
Copyright is owned by the Author of the thesis.  Permission is given for 
a copy to be downloaded by an individual for the purpose of research and 
private study only.  The thesis may not be reproduced elsewhere without 
the permission of the Author. 
 













v 
 

4.2 Defining Brand Familiarity ........................................................................................ 44 

4.3 Brand Familiarity and Information Processing ........................................................... 44 

4.4 Brand Familiarity and Confidence on Purchase Intention ........................................... 48 

4.5 Brand Familiarity and Brand Attitudes ...................................................................... 53 

4.6 Brand Familiarity Summary ...................................................................................... 54 

5.0 COUNTRY-OF-ORIGIN .............................................................................................. 56 

5.1 Introduction ............................................................................................................... 56 

5.2 Defining the COO Effect ........................................................................................... 56 

5.3 The COO Effect on Consumer Choice ....................................................................... 57 

5.4 Familiarity and the COO Effect ................................................................................. 58 

5.5 COO Effects and Wine .............................................................................................. 59 

5.6 Negative COO Effects ............................................................................................... 61 

5.7 COO Summary .......................................................................................................... 63 

6.0 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES .......................................................................................... 65 

6.1 Research Problem ...................................................................................................... 65 

6.2 Research Objectives and Questions ........................................................................... 65 

7.0 METHODOLOGY ........................................................................................................ 67 

7.1 Introduction ............................................................................................................... 67 

7.2 Theoretical Foundation and Methodologies Used ...................................................... 68 

7.2.1 Best Worst Scaling (BWS).................................................................................. 68 

7.2.2 Mental Market Share .......................................................................................... 71 

7.3 Research Design ........................................................................................................ 72 

7.4 Stage One: Content Analysis ..................................................................................... 74 

7.4.1 Attribute Selection .............................................................................................. 74 

7.5 Stage Two: Pilot Survey ............................................................................................ 76 

7.5.1 Data Collection ................................................................................................... 76 

7.5.2 Sample Characteristics ........................................................................................ 77 



vi 
 

7.5.3 Attribute Level Design ........................................................................................ 77 

7.5.4 Best Worst Scaling Choice Sets .......................................................................... 80 

7.5.5 Best Worst Scaling and Familiarity ..................................................................... 83 

7.5.6 Pilot Results........................................................................................................ 84 

7.5.7 Pilot Survey Summary ........................................................................................ 90 

7.6 Stage Three: Online Quantitative Survey ................................................................... 90 

7.6.1 Data Collection ................................................................................................... 90 

7.6.2 Survey Sample .................................................................................................... 90 

7.6.3 Survey Design .................................................................................................... 91 

7.6.4 Brand Attributes Association .............................................................................. 92 

7.6.5 Brand Attributes Association Analysis ................................................................ 93 

8.0 RESULTS ..................................................................................................................... 94 

8.1 Introduction ............................................................................................................... 94 

8.2 Wine.......................................................................................................................... 94 

8.2.1 Wine Sample Characteristics .............................................................................. 94 

8.2.2 Importance of Attributes ..................................................................................... 94 

8.2.3 Impact of Different Levels of the Attribute on Choice ......................................... 96 

8.2.4 Brand Familiarity ................................................................................................ 97 

8.2.5 Brand Associations ............................................................................................. 98 

8.2.6 Reduced Attribute Set ......................................................................................... 98 

8.2.7. Raw Attribute Counts ...................................................................................... 100 

8.2.8 Percentage Point Deviations from Expected Attribute Counts ........................... 100 

8.2.9 Wine Brand Concept Maps ............................................................................... 101 

8.3 Honey ...................................................................................................................... 104 

8.3.1 Honey Sample Characteristics........................................................................... 104 

8.3.2 Importance of Attributes ................................................................................... 104 

8.3.3 Impact of Different Levels of the Attribute on Choice ....................................... 104 







ix 
 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1. Wine Choice Set Example .................................................................................... 82 

Figure 2. Honey Choice Set Example .................................................................................. 83 

Figure 3. Wine Brands - Familiarity Example...................................................................... 83 

Figure 4. Honey Brands - Familiarity Example .................................................................... 84 

Figure 5. Wine Brand Images .............................................................................................. 92 

Figure 6. Honey Brand Images ............................................................................................ 92 

Figure 7. Brand Association Question Example ................................................................... 92 

Figure 8. Non-Maori Branded Wines Concept Map ........................................................... 101 

Figure 9. Maori Branded Wines Concept Map ................................................................... 102 

Figure 10. Wine Brands Concept Maps ............................................................................. 103 

Figure 11. Non-Maori Branded Honey Concept Images .................................................... 109 

Figure 12. Maori Branded Honey Concept Maps ............................................................... 110 

Figure 13. Honey Brands Concept Maps ........................................................................... 111 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

































































































































73 
 

The following sections outline the research stages, beginning with the Stage One content 

analysis, followed by the Stage Two pilot survey and results. The Stage Three online 

quantitative survey and analysis conducted is then discussed. 
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paired with the other 15 profiles only once, and each profile will be repeated five times across 

the 20 questions or choice sets.  

Table 5. Best Worst Scaling �± Pair Frequency 

Sets Repetitions per object Set Size Pair Frequency 

20 5 4 1 
16 6 6 2 
24  9 6 3 
16 10 10 6 
80 15 3 2 
48 15 5 4 
30 15 8 7 

 

Table 6 below shows the four profiles used in each of the twenty-choice sets (see Appendix B 

for profile details). 

Table 6. Best Worst Scaling Design for 16 Profiles 

Set number Profile Number 

1 2 5 8 14 
2 1 5 6 7 
3 5 9 12 16 
4 4 5 11 15 
5 3 5 10 13 
6 1 2 3 4 
7 2 6 9 11 
8 2 7 13 16 
9 2 10 12 15 
10 1 8 9 10 
11 6 8 13 15 
12 4 7 8 12 
13 3 8 11 16 
14 1 14 15 16 
15 3 6 12 14 
16 7 10 11 14 
17 4 9 13 14 
18 1 11 12 13 
19 4 6 10 16 
20 3 7 9 15 

The respondent was first asked whether they had consumed their assigned survey product (wine 

or honey) in the past 12 months. If they had not consumed their assigned survey product in the 

that period, they were filtered out and another respondent was found. Following this, the 
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respondent was asked 20 set questions. Each question contained four profiles, and respondents 

were asked to select the best (most attractive) and as well as the worst (least attractive) in the 

choice set. 

Figure 1 and Figure 2 illustrate a choice set or question for wine and honey (respectively) 

presented to the respondent. Respondents base their choice on the whole scenario instead of 

single factor levels, as in a BWS multi profile case. The multiple profiles include all of the 

attributes and one level per attribute, and the respondent is assumed to make deliberate choices 

based on the levels presented for each attribute (Cheung et al., 2016). BWS multi-profile case 

is the most similar to a traditional DCE but extends the general DCE design to allow for best 

and worst choices (Louviere, Flynn, & Marley, 2015).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Wine Choice Set Example 
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7.5.5 Best Worst Scaling and Familiarity 

Following the 20 choice sets, respondents were shown images of the four brands and asked 

about their level of familiarity with each. Incorporating BWS methodology, these questions 

employed Case 1 BWS, which uses balanced incomplete block design (BIBD). This design 

causes every item to appear the same number of times and forces every item to compete every 

other the same number of times (Louviere et al., 2015). In this research, each respondent was 

asked four questions. Each question presented the respondent with three of the brands. The four 

brands were each repeated three times and paired with each other brand twice across the four 

questions to meet the criteria of the BIBD. The respondent was asked to select the most and 

least familiar brand to them. Figures 3 and 4 provide examples of what was shown to the 

respondent if they were completing the wine or honey survey. 

 

Figure 3. Wine Brands - Familiarity Example 

Figure 2. Honey Choice Set Example 
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value is then averaged and transformed into a standardised ration scale. As expected, and 

aligned with the pilot survey results, price was considered the most influential attribute when 

considering purchasing wine. Consistent with previous research, wine is a price sensitive 

market (Cohen, 2009). 

Having a gold medal award and the brand have similar importance, despite brand being one of 

the most important cues that consumers assess while purchasing any product or service 

(Gordon, 2002). Surprisingly, COO was the least important attribute to the respondents when 

choosing wine. This contrasts with past studies that suggested the origin of wine is an important 

cue in wine choice and has a major impact on wine purchase (Angulo et al., 2000; Gluckman, 

1990; Skuras and Vakrou, 2002; Cohen, 2009). 

Table 13. Wine - Importance of Attributes Values 

Ranking Attribute  Value 

1 Price 39 

2 Medal Award 23 

3 Brand 22 

4 Country-of-origin 17 
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8.2.5 Brand Associations 

The frequency counts of attribute associations for each wine brand were calculated. Table 16 

shows the top 10 attribute associations, ranked in order of most to least attribute associations 

as a percentage of all attribute mentions. These frequency counts are analysed using metrics 

developed by Romaniuk (2013). 

Table 16. Attribute Association by Percentage of All Attribute Mentions 

Ranking Attribute  % 

1 Made in New Zealand 25 
2 Attractive label 13 
3 Value for money 12 

4 Readily available 12 
5 Makes a good gift  10 

6 Trustworthy 7 

7 Premium quality 6 
8 Highly regarded 6 
9 Eco-friendly 4 
10 Sophisticated 4 

 

The four most popular attributes Made in New Zealand, Attractive label, Value for money, 

Readily available account for 62% of the 3,608 total attribute associations and are the key 

attributes respondents used to evaluate wine brands in the context of these wine choices. 

Sophisticated and Eco-friendly ranked the lowest with only 4% of the total attribute mentions 

respectively. 

8.2.6 Reduced Attribute Set 

Further statistical tests were carried out to identify if there are brand associations that are highly 

correlated and possibly overlapping in memory structures (Romaniuk, 2013). Using Kendall 

Tau-b correlations, matrixes of non-parametric attribute correlations for the wine data are 

provided in Appendix F. 

The table in Appendix F shows the average of four correlation matrixes, one for each wine 

brand. All correlations reported for the wine sample are less than 0.50. However, Highly 

regarded was highly correlated with Premium quality and Sophisticated with 0.35 and 0.29 
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respectively, which exceeds the average correlation for all the other attributes involved. The 

related attributes meet the condition necessary for elimination to reduce overlapping memory 

structures (Romaniuk, 2013). Highly regarded was removed to avoid duplicate attributes 

(Wright et al., 2014). Table 17 shows the set of reduced attributes ranked by order of frequency. 

Table 17. Reduced Attribute Set Associations by Percentage of All Attribute Mentions 

Ranking Attribute  % 

1 Made in New Zealand 27 
2 Attractive Label 14 
3 Value for money 13 
4 Readily available 12 
5 Makes a good gift 11 
6 Trustworthy 7 
7 Premium quality 7 
8 Eco-friendly 4 
9 Sophisticated 4 
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Table 22. Brand Familiarity - Best Worst Scores 

Brand B W BW 

Airborne  1047 61 986 

Wilderness Valley 344 275 69 

Pouaka 151 407 -256 

Onuku 70 869 -799 

 

8.3.5 Brand Associations 

Frequency counts of attribute associations were calculated for each honey brand. Table 23 

shows the top 10 attribute associations, ranked in order of most to least attribute associations 

as a percentage of all attribute mentions. These counts are analysed using metrics developed 

by Romaniuk (2013). 

Table 23. Attribute Association By Percentage of All Attribute Mentions 

Ranking Attribute  % 

1 Made in New Zealand 24 

2 Attractive label 13 

3 Makes a good gift 11 

4 Premium quality 10 

5 Value for money 9 

6 Eco-friendly 8 

7 Readily available 7 

8 Trustworthy 7 

9 Sophisticated 6 

10 Highly regarded 6 

 

The ordered ranking revealed the four most mentioned attributes Made in New Zealand, 

Attractive label, Makes a good gift, and Premium quality account for nearly 58% of total 

attribute associations for honey.  
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8.3.6 Reduced Attribute Set 

Further statistical tests are carried out to identify if there are brand associations that are too 

highly correlated and possibly overlapping in memory structures (Romaniuk, 2013). Using 

Kendall Tau-b correlations, matrixes of non-parametric attribute correlations for the honey data 

are provided (see Appendix G). 

The table in Appendix G presents the average of four correlation matrixes, one for each honey 

brand. All reported correlations for the honey sample are less than 0.50. However, Highly 

regarded was highly correlated with Trustworthy and Premium quality with 0.36 and 0.31 

respectively, which exceeds the average correlation for all the other attributes involved. The 

related attributes meet the condition necessary for elimination to reduce overlapping memory 

structures (Romaniuk, 2013). Highly regarded was removed to avoid duplicate attributes 

(Wright et al., 2014). Table 24 below shows the set of reduced attributes ranked by order of 

frequency. 

Table 24. Reduced Attribute Set Association by Percentage of All Attribute Mentions 

Ranking Attribute  % 

1 Made In New Zealand 25 

2 Attractive Label 14 

3 Makes a good gift 12 

4 Premium quality 10 

5 Value for money 9 

6 Eco-friendly 9 

7 Readily available 7 

8 Trustworthy 7 

9 Sophisticated 6 
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8.3.7. Raw Attribute Counts 

Table 25 shows the raw frequency counts after elimination of the overlapping attribute Highly 

regarded for each of the four honey brands. 

Table 25. Attribute Counts After Elimination of Overlapping Attributes (n=402) 

Attribute  Airborne  Wilderness 

Valley 

Onuku Pouaka TOTAL  % 

Made in New Zealand 200 164 260 269 893 25% 

Attractive label 158 138 70 132 498 14% 

Value for money 101 113 99 108 421 12% 

Readily available 96 131 59 72 358 10% 

Makes a good gift 163 75 37 45 320 9% 

Trustworthy 102 99 50 50 301 9% 

Premium quality 149 43 34 37 263 7% 

Eco-friendly 106 66 32 50 254 7% 

Sophisticated 25 89 43 55 212 6% 

TOTAL  1100 918 684 818 3520  

% 31% 26% 19% 23%   

 

8.3.8 Percentage Point Deviations from Expected Attribute Counts 

The row, column and total count in Table 25 are used to calculate a chi-square expected cell 

count. Table 26 shows the percentage points deviations from expected attribute counts as a 

result of chi-square calculations. These point deviations (skews) are used to create the concept 

images in the next section (Wright, Teagle & Feetham, 2014).  
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Appendix D: Wine Online Quantitative Survey 
 
Filter Questions Block  
 
 

Thank you for clicking through to our survey on food and beverages. It should take between 7-9 minutes to complete. 
 

This survey is being conducted by Kerrianne Joe , a Masters student at Massey University and Dr. Pam Feetham . We are researching consumer preferences for various food and 
beverages. 

 
All responses are anonymous and you are free to opt -out at any time.  

 
If you have any queries you are welcome to contact Kerrianne Joe, who is responsible for the conduct of this research (email:kerrianne.joe@outlook.co.nz). 

 
To proceed to the survey please click on the 'Next >>' button at the bottom right of the page.  

 
Thank you for taking the time to provide your opinions. 

 
 

In the past 12 months, have you consumed any of the following products? 
 

 Wine  
 Honey  
 Cheese  
 Canned Spaghetti 

 
Please indicate which device you are using to complete this survey. 

 
 Desktop Computer  
 Laptop Computer  
 Tablet  
 Mobile  
 Other internet enabled device  
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Wine Block  
 
 

In the following pages, we are going to show you images of wine in sets of four. 
 

Please choose your MOST preferred option and LEAST preferred option in each of the 20 sets.
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If you were to purchase a bottle of wine today, and these were your only options, which bottle would you MOST prefer and which bottle would you LEAST prefer? 

Please choose only ONE MOST and ONE LEAST option in each set by clicking on the button below the b ottle.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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Set 2  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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Set 3  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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Set 4  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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Set 5  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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Set 6  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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Set 7  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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Set 8  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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Set 9  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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Set 10  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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Set 11  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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Set 12  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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Set 13  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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Set 14  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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Set 15  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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Set 16  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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Set 17  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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Set 18  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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Set 19  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 



169 
 

Set 20  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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Familiarity - Wine 
 
 

In this section, we are going to show you some images of wine brands. 
 

Please choose the brand you were MOST familiar with and which brand you were LEAST familiar with PRIOR to the survey.  
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PRIOR to the survey, which of the following brands were you MOST familiar with and which brand were you LEAST familiar with? 
 

Please choose only ONE MOST and ONE LEAST option in each set by clicking on the button below the brand.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST Familiar 
 
LEAST Familiar 
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Set 2 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST Familiar 
 
LEAST Familiar
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Set 3 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST Familiar 
 
LEAST Familiar 
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Set 4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST Familiar 
 
LEAST Familiar
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Net Promoter - Wine 
 
 

Next we have some questions about your experience with wine. 
 
 

How often do you drink wine? 
 

    Daily  
 2-3 times a week  
 2-3 times a month  
 Rarely or on Special Occasions 
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In the past 12 months, have you consumed any of these Wine brands? 
 
Please select all that apply. 
 

 MONTANA 
 

 DASHWOOD 
 

 TOHU 
 

 RONGOPAI 
 

 None of the Above 

 

 
On a scale from 0-10, how likely are you to recommend MONTANA Wine  to a friend or colleague? 
 
Not at all likely          Extremely likely 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
            

 
On a scale from 0-10, how likely are you to recommend DASHWOOD Wine  to a friend or colleague? 
 
Not at all likely          Extremely likely 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
           

 
On a scale from 0-10, how likely are you to recommend TOHU Wine to a friend or colleague? 
 
Not at all likely          Extremely likely 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
           

 
 
On a scale from 0-10, how likely are you to recommend RONGOPAI Wine  to a friend or colleague? 
 
Not at all likely          Extremely likely 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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Attitude - Wine 
 
 

Now we have some questions about your beliefs. There are no right or wrong answers. 
 

Please read the statements below and then indicate whether you agree or disagree by clicking ONE button beside each statement.  
 

         Strongly Disagree  Disagree  Neutral       Agree  Strongly Agree  
   

�%�U�D�Q�G�V���W�K�D�W���X�V�H���0�—�R�U�L���G�H�V�L�J�Q�V���V�L�J�Q�D�O���W�K�D�W���W�K�H���S�U�R�G�X�F�W���L�V���P�D�G�H���L�Q���1�H�Z  
Zealand.  
I usually buy products that have 'Made' in New Zealand'' on the label.  
�,���S�U�H�I�H�U���W�R���E�X�\���0�—�R�U�L���E�U�D�Q�G�H�G���S�U�R�G�X�F�W�V���Z�K�H�Q���W�K�H�\���D�U�H���D�Y�D�L�O�D�E�O�H��  
I prefer to buy the cheapest priced product no matter where they are made.  
�$���E�U�D�Q�G���W�K�D�W���X�V�H�V���D���0�—�R�U�L���G�H�V�L�J�Q�H�G���O�R�J�R���U�H�S�U�H�V�H�Q�W�V���D���0�—�R�U�L���H�Q�W�H�U�S�U�L�V�H�� 
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Associations �± Wine 
 
In this section we are going to ask you questions about brands.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Which of the descriptions in the list below do you think apply to the MONTANA brand ?  
Please select all that apply. 

 
 

 
 Premium quality 

 
 Trustworthy 

 
 Sophisticated 

 
 Highly regarded 

 
 Makes a good gift 

 
 Eco-friendly 

 
 Readily available 

 
 Attractive label 

 
 Made in New Zealand 

 
 Value for money 
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Which of the descriptions in the list below do you think apply to the DASHWOOD brand ?  
Please select all that apply. 

 
 

 
 Highly regarded 

 
 Trustworthy 

 
 Eco-friendly 

 
 Makes a good gift 

 
 Premium quality 

 
 Sophisticated 

 
 Made in New Zealand 

 
 Value for money 

 
 Readily available 

 
 Attractive label 
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Which of the descriptions in the list below do you think apply to the TOHU brand ?  
Please select all that apply. 

 
 

 
 Sophisticated 

 
 Highly regarded 

 
 Attractive label 

 
 Makes a good gift 

 
 Readily available 

 
 Made in New Zealand 

 
 Value for money 

 
 Eco-friendly 

 
 Trustworthy 

 
 Premium quality 
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Which 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
of the descriptions in the list below do you think apply to the RONGOPAI brand ?   

Please select all that apply. 
 
 

 
 Readily available 

 
 Highly regarded 

 
 Attractive label 

 
 Makes a good gift 

 
 Value for money 

 
 Trustworthy 

 
 Made in New Zealand 

 
 Sophisticated 

 
 Premium quality 

 
 Eco-friendly
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Demographics - Wine 
 
 

Finally some questions about you. 
 

Are you? 
 

 Male  
 Female 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
In which year were you born?  
 
 
 
 
Which ethnic group do you belong to? 
 

 New Zealand European 
 

 �0�—�R�U�L 
 

 Samoan 
 

 �&�R�R�N���,�V�O�D�Q�G���0�—�R�U�L 
 

 Tongan 

  
 Niuean 

 Chinese 

 Indian 

 Other European 

 Other, please write in  

 
Which of these best describes your highest formal qualification? 
 

  No formal qualification  
  School qualification (Proficiency, School C, Bursary, UE)  
  Trade qualification (Apprenticeship)   
  Certificate or Diploma below Bachelor's's level  
  Bachelor's's Degree  
  Post-graduate or higher qualification 

 
 
 

 
What is the usual number of people that live in  your household ?  

 1  4 

 2  5 

 3  6 or more 
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Which of the following categories best describes your household yearly income  from all sources before tax?  
 

 Less than $20,000  $80,001 - $100,000 

 $20,001 - $40,000  $100,001 - $120,000 

 $40,001 - $60,000  $120,001 - $140,000 

 $60,001 - $80,000  Over $140,000  
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Appendix E: Honey Online Quantitative Survey 
 
Filter Questions Block  
 
 

Thank you for clicking through to our survey on food and beverages. It should take between 7-9 minutes to complete. 
 

This survey is being conducted by Kerrianne Joe , a Masters student at Massey University and Dr. Pam Feetham . We are researching consumer preferences for various 
food and beverages. 

 
All responses are anonymous and you are free to opt -out at any time.  

 
If you have any queries you are welcome to contact Kerrianne Joe, who is responsible for the conduct of this research (email:kerrianne.joe@outlook.co.nz). 

 
To proceed to the survey pleas e click on the 'Next >>' button at the bottom right of the page.  

 
Thank you for taking the time to provide your opinions. 

 
 

In the past 12 months, have you consumed any of the following products? 
 

 Wine  
 Honey  
 Cheese  
 Canned Spaghetti 

 
Please indicate which device you are using to complete this survey. 

 
 Desktop Computer  
 Laptop Computer  
 Tablet  
 Mobile  
 Other internet enabled device  
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Honey Block  
 
 

In the following pages, we are going to show you images of honey in sets of four. 
 

Please choose your MOST preferred option and LEAST preferred option in each of the 20 sets. 
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If you were to purchase a 500gm jar of honey today, and these were your only options, which jar would you MOST prefer and which bottle would you LEAST prefer? 

Please choose only ONE MOST and ONE LEAST option in each set by by clicking on the button below t he jar.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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Set 2  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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Set 3  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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 Set 4 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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Set 5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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Set 6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 

 

 
 
 
 



192 
 

Set 7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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Set 8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 
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Set 9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MOST 
 
LEAST 

 
























































