this case also examines the gwmudleffects of factors BE and Pl
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Table 5.15 Independent-Samples T Test (Levene’s Tder Japan)

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Mean Std. Error Interval of the
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Difference
Lower Upper

Quality of Design

Equal variances assumed 3.637 0.060 0.114 78 0.909 0.025 0.218 -0.410 0.460

Equal variances not assumed 0.114 72.329 0.909 0.025 0.218 -0.410 0.460
Quality of Workmanship

Equal variances assumed 3.527 0.064 -1.322 78 0.190 -0.275 0.208 -0.689 0.139

Equal variances not assumed -1.322 72.423 0.190 -0.275 0.208 -0.690 0.140
Quality of Product

Equal variances assumed 0.995 0.322 -0.734 78 0.465 -0.150 0.204 -0.557 0.257

Equal variances not assumed -0.734 77.365 0.465 -0.150 0.204 -0.557 0.257
Product Reliability

Equal variances assumed 2.575 0.113 1.148 78 0.255 0.225 0.196 -0.165 0.615

Equal variances not assumed 1.148 73.278 0.255 0.225 0.196, -0.166 0.616
Purchase Intention

Equal variances assumed 4.184 0.044 0.000] 78 1.000 0.000 0.220 -0.438 0.438

Equal variances not assumed 0.000 69.740 1.000 0.000 0.220 -0.439 0.439
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Table 5.15.1 Independent-Samples T Test (Levene’'&3t for Malaysia)

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Mean Std. Error Interval of the
F Sig. df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Difference
Lower Upper

Quality of Design

Equal variances assumed 2.878 0.094 2.402 78 0.019 0.575 0.239 0.098 1.052

Equal variances not assumed 2.402 75.016 0.019 0.575 0.239 0.098 1.052
Quality of Workmanship

Equal variances assumed 0.244 0.623 2.264 78 0.026 0.525 0.232 0.063, 0.987

Equal variances not assumed 2.264 78.000 0.026 0.525 0.232 0.063, 0.987
Quality of Product

Equal variances assumed 0.510 0.477 1.981 78 0.051 0.400 0.202 -0.002 0.802

Equal variances not assumed 1.981 77.997 0.051 0.400 0.202 -0.002 0.802
Product Reliability

Equal variances assumed 1.469 0.229 1.801 78 0.076 0.425 0.236 -0.045 0.895

Equal variances not assumed 1.801f  77.185 0.076 0.425 0.236 -0.045 0.895
Purchase Intention

Equal variances assumed 0.123 0.727 1.182 78 0.241 0.250 0.211 -0.171 0.671

Equa| variances not assumed 1.182 77.856 0.241 0.250 0.211 -0.171 0.671
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Table 5.15.2 Independent-Samples T Test (Levene’'®3t for Vietnam)

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Mean Std. Error Interval of the
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Difference
Lower Upper

Quality of Design

Equal variances assumed 0.713 0.401 3.071 78 0.003 0.675 0.220 0.237 1.113

Equal variances not assumed 3.071 75.189 0.003 0.675 0.220 0.237 1.113
Quality of Workmanship

Equal variances assumed 0.011 0.917 3.089 78 0.003 0.625 0.202 0.222 1.028

Equal variances not assumed 3.089 77.548 0.003 0.625 0.202 0.222 1.028
Quality of Product

Equal variances assumed 0.341 0.561 5.430 78 0.000 0.950 0.175 0.602 1.298

Equal variances not assumed 5.430) 77.889 0.000 0.950 0.175 0.602 1.298
Product Reliability

Equal variances assumed 0.019 0.891 2.073 78 0.041 0.450 0.217 0.018 0.882

Equal variances not assumed 2073 77534 0.041 0.450 0.217 0.018 0.882
Purchase Intention

Equal variances assumed 0.297 0.587 5.154 78 0.000 1.075 0.209 0.660 1.490

Equal variances not assumed 5.154 77.953 0.000 1.075 0.209 0.660 1.490
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Table 5.15.3 Consumers’ Evaluation of Comparing Clhing Products between Various Levels of Purchasenvolvement under the
Same Brand and Source

Japan Malaysia Vietham
Product Evaluation Suit T-shirt Suit T-shirt Suit T-shirt
(Dimensions) AllZ AllZ t-value | Sig. AllZ AllZ t-value Sig. AllZ AllZ t-value | Sig.
(Mean) [ (Mean) (Mean)[ (Mean (Mean (Mean)
Quality of Design 5.10 5.08 0.114 0.909 4.40 3.83 2.40p 0.019** 3.7 3.03 07B.| 0.003**
Quality of Workmanship 4.85 5.13 -1.322 0.190 4.47 3.95 2.264 0.026** 3.7 3.13 .083 | 0.003**
Quality of Product 4.75 4.90 -0.734 0.465 4.40 4.00 1.981L 0.051* 4. 3.08 (6.430.000***
Product Reliability 5.10 4.88 1.148 0.255 4.45 4.03 1.801L 0.07/6* 3. 3.10 2.078.041*
Purchase Intention 5.08 5.08 0.000 1.000 4.38 4.13 1.18p 0.241 4.15 3.08 5.15@.000***

* Statistical Significant (p < .10)
** Statistical Significant (p < .05)
*** Statistical Significant (p <.01)
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by focusing on the effect of one treatment and tvreit differs at different levels of
the other treatment. This case controlled Pl bpgighe same product tyg&-shirts)

in order to look at the different levels of §Bigh / Low) and how this would effect
consumers’ perceptions in terms of their comparisbproducts. The investigation
with respect to the comparison of consumers’ pdiaep of clothing betweef-
shirts of brand Greyhoundand T-shirts of brand AllZ were observed. The study
examined this case for the products that were nmadsach of the COOs, namely
Japan, Malaysia and Vietnam. The results obtairad this observation are indicated
in the following tablegTable 5.15.4, 5.15.5, 5.15.6, and 5.15T4ble 5.15.4, 5.15.5
and 5.15.6 demonstrate the results derived ftenene’s Tesh the procedure of
test analysis for each country-of-origin. The summaiytiee results identifying
whether the comparison cases were different arsepted in Table 5.15.6. These

results were derived frotrtestanalysis.

With regard to the summary results in Table 5.1%@é,p-values indicated in that
table are derived from theevene’s Tesin Table 5.15.4, 5.15.5 and 5.15Bhe
results in Table 5.15.7 show the significant reswith the statistically significant
alpha level of 0.01 for all of dimensions of protlegaluation for the comparison of
clothing products that were made in Vietham. In tlse of clothing products that
were made in Malaysia, the significant results eyaérfor the dimensions of product
evaluation except the dimension ‘®froduct Reliability”. These significant results
are based on the alpha level of 0.05 of signifiearie addition, there was only one
significant result which occurred for the dimenswinf‘Product Reliability” for the
case of clothing products that were made in Vietnahhis significant result is
evinced at the statistically significant alpha leg€ 0.05. Based on these results, it
appears that the combined effects between factBrari®l Pl play a powerful role in
influencing consumers’ product evaluation for clothproducts that are made in the
less economically developed country. This outcowrre lze seen from the significant
results obtained in every dimension of product eatn in the case of the
comparison of products made in Vietnam. This outastnggests that Thai consumers
perceived T-shirts made in a country with low CO@age(Vietnam)as different in
accordance with the levels of brand equity.
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Table 5.15.4 Independent-Samples T Test (Levene’'®3t for Japan)

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Mean Std. Error Interval of the
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Difference
Lower Upper

Quality of Design

Equal variances assumed 3.567 0.063 0.594 78 0.554 0.125 0.211 -0.294 0.544

Equal variances not assumed 0.594 74.214 0.555 0.125 0.211 -0.295 0.545
Quality of Workmanship

Equal variances assumed 2.121 0.149 -0.128, 78 0.899 -0.025 0.196 -0.415 0.365

Equal variances not assumed -0.128 75.360 0.899 -0.025 0.196| -0.416 0.366
Quality of Product

Equal variances assumed 0.502 0.481 0.530 78 0.598 0.100 0.189 -0.276 0.476

Equal variances not assumed 0.530) 77.674 0.598 0.100 0.189 -0.276 0.476
Product Reliability

Equal variances assumed 1.642 0.204 2.143 78 0.035 0.400 0.187 0.028 0.772

Equal variances not assumed 2143  75.640 0.035 0.400 0.187 0.028 0.772
Purchase Intention

Equal variances assumed 4.397 0.039 -0.605 78 0.547 -0.125 0.207 -0.537, 0.287

Equa| variances not assumed -0.605 73.173 0.547 -0.125 0.207 -0.537 0.287
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Table 5.15.5 Independent-Samples T Test (Levene’'®3t for Malaysia)

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Mean Std. Error Interval of the
F Sig. df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Difference
Lower Upper

Quality of Design

Equal variances assumed 0.122 0.728 2.342 78 0.022 0.475 0.203 0.071 0.879

Equal variances not assumed 2.342 76.983 0.022 0.475 0.203 0.071 0.879
Quality of Workmanship

Equal variances assumed 0.006 0.938 2.019 78 0.047 0.450 0.223 0.006 0.894

Equal variances not assumed 2.019 77.488 0.047 0.450 0.223 0.006 0.894
Quality of Product

Equal variances assumed 0.587 0.446 2.102 78 0.039 0.425 0.202 0.022 0.828

Equal variances not assumed 2.102 77.999 0.039 0.425 0.202 0.022 0.828
Product Reliability

Equal variances assumed 0.563 0.455 1.386) 78 0.170 0.275 0.198 -0.120 0.670

Equal variances not assumed 1.386]  72.698 0.170 0.275 0.198 -0.120 0.670
Purchase Intention

Equal variances assumed 0.013 0.908 2.219 78 0.029 0.450 0.203 0.046 0.854

Equa| variances not assumed 2.219 76.623 0.029 0.450 0.203 0.046 0.854
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Table 5.15.6 Independent-Samples T Test (Levene’'®3t for Vietnam)

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Sig. Mean Std. Error Interval of the
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Difference
Lower Upper

Quality of Design

Equal variances assumed 0.014 0.906 3.875 78 0.000 0.925 0.239 0.450 1.400

Equal variances not assumed 3.875 77.989 0.000 0.925 0.239 0.450 1.400
Quality of Workmanship

Equal variances assumed 1.272 0.263 4.485 78 0.000 1.025 0.229 0.570 1.480

Equal variances not assumed 4.485 76.143 0.000 1.025 0.229 0.570 1.480
Quality of Product

Equal variances assumed 0.134 0.715 6.012 78 0.000 1.075 0.179 0.719 1.431

Equal variances not assumed 6.012 77.997 0.000 1.075 0.179 0.719 1.431
Product Reliability

Equal variances assumed 0.420 0.519 3.884 78 0.000 0.825 0.212 0.402 1.248

Equal variances not assumed 3.884  76.792 0.000 0.825 0.212 0.402 1.248
Purchase Intention

Equal variances assumed 1.031 0.313 4.872 78 0.000 1.125 0.231 0.665 1.585

Equa| Variances not assumed 4872 75962 0000 1125 0231 0665 1585
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Table 5.15.7 Consumers’ Evaluation of Comparing Cliing Products between Various Levels of Brand Equay under the Same

Product Type and Sae

Japan Malaysia Vietnam
Product Evaluation T-shirt | T-shirt T-shirt | T-shirt T-shirt | T-shirt
(Dimensions) Greyhound|  AllZ t-value Sig.  |Greyhound|  AllZ t-value Sig.  |Greyhound|  AllZ t-value Sig.
(Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean
Quality of Design 5.20 5.08 0.594 0.554 4.30 3.83 2.342 0.022** 3.95 3.0 873. | 0.000**
Quality of Workmanship 5.10 5.13 -0.128 0.899 4.40 3.95 2.019 0.047** 4.15 3.18 483 | 0.000%**
Quality of Product 5.00 4.90 0.530 0.598 443 4.00 2.102 0.03¢** 4.15 3.0 01B. | 0.000**
Product Reliability 5.28 4.88 2.143 0.035* 4.30 4.03 1.386 0.17¢ 3.93 31 8848. | 0.000**
Purchase Intention 4.95 5.08 -0.605 0.547 4.58 4.13 2.219 0.02¢** 4.2 3.0 872 | 0.000*

* Statistical Significant (p < .10)
** Statistical Significant (p < .05)
*** Statistical Significant (p <.01)
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To sum up, the results derived from Case 1 and gQesi that Thai consumers
perceive products differently especially in theeca$ the products that are made in
Vietnam. Thai consumers’ perceptions of the congoariof products that are made in
Malaysia also appear to differ but not in every @nsion of product evaluation. With
regard to the comparison of products that are maddapan, Thai consumers
perceived no difference between products in casén lcase 2 differences were
apparent but only for one dimension of product ea@bn. This outcome suggests
that the combined effects of factors BE and Pl pdéaynore significant role in

influencing consumers’ product evaluation of clathiproducts that are made in the
country with a relative lower economic developmienel. This phenomenon can be
explained by the fact that when Thai consumersgnegd clothing products made in
the country with a higher level of economic devetemt, they appear to believe and
trust in the product’'s quality. A high level of auntry’s development induces
consumers to believe in and place more reliance hagh technology and

manufacturing effectiveness. Ultimately, consunegpear to ignore or become less
reliant on the combined effects of factors BE aridtiat might influence their

evaluation of clothing. In contrast, when Thai aomers perceive products that are
made in a country with a relatively low COO imates combined effects of factors

BE and PI appear to strongly impact consumers’ ycbdvaluation.

The next section presents a further discussion exaimples with respect to the
interaction effects among the three factors (D, &l PIl) based on the overall
MANOVA results as indicated above.

The Interaction Effects between D, BE and PI on Rhact Evaluation

Previously, the study reported the overall MANO\WSults in Table 5.10 with regard
to the results of interaction effects among theéhfiactors, which were comprised of
the level of country’s development (D), the levéboand equity (BE), and the level

of purchase involvement (PI). This study found ttietre were interaction effects
among the level of country’s development (D), el of brand equity (BE), and the
level of purchase involvement (PI) on Thai conswshproduct evaluation. Next, this

research gives the examples of observing the iktieraeffects that are associated
with D x BE x PI. The observation looked at whetbensumers perceive quality and

purchase intention of the products differently whieose products involve with the
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interaction effects of the three factors D x BEIx Fhese examples are given in the

three cases as indicated below.

Case 1: T-shirt — AllZ Japan
Case 2: T-shirt Greyhound- Vietnam
Case 3Suit— AllZ — Vietnam

Among the three factors of D x BE x PI, the studyntecolled two weak factors and
examined the strength of one interested factor lbserving the movement of the
different levels of interested factor. As can bers&om the above cases, this study
looked at the strength of D, BE and PI for cas Bnd 3 respectively. Thus, the
observation focused on the movement of the diffel@rels of each interested factor
for each case. This research conducted comparisotiee above cases in order to
observe the movement of the interested factor. cdmeparison of each case made it
possible to easily notice whether the strengthred tactor was able to alleviate the
effects of the other weak factors on consumersiuati@n of clothing products. The

cases that were used for comparison purposesdioated as follows:

Case 1: T-shirt — AllZ Japan VS T-shirt — AllZ —Vietnam
Case 2: T-shirt -6reyhound- Vietnam VS T-shirt AAllZ — Vietnam
Case 3Suit— AllZ — Vietnam VS  T-shirt — AllZ — Vietnam

The results of-testanalysis andlevene’s Tedderived from observing the above three
cases are demonstrated in the following tapledble 5.16, 5.16.1, 5.16&hd5.16.3).

These results indicate whether there are diffeerafemeans between the three
comparison cases as mentioned above. Based oeghksrin those four tables, this
study found the differences of means between thuse comparison cases with the
statistically significant results as reported irblEa5.16, 5.16.1 and 5.16.2 for case 1,
case 2 and case 3, respectively. The Levene’siT#sése tables provide the p-values
that would be brought to use in the summary regalte (Table 5.16.3)Based on

Levene’s Test from these three tables, the resfltssting the differences of means

for those three comparison cases and reportedale Bal6.3.
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Table 5.16 Independent-Samples T Test (Levene’s Tder Case 1)

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
Sig. Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference of the Difference
Lower Upper

Quality of Design

Equal variances assumed 2.750 0.101 9.559 78| 0.000 2.050 0.214 1.623 2.477

Equal variances not assumed 9.559 73.285 0.000 2.050 0.214 1.623 2.477
Quality of Workmanship

Equal variances assumed 0.869 0.354 10.306 78 0.000 2.000 0.194 1.614 2.386

Equal variances not assumed 10.306 75.804 0.000 2.000 0.194 1.613 2.387
Quality of Product

Equal variances assumed 0.476 0.492 9.775 78 0.000 1.825 0.187 1.453 2.197

Equal variances not assumed 9.775 77.301 0.000 1.825 0.187 1.453 2.197
Product Reliability

Equal variances assumed 2.854 0.095 8.905 78 0.000 1.775 0.199 1.378 2.172)

Equal variances not assumed 8.905 72.407 0.000 1.775 0.199 1.378 2.172
Purchase Intention

Equal variances assumed 2.820 0.097 10.236 78| 0.000 2.000 0.195 1.611 2.389

Equal variances not assumed 10.236 75.861 0.000 2.000 0.195 1.611 2.389
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Table 5.16.1 Independent-Samples T Test (Levene’'®3t for Case 2)

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
Sig. Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference of the Difference
Lower Upper

Quality of Design

Equal variances assumed 0.014 0.906, 3.875 78 0.000 0.925 0.239 0.450 1.400

Equal variances not assumed 3.875 77.989 0.000 0.925 0.239 0.450 1.400
Quality of Workmanship

Equal variances assumed 1.272 0.263 4.485 78 0.000 1.025 0.229 0.570 1.480

Equal variances not assumed 4.485 76.143 0.000 1.025 0.229 0.570 1.480
Quality of Product

Equal variances assumed 0.134 0.715 6.012 78 0.000 1.075 0.179 0.719 1.431

Equal variances not assumed 6.012 77.997, 0.000 1.075 0.179 0.719 1.431
Product Reliability

Equal variances assumed 0.420 0.519 3.884 78 0.000 0.825 0.212 0.402 1.248

Equal variances not assumed 3.884 76.792) 0.000 0.825 0.212) 0.402 1.248
Purchase Intention

Equal variances assumed 1.031 0.313 4.872 78 0.000 1.125 0.231 0.665 1.585

Equal variances not assumed 4.872 75.962 0.000 1.125 0.231 0.665 1.585
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Table 5.16.2 Independent-Samples T Test (Levene’&3t for Case 3)

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
Sig. Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval
F Sig. df (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference of the Difference
Lower Upper

Quality of Design

Equal variances assumed 0.713 0.401 3.071 78 0.003 0.675 0.220 0.237 1.113

Equal variances not assumed 3.071 75.189 0.003 0.675 0.220 0.237, 1.113
Quality of Workmanship

Equal variances assumed 0.011 0.917 3.089 78 0.003 0.625 0.202 0.222 1.028

Equal variances not assumed 3.089 77.548 0.003 0.625 0.202 0.222 1.028
Quality of Product

Equal variances assumed 0.341 0.561 5.430 78 0.000 0.950 0.175 0.602 1.298

Equal variances not assumed 5.430 77.889 0.000 0.950 0.175 0.602 1.298
Product Reliability

Equal variances assumed 0.019 0.891 2.073 78 0.041 0.450 0.217 0.018 0.882

Equal variances not assumed 2.073 77.534 0.041 0.450) 0.217 0.018 0.882
Purchase Intention

Equal variances assumed 0.297 0.587 5.154 78 0.000 1.075 0.209 0.660 1.490

Equal variances not assumed 5.154 77.953 0.000 1.075 0.209 0.660, 1.490
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Table 5.16.3 Mean Rating of Difference Comparison &es with respect to the Combined Effects of DxBEXBn Product Evaluation

Case : Case . Case .
T-shirt | T-shirt T-shirt | T-shirt Suit T-shirt
Product Evaluation AllZ AllZ t-value Sig. |Greyhound AllZ | t-value Sig. AllZ AllZ t-value Sig.
(Dimensions) Japan | Vietnam Vietnam | Vietnam Vietnan  Vietnam
(Mean) | (Mean) (Mean)| (Mean) (Mean (Mean
Quality of Design 5.08 3.03 9.559 | 0.000%* | 3.95 3.03 3875 | 0.000%* [ 3.70 3.03 3071 | 0.003%*
Quality of Workmanship| ~ 5.13 3.13 10.306 | 0.000** | 4.15 3.13 4.485 | 0.000% | 3.75 3.13 3.080 | 0.003%+
Quality of Product 4.90 3.08 9.775 0.000*+* 4.15 3.08 6.012 0.000%* 4.03 3.08 5.430 0.000%*
Product Reliability 4.88 3.10 8.905 0.000*+* 3.93 3.10 3.884 0.000%* 3.55 3.10 2.073 0.041*
Purchase Intention 5.08 3.08 10.236 | 0.000%* 4.20 3.08 4872 | 0.000%* 4.15 3.08 5.154 0.000%*

* Statistical Significant (p < .10)

** Statistical Significant (p < .05)
*** Statistical Significant (p <.01)

-199 -




The results with respect to case 1 in Table 5.1év@al the differences of means
betweenT-shirt-AllZ-Japan andT-shirt-AllZ-Vietnam in every dimension of product
evaluation with the statistically significant resubf alpha level of 0.0IL-shirt-AllZ-
Japan appears to be perceived by Thai consumers as lodiggeater quality and
generating more positive purchase intention fhashirt-AllZ-Vietham This outcome
suggests that the strength of a high level of agismtlevelopment can alleviate other
factors’ weaknesses. This effect is in turn to ff€hai consumers’ evaluation of
products by inducing them to perceive products amd of high quality when

compared with the other case where all factors apioebe weak.

With regard to the other two cadg3ase 2 and 3)Thai consumers perceiv@dshirt-
GreyhoundVietnam (case 2) andSuit-AllZ-Vietham (case 3ps being of better
quality and thus generating a greater likelihoogwfchase than in comparison with
case 2 and 3, respectively. These results are evinith the statistically significant
results as indicated in Table 5.16.3. Therefor@ppears that the strength of a high
level of brand equity as well as the strength bigh level of purchase involvement
can also alleviate the effects of the other twddist weaknesses in terms of their

impact on product evaluation.

Based on the above results, the combined effedizseba the three independent
variables (factors D, BE and PI) suggest that thength of one factor could well

overcome the weakness of another factor on conslpreduct evaluation.

In summary, the main study analysis indicates therall MANOVA results with

respect to the main effects of three independenablas (D, BE and PIl) and their
interaction effects in terms of their impact on guot evaluation. This study found
that the main effects of the level of country’s elepment (D), the level of brand
equity (BE) and the level of purchase involvemeatéhan impact on consumers’

evaluation of clothing products.

This research also found that there is an interactffect among the three factors (D,
BE and PI). It was found that the level of courdrgdevelopment (D) interacts with
the level of brand equity (BE) and in turn influesacconsumers’ product evaluation of

clothing. The level of brand equity appears to nmatiethe effects of COO on product

- 200 -



evaluation. The same tendency appears to occineircdse of the interaction effects
between the level of country’s development (D) atid level of purchase
involvement (Pl). The MANOVA results indicate thée interaction effects among
factors D and Pl occur and the level of purchageliement appears to moderate the
effects of COO on product evaluation. In additidhjs study found that the
moderating factor BE and the moderating factor IBb dave interaction effect in

terms of the consumers’ evaluation of apparel.

Based on the MANOVA results of the main study, tieisearch can answer all of the
study’s hypotheses except the hypotheses H1 andTherefore, further analyses

were employed in order to respond to the two remginnanswered hypotheses.

The results derived from employing further analysis proving the hypothesis H1
indicate that Thai consumers prefer a clothing pobdnade in a more developed
country than in a less developed country. This @mute appears to support H1.
However, this analysis found that the level of pase involvement might influence
consumers’ perceptions of COO with regard to tkgaluation of clothing products.
Based on this outcome, this research later exantimedole of the level of purchase
involvement and the relation among the level ofntogds development and the level

of purchase involvement with regard to the impacpooduct evaluation.

With regard to the further analysis that was cotellicin order to answer the
hypothesis H4, it was found that this hypothesidrige. High equity brand can
overcome the effects of COO with a relative low C@aage with respect to Thai
consumers’ clothing product evaluation. This outeois presented in greater detail
with respect to the interaction effects betweemD BE on product evaluation above
in Section 5.2.4.4. However, the results in thialgsis also highlighted the intriguing
concern with respect to the role of the level ofchase involvement. This concern
will be examined later. According to further anaym this part of the analysis, this
study conducted extra observation by investigating “trade-off” between the

combined effects of factors D and BE. It was fotihat the trade-off among those

two factors had an impact on consumers’ evaluaifaitothing products.
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Beyond the hypotheses setting for this researcimestypotheses that would
correspond to the results that emerged from thdysesm were not outlined (e.qg.
“trade-off” among the combined effects of D and BE and thejpaict on product
evaluation as mentioned above). Neverthelesssta@y intends to do further analysis
and present additional discussion for some of $keds that are related to each of the
study’s hypothesis. Thus, this study employed frrtmalysis to examine the role of
the different levels of brand equity on productlaaéion in the above secti@Bection
5.2.4.4).This research also gave the examples for the adst® combined effects
between factors BE and Pl as well as the interaaitects among the three product
cues and their impact on product evaluation. Initamfg the further analysis of
identifying the relationship between the level olntry’s development (D) and the
level of purchase involvement (Pl) was undertakdme outcome derived from this
analysis can be used to explain the intriguingasswith regard to the role of the level
of purchase involvement that emerged from some giathe analyses in the main

study.

Up to this point, the analyses with respect to rie@n study have been done. The
results derived from the main study have respoded of the hypotheses. Since the
literature suggests that demographic determinamtsptay a role in describing the
COO effects on consumers’ evaluation of particpladucts, this study investigated

the demographics in order to generate extra knayeedlated to this research.

5.2.5Demographic Effects

In this section, the study examined relationshipvben demographic factors with
respect tggender, age, educatioandoccupationand the impact of COO on product
evaluation. The results of the correlation analgsigloyed for this investigation are

presented in Table 5.17.

The results shown in Table 5.17 present the relskip between thdemographic

factorsof gender, age, education and occupation eatisumers’ perceptions of COO
on the five dimensions of product evaluatiarhich comprise of quality of design,
quality of workmanship, quality of product, produetiability and purchase intention.
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Table 5.17 Correlation of Demographic Effects on Riduct Evaluation

Product Evaluation Gender Age Education Occupation
(Dimensions) Japan Malaysia | Vietnam Japan Malaysia  |Vietnam Japan I\Llalays ia | Vietnam Japan Malaysia | Vietnam
Quality of Design -0.214** -0.130 -0.107 -0.166** -0.055 -0.018 0.163** 0.053 0.129 0.297** 0.154* 0.099
Quality of Workmanship -0.160* | -0.123 -0.127 -0.166** [ -0.156** | -0.013 0.258** | 0.163* 0.113 0.191* 0.15* 0.019
Quality of Product -0.246% | -0.162** [ -0.042 -0.199* [ -0.109 -0.035 0.283** | 0.152* 0.070 0.196* 0.093 0.088
Product Relaibility -0.2417** | -0.183* -0.090 -0.090 -0.081 -0.026 0.234** 0.052 0.069 0.268*** 0.143* 0.100
Purchase Intention -0.246* | -0.126 -0.049 -0.215* | -0.151* -0.031 0.238** 0.112 0.121 0.242%+* 0.098 0.068

* Statistically significant (p < .10)
** Statistically significant (p < .05)
*** Statistically significant (p <.01)
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This study intended to examine how demographi®fagblay a role in describing the
COO effects on Thai consumers’ perception of paldicproducts. This examination
was done in light of countries that have differéatels of development and with
regard to the five dimensions of product evaluatiwshen the ranges of each
demographic factor are changing. It is to be ndted the symbols of “+” and “-”
only represent the direction of the change in deaqagc values when the ranges of

each demographic factor are changed.

The factor‘gender” is specified as “1” = female; “2” = male. Similarlthe factor
“age” is specified as “1” = 18-25 years; “2” = 26-36 y&d'3” = 36-45 years; “4” =
46-55 years; and “5” = 56 years Upgducation” is designated as “1” = High school
graduate; “2” = College graduate; “3” = Completedadyate school; “4” =
Postgraduate schoolOccupation” is similarly classified as “1” = Unemployed /
Retired; “2” = Student; “3” = Servant / Labor; “4 Government / State enterprise
official; “5” = Employee; “6” = Self employed. Theccupation classification is
considered to be an indirect measure of incomeegffondents for the current study.
The income of respondent presumably increasesepribgressive occupation scales

as anecdotally observed in Thailand.

Table 5.17 shows evidence of female Thai consup@ferring the fashion-clothing
products made in more developed country over prisdotade in less developed
country. As is evident from the correlation resuits Table 5.17, female Thai
consumers perceive particular products made innJépaorably than those made in
Malaysia and Vietham in terms of the five dimensiah product evaluation. In fact,
the results of the correlation analysis suggestsifjaificant correlations for every
dimension of product evaluation of products madé@apan. On the other hand, there
are only two significant correlations in terms afiafity of product and product
reliability dimensions for Malaysia and no signémt correlations for Vietham. Past
studies indicate that gender implicitly has a ddfee of attitude towards foreign
products (Lawrence, Marr & Prendergast 1992; GooHw&ldleston 1995; Mittal &
Tsiros 1995; Sharma, Shimp & Shin 1995).

Table 5.17 further indicates that youngéai consumers preferred products made in a

more developed country than the product made iesa tleveloped country. These
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results appear to be compatible with the study @aSs (2004) that asserts that
younger respondents are more likely to be involtlemh older respondents in the

choice of fashion-clothing product.

There is also evidence in Table 5.17 that Thai eomss with higher education
perceive the product made in more developed camwias more favorable than the
product made in less developed countries. Pastndsealso indicates that Thai
consumers with high education are more likely tefgr the product made in
developed country or highly industrialized countdne possible reason for this result
appears to be because educated Thai consumersoegdikely to have a chance to

travel aboard and experience purchase of foreigdymts (Ahmed & d’Astous 2007).

Again Table 5.17 demonstrates that Thai consuméis were employed and have
more income appear to prefer the products madeone isleveloped countries than the
product made in less developed countries. Thesdtseme also compatible with the
previous studies. Past research findings indich#ét Thai consumers with higher
income express a positive attitude towards moreeldped country or highly
industrialized country. In addition, Thai consumeiigh higher income probably feel

familiar with and more likely to purchase foreigrogucts. (Ahmed & d’Astous 2007)

5.3 Summary

The current study conducted an exploratory suredpwed by a field survey. The
exploratory survey identified variables which cdmited to defining the theoretical
framework of the study. Notably, the variables iifead as independent variables for
the final survey include the level of country’s é®pment, the level of brand equity

and the level of purchase involvement.

The findings from the field survey suggest that iTt@nsumers are more likely to
favor the product made in a more developed coumtey the products made in a less
developed country. The study proposed seven hypeshén accordance with the
study’s theoretical framework and the outcomesveerifrom the hypothesis testing

are as follows:
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Hypothesis HE Accept
Hypothesis H2- Accept
Hypothesis H3- Accept
Hypothesis H4- Accept
Hypothesis H5- Accept
Hypothesis H6- Accept
Hypothesis H7- Reject

The correlation analysis of the demographic facteith the dependent variables

identified that gender, age, education and occapatifluence the effects of COO on

consumers’ product evaluation.

The next chapter will provide a conclusion of thredings obtained from the research

investigation as well as summarize the currentystud
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Chapter 6

Conclusion

6.0 Summary of Study’s Findings
The results obtained from the current study arented in chapter 5. In this chapter,
the study summarizes the findings from the two sysy namely, exploratory survey

and field survey.

6.0.1Summary of Exploratory Survey Findings

The objective of conducting an exploratory surveya) to identify two Thai fashion-
clothing brands with different levels of brand daguib) to ratify the two levels of
product purchase involvement and (c) to confirm titeee countries with different

levels of country development for using in a sulbeed survey.

The identification of two levels of brand equityggest that théGreyhound” brand
appears to qualify as a surrogate hagh equity brandwhereas, théAllZ” brand

appears as an appropriate surrogatéoferequity brand

The results of ratifying the two levels of prodyetrchase involvement indicate that
“suits” and“T-shirts” are appropriately designated as surrogatelifr involvement

andlow involvemenproducts, respectively.

The findings of confirming the three countries, mdynJapan, Malaysia and Vietnam
with different level of country development app&abe appropriately designated for
used in the field survey. The results indicate thate was a significant difference
between Japan, Malaysia, and Vietnam in terms ofwmers’ perceptions of their
level of developmentlapanis considered as representative of a country aftigher
level of developmentcompared with Thailand andMalaysia and Vietnam,
representative of countries withmilar andlesser levels of developmeaespectively

in comparison with Thailand.
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The results from the exploratory survey with respedhe two levels of brand equity,
the two levels of purchase involvement and theetlwauntries with different levels of
country development, emerged as statistically 8gant. Thus, it is reasonable to use
these results in the field investigation as repredeve of the three independent

variables included in the theoretical framework.

6.0.2Summary of Field Survey Findings

In this section, the study summarizes the reswdtsveld from the field survey with
respect toThai consumers’ favorable or unfavorable CQQ@eneral resultswith
regard to the three product cues (COO, brand aomdupt type), the role of marketing
mix factors on consumers’ decision making for gahelothing andhe findings of

main study.The summary of the aforementioned results arelbsifs:

Favorable or Unfavorable COO

The study sought to identify favorable or unfavdéeaberceptions of COO with
respect to Japan, Malaysia and Vietham. The restif$ai consumers’ perceptions
of country capabilities help to clarify this coneeiThe findings suggest that Thai
consumers appear to perceive clothing products niade country perceived as
having a high level of development as more favgréthn clothing products made in
a country perceived as having a lower level of tgyaent. This outcome appears to

be consistent with past studies conducted in Wiestauntries.

General Results

The General Resultsvith respect to the overall importance of the ¢hpeoduct cues
(COO, brand and product type) and the ranking ofofa in terms of importance
among these three product cues that affect consuprexduct evaluation appear to be
different. The ranking results show that when Thansumers were focusing on
individual product cues, they appear to identify@®rand and product type cues as
the most, second most and third most importanpeas/ely. With regard to the
results of the overall importance of these thremdpct cues, this study found that
COO is perceived as a more important cue in afigatonsumers’ product evaluation
than brand or product type. However, due to thagmficant results of the

comparison between brand and product type that dereed from the analysis, it
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cannot be asserted that brand cue is perceiveckiag bf lesser importance than
product type cue. Based on the above results different outcome means that it is
not possible to make an absolute conclusion wigfane to the importance of these
three product cues. However, the outcome in this pathe study was used as

supplementary information for the main study.

The General Resultsvith respect to the role of marketing mix factors consumers’
decision making for general clothing suggest tate influences Thai consumers’
evaluation of clothing products to such an extéat it could persuade them to give

certain clothing items their preferences.

Main Study

The study draws a conclusion from the main studgxamining the effects of COO,
brand and product type on consumers’ product etialuaThis study observed a
relationship ofindependent variablesnamely, the level of country’s development,
the level of brand equity and the level of purchaseolvement ondependent
variables namely, perceived quality and purchase intentibproducts. This study
considers the perceived quality and purchase ioterdf products in terms of five
dimensions of product evaluation, namejyality of designquality of workmanship
quality of productproduct reliabilityandpurchase intention

The results of the relationship among the independariables are indicated in terms
of their combined effects on product evaluation.illistrate, this study examines the
effects of the independent variables under th@fotlg seven investigativaituations:

(1) The main effect of the level of country’s developmen perceived quality
and purchase intention of products.

(2) The main effect of the level of brand equity ongeéred quality and purchase
intention of products.

(3) The main effect of the level of product purchaseoimement on perceived
guality and purchase intention of products.

(4) The interaction effect of the level of country’svépment and the level of

brand equity on perceived quality and purchasetrde of products.
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(5) The interaction effect of the level of country’svépment and the level of
product purchase involvement on perceived quality purchase intention of
products.

(6) The interaction effect of the level of brand equétyd the level of product
purchase involvement on perceived quality and psehntention of products.

(7) The interaction effects of the level of country’svdlopment, the level of
brand equity and the level of product purchase liraraent on perceived

guality and purchase intention of products.

From situation 1, we observe that the level of anty’'s development affects
consumers’ product evaluation. Closer observatiositaation 1 in this study found
that Thai consumers appear to favor a clothing yecbdnade in a more developed
country than in a less developed country. This olag®n also found that the level of
purchase involvement might affect consumers’ pdroep of COO with regard to

their evaluation of clothing products.

In situation 2, it appears that the level of braequity influence consumers’
evaluation of particular products. Careful examorabf situation 2 indicate that Thai
consumers appear to prefer and evaluate the higlydaranded product with higher
regard and are more likely to purchase than the dqwity branded product. This
result obviously conforms to the findings of Tsal &orn (1993) which indicate that
the product with well-known brand names are mdeelyi to be favorable than those
with less well-known brand names. However, thiglgtnoted an inclination that the
effect of high equity brand on product evaluatiathwespect to clothing seems to be
weak when the level of purchase involvement is dased. Nevertheless, a high
equity brand still appears to help to improve tleecpption of the overall quality of
clothing products (both suits and T-shirts) andhire likely to result in a purchase.
This conclusion is evidenced by significant resdtis all dimensions of product

evaluation for T-shirts and some significant resfdt suits.

In addition, an additional observation comparing thfferent levels of purchase
involvement for the same brand found that Thai aarexs perceive suits and T-shirts
under the low equity brand as being different whsrhey perceive those of the high

equity brand as not being different. The strendthigh equity brand embedded in the
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products can lead consumers to perceive both ptedadhe same way. Quality of
suits and T-shirts appear not to be different instoners’ perceptions toward the
products because consumers are familiar with aodt tthe high equity brand.
However, the different levels of purchase involvemappear to impact Thai

consumers’ clothing choices for low equity brands.

Similarly in situation 3, the results from our syuddicate that the level of purchase

involvement affects the perception of consumerstpct evaluation.

With respect to the interaction effects of the lesecountry’s development and the
level of brand equity on perceived quality and pase intention of products
(situation 4) the research found that the interaction effeétshese two variables
influence consumers’ product evaluation. The leg€lbrand equity appears to
moderate the effects of COO on product evaluat@ioser observation indicates that
high equity brands can overcome the effects of deirade in a country with a
relatively low COO image on product evaluation kaw involvement products, and
this effect appears even stronger when compareld mgh involvement products.
This research found that the effect of a high ggoiiand in overcoming the effects of
being made in a country with a relatively low CO®@age on consumers’ evaluation
of products seems to be weak when consumers’ psgcin@olvement with clothing
products is greater. However, the effects of a leighity brand still appear to alleviate
the negative effects of COO image. This evidenceompatible with the results
derived from situation 2 with respect to the oba&on of the decreased impact of a
high equity brand when the level of product purehiasolvement is increased.

In addition, this study conducted an additionalesleation and found that there is a
“trade-off” between the combined effects of the level of cotmtdevelopment and

the level of brand equity in terms of the impactammsumers’ evaluation of clothing
products. This finding suggests thdtigh equity brandcan overcome the effects of a
country with a relatively low COO imag&ith respect to the impact on product
evaluation for both suits and T-shirts. It was fduhat the significant results emerged
for every dimension of product evaluation for Trehiwhereas some significant
results were found for product evaluation dimensiohsuits. Another aspect to the

“trade-off” between factor® andBE is that ahigh COO imagecan help to alleviate

-211 -



the effects of dow equity brandon consumers’ evaluation of clothing products.sThi
outcome applies to both suits and T-shirts. Thiscaume is also derived with
significant results obtained in every dimensiorpofduct evaluation for suits and T-
shirts. Based on these results, it is reasonaldtate thathigh COO image” appears
to play an influential role that is greater tham &'high equity brand’ in terms of
overcoming the weakness of the other factors odymevaluation. This conclusion
can be seen in the significant results obtained deery dimension of product
evaluation with respect to the strength“bigh COO image” as mentioned above.
Based on the above outcome, it is possible to thigrthe‘COO” cue seems to be a
more important product cue more thdrand” in terms of affecting consumers’
evaluation of clothing. Furthermore, it was alsaorfd that consumers did not perceive
suits and T-shirts differently when those produeeye made in a less developed
country under a strong brand. The same holds traleel case of those products made
in a highly developed country but under a low egitand. This outcome helps to
confirm the strength of high equity brand as wallthe strength of a strong COO
image. The strength of these factors induces coesito perceive suits and T-shirts
similarly because they trust and appear rely on leeefits of these factors.
Consumers might purchase suits and T-shirts beca#ube perceived strong brand or

a highly regarded image of the country-of-origin.

The results of the interaction effects betweenldivel of country’s development and
the level of purchase involvement on perceived iguaind purchase intention of
products(situation 5)indicated that this interaction did in fact occlihe level of
purchase involvement that was evoked by produce tgppears to moderate the
effects of COO on product evaluation. Closer oletom was undertaken by
employing a correlation analysis in order to examihe relationship between the
level of purchase involvement and consumers’ CO@gmtions. The results indicate
that there is a correlation betwettie level of purchase involvemeamtdthe effects of
COO on consumers’ product evaluatidtigh purchase involvement products appear
to increase consumers’ greater reliance on COQrmrdton than low involvement
products. These findings conform to the findingpasét research which indicate that
the impact of negative image COO information areatgr for high involvement

products than for low involvement products (Battaak 2000; Kinra 2006). It is
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therefore reasonable to assert that the level ofhase involvement moderates the

effects of COO on product evaluation.

The level of brand equity interacts with the lewélpurchase involvemergsituation
6), and this in turn affects consumers’ product eatdun. This research also found
that the combined effects between the level of dhreguity and the level of purchase
involvement appear to exert a strong impact on woess’ evaluation of fashion-
clothing. This was the case when consumers corgidére products made in a
country with a lower level of economic developmemhis phenomenon can be
explained by stating that when consumers consiéhing products made in a less
developed country, they appear to extend theirchearother product cues in order to
bring additional information together with prodwetgin in order to make a purchase
decision. However, the impact of the combined e$fdietween the level of brand
equity and the level of purchase involvement apgeahave less strength when
consumers evaluate clothing products made in a topumith a high level of
development. COO information induces consumersotesider factors such as high
technology and manufacturing effectiveness. Coreeilyy consumers appear to
place their trust in high COO image as they peediose products as being of high
guality. They tend to ignore or rely less on otbexduct cues.

This study observed that there are interactionceffeetween the level of country’s
development, the level of brand equity and the llese purchase involvement
(situation 7).The examples of these combined effects with resfpethis situation

suggest that the weakness of one factor (e.g. Gax@e) could well be overcome by
the strength of another factor (e.g. high equitgnio) on consumers’ evaluation of

clothing.

In conclusion, the current study found that Thanstomers appear to favor clothing
products made in a more highly developed countryentban those made in a less
developed country. This outcome was derived froenrttain study and is compatible
with the results of identifying favorable or unfaable COO that was derived from
the field survey.

-213 -



This study also found that tH€EOQO” cue has a greater influence tHanand” cue
on consumers’ evaluation of fashion-clothing prddufor both high involvement
apparel products and low involvement apparel prtsduthis outcome can be seen
from the above analyses with respect to the ovémgbortance between COO and
brand cues including the ranking of important piidcues in“General Results”.
This outcome is also apparent in the analysis tfagon 4 with regard to the
combined effects of factors D and BE with respecthe “trade-off” observation
described in‘Main Study Results” It was noted that this conclusion referred to the
case when consumers consider the products maddighly developed countryit
was found that consumers appear to evaluate thoskigis more highly regard and
are more likely to purchase regardless of othedyebcues (e.g. low brand equity).
The same inclination of the strength of the effefichigh COO image was also found
in the analysis with respect to the combined e$fdmtween factors BE and PI on
product evaluation. This combined effect appearsexert less influence on the
clothing products that are made in a highly devetbpcountry. Consumers’
perceptions of the quality of products and purchasntions with respect to clothing
that was made in a highly developed country doapptear to differ for suits and T-

shirts.

With regard to consumers’ perceptions of clothingdpicts made in kess developed
country, this study found thdtorand cue” becomes much more important. It has a
greater influence thaif€OO cue” on consumers’ evaluation of products for both high
involvement apparel products and low involvemergaapl products. This inference
refers to when consumers evaluate clothing produeide in dess developed country
However, the effects of strong brand appear to Hase strength when consumers
evaluate high purchase involvement apparel prodilesertheless, there is sufficient
evidence in this study to state that a high egorgnd can still help to alleviate the
negative effects of COO on consumers’ evaluatiorhigh purchase involvement
apparel. From this outcome, it is reasonable teritfiat the negative effects of COO
image might not be able to play a potential rolénftuencing consumers’ evaluation

of high equity branded products for any producegaties.

Most studies of COO effects have paid attentionhigh involvement products.

Although there are some COO researches that haseiegd low involvement
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products, the knowledge obtained by investigathegdffects of the level of purchase
involvement influencing on consumers’ product easibn are still somewhat obscure
and yield contradictory inferences. For instanceumber of past studies such as the
study by Ahmed and d’Astous (1993), Liefeld (1998),and Wyer (1994), Piron
(2000) on high involvement products indicate th&@GC has a strong influence on
consumers’ product evaluation. Whereas, the stydydsley and Summers (1994) on
high involvement products indicate that COO effegipear to be of less concern. As
a result, there have been no absolute conclusiehsvigh respect to the role of the
level of purchase involvement. There is also a pawd past COO studies that focus
and directly clarify this indecisiveness by compgrithe level of purchase
involvement that affects consumers’ product evadmatThis study intends to clarify
this concern by examining apparel products and sinyating how the level of
purchase involvement, which is evoked by two suldpct categories of apparels,

influence consumers’ product evaluation.

This study infers that COO effects exert a gregtfuence on consumers’ evaluation

of products for high levels of purchase involvemenvitereas COO effects appear to
be of less concern when there is a low level otipase involvement. Consumers

appear to have a greater reliance on COO informatioen they are considering high

involvement apparel. Clearly, this research ingisahat consumers are less reliant on
COO information when they are making a purchasesubec with respect to low

involvement apparel products.

It was suggested that a number of past researdiestan high purchase involvement
products revealed that COO cue is more importaau thrand cue and brand name
could not help to overcome the negative effectC0OIO image. This present study
reveals a contradictory result particularly in tbase when consumers consider
clothing products made in a less developed courihis outcome could lead
researchers to realize the importance of a stroagdoand should investigate how this
knowledge could be used advantageously in influen@onsumers’ perception of
COO. This result may also increase the confiderfcéigh involvement product
producers such as automobile companies and houselgatronic firms in shifting or
outsourcing their productions to countries with atieely low COO image.

Nevertheless, this study warns that the decreastigpation of the potential role of
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COO effects for any product categories will onlgwcwhen the products with a high
level of brand equity. Undoubtedly, firms shouldypaore attention to build their

strong brand names.

6.1 Implications

The results obtained from the present study paihffdai consumers would prefer the
product made in a more developed country than tbéyect made in a less developed
country. Thus, it is reasonable to assert fronfitigings of this study thahe level of
country’s development affects Thai consumers’ exmn of a particular product
This study also indicates that the strength of h@DO image can help clothing
products that are made under a low equity brandveycoming their weak effects on

consumers’ product evaluation.

Based on the above outcomes, it can be implieddbagloped countries or highly
industrialized countries (e.g. Japan) that platatmch new / unfamiliar products or
sell their manufactured products (especially fastdlmthing) in other countries such
as Thailand should emphasize their marketing gfiegebased on COO information.
Furthermore, past evidence indicates that consummrse readily accept new

products that are made in countries with a faverabDO imageLampert & Jaffe
1998; Chen & Pereira 1993 addition, Bhaskaran and Sukumaran (2007) suggest

that identification with a favourable COO image lktbgain greater advantage to the
firms and as such enables firms to adopt premiuimingr strategies. As in past
research, this study also suggests that emphasmengeting strategies on COO
information can be done by buildirffgountry-specific’ marketing strategies (e.qg.

specific COO on the product label).

Past studies indicate that the COO cue affectsurness’ perceptions. However, the
impact of COO seems to decrease in strength forswuers’ realistic choice
procedure (Lim & Darley 1997). As can be seen frtra actual environmental
circumstances of purchasing, consumers appear tavbe/ed with multiple product
cues (e.g. COO, brand, price, warranty) rather #gnamgle product cue (e.g. COO).
The results obtained from the current study witkpeet to the overcoming-effect of

high equity brands on low COO image in affectinghgamers’ product evaluation
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seem to support the above outcome from past stuties present study found that a
negative effect of country with a relatively low ©Omage seems to be weak when
consumers consider a particular product with angttarand. Thus, we can reasonably
conclude thastrong brand can overcome the effects of counttly wirelatively low
COO image on product evaluatiomhis conclusion appears to be consistent with the
studies of Eroglu and Machleit (1989), Cordell (399 eclers, Schmitt and Dube
(1994) and Hui and Zhou (2003). However, the abeeaclusion should be
interpreted with care. This is because the presemty found that the high equity
brand’s likelihood of being able to overcome thgatere effects of country with a
relatively low COO imageseems to have less strength when consumers’ perchas
involvement increases. We can, therefore, reasgnabdr thatstrong brands can
help to alleviate the effects of a product origingtfrom a country with a relatively
low COO image on product evaluation. However,dbgree of alleviation could be

weak for high involvement products.

Based on the current study’s findings, strong faistolothing brands in the Thailand
market produced in foreign countries with relatioe COO image are likely to have
less harmful effects on Thai consumers’ perceptiand their purchase decision-
making. Thus, it is reasonable to suggest thatsfiiltom less developed countries (e.g.
Vietnam) or for the firms that plan to outsourcenfr negative image locations should
compensate the negative COO effects by focusing tioranding” strategy. This
suggestion would be useful for the managers or etswd practitioners who

particularly intend to market fashion-clothing puots in Thailand.

Past research suggests that strong brand can are@fee brand associations in
consumers’ minds (Keller 1993). As a result, constsrecognize products with a
strong brand and are more likely to be familiarhwadr count on those particular
products than others. This facet of a product afgpareasonably explain the results
derived from the main study why strong brands caera@bme the negative COO
effects on consumers’ product evaluation. Pappues@u and Cooksey (2006)
indicate that the negative effects of COO imageinogyact upon the equity of brand,
whereas the current study argues that high equagpdocan overcome the negative
effects of COO image on consumers’ product evaduatiThis debate appears to

reasonably explain the results of the main study. (ne results of situation 4) that
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seem to show the powerful influence of the levelpoirchase involvement. To
illustrate, the above-mentioned theoretical imglara with regard to the negative
effects of country with a relatively low COO imameconsumers’ purchase behavior
can be overcome by strong brands. However, thetsfief strong brand appear to
have less strength when the degree of purchasévemaent level is increased. This
phenomenon occurs due to high involvement prodactgasing consumers’ greater
reliance on COO information. In addition, the efseof the level of brand equity and
the level of involvement themselves affect eacleoth

Based on the concepts discussed above, the maalagggiication for firms that plan
to market fashion-clothing products in countriestsas Thailand should first consider
their product positions. Firms should be concemwét the choice of what kinds of
products that they plan to market, the level ofstoner involvement that would be
associated with their products, the brands thair f@ducts bear in the specific
markets, and weigh up how the origin of their prdduwould be associated in the
minds of their target market.

To sum up, the evidence from this study suggests“@0OO” cue exerts a greater
influence on consumers’ evaluation of fashion-daleghproducts tharibrand” cue.
This inference refers to consumers’ evaluationlofhing products made in a highly
developed country. Thus, this research suggedtsnituketing strategies should be set
up to ensure that it roughly parallels the stageeocbnomic development (e.g.

emphasize on COO information).

This study found tha€OO cueis more important thabhrand cue High COO image

appears to induce consumers to evaluate clothiodugts as highly regard and they
are more likely to purchase regardless other produes. However, in the world
markets today producers constantly seeks meansdating their production costs.
Outsourcing or shifting their manufacturing to ledsveloped countries remains a
popular solution as discussed ‘iBackground” and “Problem Statement”of this

research. Therefore, this study also focused oswuosers’ perceptions of clothing
products made in a less developed country. It veasd that high equity brand
clothing products made in a less developed couaffgcts consumers’ product

evaluation. It appears that the strength of a lkighity brand can overcome the effects
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of COO with a relative low country image. Althoudh strength decreases for high
involvement products, high equity brands are siiille to overcome the effects of
negative information of COO. This phenomenon ofoanteracting effect of high
equity brand on negative information about COO Migh and low involvement
apparel seems to emerge as an important inclindtisnggests that the importance of
a strong brand can help to alleviate the effectsaofelative low COO image
regardless of the level of purchase involvemditus, this outcome could be of

considerable importance.

To further explain, the evidence from this studpegus to provide a strong reason for
firms to pay genuinely more attention in realizthg importance oftrong brandand
concentrate on &branding” strategy to achieve a competitive advantage. A&s th
market becomes more globalize and the productsnieaonore standardized, COO
effects might play an important role, possibly dembially damaging role to impact
on consumers’ product evaluation. Instead, highitgdarands will have a greater
potential to enable firms to create greater prodiifé¢rentiation. Consumers appear
to view the high equity branded products in a pasitvay, even when produced in a
negative image source. As a result, it would t@lg®od opportunity and with greater
benefits for firms to pay more attention with gexatonsideration to th#randing”
strategy.

6.2 Study Limitations

The study’s intent was to only focus upon the tHestors (COO, brand, and product
type) and control the other factors that were nebived in the investigation. As a
result, the research design for this study didimdtude“price” as a factor that might
influence the effects of COO on product evaluatigloreover, past studies indicate
that nationalism and ethnocentrism affect COO &ffeespecially since consumers
view domestic products as more favorable than treidn products, followed by
products made in more developed countries and opewvel countries respectively
(Okechuku 1994). This research was designed taadirand origin” by choosing
the existing brands that have the same brand ofigivailand) but made in the
different source locations. This practice of coltitng the “brand origin” helped the
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current study to administer the field research imailand without any bias of

nationalism and ethnocentrism.

Furthermore, the current study did not employ anglitative data analysis or use real
products in the survey because of a limited reseburiget. As a result, it could be
possible that the information derived from the syrdid not provide some critical
insights in more detail in the context of preparmgrketing strategies. For examples,
the differences between ‘hands on’ close examinatmmpared with viewing a photo
of the products being surveyed, the lack of opputyuor all the survey respondents
to seek further information about the products imesjion, the lack of their
opportunity to compare with other products not joed as samples, the
psychological state of the respondents not in theediate state of mind and with
objective to purchase at that time. Qualitativeadsiirvey could be more involved
with the accurate nature of studying the researckgss and sufficiently satisfying
for the researchers or marketers that require nmdoemation not only quantitative
data but also qualitative data for their reseatatdiss. Qualitative data can help firms
to provide information to facilitate the developrhesf a competitive marketing

strategy.

The methodology of this study employed a factodiesign to analyze the collected
data. The survey collected the information of saitd T-shirts separately in order to
allow respondents to have an independent view wsvarparticular product and thus
avoid the bias between branded products. The dustady subsequently compared
both products from separate questionnaires to @at how the level of purchase
involvement that was evoked by the product categadyich could influence the

effects of COO on product evaluation. Past studidgcate that the differences of
contextual and methodological underpinnings of thsearch yield contradictory
conclusions (Bhaskaran & Sukumaran 2007). Therefoitecting data of different

products simultaneously could potentially incretseintensity of comparison of the
different level of purchase involvement triggergdpooduct type and how they affect
the COO effects on product evaluation. Thus, ifufatresearch designs are to
simultaneously collect the data for both particuytmoducts together in the same

questionnaire, the methodology should employ aofadtin randomized complete
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block design (RCBD). This study did not employ BRE€BD method because of being

restrained by a limited research budget.

6.3 Suggestions for Future Research

The studies of COO effects when conducted in diffeccountries and cultures could
yield varied outcomes (Watson & Wright 2000; BalasisaMueller & Melewar 2002).
Future research, examining multiple product cueh sas COO, brand, and product
type could consider focusing on different produdifferent brands, and conducted in
other Asian countries. Using a diverse group ofjexttb by conducting research in
different countries could help generalize the ontes and inferences made from this

study.

Environmental circumstances of purchasing realiyariably confront consumers’
evaluation of particular products prior to makinguachase decision. Consumers are
more involved with considering multiple product sye.g. COO, brand, product type,
taste, quality, color) than a single product cug.(€OO) on their product evaluations.
Past studies indicate that price is a factor t&arovith and can potentially play a
greater role than country’s image and quality afdorct in influencing consumers’
product evaluation (Wall, Liefeld & Heslop 1991; Wkbd et al. 2004). A country’s
world economic standing, its trade strength anall@conomics may influence the
price cue variable. Price is often a major prodexaluation cue and invariably
affects consumers when they are making purchassioles. It therefore seems
reasonable to suggest that price cues should hedatt in the investigation for future
studies. Including price as one of multiple cuesfuture COO research, would

enhance the benefits of COO studies.
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Appendix |

Taro Yamane Table at Confident Level 95 % Classifig by the Level of Error

No. of Population No. of Sample (n) at Level Error (e)
(N) +1% +2% +3% +4% +5% +10%
500 * * * * 222 83
1,000 * * * 385 286 91
1,500 * * 638 441 316 94
2,000 * * 714 476 333 95
2,500 * 1,250 769 500 345 96
3,000 * 1,364 811 517 353 97
3,500 * 1,458 843 530 359 97
4,000 * 1,538 870 541 364 98
4,500 * 1,607 891 549 367 98
5,000 * 1,667 909 556 370 98
6,000 * 1,765 938 566 375 98
7,000 * 1,842 959 574 378 99
8,000 * 1,905 976 580 381 99
9,000 * 1,957 989 584 383 99
10,000 5,000 2,000 1,000 588 385 99
15,000 6,000 2,143 1,034 600 390 99
20,000 6,667 2,222 1,053 606 392 100
25,000 7,143 2,273 1,064 610 394 100
50,000 8,333 2,381 1,087 617 397 100
100,000 9,091 2,439 1,099 621 398 100
o0 10,000 2,500 1,111 625 400 100

Notes: " * " means calculation of reliable samgitee could not be found
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Multiple Comparisons Test (Tamhane's T2)

Appendix Il

Reputation
Kai Boutique |Jim Thompson Xact Blue Corner Greyhound Japal Allz Chaps

Brand Mean 5.25 6.00 6.42 5.45 6.43 6.10 4.04 5.70
Kai Boutique 5.25 - -0.75%* -1.17%%* -0.20 -1.18*** -0.85*** 1.21*** -0.45%**
Jim Thompson| 6.00 0.75%** - -0.42%** 0.55*** -43*** -0.10 1.96*** 0.30*
Xact 6.42 1.17%** 0.42*** - 0.97*+* -0.01 0.32%** 2.38*** 0.72%**
Blue Corner 5.45 0.20 -0.55%** -0.97*** - -0.98*** -0.65*** 1.41%* -0.25
Greyhound 6.43 1.18*** 0.43*** 0.01 0.98*** - 0.33*** 2.39%** 0.73***
Jaspal 6.10 0.85*** 0.10 -0.32*** 0.65*** -0.33*** - 2.06*** 0.40***
AllZ 4.04 -1.21%%* -1.96*** -2.38*** 1.41% -2.39%** -2.06*** - -1.66***
Chaps 5.70 0.45%** -0.30* -0.72%** 0.25 -@3*+* -0.40*** 1.66*** -

* Statistically Significant (p < .10)

** Statistically Significant (p <.05)

*** Statistically Significant (p < .01)
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Multiple Comparisons Test (Tamhane's T2)

Popularity
Kai Boutique |Jim Thompson Xact Blue Corner Greyhound Jagpal Allz Chaps

Brand Mean 5.35 4.98 5.29 5.32 6.43 6.03 4.10 5.58
Kai Boutique 5.35 - 0.37** 0.06 0.03 -1.08*** -0.68*** 1.25%** -0.23
Jim Thompson 4.98 -0.37** - -0.31 -0.34* -1.45%** -1.05*** 0.88*** -0.60***
Xact 5.29 -0.06 0.31 - -0.03 -1.14%** -0.74*** 1.19%** -0.29
Blue Corner 5.32 -0.03 0.34* 0.03 - -1, 110 -0.71*** 1.22%** -0.26
Greyhound 6.43 1.08*** 1.45%** 1.14%*x 1.11* - 0.40*** 2.33%** 0.85***
Jaspal 6.03 0.68*** 1.05%** 0.74*** 0.71* -0.40*** - 1.93*** 0.45***
AllZ 4.10 -1.25%** -0.88*** -1.19%*+* -1.22** -2.33%* -1.93*** - -1.48%+*
Chaps 5.58 0.23 0.60*** 0.29 0.26 -0.85*** -0.45%+* 1.48%+* -

* Statistically Significant (p < .10)

** Statistically Significant (p <.05)

*** Statistically Significant (p < .01)
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Multiple Comparisons Test (Tamhane's T2)

Quality
Kai Boutique |Jim Thompson Xact Blue Corner Greyhound Japal Allz Chaps
Brand Mean 5.40 6.35 5.55 5.42 6.39 5.30 4.18 5.68
Kai Boutique 5.40 - -0.99*+* -0.15 -0.02 -0.95*** 0.10 1.22** -0.28
Jim Thompson| 6.35 0.99%** - 0.84*** 0.97*** 0.04 1.09*** 2.21%* 0.71%*
Xact 5.55 0.15 -0.84*+* - 0.13 -0.80*** 0.25* 1.37 -0.13
Blue Corner 5.42 0.02 -0.97*** -0.13 - -0.93*** 0.12 1.24*** -0.26
Greyhound 6.39 0.95*** -0.04 0.80*** 0.93*** - 1.05%** 2.17%* 0.67***
Jaspal 5.30 -0.10 -1.09*** -0.25* -0.12 -1.05** - 12%+* -0.38***
AllZ 4.18 -1.22%** -2.21%** -1.37*** -124%** -2.17%%* -1.12%** - -1.50%**
Chaps 5.68 0.28 -0.71*** 0.13 0.26 -0.67** 0.838 1.50%** -

* Statistically Significant (p < .10)

** Statistically Significant (p <.05)
*** Statistically Significant (p < .01)
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Multiple Comparisons Test (Tamhane's T2)

Overall
Kai Boutique |Jim Thompson Xact Blue Corner Greyhound Jagpal Allz Chaps
Brand Mean 5.33 5.78 5.75 5.40 6.42 5.81 4.11 5.65

Kai Boutique 5.33 - -0.46*** -0.42*** -0.06 -1.07*** -048*** 1.23*** -0.32**
Jim Thompson 5.78 0.46*** - 0.04 0.39*** -0.61*** -0.02 1.8 0.14
Xact 5.75 0.42*** -0.04 - 0.36*** -0.65*** -0.06 BE5**+* 0.10
Blue Corner 5.40 0.06 -0.39*** -0.36*** - -1.01%+* -4 1r+* 1.29%** -0.26
Greyhound 6.42 1.07** 0.61%** 0.65*** O ) Rl - 0.59*** 2.30%** 0.75***
Jaspal 5.81 0.48*** 0.02 0.06 0.41*** -0.59*** - 1.70* 0.16
AllZ 4.11 -1.23*** -1.68*** -1.65%** -129*** -2.30*** -1.70%+* - -1.55%**
Chaps 5.65 0.32** -0.14 -0.10 0.26 -0.75*** -0.16 1.55%** -

* Statistically Significant (p < .10)
** Statistically Significant (p <.05)
*** Statistically Significant (p < .01)
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Appendix Il

Questionnaire Cover Letter

Dear Sir / Madam,

| am currently carrying out research for the degmde Doctor of Business
Administration (DBA) through Victoria Graduate Scihoof Business, Faculty of
Business and Law at Victoria University, Melbouraystralia supervised by Dr.
Mario Miranda. Currently, | am conducting a resbaregarding Country-of-Origin
(COO) and Brand Effects issues including consunedrabiour in Thailand. The

specific aims of the project are as follows:

(1) To examine the effects of COO (with differétel of country’s
development) and brand with difarlevel of brand equity together with
their interaction on the perceivgality of product and purchase intentions
of products on Asian consumergap! choices in Thailand.

(2) To identify favorable and unfavorable COO (withferént level of
country’s development) percepgi@among Asian consumers of apparel.

(3) To identify different perceptions of the effect@®O (with different

level of country’s development) ltigh involvement apparel products

versus low involvement appar@darcts across the selected brands.

| would like to invite you to participate in thisgect. The questionnaire will ask you

about perceptions of the different level of courdgvelopment, which are used as a
surrogate for country-of-origin (COQO) credibilitgnd brand equity effects on product
evaluation in terms of perceived quality of prodaotl purchase intention of product
with different level of brand equity and differelevel of product involvemeniThe

survey will take approximately 15 minutes. The mfiation you provide will be
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extremely useful for the current project. It is egfed to be applied to modify

marketing strategies in the Asian clothing market.

This research is conducted for academic purposg dfur participation is entirely
voluntary. All information collected will be treatein the strictest confidence and

anonymous.

| would like to thank you for your time to assistdaparticipate in the survey. Any
gueries about the project, please contact my sigmnDr. Mario J. Miranda, School
of Applied Economics, Faculty of Business and Lafgtoria University, PO Box

14428, Melbourne City, MC 8001 Australia, Ph: 629895004, Fax: 61 3 99194888,

Email: Mario.Miranda@vu.edu.auf you have queries about your participationhist

project may be directed tblarissara.Parkvithee@live.vu.edu.dfi you have any

gueries or complaints about the way you have beesidd, you may contact the
Secretary, Victoria University Human Research Ehi€ommittee, Victoria
University, PO Box 14428, Melbourne, VIC, 8001 padA3) 9919 4781.

Yours Sincerely,

Ms. Narissara Parkvithee

Doctor of Business Administration Candidate
Victoria Graduate School of Business
Faculty of Business and Law

Victoria University

Ph: +61 4 2152 4233

Email: Narissara.Parkvithee@live.vu.edu.au
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Appendix IV

INFORMATION
TO PARTICIPANTS
INVOLVED IN RESEARCH

You are invited to participate

You are invited to participate in a research progrtitled” The Role of Country-of-
Origin (COO) and Brand Effects on Asian Consumerdpparel Choices in
Thailand”.

This project is being conducted by a student re$eay Ms. Narissara Parkvithee, as
part of a Doctor of Business Administration (DBA)dy at Victoria University under

the supervision of Dr. Mario J. Miranda from Faguf Business and Law.

Project explanation

The aim of the project is to explore the attituddésAsian consumers in purchase
decision-making associated with fashion-clothingdorct categories. This is achieved
by examining and comparing consumers’ perceptidnbeodifferent level of country
development, which are used as a surrogate fortgeafiorigin (COO) credibility,
and brand equity effects on product evaluation eérms of perceived quality of
product and purchase intention of product with edéht level of brand equity and
different level of product involvemenExisting consumer theories might not be
applicable to Asian markets. The results of thigeagch are anticipated to be used as a
database for justifying appropriate managerialoastito modify marketing strategies

in the Asian clothing market.

What will | be asked to do?

We would appreciate your completion of the questare as reliably as possible. The
guestionnaire will ask you about perceptions of thiferent level of country
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development, which are used as a surrogate fortgeafiorigin (COO) credibility,
and brand equity effects on product evaluation eérms of perceived quality of
product and purchase intention of product with edéht level of brand equity and
different level of product involvementhe survey might take you around 15 minutes

to complete.

What will | gain from participating?

This research is conducted for academic purposg dfdur participation is entirely
voluntary. There is no any payment of participgmsposed. We thank for your time

to assist us and participate in the survey.

How will the information | give be used?

The survey will not note the respondent’s idendibyg the data will be aggregated, all
the information will be anonymous. The informatigou provide will be extremely
useful for the current project. It is expected t® &pplied to modify marketing

strategies in the Asian clothing market.

What are the potential risks of participating in this project?

There are no potential risks of participating irstproject. The questionnaire is non-
intrusive and voluntary. No one will be forced t@rficipate. The survey will not
intrude any personal space of people and will nwtide private home or place of
work. The survey will be conducted in a friendlytsgy among shoppers around the
shopping centre. Hence, the survey will not invobsgy physical, psychological,
social and legal risk. In addition, the survey witit note the respondent’s identity and
the data will be aggregated, all the informatiofi is& anonymous.

How will this project be conducted?

The methodology for this project proposes quaiggatpproach using a survey
technique. Questionnaire will be employed as aarebeinstrument. The research will

be conducted in Bangkok, Thailand.

Who is conducting the study?

Principal Researcher: Dr. Mario J. Miranda
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School of Applied Economics

Faculty of Business and Law, Victoria University
PO Box 14428, Melbourne City, MC 8001 Australia
Ph: 61 3 99195004, Fax: 61 3 99194888

Email: Mario.Miranda@vu.edu.au

Student Researcher: Ms. Narissara Parkvithee
Victoria Graduate School of Business

Faculty of Business and Law, Victoria University
PO Box 5148, Pinewood, VIC 3149 Australia
Ph: 61 4 21524233

Email: Narissara.Parkvithee@live.vu.edu.au

Any queries about your participation in this prdjetay be directed to the Principal
Researcher listed above. If you have any queriesoorplaints about the way you
have been treated, you may contact the Secretaigtorida University Human

Research Ethics Committee, Victoria University, BOx 14428, Melbourne, VIC,

8001 phone (03) 9919 4781.
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Appendix V

Exploratory Data Questionnaire

Please circle the number which best describes yoanswer.

For example; from left to right (1-7), the scale intervals amterpreted as “1 =
extremely not reputable”, “2 = very not reputdbl'3 = slightly not reputable”, “4
= both not reputable & reputable”, “5 = slightputable”, “6 = very reputable”, “7

= extremely reputable”.

SECTION A: Consumers’ Perceptions of Brands

1. Please indicate your perception of tegels of brand equitpf each of these
Thai fashion brands, on the following brand ikgueterminants, namely,

reputation, popularity and quality:

Brand 1:Kai Boutique
(a) Reputation
Not Reputable at all 1 2 34 5 6 7 Very Reputable

(b) Popularity

Not Popular at all 1 2 34 5 6 7 Very Popular
(c) Quality
Very Low Quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very High Quaglit

Brand 2:Jim Thompson
(a) Reputation
Not Reputable at all 1 2 34 5 6 7 Very Reputable

(b) Popularity

Not Popular at all 1 2 34 5 6 7 Very Popular
(c) Quality
Very Low Quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very High Qualit
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Brand 3:Xact
(a) Reputation
Not Reputable at all 1

(b) Popularity

Not Popular at all 1
(c) Quality
Very Low Quality 1

Brand 4:Blue Corner
(a) Reputation
Not Reputable at all 1

(b) Popularity

Not Popular at all 1
(c) Quality
Very Low Quality 1

Brand 5:Greyhound
(a) Reputation
Not Reputable at all 1

(b) Popularity

Not Popular at all 1
(c) Quality
Very Low Quality 1

34 5
34 5
3 4 5
34 5
34 5
3 4 5
34 5
34 5
3 4 5
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Very Reputable

Very Popular

Very High Qualit

Very Reputable

Very Popular

Very High Quaglit

Very Reputable

Very Popular

Very High Quulit



Brand 6:Jaspal
(a) Reputation
Not Reputable at all

(b) Popularity
Not Popular at all

(c) Quality
Very Low Quality

Brand 7:AllZ
(a) Reputation
Not Reputable at all

(b) Popularity
Not Popular at all

(c) Quality
Very Low Quality

Brand 8:Chaps
(a) Reputation
Not Reputable at all

(b) Popularity

Not Popular at all

(c) Quality
Very Low Quality

34

34

3

4

34

34

3

4

34

34

3

4
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Very Reputable

Very Popular

Very High Quaglit

Very Reputable

Very Popular

Very High Quaglit

Very Reputable

Very Popular

Very High Qualit



SECTION B: Consumers’ Perceptions of Product Involement

2. Please indicate your perception of the eacthefproduct involvement attributes,
namely, monetary risk, social acceptance aneingf information searched, when

buying a suit and a T-shirt:

Suit
(a) Monetary risk concern
Low Unit Outlay 1 2 3 5 6 7 HighUnitOutlay

(b) Social acceptance
Low Prestige 124 5 6 7 HighPrestige

(c) Extensive information search prior to makindegision
Low Extended Search Activity 1 2 3 4 & 7 High Extended Search Activity

T-Shirt
(a) Monetary risk concern
Low Unit Outlay 1 2 3 5 6 7 HighUnitOutlay

(b) Social acceptance
Low Prestige 124 5 6 7 HighPrestige

(c) Extensive information search prior to makindegision
Low Extended Search Activity 1 2 3 4 & 7 High Extended Search Activity
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SECTION C: Consumers’ Perceptions of Country-of-Orgin

3. Please evaluate your perceptions of the eadhese countries on the following
attributes:

Japan
(a) Perception of stage of economic level
Extremely Underdeveloped 1 2 3 4 & 7 Extremely Highly Developed

(b) Perception of country image
Very Unfavorable 1 2 34 5 6 7 VeryFavorable

(c) Perception of quality of manufacturing / compohin Japan
Low Quality 1 2 34 5 6 7 HighQuality

Malaysia
(a) Perception of stage of economic level
Extremely Underdeveloped 1 2 3 4 & 7 Extremely Highly Developed

(b) Perception of country image
Very Unfavorable 1 2 34 5 6 7 VeryFavorable

(c) Perception of quality of manufacturing / compohin Malaysia
Low Quality 1 2 34 5 6 7 HighQuality

Vietnam

(a) Perception of stage of economic level

Extremely Underdeveloped 1 2 3 4 & 7 Extremely Highly Developed

(b) Perception of country image
Very Unfavorable 1 2 34 5 6 7 VeryFavorable

(c) Perception of quality of manufacturing / compohin Vietnam
Low Quality 1 2 34 5 6 7 HighQuality
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4. Please indicated how the economic developmesd lef Japan compares with
Thailand.
O High O Similar [l Less

5. Please indicated how the economic developmeet & Malaysia compares with
Thailand.
O High O Similar [ Less

6. Please indicated how the economic developmenet [&f Vietham compares with

Thailand.
O High O Similar [l Less
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Appendix VI

Field Survey Questionnaire (Scenario 1)

Please circle the number which best describes yoanswer.

For example;from left to right (1-7), the scale intervals ameerpreted as “1 =

extremely low durability”, “2 = very low duralty”, “3 = slightly low durability”,
“4 = both high and low durability”, “5 = slightlyigh durability”, “6 = very high

durability”, “7 = extremely high durability”.

Part I: Consumers’ Perceptions of Country Capabiliies

1. Please indicate your perception of the eachedd countries regarding their ability

to produce fashion clothing products on théofeing attributes.

------------------------------------ Japan
Quiality of Manufacturing in Japan
Poor Workmanship 1 2 3 8 6
Inferior ProductDesign 1 2 3 8 6
Low Durability 1 2 34 5 6
Not Reliable 1 3 4 5 6
Poor ComponentQuality 1 2 3 8 6
----------------------------------- Malaysia
Quiality of Manufacturing in Malaysia
Poor Workmanship 1 2 3 8 6
Inferior ProductDesign 1 2 3 8 6
Low Durability 1 2 34 5 6
Not Reliable 1 3 4 5 6
Poor ComponentQuality 1 2 3 38 6
----------------------------------- Vietnam:
Quiality of Manufacturing in Vietham
Poor Workmanship 1 2 3 8 6
Inferior ProductDesign 1 2 3 8 6
Low Durability 1 2 34 5 6
Not Reliable 1 3 4 5 6
Poor ComponentQuality 1 2 3 38 6

Excellent Workmanship
Superior Product Design
High Durability

Reliable

Excellent Component Quality

Excellent Workmanship
Superior Product Design
High Durability

Reliable
Excellent Component Quality

Excellent Workmanship
Superior Product Design
High Durability

Reliable
Excellent Component Quality



Part Il: Product Evaluation

Please observe the picture of this suit and answeguestions 2 - 8.

Please circle the number which best illustrates yawpinion regarding the suit's

features.

Suits — Features

MEDIA TILAL PMEST
woww mediathainet

Brand: Greyhound

Product Made In:  Japan

Consumers’ Perceptions of Quality of Product

2. Please indicate your opinion regarding theisuihe above picture
(1) Quality of Design
Not Attractive 1 3 45 6 7 Attractive

(2) Quality of Workmanship
Poor Quality Workmanship 1 2 3 4 & 7 High Quality Workmanship

(3) High Quality of Product
Not At All 1 2 3 45 6 7 Completely

(4) Product Reliability
Not Reliable 1 2 3 45 6 7 Reliable
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3. How would you rate the overall quality of bradgeoduct on the above picture?
O Excellent 0O Good 0O Fair L Poor 0 Extremely poor

Likelihood of Purchase of Particular Product

4. Please indicate how likely are you to purch&sesuit in the above picture if it is
available.

Very Unlikely to Purchase 1 2 3% 6 7 Verylikelyto Purchase

5. How important to you is “product category (Siit)
LI Extremely important 0 Veryimportance
[0 Of some importance O Of little importance
[0 Of absolutely no importance

6. How important to you is “product made in”?

LI Extremely important 0 Veryimportance
[0 Of some importance 0 Of little importance
[0 Of absolutely no importance

7. How important to you is the “brand”?
[0 Extremely important [0 Veryimportance
[0 Of some importance 0 Of little importance

[0 Of absolutely no importance

8. Please rank order a number that would descring wpinion regarding the
following three factors which affect your purchatecision on suit (“1 = Extremely
important”, “2 = Somewhat important”, “3 = Slightlgnportant”)

___ Product category (suit)

___ Country-of-Origin (made in)

___ Brand name
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9. Please indicate the symbef™which best illustrates your opinion regarding

factors in the following table that affect yquurchase decision on general clothing.

Extremely Somewhat | Not very
Factors effect on consumers’ clothing choice
PRODUCT

- Quality

- Brand name

- Design

- Fashion

- Durability

PRICE

- Reasonable price compare with quality

- Variety of Price

- Reasonable price compare with “Made-in” country

- Price when compare with the other brands

Distribution

Convenience to buy

Many branches or distribution channels

Variety of Product Design for choosing

Variety of Product Design from various brands

available for comparing before making a decision

PROMOTION

Advertising (e.g. magazines)

Marketing Activities (e.g. discount)

Fashion Shows / Events

Introducing products via website / internet
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Part IIl: Demographic Information

10. Please indicate your gender
LI Female O Male

11. Please indicate your age group
0 18-25 0O 26-35 O 36-45 O 46-55 0 56 or over

12. What is the highest level of education you halv@ined?
[0 High school graduate [0 College graduate

[0 Completed graduate school [0 Postgraduate school
13. Which of the following categories best desaipeur current position?
0 Unemployed / Retired [0 Employee

0 Self employed [0 Student

0 Government / State Enterprise Officiald Servant/ Labor

Thank you very much for your cooperation in compleing this survey
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