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ABSTRACT
Even during the largest financial crisis since the Great Depression, global organisations
have continued to grow their global brand value by 2% from 2007 to 2008 to $1.95
trillion (Clark, 2009). The growth of global brands has created a need for global
organisations to understand consumers better in hopes of increasing their global market
share. However, past research has largely ignored the drivers of consumers’ global
brand attitude.
This study investigated several proposed antecedents to global brand attitude. Prior
research had suggested global consumption orientation, cosmopolitanism, consumer
ethnocentrism and materialism were important antecedents to global brand attitude.
However, past research explained very little of the variance in global brand attitude
(e.g., Alden et al., 2006; Dimofte et al., 2008). Consequently, this study added global
company attitude and perceived global brand value as two additional drivers of global
brand attitude.
To explore the proposed antecedents of global brand attitude a model was developed
and tested in Germany, Brazil and South Korea, three countries which differ
dramatically in their cultures and level of development. The study found that, in all three
countries, perceived global brand value and global company attitude were significant
drivers of global brand attitudes, while materialism was an influence on global brand
attitudes. In South Korea and Brazil, cosmopolitanism was a significant indirect driver,
but not in Germany. Further, consumer ethnocentrism was only a marginal influence in
South Korea, whereas there was no influence in Brazil and Germany. Finally, in all
three countries, global consumption orientation had no impact on global brand attitudes.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION
1.0

Motivation for the Study

Recent surveys have left no doubt that the growth and consumption of global brands is a
trillion dollar business.

In 2007, the world’s best performing global brands

outperformed leading market indicators such as the MSCI World Index and the S&P
500 by almost 65% (Interbrand, 2007). Even during the current global financial crisis,
the value of the top 100 global brands rose by 2% in 2008 to $1.95 trillion (Clark,
2009).
As global markets evolve, how do global organisations stay ahead of their competition
and gain market share in existing and emerging markets? An ongoing debate for
organisations developing a global brand marketing strategy is the decision about
whether to use standardisation or adaptation strategies (Belk, 1996; de Mooij, 2005;
Douglas and Craig, 1989; Levitt, 1983; Singh, Kumar, Baack, 2005; Zou and Cavusgil,
2002).

On the one hand it has been argued that standardisation leads to a more

streamlined marketing strategy that ensures a consistent brand image and provides
economies of scale (Levitt, 1983; Zou and Cavusgil, 2002).

On the other hand,

adaptation acknowledges cultural differences, and uses localised marketing strategies to
grow market share (de Mooij, 2005; Singh et al., 2005). However, the most commonly
agreed upon approach is to settle for a compromise between standardisation and
adaption (Douglas and Wind, 1987; Quelch and Hoff, 1986; Yip, 1989). Yip (1989, p.
40), for instance, argued, “the most successful worldwide strategies find a balance
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between over-globalising and under globalising.” The best brand strategies seem to
strike a balance between the local market and the global market.
It has been suggested that the most important element in deciding whether to
standardise, adapt or adopt a compromise approach for an international brand strategy
depends on whether consumers differ significantly across countries (Jain, 1989;
Laroche, Kirpalani, Pons and Zhou, 2001; Viswanathan and Dickson, 2007), however,
this premise has been hotly debated. Some researchers (e.g., Freedman, 2007) have
argued consumers are similar, despite different cultural backgrounds, and companies
such as IKEA and Starbucks can ignore cultural differences and standardise their
marketing approach. Other researchers (e.g., de Mooij, 2005) have argued consumers
from various cultures have significantly different consumption patterns, and treating
them in the same way will be a fundamental error.
Despite the different international brand strategies, many global companies have
adapted to local markets, including McDonalds and Coca Cola (Merz, He and Alden,
2008). Most global companies seem to have taken a compromise position, with some
local elements. For instance, “Guinness” is a standardised brand that has been adapted
to the taste of local markets, such as Nigeria. According to Michael Harvey, director of
global consumer planning and research at Diageo, “in Nigeria… we brew Guinness
locally and it’s an enormous market. They believe this is a Nigerian brand. They would
have no knowledge at all of any connections (to London). Even though on the pack it
says originally brewed in London, as far as they’re concerned it’s a Nigerian brand”
(cited in Lewis, 2004, p. 48).
A great deal of research has investigated the antecedents and consequences of the
factors that influence consumers’ decisions as to whether or not they will consume
2

global brands.

This research has found that aspects of country-of-origin (Batra,

Ramaswamy, Alden, Steenkamp and Ramachander, 2000; Hsieh, 2002; Samiee, Shimp
and Subhash, 2005), global brand image (Hsieh, Pan and Setiono, 2004; Roth, 1992;
Roth, 1995a), brand globalness (Steenkamp, Batra, and Alden, 2003), perceived quality
(Steenkamp et al., 2003), consumer ethnocentrism (Alden, Steenkamp and Batra, 2006;
Shimp and Sharma, 1987) and global brand attitude (Alden et al., 2006; Dimofte et al.,
2008) all influence global brand decisions, in at least some countries. However, the
complexity of factors influencing global consumers’ decisions requires more research.
.
One factor of particular interest for this research project is the influences of global brand
attitudes.

Investigating global brand attitudes will strengthen organisations’

understanding of their consumers and, if incorporated effectively into their marketing
strategies, has the potential to increase market share. Prior literature has suggested
several factors (e.g., consumer ethnocentrism, cosmopolitanism and materialism) that
influence global brand attitude, however, other potential drivers such as, perceived
global brand value and global company attitude deserve attention.
Academics and practitioners need to gain a better understanding of global brand
attitudes in an international setting. This study aims to investigate the drivers of
consumers’ global brand attitudes across three countries: Germany, Brazil and South
Korea.
1.1

Statement of Research Problem

Recent research has explored the impact globalisation has on consumers, especially
consumers’ preferences for global brands (e.g., Alden, Steenkamp and Batra, 1999;
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Alden et al., 2006; Batra et al., 2000; Steenkamp et al., 2003; Thompson and Arsel,
2004).

However few studies have explicitly investigated factors that influence

consumers’ global brand attitude, and a review of prior research identified a number of
gaps that need to be examined further.
While past research has suggested some of the factors that influence global brand
attitudes (e.g., consumer ethnocentrism, materialism, cosmopolitanism and perceived
quality), the results have not been clear, resulting in some limitations with the current
research stream. For example, a majority of prior research has found that consumers
who were high in consumer ethnocentrism held negative attitudes toward foreign/global
brands (e.g., Alden et al., 2006; Cleveland, 2007), however there have been several
researchers that found consumer ethnocentrism had no impact on consumers’ attitudes
towards foreign/brands brands (Batra et al., 2000; Dimofte et al. 2008), resulting in a
lack of clarity in the global brand literature.
Further, as was noted, some factors found to be important to specific brand attitudes,
such as perceived value, have not been examined in the context of global brands. Prior
research has investigated perceived quality (which is one component of perceived value)
as an antecedent of consumers’ global brand attitude (e.g., Dimofte, Johansson and
Ronkainen, 2008; Steenkamp et al., 2003), however, the results were inconclusive as to
the significance of perceived quality as an antecedent to global brand attitude.
Additionally, some of the most important studies that investigated the factors that
influence global brand attitudes have not reported the explained variance in the global
brand attitude construct (e.g., Alden et al., 2006; Dimofte et al., 2008), which limits our
understanding. For instance, Alden et al. (2006) found global consumption orientation
and consumer ethnocentrism were significantly related to global brand attitudes.
4

However they did not report the explained variance in this construct. Further, the path
estimates were relatively small, suggesting that only a small percentage of the variance
in global brand attitudes was explained by these variables. Similarly, Dimofte et al.
(2008) found global brand equity and perceived quality influenced consumers’ attitudes
toward global brands. However, they also did not report the percentage of the variance
explained in global brand attitudes.

Consequently, there is a need for further

investigation of the global brand attitude’s drivers.
It also seems likely that consumers’ attitudes toward a global company (e.g., Sony
Corporation) would influence their attitudes toward the global organisation’s global
brands (e.g., Sony Playstation), although this has not previously been investigated.
Most prior research into global company attitudes has examined internal stakeholders’
perspectives (e.g., board members’) attitudes toward the company, largely ignoring
consumers’ views. Surveys, such as the Interbrand Top 100 Global Brands list, seem to
suggest global companies and their brands are one and the same. However, this is
unlikely to be the case for consumers, who are likely to perceive a global company (e.g.,
General Motors) as substantially different from its sub-brands (e.g., Holden). As an
example, some Australian consumers may hold a negative attitude toward Exxon, due to
an oil spill 20 years ago, but still buy Mobil petrol (their local brand) because it is
convenient to purchase and they like the fuel. On the other hand, some Brazilian
consumers may have a negative attitude toward NesQuick (a milk drink brand) because
they do not like the taste, but they may have a positive attitude toward the Nestle
organisation (its manufacturer) because the company donates money to save rainforests.
Thus, consumers’ general attitudes toward global companies are likely to influence their
attitudes toward global brands. In order to better understand attitudes toward global
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brands, these research gaps need to be investigated.
In conclusion, prior research that has investigated global brand attitudes has had several
limitations. Primarily, inconsistent results, a lack reported variance explained, and a
limited investigation of other potential factors that may influence global brand attitudes.
Consequently, the current study attempts to explore these shortcomings, as is outlined in
the following research questions.
The research questions
As has already been noted, little research has been done to investigate the antecedents to
global brand attitudes, however research has suggested and found a number of
antecedents to global brand attitudes. A survey of prior research (which can be seen in
Chapter Two) led to the development of two research questions and two sub-research
questions, namely:
Q1: What are the primary drivers of global brand attitudes?
Q1a: Is perceived value a significant predictor of global brand attitude?
Q1b: What is the impact of global consumption orientation on global brand
attitude in an identifiable model?
Q2: Are attitudes toward global companies and global brands different constructs?
These questions were examined in three culturally and economically different countries
(Germany, South Korea and Brazil) in order to assess the generalisability of these global
brand attitude drivers. This was made possible as the data were collected in these three
countries as part of a larger Australian Research Council (ARC) Linkage Grant in
association with Tourism WA (Western Australia).

6

1.2

Delimitations of Scope

Studies of this magnitude tend to have delimitations of scope and this study was no
different. First, globalisation research was reviewed to uncover a range of antecedents
to global brand attitude. However, country-of-origin research was not reviewed as there
is no clear-cut country associated with global brands. Further, many excellent countryof-origin reviews have already been published (e.g., Usunier, 2006). However, the
globalisation literature and country-of-origin literature do have some common
constructs (e.g., materialism, consumer ethnocentrism), which informed the present
study’s hypotheses.
Second, as already noted, the present study investigated the generalisability of the
proposed model across three very different countries (Germany, South Korea and
Brazil), rather than hypothesising differences among these countries. Consequently, any
differences found were explored in the final chapter, rather than predicting potential
differences from the cross-cultural literature. This was considered appropriate in view
of the relative infancy of research into global brand attitudes.

Finally, the

generalisability of the findings is limited to the three countries under investigation,
rather than suggesting the findings can be generalised to other similar countries.
1.3

Definitions

Definitions often have different emphases. The key constructs are therefore defined in
this section in order to clarify their use in the current study, although each construct is
discussed in more detail in the literature review, which is provided in Chapter Two.
However, before presenting these constructs, it is important to note that global brands,
which are central to the present study, are defined here as the brands consumers
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perceive to be available in many countries (Steenkamp et al., 2003; Dimofte et al.,
2008).
1.3.1 Global Brand Attitudes
Historically, researchers have used Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975) definition of attitude
when examining specific brand attitudes, although few studies have examined global
brands as an attitude object. This approach was used in the present study, as global
brand attitude was defined as a person’s predisposition to respond in a favourable or
unfavourable manner towards global brands (as the specific attitude object).
1.3.2 Global Company Attitudes
In the same way, global company attitude was defined by adapting Fishbein and Ajzen’s
(1975) attitude construct to a global company domain. Thus, for the purpose of this
study, global company attitudes was defined as a person’s predisposition to respond in a
favourable or unfavourable manner toward global companies (as the specific attitude
object).
1.3.3 Global Consumption Orientation
Alden et al. (2006) introduced the global consumption orientation construct in order to
explore consumers’ preferences for consuming global, glocal or local brands. In their
study, glocal was operationally defined as a consumer’s preference for consuming a mix
of local cultural and global cultural choices.

Following their approach, global

consumption orientation in the present study was defined as a consumer’s orientation
toward consuming local, glocal or global alternatives.
1.3.4 Perceived Global Brand Value
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The perceived value of products and services has been examined for more than 50 years
and several definitions have been used. Dodds, Monroe and Grewal (1991, p. 308)
defined perceived value as a “cognitive trade-off between perceptions of quality and
sacrifice.” This definition limits the perceived value construct by considering it in
utilitarian terms and neglecting affective aspects.

Thus, Zeithaml’s (1988, p. 14)

broader definition as an “overall assessment of the utility of a product (or service) based
on perceptions of what is received and what is given” was used in the current study.
This definition has been used in a wide variety of studies, including Sweeney and
Soutar’s (2001) to describe perceived value’s give-get process.
1.3.5 Cosmopolitanism
Most marketing researchers have conceptualised cosmopolitanism based on suggestions
from sociology (e.g., Hannerz, 1990; 1992; Holt, 1997; 1998). According to Cannon,
Yoon, McGowan and Yaprak (1994, p. 6) “cosmopolitan consumers are much more
open to new ideas…They tend to address functional needs with the kind of products or
services that best deliver the desired function, regardless of tradition or social
influence.” This definition is limited to the examination of consumption. However, the
present study looked at cosmopolitanism from a global consumer culture perspective,
which involves taking part ‘in a way of life’ (as is discussed in greater detail in Chapter
Two, Section 2.2.6). Consequently, cosmopolitan consumers can be described as those
people who often travel, engage with people from various cultures, and open a doorway
into other cultures for people who may not have experienced such cultures before
(Hannerz, 1992). Further, cosmopolitans want to consume the ‘unique and exotic’ part
of other cultures and, as such, are part of a global consumer culture (Alden et al., 1999;
Holt, 1997; 1998). Thus, cosmopolitanism was defined in the present study as the
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lifestyle of those people who often travel, engage with people from other cultures and
who desire consumption experiences that revolve around being a part of a global
consumer culture.
1.3.6 Consumer Ethnocentrism
Shimp and Sharma’s (1987, p. 280) well-accepted definition of consumer ethnocentrism
was “the beliefs held by consumers about the appropriateness, indeed morality, of
purchasing foreign made products” was accepted in the current study. This seemed
suitable because ethnocentric consumers, defined in this way, have been found to hold
negative attitudes toward foreign and global brands and have a preference for
consuming local brands (Alden et al., 2006; Steenkamp et al., 2003).
1.3.7 Materialism
Richins and Dawson’s (1992, p. 308) well accepted definition of materialism was “a
value that guides people’s choices and conduct in a variety of situations, including, but
not limited to, consumption arenas…a set of centrally held beliefs about the importance
of possessions in one’s life.”

This definition seemed appropriate, as materialistic

consumers, defined in this way, have been found to hold positive attitudes toward
consuming foreign and global brands (Alden et al., 2006; Cleveland, 2007).
1.4

Thesis Outline

This thesis contains six chapters. The introduction chapter discussed the current study’s
motivation and identified its boundaries, while Chapter Two provided a review of the
literature related to the research questions addressed in the study. Chapter Two also
presented the hypotheses and suggested a model of global brand attitudes. In Chapter
Three, the methodology used in the study was outlined, while the measurement
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properties of the constructs were explored in Chapter Four. In Chapter Five, both the
results for the suggested model and an examination of the various hypothesised
relationships are reported, while the implications of these findings were presented in
Chapter Six, as were the study’s limitations some suggested future research and some
concluding comments.
1.5

Conclusions

The present Chapter introduced the study and the motivation behind it. The importance
of understanding globalisation was outlined, followed by a discussion of the
significance of understanding global brand attitude in three different countries. The
study’s delimitations of scope and key assumptions were also discussed, as were the
study’s key definitions that will be used throughout the study.
research questions and the structure of the study were discussed.
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Additionally, the

CHAPTER TWO
Literature Review
2.0 Introduction
Chapter One introduced the research questions that were examined in the present study.
This chapter reviews the relevant marketing literature in the context of these research
questions. Section 2.1 defines and discusses globalisation theory, global consumer
culture and global brands, while Section 2.2 defines and discusses global brand
attitudes. This section also explores potential antecedents to global brand attitudes,
while Section 2.3 discusses the proposed model and Section 2.4 provides some
concluding remarks.
2.1 Globalisation
Globalisation has been extensively researched in marketing and has many definitions.
For example, globalisation has been defined as:
• The “crystallisation of the world as a single place” (Robertson, 1987, p. 38).
• The “diffusion of practices, values, and technology that have an influence on
people’s lives worldwide” (Albrow, 1997, p. 88).
• The “rapid developing ever-dispensing of interconnections and interdependencies
that characterize modern social life” (Tomlinson, 1999, p. 2).
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• “A process (or set of processes) which embodies a transformation in the spatial
organization of social relations and transactions - assessed in terms of their
extensity, intensity, velocity and impact – generating transcontinental or
interregional flows and networks of activity, interaction, and the exercise of
power” (Held, McGrew, Goldblatt and Perraton, 1999, p. 16).
All of these definitions have a common thread that connects them. Globalisation is seen
in the existence of interdependencies and interconnections among nations and
individuals. Indeed, Cleveland (2007, p. 22) suggested globalisation was “the virtual
shrinking or ‘flattening’ of the planet into a single space…It is also distinguished from
historical periods of inter-cultural exchanges by the unprecedented volume, magnitude,
depth, and speed of such interconnections in the contemporary era: that –for the first
time - all human beings are being affected by this process, to varying degrees.”
This research stream has used globalisation to help explain a process, rather than an
end-point (Legrain, 2002). It has been argued that the process of globalisation is not
uniform. It is “unevenly experienced across time and space – changes do not proceed in
a uniform direction but, rather, it occurs in mutually - opposed directions” (Cleveland,
2007, p. 23). McGrew (1996, p. 478-479) identified five contradictory tendencies that
occur during globalisation, namely:
1.

Universalisation

versus

Particularisation:

This

reflects

globalisation

universalising some aspects of modern social life (e.g., assembly line production
and consumer fashion), whereas particularisation drives a desire for both ‘local’
and ‘place’, creating a resurgence of localism.
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2.

Homogenisation versus Differentiation: This reflects globalisation creating
sameness to the appearance of modern life around the world, whereas
differentiation develops a sense of assimilation by redefining what global is in
relation to local.

3.

Integration versus Fragmentation: This reflects globalisation developing
global, regional and transnational populations that join people across territorial
boundaries, whereas fragmentation creates a sense of division between
populations, both within and between territorial boundaries.

4.

Centralisation versus Decentralisation: This reflects globalisation promoting
the idea of centralised ‘power’ and decision making, whereas decentralisation
drives the centralised groups to take greater control of their ‘fate’, creating a split
in power.

5.

Juxtaposition versus Syncretisation: This reflects globalisation’s tendency to
condense time and space, forcing the combination of different civilizations, ways
of life and social practices. This strengthens social and cultural discrimination
and boundaries, while, concurrently, creating ‘shared’ cultural and social spaces
in which there is an evolving ‘hybridisation’ of ideas, values, and knowledge.

These contradictory themes reflect the diverse nature of globalisation and the impact it
has on communities and consumers around the world. These dynamic relationships
suggest some consumers are likely to have positive attitudes toward globalisation,
whereas others are likely to have negative attitudes. The difference in attitudes may be
best explained by Appadurai’s (1990) theory of globalisation, which argued
globalisation is diffused through five primary avenues that flow across boundaries and
affect consumers differently. He termed these avenues:
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1. An ethnoscape, which occurs when a person travels, migrates or is an expatriate
and integrates different aspects of their home culture into the culture in which they
are currently engaged.
2. A mediascape, which can be seen in a person’s ability to obtain and consume
information (from newspapers, magazines, television and film) from around the
world.
3. An ideoscape, which is similar to the mediascape, but refers to the use of the
media to diffuse political ideologies and counter-ideologies.
4. A technoscape, which arises from technology’s ability to be used seamlessly
around the world, breaking across previously impervious boundaries.
5. A finanscape, which arises from the world’s complex global financial system and
the ease with which mega-monies can flow across borders.
Combined, or in parts, these diffusion processes mean consumers are influenced by the
cultural flows that can create a shared consumption meaning about global brands
(Waters, 1995).

Meaning, in this context, refers to what a product or a service

symbolises to a consumer (Overby, Woodruff & Grdial, 2005). The mediascape and
ethnoscape are widely accepted as the key drivers of globalisation, global consumption
and the rise of a global consumer culture (Craig and Douglas, 2006; Hannerz, 1990;
1996), which are of particular interest to marketers.
Marketing researchers have investigated globalisation’s drivers. Yip and his colleagues
(Johansson and Yip, 1994; Lovelock and Yip, 1995; Yip, 1992; Yip, 1994) have
suggested five forces that influence global organisation strategies, which are described
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in detail in Table 2.1 and include market drivers, competition drivers, technology
drivers, cost drivers, and government drivers.
Table 2.1: Five Core Drivers of Globalisation
Market Drivers

Common customer needs
Global customers
Global channels
Transferable marketing
Lead countries

Competition Drivers

High levels of exports and imports in a specific industry
The presence of competitors from different countries
Interdependence of countries
The transnational policies of competitors themselves

Technology Drivers

Advances in the performances and capabilities of telecommunications
Computerisation and software advances
Miniaturisation of equipment
The digitalisation of voice, video and test

Cost Drivers

Economies of scale
Experience curve effects
Sourcing efficiencies and favourable logistics
Differences in country costs including exchange rates
The need to recoup high product development costs
Rapid decline in cost of key communications and transportation
technologies relative to their performance

Government Drivers

Favourable trade policies
Compatible technical standards
Common marketing regulations
Government-owned competitors and customers
Host government policies

Source: compiled from Lovelock (1999), “Developing marketing strategies for Transnational service
operations,” Journal of Services Marketing, vol 13, no. 4/5, pp. 278-289.

The diffusion of globalisation through global cultural flows (Appadurai, 1990) and
market drivers (Lovelock, 1999) has given rise to two outcomes that are particularly
relevant to the present study; namely, a global consumer culture (e.g., Alden et al.,
1999; Hannerz, 1992) and the globalisation of at least some brands (e.g., Levitt, 1983).
In the next two sections, these outcomes will be discussed in more detail.
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2.1.1

Global Consumer Culture

The global consumer culture is a “cultural entity not associated with a single country,
but rather a larger group generally recognized as international and transcending
individual national cultures” (Alden et al., 1999, p. 80). The growth of the global
consumer culture has blurred cultural patterns, creating consumer or market
interconnectedness across geographic areas (Craig and Douglas, 2006).
Ger and Belk (1996) suggested four facets of a global consumer culture. The first was
an increase in the number of international corporations that produces and markets
consumer goods on a worldwide basis. The second was the spread of global capitalism
that led to cross-country interdependencies.

The third was the growth of ‘global

consumerism’, which could be seen in a “widespread and unquenchable desire for
material possessions” (Ger and Belk, 1996, p. 275). The fourth was a worldwide
homogenisation of consumption behaviour. It seems that all four facets should be
examined if the full nature of the global consumer culture is to be understood
(Cleveland, 2007).
Over the last decade, consumers around the world have been exposed to a greater
number of global goods and services than ever before (van Gelder, 2005). This has
prompted research into a number of aspects of the global consumer culture, including
global brand attitudes (e.g., Alden et al., 2006; Dimofte et al., 2008), global
consumption orientations (Alden et al., 2006), cosmopolitanism (Alden et al., 1999;
2006; Cannon and Yaprak, 2002; Holt et al., 2004; Hannerz, 1992; Thompson and
Tambyah, 1999), materialism (Alden et al., 2006; Belk, Ger and Askegaard, 2003; Ger
and Belk, 1990) and consumer ethnocentrism (Alden et al., 2006; Kaynak and Kara,
2002; Keillor, D’Amico and Horton, 2001; Suh and Smith, 2008). Generally, it has
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been found that consumers who participate in the global consumer culture are more
cosmopolitan and more materialistic (e.g., Alden et al., 2006; Cleveland, Laroche &
Papadopoulos, 2009) and less ethnocentric than those that do not (e.g., Cleveland, 2007;
Steenkamp et al., 2003). Such consumers also have a more positive attitude toward
global brands than consumers who do not participate in the global consumer culture
(Alden et al., 1999). These constructs and their hypothesised relationships are discussed
in more detail in subsequent sections.
2.1.2

Global Brands

As was noted, aspects of the diffusion processes coupled with the various cultural flows
has resulted in an increase in the consumption of global brands (Holt et al., 2004;
Waters, 1995) However, there has been relatively limited research into consumers’
perceptions of and attitudes toward global brands. Further, there is no commonly
accepted definition of global brands (Johansson and Ronkainen, 2004). Levitt (1983, p.
92) initially suggested a “global corporation operates as if the entire world (or major
regions of it) were a single entity; it sells the same things in the same way everywhere.”
Since then, some researchers have focused more on the company perspective (e.g.
Inkpen and Ramaswany, 2006), whereas others have considered consumer and other
stakeholder perspectives (e.g., Steenkamp, Batra and Alden, 2003).
From a company perspective, Inkpen and Ramaswany (2006, p. 49) suggested “global
brands are based on the organization’s ability to tailor messages at the local level while
keeping the brand image intact on the global level.” From a consumer’s perceptive,
Aaker and Joachmisthaler (1999, p. 137) defined global brands as “brands whose
positioning, advertising strategy, personality, look, and feel are in most respects the
same from one country to another.” Similarly, Johansson and Ronkainen (2005, p. 322)
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described global brands as those “that are perceived as the same brand worldwide both
by consumers and internal constituents.” However, Steenkamp, Batra and Alden’s
(2003, p. 37) definition was thought to be the most relevant for the present study. They
defined global brands as “brands that consumers can find under the same name in
multiple countries with generally similar and centrally coordinated marketing
strategies.”
Most of the research into global brands has been undertaken from a strategy perspective.
As was discussed in Chapter One, three approaches have been taken in the marketing
literature (standardisation, adaptation, or a compromise between these two approaches).
Standardisation proponents believe global consumers are similar and that global
organisations should develop a single brand that can be distributed around the world
(Douglas and Craig, 1989; Levitt, 1983; Özsomer and Simonin, 2004). Adaptation
proponents believe consumers are fundamentally different across countries and that
global organisations need to adapt their marketing approach in each country (Quelch
and Hoff, 1986; Wills, Samli and Jacobs, 1991). While both strategies have merit, the
most common approach is a compromise between these two approaches (Douglas and
Wind, 1987; Yip, 1989).
Standardisation researchers have argued consumers in various countries have similar
tastes, needs and decision-making abilities for which a homogeneous marketing plan
can be used effectively (e.g., Belk, 1996; Levitt, 1983; Özsomer and Simonin, 2004;
Zou and Cavusgil, 2002). The assumption is that a streamlined approach to marketing,
R&D and manufacturing will reduce costs and improve profitability (Craig and
Douglas, 2000; Levitt, 1983; Porter, 1986; Yip, 1995). It has also been argued that
brand standardisation creates a unique and consistent image in various markets and, in
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particular, within the global consumer segment (Hassan, Craft, and Kortam, 2003).
Adaptation researchers have argued that markets are inherently different regardless of
the forces of globalisation and that standardisation is not necessary in order to compete
globally (Boddewyn, Halbrich and Perry, 1986; Britt, 1974; Nielsen, 1964; Ricks and
Arpan, 1974). Indeed, some have suggested a localised marketing strategy is likely to
be more effective (Kotler, 1986).

Kotler (1986) described several well-known

international brands that failed on the global stage because marketers did not take local
preferences into consideration (i.e., Wal-Mart in South Korea). Indeed, many global
companies, such as McDonald’s and Coca Cola, have adapted their products for local
taste. For example, McDonald’s sells Kimichi burgers in South Korea and Teriyaki
burgers in Japan (Merz et al., 2008). Proponents of adaptation believe country
differences are more important than the cost benefits obtained from standardisation
(e.g., Douglas and Wind, 1987).
Most researchers support a compromise solution as the best approach and think that the
complexities of different cultures and markets require a case-by-case approach
(Johansson and Ronkainen, 2005; Kotler, 1986; Walters, 1986). The question most
researchers now ask is: Which marketing elements do we standardise and to what extent
do we do this (Douglas and Wind, 1987; Quelch and Hoff, 1986; Yip, 1989)? They
recognise that culture must be considered when developing strategy (Jain, 1989;
Laroche et al., 2001; McCarty, Horn, Szenasy and Feintuch, 2007; Viswanathan and
Dickson, 2007).
More specific research on global brands has examined consumers’ perceptions and
evaluations. Researchers have examined global brand positioning (Alden et al., 1999),
brand image (Hsieh, 2002; Hsieh et al., 2004; Roth, 1992; Roth, 1995a; Roth, 1995b;
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Schuiling and Kapferer, 2004), brand personality (Aaker, 1997; Sung and Tinkham,
2005), brand esteem (Johansson and Ronkainen, 2005), global brand associations (Holt
et al., 2004; Steenkamp et al., 2003), perceived brand quality (e.g., Dimofte et al., 2008;
Steenkamp et al., 2003) and perceived globalness (Batra et al., 2000; Steenkamp et al.,
2003). However, there has been relatively little research into attitudes toward global
brands. Only two studies were found to examine the antecedents to global brand
attitude (Alden et al., 2006; Dimofte et al., 2008). Alden et al. (2006) found a person’s
global consumption orientation had a direct positive influence, and ethnocentrism had a
direct negative influence on global brand attitudes. Similarly, Dimofte et al. (2008)
found consumers who were ‘pro-global’ had a significantly more positive global brand
attitudes than ‘anti-globals.’
In summary, this section discussed some of the broad research streams relevant to global
brand attitudes. Initially, globalisation was defined and discussed and two specific
outcomes of globalisation were identified (i.e., global consumer culture and global
brands). Global consumer culture and global brands were defined and four specific
outcomes were noted (global consumption orientation, cosmopolitanism, materialism
and consumer ethnocentrism). The next section discusses global brand attitudes and
some potential antecedents that were identified.
2.2 Global Brand Attitudes and Suggested Antecedents
In reviewing the global brand attitude literature, two overarching findings were
discovered. First, there have been few quantitative studies and their findings have been
inconsistent. Second, qualitative studies have discussed potential antecedents of global
brand attitudes, several of which have often not been examined quantitatively. The
present section discusses identified antecedents to global brand attitude (i.e., global
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consumption orientation, cosmopolitanism, materialism and consumer ethnocentrism),
introduces some additional potential antecedents (i.e., global company attitude and
perceived global brand value) and hypothesises their relationships.
2.2.1

Defining Global Brand Attitudes

As was mentioned in Chapter One, there is no clearly accepted definition of global
brand attitudes. Consequently, the current research used attitude theory (e.g., Fishbein
and Ajzen, 1975) to define people’s attitudes toward global brands. According to
Fishbein and Ajzen (1975, p. 6), attitudes are “a learned predisposition to respond in a
consistently favourable or unfavourable manner with respect to a given object.” They
are relatively stable across time, contexts and forms of assessments (Ajzen, 2008;
Wood, 2000). In line with attitude theory, global brand attitudes were defined as a
consumer’s predisposition to respond in a favourable or an unfavourable manner
towards global brands.
2.2.2

Global Company Attitudes

In Thomas Friedman’s (2005) book, “The World is Flat: a Brief History of the Twentyfirst Century”, he suggested that due to various market drivers (e.g., common customer
needs, transferable marketing) that the continued globalisation of companies such as
McDonald’s and Dell into local communities around the world has driven the growth of
the middleclass. Further, he suggested that the integration has led some communities to
perceive global companies as a beacon of their communities’ cultural advancement and
assimilation into the global economy.

However, even though the ‘flattening’ of the

world is happening at an accelerated rate, it is unclear as to whether consumers make a
distinction between global companies and their global brands.
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To explore this distinction, global companies were defined as those organisations that
operate in multiple countries around the world and have brands in the Top 100 Global
Brands in the Interbrand’s (2007) list. Marketing researchers have historically paid little
attention to consumers’ attitudes toward such companies. More commonly, attitudes
toward specific companies, which may or may not be global companies, have been
studied as elements of corporate brands or organisation-public relationships (e.g., Kim
and Chan-Olmsted, 2005).
In line with attitude theory, global company attitudes were defined as a consumer’s
learned predisposition to respond in a favourable or unfavourable manner toward global
companies. While little research has investigated global company attitudes, a distinction
has been made between global companies and their global brands. For example, the
corporate branding of Sony Corporation as a global company conveys a general set of
corporate values to consumers, whereas the product branding of Sony Vaio laptops as a
global brand tends to focus on product features (Aaker and Joachimsthaler, 2000; Hatch
and Schultz, 2003; Schultz and de Chernatony, 2002). Balmer and Gray (2003, p. 992)
have argued “corporate brands are crucially different from product brands in terms of
their composition, constituencies, maintenance, management as well as disciplinary
roots.” Global companies use macro-strategies to manage their ‘corporate brands’,
drawing on various economic, management and marketing practices, whereas global
brand strategies are more focused on the consumer.
Some empirical research supports a positive relationship between the two distinct
perceptions of global companies and their brands. For instance, Kim and Chan-Olmsted
(2005) conducted a multiple regression analysis and found a significant positive
relationship between consumers’ organisational-public relationships toward Sony as an
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organisation and their attitudes toward Sony’s VAIO brand.

Although the two

constructs are related, there is also the recognition of the difference between global
company attitude and global brand attitude (Balmer and Gray, 2003; Holt et al., 2004).
Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) argued general attitudes can be used to predict more specific
attitudes. Since, global company attitude is the more general construct, it is likely to
influence global brand attitude. This suggests that:
H1: Consumers who have a more positive global company attitude will have a
more positive global brand attitude.
2.2.3

Global Consumption Orientation

Globalisation research conducted by theorist such as Appadurai’s (1990), Crane (2002)
and Ger and Belk (1996) have discussed the processes and consequences of the
diffusion of media, symbols, lifestyles and attitudes. This discussion has developed
several key theoretical positions that often contradict one another.

For example,

previous research has suggested people may have a preference for global brands (e.g.,
Zhou and Belk, 2004), local brands (e.g., Ger and Belk, 1996) or glocal brands (e.g.,
Alden et al. 2006). Glocalisation has been defined as “the interpenetration of the global
and local, resulting in unique outcomes in different geographic areas” (Ritzer, 2003, p.
193). This means that glocal brands are those that integrate elements of their global
company (e.g., McDonalds) with particular aspects of the local culture (e.g., Kimichi
Burgers in South Korea). Other researchers suggest that consumers are beginning to
move away from the consumption of global brands all together (Thompson and Arsel,
2004). Consequently, the globalisation literature is riddled with various positions on
consumers’ consumption choices.
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To explore these various consumption choices, Alden et al. (2006) developed the
construct global consumption orientation. They conceptualised global consumption
orientation as an attitude toward a product orientation (local, glocal and global) that a
consumer holds across product categories (e.g., clothing, durable goods, furnishings).
They initially explored the nature of the global consumption orientation construct in
South Korea, the United States (U.S.) and China and found it was a two-dimensional
construct. The first dimension reflected consumers’ preferences along a global-hybridlocal continuum, which is consistent with the globalisation literature, while the second
dimension reflected consumers’ attitude intensities toward the various consumption
preferences, which they termed an ‘disinterested’ dimension.
Alden et al. (2006) also explored the antecedents and consequences of people’s global
consumption orientation, suggesting four antecedents to global consumption orientation
(i.e., susceptibility to normative influence, mass media exposure, mass migration
exposure, and materialism) and two consequences (i.e., global brand attitude and
consumer ethnocentrism) to global consumption orientation, as can be seen in Figure
2.1. They found their global consumption orientation construct was significantly related
to all of the variables in the suggested model in a sample of South Korean female
shoppers. Their research suggested a person’s global consumption orientation was a
mediator (i.e., mass media exposure, mass migration exposure, and materialism) of
people’s global brand attitudes. However, the nature of their research limited their
investigation of global brand attitudes, suggesting further research is necessary.
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Figure 2.1: Alden et al.’s (2006) Global Consumption Orientation Model
First, Alden et al.’s (2006) focus was on global consumption orientation, rather than on
global brand attitudes. Consequently, they included a limited number of antecedents to
global brand attitudes. Further, the path coefficients leading to global brand attitudes
were small and, although the percentage of the variance explained was not indicated, it
is likely that these constructs explained only a small portion of the variance in global
brand attitudes.
Second, Alden et al.’s (2006) model appears to be unidentified based on Hess’s (2001)
criteria, as the model violated the order condition (which is discussed in detail in
Section 3.5). The order condition states that structural equation models (SEM models)
must have at least as many exogenous variables as there are paths into any endogenous
variable to be clearly identified. Alden et al.’s (2006) model hypothesised four direct
predictors of global consumption orientation (i.e., mass media exposure, mass migration
exposure, susceptibility of normative influence and materialism). However, there were
only three exogenous variables in the model, as there is a suggested path between mass
media exposure and materialism.
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Consequently, a review of the global consumption orientation literature had suggested
three main shortcomings that need to be further explored. First, it is important to
explore whether consumers from different countries hold similar consumption attitudes
toward global brands (i.e., global, local, glocal or not interested). Second, Alden et al.’s
(2006) current model does not state the variance explained for global brand attitudes.
Finally, it is important to examine whether or not the suggested relationship between
global consumption orientation and global brand attitudes holds when the model is
clearly identified. Following Alden et al.’s (2006) theoretical work, it was hypothesised
that:
H2: Consumers who have a positive attitude toward global consumption will have
a more positive global brand attitude.
2.2.4

Perceived Value and Perceived Quality

Previous research suggested perceived quality was a positive antecedent to global brand
attitudes. However, this relationship was not always supported. For instance, perceived
quality was positively related to global brand attitudes for a set of well-known global
brand names (Batra et al. 2000). However, this relationship was not significant when
brand strength was added as a covariate (e.g., Dimofte et al., 2008). Johansson and
Ronkainen (2005) also found there was no difference in the average perceived quality of
local-domestic brands, local-foreign brands and global brands.
Although related, perceived quality and perceived value are different constructs (Bolton
and Drew, 1991; Day and Crask, 2000; Dodds and Monroe, 1985; Monroe and
Krishnan, 1985). Perceived quality is a “consumer’s judgement about a product’s
overall excellence or superiority (Zeithaml, 1988, p. 3), whereas perceived value is a
“consumer’s overall assessment of the utility of a product (or service) based on
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perceptions of what is received and what is given” (Zeithaml, 1988, p. 14).
In general, perceived quality is a relatively objective assessment about the superiority of
a brand (Zeithaml, 1988; Low and Lamb, 2000), whereas perceived value is a relatively
subjective assessment of a brand based on personal needs and personal monetary
considerations (Sheth, Newman and Gross, 1991a). That is, low income earners may
consider Rolls Royce to be a very high quality brand, but it will have little perceived
value to these individuals, since it is priced well beyond their capacity to pay.
Some researchers have argued perceived quality is a positive antecedent to perceived
value (e.g., Cronin, Brady and Hult, 2000; Lapierre, Filiatrault and Chebat 1999),
whereas other researchers have suggested perceived quality is a sub-component of value
(e.g., Holbrook, 1999; Sweeney and Soutar, 2001). However, since consumers seem to
be able to evaluate trade-offs between perceived quality and price, perceived value may
be a better predictor of a behaviour (Kashyap and Bojanic, 2000).
Perceived value has been discussed for many years, although its definition and use have
varied greatly. For example, a research stream based on economic theory (e.g., Monroe
1979; 1990) and a research stream based on means-end theory (e.g., Dodds and Monroe,
1986; Zeithaml, 1988) have suggested perceived value is unidimensional. In contrast,
others have suggested perceived value is a multidimensional construct with utilitarian
and hedonic components (e.g., Babin, Darden and Griffin, 1994; Holbrook, 1994; 1999;
Sheth et al., 1991a, 1991b; Sweeney and Soutar, 2001).
The unidimensional value-for-money approach focused on the “cognitive trade-off
between perceptions of quality and sacrifice” (Dodds et al., 1991, p. 308). In this initial
conception of perceived value, Monroe (1979) focused on the trade-off effects price has
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on perceived value.

Researchers have added to our understanding of the perceived

value construct by exploring antecedents, such as perceived risk (Sweeney et al., 1999;
Agarwal and Teas, 2001; Wood and Scheer, 1996), internal reference prices and
perceived store image (Grewal, Krishnan, Baker and Borin, 1998).
Zeithaml (1988) adapted Dodds and Monroe’s (1985) model to propose a hierarchal
relationship among perceived quality, perceived price and perceived value. According
to her conceptual model, people evaluated products based on their perceptions of price,
quality and value, rather than on actual price or quality. It is important to note that,
based on means-end theory, Zeithaml (1988) suggested perceived value was the highest
order of abstraction, followed by perceived quality, and, finally, perceived price.
Zeithaml’s (1988) model has been adapted and tested in a variety of contexts, including
service assessment (Bolton and Drew, 1991; Brady and Robertson, 1999), retail store
assessment (Kerin, Jain and Howard, 1992), the assessment of the effect expectations,
desires and perceptions of performance have on perceived value (Spreng, Dixon and
Olshavsky, 1993), employee performance cues (Hartline and Jones, 1996; GouldWilliams, 1999) and store patronage (Baker, Parasuraman, Grewal and Voss, 2002).
However, other researchers have argued that perceived value is more complex and
better represented as a multidimensional construct (e.g., Sheth et al., 1991a; 1991b;
Sweeney and Soutar, 2001).
Theoretically, signaling theory may also help explain the trade-offs that consumers
make when evaluating global brands. This theory suggests that when brands are seen as
credible and consistent it can reduce perceived risk of the brand (Erdem and Swait,
1998; Montgomery and Wernerfelt, 1992). By utilising prior and current knowledge of
a brand, consumers’ make inferences about the tangible (quality and value for money)
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and intangible (emotional and social value) aspects of the brand or the products
attributes compared to other brands (Özsomer and Altaras, 2008). Consequently, it
could be inferred that when global brands are perceived as credible and consistent actors
in the local economy, consumers will use an accumulation of the previous and current
signals from the brand to make consumption choices. Consequently, making various
trade-offs between various value judgements prior to the consumption of a global brand.
For example, consumers’ in Japan perceive Honda cars as fast, stylish and for young
consumers, resulting in an affective perceived value (emotion and social). Whereas, in
the U.S.A., consumers perceive Honda to be high in quality and good value for money,
resulting in a cognitive perceived value (perceived quality and perceived value for
money) (Aaker and Joachimsthaler, 2000)
Sheth et al. (1991a) argued consumers’ choices are influenced by multiple independent
value dimensions which make differential contributions in different contexts. They
suggested five independent value dimensions (i.e., functional, social, emotional,
conditional and epistemic), each of which is discussed subsequently.
Functional value is the “the perceived utility acquired from an alternative’s capacity for
functional, utilitarian, or physical performance” (Sheth et al., 1991b, p. 160). A reliable
or durable alternative is likely to have high functional value. For example, consumers
may purchase a car based on fuel economy or perceived reliability.
Social value is “the perceived utility acquired from an alternative’s association with one
or more specific groups” (Sheth et al., 1991b, p. 161). Social value is created when an
alternative is popular in a social group that is important to the consumer. For example,
in the U.S. in the early years of the twenty-first century, a sport utility vehicle (SUV)
has a high social value for many people in the U.S., despite the SUV’s high price and
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poor fuel efficiency.
Emotional value is “the perceived utility acquired from an alternative’s capacity to
arouse feelings or affective states” (Sheth et al., 1991b, p. 161). Emotional value is
created when a brand elicits an emotional response. For example, people may purchase
a classic car or a replica of one because of nostalgia for a childhood memory involving
that particular vehicle.
Epistemic value is “the perceived utility acquired from an alternative’s capacity to
arouse curiosity, provide novelty, and/or satisfy a desire for knowledge” (Sheth et al.,
1991b, p. 162). Epistemic value occurs when a global brand is perceived to provide a
sense of curiosity, novelty or knowledge (e.g., when a consumer purchases a product
because they are curious about how it works, (e.g., the Snuggy).
Conditional value is “the perceived utility acquired by an alternative as the result of a
specific situation or set of circumstances facing the choice maker” (Sheth et al., 1991b,
p. 162).

Conditional value occurs when a product is needed seasonally (e.g. at

Christmas time) or situationally (e.g., popcorn at a movie theatre).
Sheth et al. (1991a, 1991b) argued that each of the value components was independent
and likely to impact the consumer differently, depending upon the consumption choice.
For example, when purchasing a car, a young executive might place a greater emphasis
on social value than on functional value while a young family might place a greater
emphasis on functional value than on social value.
Sweeney and Soutar (2001) developed the PERVAL scale based on the first three of
Sheth et al.’s (1991) aspects of value. This scale excluded the more transient value
aspects of conditional value and epistemic value. Their scale was developed so that it
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could be used in a range of purchase contexts and was comprised of four value
dimensions (i.e., social value, emotional value, quality-performance value, and pricevalue for money). The quality-performance and price-value dimensions were seen as
different aspects of Sheth et al.’s (1991a) functional value dimension. These value
dimensions have been found to influence significantly both pre- and post-purchase
constructs in a number of purchase contexts, including durable goods (Sweeney and
Soutar, 2001), mobile phone services (Yang and Jolly, 2009), tourism (Williams and
Soutar, 2009) and customer relationships (Wang, Lo, Chi and Yang, 2004). Previous
literature provides support for the complexity of consumers’ perceived value of such
contexts as mobile phone service (Yang and Jolly, 2008), tourism (Williams and Soutar,
2009) and durable goods (Sweeney and Soutar, 2001). Further, the globalisation
literature suggests that technology and media (Appadurai, 1990; Waters, 1995) have a
significant impact on consumers’ exposure to and acceptance of global brands.
However, to date, only one study was found that related perceived value to global
brands. Zhou and Wong (2008) found perceived value made a significant impact on low
social compliance respondents’ intention to purchase conspicuous (i.e., socially and
publicly consumed products) and inconspicuous (i.e., privately consumed) global
brands, whereas only perceived prestige made a significant impact on high social
compliance respondents’ intention to purchase conspicuous and inconspicuous global
brands.
Zhou and Wong’s (2008) study examined global brand purchase intention, rather than
global brand attitudes, which is likely to be a precursor to purchase intention. Further,
they used single items to measure perceived quality and perceived value and the study
obtained data only from Chinese respondents, for whom global brands on the Interbrand
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list are all foreign brands. As such, it was thought necessary to examine the influence
perceived value had on global brand attitude. Past research suggested that:
H3: Consumers who have more positive perceptions of the value of global brands
will have a more positive global brand attitude.
2.2.5

Consumer Ethnocentrism

Consumer ethnocentrism was developed from Sumner’s (1906, p. 13) seminal work
examining people’s ethnocentric tendencies, which argued ethnocentrism is a “view of
things in which one’s group is the center of everything, and all others are scaled and
rated with reference to it…Each group nourishes its own pride and vanity, boasts itself
superior, exalts its own divinities and looks with contempt on outsiders.” Based on
Sumner’s (1906) research, Shimp and Sharma (1987, p. 280) introduced consumer
ethnocentrism, defining it as “beliefs held by consumers about the appropriateness,
indeed morality, of purchasing foreign made products.”
Shimp and Sharma (1987) developed consumer ethnocentrism as a domain-specific
concept that could be used to distinguish consumers’ desires for in-group consumption
patterns (e.g., home-country products) or out-group consumption patterns (e.g., foreign
country products). They found ethnocentric U.S. consumers had a negative attitude
toward purchasing foreign products and used the purchase of local products to enhance
their self-identity.
Consumer ethnocentrism has been extensively studied and relatively high consumer
ethnocentrism levels have been found in at least some consumers in every country
[Australia, Canada, Chile, China, France, Mexico, South Korea, the United Kingdom,
and the U.S]. In general, older people (e.g., Cleveland et al., 2009; Han, 1988; Good
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and Huddleston, 1995), women (e.g., Han, 1988; Sharma et al., 1995), less welleducated people (e.g., Cleveland et al., 2009; Balabanis et al., 2001; Klein and Ettenson,
1999) and low income earners (e.g., Cleveland et al., 2009; Balabanis et al., 2001; Klein
and Ettenson, 1999) tend to be more ethnocentric.
Consumer ethnocentrism has been found to be negatively related to global consumption
orientation (Alden et al., 2006), materialism (e.g., Clarke, Shankarmahesh and Ford,
2000; Cleveland et al., 2009), internationalism (e.g., Howard, 1989; Suh and Kwon,
2002) and positively related to animosity (e.g., Klein, Ettenson and Morris, 1998; Klein
and Ettenson, 1999), collectivism (Ettenson, Wagner and Gaeth, 1988), nationalism
(e.g., Balabanis et al., 2001), patriotism (e.g., Klein and Ettenson, 1999; Sharma et al.,
1995; Shimp and Sharma, 1987), external values (Clarke et al., 2000), dogmatism
(Shimp and Sharma, 1987) and conservatism (Shimp and Sharma, 1987). Consumer
ethnocentrism has also been found to be negatively related to the purchase of foreign
products (e.g., Sharma et al., 1995; Steenkamp et al., 2003; Suh and Kwon, 2002),
intentions to purchase foreign brands (e.g., Han, 1988; Klein et al., 1998; Pecotich,
Pressley and Roth, 1996; Pecotich and Rosenthal, 2001), positive judgements about
foreign brands (e.g., Klein et al., 1998), perceived quality (e.g., Steenkamp et al., 2003)
and having a positive global brand attitude (e.g., Alden et al, 2006; Dimofte et al.,
2008). A detailed literature review of the antecedents and consequences of consumer
ethnocentrism can be found in Shankarmahesh’s (2006) article.
However, the relationship between consumer ethnocentrism and foreign brands has not
always been found in developing countries (e.g., India, Russia and China). Some
studies have found consumers in developing (e.g., Alden et al., 2006) and developed
(e.g., Klein and Ettenson, 1999: Klein et al., 1998) countries have negative attitudes
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toward purchasing foreign brands, whereas others have found ethnocentric consumers in
developing countries have positive attitudes toward foreign brands (e.g., Batra et al.,
2000; Klein et al., 2005). Batra et al. (2000) argued this was due to foreign brands
being perceived as higher in both quality and prestige in developing countries. These
apparent contradictions suggest that all foreign brands may not be seen as equal by
ethnocentric consumers, which may be due to the impact of and growing exposure to
global brands through mediascapes and technoscapes.
The majority of research investigating consumer ethnocentrism has used foreign brands
as the attitude target (e.g., Alden et al., 2006; Balabanis, Diamantopoulos, Dentiste
Mueller & Melwar, 2001; Shimp and Sharma, 1987). Global brands have been defined
as “brands that consumers can find under the same name in multiple countries”
(Steenkamp et al., 2003, p. 37), whereas foreign brands have been defined as “a brand
that is available throughout a particular world region” (Keegan and Green, 2004, p.
333). If consumers in a developing country have had limited exposure to foreign or
global brands they may not differ between them. However, if consumers are aware of
the brand being “global,” they may not associate the brand with a particular country or
region, reducing any ethnocentric response (Dimofte et al., 2008). Thus, there are likely
to be differential effects of consumer ethnocentrism on global brands, depending on the
country in which the study is undertaken. That is, consumers from countries in which
global brands rarely originate (e.g., Brazil) are more likely to perceive global brands as
foreign than are consumers from countries in which global brands are likely to originate
(e.g., the U.S.). Further, consumers from developing countries perceive global brands as
more prestigious and of better quality than local brands (Steenkamp et al., 2003). Thus,
caution must be taken in extrapolating research on foreign brands to global brands.

35

As might be expected, the only two studies that examined the relationship between
consumer ethnocentrism and global brand attitudes found different relationships based
on very different samples. Dimofte et al. (2008) found a non-significant relationship
between consumer ethnocentrism and attitudes toward global brands in a sample of U.S.
consumers. Since most global brands (e.g., Nike, Ford, Microsoft and Coca-Cola)
originate in the U.S., they may not have been seen as foreign. Alden et al. (2006) found
a significant negative relationship between consumer ethnocentrism and attitudes
toward global brands in a sample of South Korean female shoppers. Since only three of
the 100 global brands listed by Interbrand (2007) originated in South Korea, global
brands are more likely to be seen as foreign. Thus, these relationships appear to be
consistent with prior consumer ethnocentrism (foreign brand research). Consequently, it
would be expected that in both developed (e.g., South Korea) and developing (e.g.,
Brazil) countries that produce few if any global brands, consumers will see global
brands in a similar light to foreign brands.
Several researchers have found consumer ethnocentrism and willingness to buy a
foreign brand are partially mediated by product judgements (e.g., Klein et al., 1998) and
country of origin (Han, 1988; Klein, 2002; Samiee, 1994). For example, Klein et al.
(1998) found ethnocentric consumers in China had negative product judgments and
were less willingness to buy foreign brands. Brodowsky (1998) found consumers who
used country of origin to evaluate product features were more ethnocentric.
In contrast to past research, the current study includes both global company attitudes
and global brand attitudes. It is argued that consumers are likely to be more strongly
associated to a global company than with the company’s global brands, unless the
company uses country of origin has part of the brand’s positioning strategy (i.e., in the
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1990s there was a movement for McDonald’s to advertise that it was a U.S. company).
Consequently, consumer ethnocentrism will directly influence global company attitude,
suggesting that:
H4: More ethnocentric consumers will also have a more negative global
company attitude.
As was noted in Section 2.1, globalisation has created a set of contradictory tendencies
that have impacted consumers around the world. One set of these global tendencies was
homogenisation versus differentiation (McGrew, 1996). These polar tendencies have
created several potential outcomes for consumers.

For example, globalisation has

provided consumers with accessibility to the internet, mobile phones, and much more,
creating synergies between old and new (homogenisation) and a new way of interacting
in society. However, not all consumers openly embrace globalisation and consequently,
feel that their local lives are being threatened (Shimp and Sharma, 1987), resulting in
ethnocentric tendencies towards foreign organisations (differentiation). Consequently,
the integration of global brands into local economies has forced ethnocentric consumers
to make trade-offs between the benefits and sacrifices of evaluating the perceived value
of products and services (Payne and Holt, 2001). The outcome is an attempt by the
ethnocentric consumer to not upset their equilibrium between protecting the local with
the potential convenience of global brands.
In most prior research, consumer ethnocentrism has been viewed as a dispositional
construct, influencing perceptions, attitudes and intentions toward foreign products (e.g.,
Batra et al., 2003; Pecotich and Rosenthal, 2001; Steenkamp et al., 2003). Due to the
impact of globalisation, consumer ethnocentrism is likely to be an antecedent to
perceptions of global brand value.

Verlegh (2007) found that U.S. ethnocentric
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consumers held negative attitudes toward the perceived quality of Japanese cars which
influenced their preference for Japanese cars.

Other researchers have found

ethnocentric consumers make negative product quality judgments and are less willing to
purchase foreign products (e.g., Klein et al., 1998, Nakos and Hajidimitriou, 2007;
Steenkamp, et al., 2003). As perceived value is related to perceived quality, it can be
inferred that ethnocentric consumers will continue to make trade-offs to protect their
local community, resulting in having a lower perception of the value of global brands.
This suggests that:
H5: More ethnocentric consumers will perceive the value of global brands to be
lower.
Consumer ethnocentrism is also expected to be an antecedent of global consumption
orientation. While Alden et al (2006) modelled global consumption orientation as an
antecedent to consumer ethnocentrism, arguing global consumption orientation was a
more general attitude than consumer ethnocentrism, they also noted “reasonable
arguments can be made for an alternative model in which global consumption
orientation mediates the relationship between consumer ethnocentrism and global brand
attitudes” (Alden et al., 2006, p. 232). Their original argument was based on a view that
consumer ethnocentrism was situationally specific. However, consumer ethnocentrism
has been seen as a dispositional variable related to the extent of people’s involvement in
the global consumer culture and their consumption of those global symbols (Cleveland,
2007).

Thus, consumer ethnocentrism is likely to precede global consumption

orientation (i.e., preferences for global, glocal or local brands), suggesting that:
H6: More ethnocentric consumers will also have a more negative attitude
toward global consumption.
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2.2.6

Cosmopolitanism

Cosmopolitanism was initially introduced into business research by Merton (1957) and
Gouldner (1957).

Merton (1957) defined cosmopolitans as people who orientate

themselves beyond their local communities, whereas Gouldner (1957) used
cosmopolitanism as a way to explain employees’ loyalties to their profession or to their
organisation. People who put their profession before their organisation were said to be
cosmopolitan, whereas people who put their organisation first were said to be locally
oriented.
Marketing researchers defining cosmopolitanism have primarily borrowed from
sociological and anthropological research (e.g., Hannerz, 1990; 1992; Holt, 1997; 1998;
Woodward, Skrbis, and Bean, 2008). Hannerz (1990; 1992) defined a cosmopolitan as
a person who moves around the world, has a desire to be immersed in other cultures and
has the personal tools to do so. Similarly, Holt (1997, p. 338) defined cosmopolitans as
people who make a “considerable effort to maintain an urban, national lifestyle through
frequent travel, involvement with organizations that are national in scope, and
maintenance of expansive friendship networks that span nationally and even
internationally.” Holt (1997, 1998) also argued cosmopolitans seek experiences that
involve consuming the new, the exotic and the exciting. In the current study,
cosmopolitans were defined as people who often travel, engage with people from other
cultures, and want consumption experiences that come from being a part of the global
culture.
In marketing, research into cosmopolitanism has been based on innovation, informationdiffusion and organisational behaviour research or on acculturation and global consumer
culture research. The first stream drew its inspiration from innovation research (e.g.,
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Helsen, Jedidi and DeSarbo, 1993; Jeffres, Atkin, Bracken and Neuendorf, 2004) and
information-diffusion research (Gatignon, Eliashberg and Robertson, 1989).

This

research investigated the effect being cosmopolitan had on innovation and diffusion and
how cosmopolitanism and localism affected organisational structure (e.g., Glaser, 1963;
Gouldner, 1957; Riefler and Diamantopoulos, 2009). The second stream of research
drew its inspiration from consumer acculturation research (Cleveland and Laroche,
2007; Cleveland et al, 2009) and global consumer culture research (Alden et al., 1999;
Alden et al., 2006; Batra et al., 2000; Holt et al., 2004; Steenkamp et al., 2003).
Acculturation and global consumer culture research suggested that being cosmopolitan
is a result of taking part in a new ‘type’ of homogeneous culture. As the present study
was concerned with whether cosmopolitanism was associated with a new ‘globalcultural
identity’ in three different countries, the remainder of this section focuses on studies that
investigated cosmopolitanism using a consumer acculturation or global consumer
culture lens.

It has been argued cosmopolitans perceive themselves to be less local and more of an
expert on foreign cultures (e.g., Hannerz, 1990). However, some researchers have
found being cosmopolitan is not as simple as was once thought.

For instance,

Thompson and Tambyah (1999) found Singaporean expatriates had cosmopolitan
identities characterised by themes of freedom, mobility, and the quest for the new and
exciting, as well as local identities characterised by themes of loneliness, longing for
familiar people and places, and the desires for a sense of communal affiliation, and a
sense of routine. They argued these two dimensions created a pull between having a
desire to take part in a local host culture, try local goods and go to authentic local
restaurants; and having feelings of isolation and wanting the comfort of familiar home
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surroundings, goods and people. However, Caldwell, Blackwell and Tulloch’s (2006)
attempt to replicate Thompson and Tambyah’s (1999) study in Australia found
consumers’ cosmopolitanism appeared to be in a state of flux between a local and a
global culture, rather than resulting from the co-existence of the two dimensions.
The relatively small number of quantitative research studies concerning consumer
cosmopolitanism has examined few antecedents and consequences. Recent studies by
Cleveland et al. (2009) and Woodward et al. (2008) investigated potential antecedents to
cosmopolitanism in a number of countries. Cleveland et al. (2009) examined these
relationships in Canada, Mexico, Chile, India, South Korea, Sweden, Greece and
Hungary, whereas Woodward et al. (2008) investigated these relationships in Australia.
These studies found cosmopolitanism was related to different antecedents in different
countries. For example, cosmopolitan consumers were:
•

more educated in Australia, Mexico, Greece, Hungary, and Sweden;

•

more likely to be women in Australia, Canada, Greece, Hungary, and
Sweden; and

•

more likely to be younger in Australia, South Korea, Hungary, and Sweden.

However, not all of their results were consistent. For example, Cleveland et al. (2009)
found income was not a driver of cosmopolitanism in any of the eight countries they
examined, whereas Woodward et al. (2008) found income was a significant driver of
cosmopolitanism in Australia. While it is possible this relationship is different between
countries, it is also possible the differences were due to the measures used. Woodward
et al. (2008) used a multidimensional cosmopolitan construct based on scarcity of data,
whereas Cleveland et al. (2009) used a unidimensional cosmopolitan construct.
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Two recent studies investigated the consequences of cosmopolitanism. Cleveland et al.
(2009) found cosmopolitanism was a significant antecedent to in several consumption
categories (e.g., consumer electronics, luxury items) in the eight countries they studied.
While they did not state whether the consumption categories included global or local
brands, consumer electronics and luxury goods may be seen as global. In addition,
Alden et al. (2006) found cosmopolitanism, as measured by two proxies (i.e., mass
media exposure and mass migration), was positively related to global consumption
orientation, which was related to global brand attitude in South Korea.
This research explores both global company attitudes and global brand attitudes. It is
argued that cosmopolitan consumers have a desire to take part in a global community
(e.g., Alden et al., 1999; Cleveland et al., 2009; Hannerz, 1990), and it can be assumed
they would be positively predisposed to a global positioning (Alden et al., 1999).
Further, modern mediascapes and technoscapes (Appadurai, 1990) mean people can be
cosmopolitan without leaving their own country (Douglas and Craig, 2006; Hannerz,
1990) and still enjoy extensive exposure to global companies. Belk (2000, p. 13) noted
the “rise of global consumption ideals, potentially makes the elite among Third World
consumers into cosmopolitans who are more concerned with how they compare to the
world’s privileged consumers than they are too compare themselves locally.” It is likely
cosmopolitanism in developed and developing countries alike will be positively related
to global company attitude. This suggests that:
H7: Consumers who are more cosmopolitan will have a more positive global
company attitude.
Using the current research, it was argued cosmopolitan consumers will be susceptible to
global positioning strategies. Alden et al. (1999) argued and found that mass media
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exposure and mass migration exposure were proxies of cosmopolitanism and positively
related to global consumption orientation. Consequently, consumers who want to be a
part of the ‘global community’ should have congruent consumption patterns, suggesting
that:
H8: Consumers who are more cosmopolitan will have a more positive global
consumption orientation.
Özsomer and Altaras (2008) suggested cosmopolitanism plays a role in people’s
perceptions of the quality of global brands. Further, Steenkamp et al. (2003) and Holt et
al. (2004) have suggested consumers who are part of the global community will
perceive global brands as better quality alternatives than their local equivalents. Since
perceived quality is part of the perceived value equation, it is expected that
cosmopolitan consumers would perceive global brands to have high value, suggesting
that:
H9: Consumers who are more cosmopolitan will perceive the value of global
brands to be higher.
2.2.7

Materialism

Materialism has been defined in several different ways. Two primary definitions are
used in the literature.

First, Belk (1984, p. 291) defined it as “the importance a

consumer attaches to worldly possessions…at the highest levels of materialism, such
possessions assume a central place in a person’s life and are believed to provide the
greatest sources of satisfaction and dissatisfaction.”
Belk (1985) argued materialism had three domains, which he termed:
(1) Possessiveness, which is a desire to retain ownership of one’s material goods;
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(2) Envy, which is a desire for other people’s possessions; and
(3) Non-generosity, which is a lack of willingness to share material possessions.
Second, Richins and Dawson (1992, p. 308) defined materialism as “a value that guides
people’s choices and conduct in a variety of situations, including, but not limited to,
consumption arenas.” They argued materialism was “a set of centrally held beliefs
about the importance of possessions in one’s life” within three domains:
(1) The centrality that owning possessions has in a person’s life,
(2) A belief that the acquisition of possessions is essential to obtaining happiness
and satisfaction, and
(3) A view that possessions are symbols of success.
However, Richins and Dawson (1992) and Belk (1985) disagreed on whether
materialism was a value (Richins and Dawson, 1992) or a personality trait (Belk, 1985)
that evolved over time.

Further, Kilbourne, Grünhagen and Foley (2005) argued

materialism was better positioned as an attitude than as a more stable value.
Interestingly, Richins and Dawson’s (1992) scale appears to be both situation specific
and is based on a Likert-type scale that is commonly used to measure attitudes.
Consequently, materialism was viewed as an attitude in the present study, rather than as
a more enduring value that guides people’s lives (e.g., Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1994).
Materialism has been extensively studied, but results have varied across countries. For
example, younger adults have been found to be more materialistic than older adults in
the U.S. (e.g., Burroughs and Rindfleisch, 2002; Good, 2007; Richins and Dawson,
1992), Canada, Greece, Sweden and Chile (Cleveland, et al., 2009), and Brazil (Ponchio
and Aranha, 2008), but this was not the case in South Korea, India or Mexico
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(Cleveland et al., 2009). Further, men were found to be more materialistic in the U.S.
(e.g., Good, 2007), Sweden, India, Canada, and Mexico, whereas women were found to
be more materialistic in Greece, Chile, and South Korea (Cleveland et al., 2009).
Additionally, several other studies found no relationship between materialism and
gender in the U.S., Hungary, Canada and Mexico (Buffoughs and Rindfleisch, 2002;
Cleveland et al., 2009), materialism and income in the U.S., Canada, Mexico, South
Korea, Hungary (Cleveland et al., 2009; Watson 1998; 2003) or materialism and
education in the U.S., Canada, Mexico, Sweden, Hungary, South Korea and Chile
(Cleveland et al., 2009; Watson 1998; 2003). Clearly, it is difficult to establish clear
personal background antecedents to materialism.
Several psychological factors have been linked consistently to materialism. Happiness
with one’s material possessions (e.g., T.V’s, cars and clothing) appears to be negatively
related to materialism (Belk, 1985; Burroughs and Rindfleisch, 2002; Brickman and
Campbell, 1971; Kasser, 2002, Kasser and Ryan, 1993; Richins and Dawson, 1992) as
does quality of life (Kasser, 2002), environmental responsibility (Good, 2007; Kasser,
2002; Richins and Dawson, 1992; Seabrook, 1978), individual well-being (Kasser and
Ryan, 1993; 1996; McQuarrie and Mick, 1996; Richins and Dawson, 1992), collectiveoriented values, religious-oriented values, family-oriented values and communityoriented values (Burroughs and Rindfleisch, 2002; Cleveland and Chang, 2008).
Prior research has suggested consumers in developing and developed countries can be a
part of a global consumer culture and, as such, have an increased desire to consume
global brands (Alden et al., 2006; Ger and Belk, 1996; Hannerz 1990; Steenkamp et al.
2003; Thompson and Tambyah, 1999). Belk, Ger and Askegaard (2003) found that
materialism was common in the U.S., Denmark and Turkey, providing some evidence of
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the reach of a materialist global culture (Cleveland, 2007). Further, Alden et al. (2006)
found materialistic South Korean consumers had a more positive global consumption
orientation.
In contrast to past materialism research that focused on consumption of brands, this
study investigated materialism’s effect on global company attitude. It is argued by
researchers that consumers who hold materialistic attitudes are influenced by
psychological (Richins 1994a; 1994b; Rindfleisch et al., 2008) and social factors (e.g.,
Burroughs and Denton, 1997; Morchis and Moore, 1978; 1981; Moschis and Moore,
1979) that may influence their attitudes.

Richins (1994a; 1994b) found highly

materialistic people were persuaded by important others to consume products that were
public and prestigious. At least some public and prestigious products are likely to be
produced by global companies. Therefore, more materialistic consumers that consume
global brands will have a positive attitude toward the global companies, suggesting that:
H10: Consumers who are more materialistic will have a more positive global
company attitude.
Alden et al. (2006) investigated materialism’s effect on global consumption orientation.
They found materialistic consumers were orientated toward consuming global, rather
than local, brands. Consequently, materialistic consumers that partake in the ‘global
community’ will have congruent consumption patterns, suggesting that:
H11: Consumers who are more materialistic will have a more positive attitude
toward global consumption orientation.
While no studies have directly investigated the relationship between materialism and
perceived value, it is likely materialistic consumers will perceive global brands to have
greater value than local equivalent brands.
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As was previously noted, materialistic

people are persuaded by important others to consume products that are public and
prestigious (Rindfleisch, Burroughs and Wong, 2008). Global brands are generally
thought to be more prestigious and to have higher quality than local brands (Holt et al.,
2004), suggesting that:
H12: Consumers who are more materialistic will perceive the value of global
brands to be higher.
2.3

Summary and a Suggested Model

Based on prior research into globalisation, the presence of a global consumer culture
and people’s global brand orientation, a set of hypothesised antecedents to global brand
attitudes were identified. Their suggested relationships led to a model that was
examined in the present study, which is shown in Figure 2.2.

Consumer
Ethnocentrism

Cosmopolitanism

Materialism

H4

H8 +

-

Global
Company
Attitude

Global
Consumption
Orientation

H12 +

H2 +

Global
Brand
Attitude

Perceived
Value

Figure 2.2: A Suggested Global Brand Attitude Model

Two new antecedents were suggested based on the global brand research (i.e., global
company attitude and perceived global brand value). As was previously noted, prior
research has suggested people’s attitudes towards global companies are different and
more general than their attitudes towards global brands (Balmer and Gray, 2003; Holt et
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al., 2004). Consequently, global company attitude is likely to be a positive antecedent
to global brand attitude. Prior research found perceived quality and perceived value are
related, but different, constructs. While some research has found a positive relationship
between perceived quality and global brand attitudes, (e.g., Steenkamp et al., 2003),
other research has not (e.g., Dimofte et al., 2008). As perceived value is a more general
construct than perceived quality that takes into account both price and quality, the
relationship between perceived value and global brand attitude was examined in the
present study.
Three potential dispositional constructs were also identified (consumer ethnocentrism,
materialism and cosmopolitanism).

Consumer ethnocentrism and materialism have

been extensively investigated in relation to foreign brands. Many studies have found
consumer ethnocentrism is negatively related to attitude toward foreign brands and, in
particular, Alden et al. (2006) found consumer ethnocentrism was negatively related to
global consumption orientation. Further, ethnocentric consumers think that global
brands are less valuable. Materialism is positively associated with people’s global
consumption orientation (Alden et al., 2006). Finally, prior research has suggested
cosmopolitans desire to take part in the global consumer culture (e.g., Hannerz, 1990).
Consequently, cosmopolitan consumers are likely to have a positive global company
attitude, a global consumption orientation and perceived global brand value.
As previously discussed, there are multiple relationships that have been suggested,
resulting in twelve hypotheses in the proposed model. It is important to note that there
could be an argument to simplify the model into four main hypotheses with several subhypotheses. However, numerous studies stemming from the globalisation literature
(e.g., Alden et al, 2006; Batra et al., 2000; Steenkamp et al., 2003) have explored a

48

majority

of

these

relationships

(i.e.,

consumer

ethnocentrism,

materialism)

independently or have suggested the independent relationship (i.e., perceived value,
cosmopolitanism). Consequently, it was felt that to maintain the integrity of the study
that a similar approach would be followed.
Finally, this chapter aims to articulate the framework that will be used to make a
contribution to the globalisation and global branding literature. Several relationships in
the proposed model have been previously explored in the literature; however, this study
aims to clarify any incongruence’s that have been highlighted previously in this chapter.
Further, several proposed relationships have not been quantitatively tested or explored
in the three countries that will be investigated.
2.4

Conclusion

Globalisation has been discussed extensively in the current chapter. The research
suggested several divergent perspectives as to what is the appropriate strategy for global
brands. Previous research investigating global brand attitudes has been minimal and
inconsistent; a better understanding of consumers’ global brand attitude was important.
The review identified several potential antecedents of global brand attitude for
investigation (i.e., global company attitude, global consumption orientation, perceived
global brand value, consumer ethnocentrism, cosmopolitanism and materialism). These
were included in the suggested model that was shown in Figure 2.2. The following
Chapter describes the approach taken to obtain and explore the suggested model.
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CHAPTER THREE

The Research Approach and Methodology

3.0

Introduction

This chapter outlines and explains the approach used to test the suggested model in three
countries (Germany, Brazil and South Korea).

The justification of the research

approach taken is described in Section 3.1, while in Section 3.2 the model is briefly
described. In Section 3.3, the items used to measure the various constructs are outlined,
while in Section 3.4 the collection of data, the survey method and the translation
approach used are described. In Section 3.5, the populations sampled are outlined, the
sample sizes obtained are discussed and the samples’ background characteristics are
presented, while the data analysis procedures used to examine the obtained data are
described in Section 3.6. Finally, Section 3.7 provides some concluding comments.
3.1

Justification of Research Approach

There is a long debate in the literature on the merits of qualitative versus quantitative
research methods for investigating social phenomena (Long, White, Friedman and
Brazeal, 2000).

Qualitative researchers argue that quantitative research neglects

important social and psychological complexities of the human being (e.g., Anderson,
1983; Firat, 1987), puts too much emphasis on quantitative evidence of social
phenomena (e.g., Burrell and Morgan, 1979; Fullerton, 1987), fails to take into account
historical context and the ever evolving social make-up of society (e.g., Fullerton, 1987;
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Kumcu, 1987), and is more appropriate for theory testing versus theory development
(e.g., Anderson, 1983; Deshpande,1983).
Quantitative researchers argue that qualitative studies neglect reliability of the results
(Long et al., 2000), limits the generalisability of the results to other contexts, are
subjective, are constructed from the individual’s point-of-view (Sen, 1993), and the
parameters are limited to the single position (Long et al., 2000). Though the arguments
made by both sides are valid and both approaches are necessary for exploring social
phenomena, this research project explored several proposed relationships quantitatively.
Section 3.2 briefly discusses the suggested model.
3.2

Investigating the Suggested Model

The literature review in the Chapter Two suggested a series of antecedents to global
brand attitude, which led to the research model shown in Figure 2.2. The various
hypotheses outlined in Chapter Two, from which this model was derived, are
summarised in Table 3.1. The next section discusses the measures used to investigate
the suggested model.
Table 3.1: The Hypotheses Examined in the Present Study
H1: Consumers who have a more positive global company attitude will have a more positive
global brand attitude.
H2: Consumers who have more a positive attitude toward global consumption will have a more
positive global brand attitude.
H3: Consumers who have more positive perceptions of the value of global brands will have a
more positive global brand attitude.
H4: More ethnocentric consumers will have a more negative global company attitude.
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Table 3.1 The Hypotheses Examined in the Present Study Continued
H5: More ethnocentric consumers will perceive the value of global brands to be lower.
H6: More ethnocentric will have a more negative attitude toward global consumption
orientation.
H7: Consumers who are more cosmopolitan will have a more positive global company attitude.
H8: Consumers who are more cosmopolitan will have a more positive attitude toward global
consumption orientation.
H9: Consumers who are more cosmopolitan will perceive the value of global brands to be
higher.
H10: Consumers who are more materialistic will have a more positive global company attitude.
H11: Consumers who are more materialistic will have a more positive attitude toward global
consumption orientation.
H12: Consumers who are more materialistic will perceive the value of global brands to be
higher.

3.3 The Measures Used
The scales that were used to measure the various constructs were chosen from a range of
disciplines, including social psychology, marketing, management and cultural studies
(e.g., Cleveland and Laroche, 2007; Richins and Dawson, 1992; Shimp and Sharma,
1987; Sweeney and Soutar, 2001; Tajfel and Turner, 1979). Where possible, scales
were used that had been found to have good measurement properties across a number of
cultures and/or countries. The use of multiple-item scales was preferred because they
allowed for a better assessment of reliability and validity than single-item measures
(Dillon, Madden and Firtle, 1994). In several cases, the scales were modified to fit the
present context in which consumers’ attitude towards global brands was being studied
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(e.g., perceived value, and the global consumption orientation construct).
3.3.1

The Global Brand Attitude Scale

Global brand attitude can be defined as a predisposition to respond in a favourable or an
unfavourable manner towards a brand that is sold in a number of countries and is
perceived by consumers to be global (Steenkamp et al., 2003). Several studies have
investigated global brand attitudes using multiple items about multiple recognised
global brands, with anchor points ranging from a negative opinion to a positive opinion.
For example, Alden et al. (2006) measured South Koreans’ attitudes toward several
global brands using good/bad and negative/positive anchor points, while other
researchers used same approach to measure foreign brand attitude (e.g., Batra et al.,
2000; Reardon, Miller, Vida and Kim, 2004).
Business Week Interbrand’s (2007) annual top 100 global brands survey was used to
choose six global products (Coke Coca Cola soft drink, Nike running shoes, Sony
colour televisions, Nestle Quick chocolate milk drink, Toyota Camry and Nokia mobile
phone). These brands were selected as they came from various parts of the world (e.g.
Coke came from the U.S., Toyota came from Japan and Nestle came from Switzerland)
to mitigate potential negative attitudes towards U.S. global brands, which make up a
majority of the Interbrand list. On a 7-point scale, respondents were asked to indicate
whether they had a negative opinion (1) to a positive opinion (7) of each of the six
chosen brands.
3.3.2

The Global Consumption Orientation Scale

Global consumption orientation can be defined as the orientation (global, local or
glocal) a consumer has toward global consumer goods (Alden et al., 2006). As
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previously noted, Alden et al. (2006) argued consumers’ attitude toward global
consumption varies along a global-hybrid-local dimension.

They measured global

consumption orientation by asking people to pick one of four possible options (a global
preference, a hybrid preference, a local preference or a not interested option) in four
consumption categories (lifestyle, entertainment, furnishings and clothing). Two of the
consumptions domains (lifestyle and entertainment) were included in the present study.
As one of the study’s objectives was to replicate and extent their study, a “brand
domain” was added based on Alden et al.’s (2006) suggestion that a more general
consumption domain was needed. Table 3.2 shows the items that were used to measure
global consumption orientation in the present study.
Table 3.2: The Global Consumption Orientation Items
The Lifestyle Domain
1.

It is important for me to have a lifestyle that I think is similar to the lifestyle of
consumers in many countries around the world, rather than one that is more unique to
or traditional in (country - e.g., Germany).

2.

I try to blend a lifestyle that is considered unique to or traditional in (country - e.g.,
Germany) with one that I think is similar to the lifestyle of consumers in many
countries around the world.

3.

It is more important for me to have a lifestyle that is unique to or traditional in
(country - e.g., Germany) rather than one that I think is similar to the lifestyle of
consumers in many countries around the world.

4.

To be honest, I do not find the typical lifestyle in (country - e.g., Germany) or the
lifestyles of consumers in other countries very interesting.

The Entertainment Domain
1.

I enjoy entertainment that I think is popular in many countries around the world more
than traditional forms of entertainment that are popular in my own country.

2.

While I like entertainment that I think is popular in many countries around the world, I
also enjoy traditional forms of entertainment that are popular in my own country.

3.

Entertainment that is traditional in my own country is more enjoyable to me than
entertainment that I think is popular in many countries around the world.

4.

To be honest, most entertainment, whether from my own traditional culture or from
other countries, is boring to me.
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Table 3.2: The Global Consumption Orientation Items Continued
The Brand Domain
1.

I prefer to buy brands that I think are popular in many countries around the world
rather than brands traditionally purchased in my country.

2.

It is not difficult for me to alternate or mix brand choices so that I purchase brands that
are traditionally popular in my own country, as well as brands that I think are popular
in many countries around the world.

3.

I would rather buy brands that are traditionally popular in my own country than brands
that I think are popular with consumers in many countries around the world.

4.

It doesn’t matter whether you’re talking about traditional brands from my country or
brands that are preferred by consumers in other countries, I am not interested in
buying name brands.

Responses were based on a pick-one out of each group of four options.

Multiple correspondence analysis (MCA), which is a non-metric or categorical principal
components analysis approach, was used in prior research to measure the global
consumption orientation construct with data collected in this way (Alden et al., 2006;
Adbi and Valentin, 2007). Consequently, this approach was also used to analyse the
data collected in this part of the questionnaire.
3.3.3

The Perceived Global Brand Value Scale

Perceived value was defined as a “consumer’s overall assessment of the utility of a
product (or service) based on perceptions of what is received and what is given”
(Zeithaml, 1988, p. 14).

Perceived value has been measured as a unidimensional

construct and as a multidimensional construct. When measured as a unidimensional
scale, perceived value is usually based on the quality-price relationship and defined as a
value-for-money construct (e.g., Dodds, Monroe and Grewal, 1987; Bolton and Drew,
1991; Kerin et al, 1992; Sweeney et al., 1999; Baker et al., 2002). Other unidimensional
aspects of perceived value have been suggested, such as affective value (Li et al., 1994)
and price fairness (Oh, 2003). However, several researchers have suggested perceived
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value is not as simple as a trade-off between quality and price (e.g., Schechter, 1984,
Bolton and Drew, 1991).
Sheth et al. (1991b) argued consumer choice is a multifaceted process influenced by
various aspects of value (functional value, emotional value, social value, epistemic
value and conditional value). Subsequently, Sweeney and Soutar (2001) developed the
PERVAL scale that measures the functional (quality and value for money), social, and
emotional aspects of value. However, the scale’s quality items reflect a durable goods
context and may not be applicable when measuring the perceived value of global
brands. Consequently, three of Dodd et al.’s (1991) quality items were adapted and
used to measure this value aspect in the present study because of their more general
phrasing.
Lin, Sher and Shih (2005) recommended the use of a first-order reflective, second-order
formative perceived value model. They suggested the first order subscales reflect giveget components that form a second-order overall formative value construct.
Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer (2001) have provided guidelines for developing a firstorder reflective, second-order formative model and these were used in the present study.
Two overall value items were included to allow a second-order formative model to be
used. Table 3.3 list the perceived value items included in the present study.
Table 3.3: The Perceived Global Brand Value Items
Overall Value
1.

Well known international brands provide good overall value.

2.

International brands are well known for their overall value.

Emotional Value a
3.

Buying well known international brands makes me feel good.

4.

I get pleasure from buying well known international brands.

5.

I enjoy buying well known international brands.
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Table 3.3: The Perceived Global Brand Value Items Continued
Value for Money a
6.

Well known international brands offer good value for money.

7.

Well known international brands are generally reasonably priced.

8.

Well known international brands are good products for the price.

Social Value a
9.

The way I am perceived is improved when I buy well known international brands.

10.

Buying well known international brands makes me feel acceptable.

11.

I make a good impression on other people when I buy well known international brands.

Perceived Quality b
12.

Well known international brands are dependable products.

13.

Well known international brands are durable products.

14.

Well known international brands are high quality products.

a

Items were adapted from Sweeney and Soutar’s (2001) PERVAL scale.

b

Items were adapted from Dodds et al.’s (1991) scale.

Responses were based on a 7-point Likert-type scale, anchored by strongly disagree (1) and
strongly agree (7) end-points.

3.3.4

The Global Company Attitude Scale

Global company attitude is a predisposition for consumers to respond toward global
companies in a favourable or unfavourable manner. Osgood, Suci, and Tanenbaum
(1957) developed the semantic differential scale, which is a series of bipolar adjectives,
and this has become the most popular way to measure attitude, including brand attitude
(Himmelfarb, 1993).

For example, Krishnan and Smith (1998) used three bipolar

adjectives (good, bad; unpleasant, pleasant; favourable, unfavourable) to measure
respondents’ attitude towards a soft drink brand, while Batra and Homer (2004) used
three semantic differential items (good/bad; favourable, unfavourable; positive,
negative) when studying endorsement. Similar scales have been used to investigate
attitude towards product categories (Batra et al., 2000), post advertisement exposure
(Batra and Ray, 1986) and foreign brands (Reardon et al., 2005).
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Additionally, such

bipolar adjective scales have been shown to have good measurement properties (Alden
et al., 2006; Batra et al, 2000; Reardon et al., 2004). Respondents in the present study
were asked to express their attitude toward global companies using four semantic
differentials

(harmful/beneficial,

negative/positive,

worthless/valuable,

and

unfavourable/favourable) using a 7-point format.
3.3.5

The Cosmopolitanism Scale

Cosmopolitans are people who travel, engage with people from various cultures and
who provide a doorway into the ‘other’ cultures (Hannerz, 1992). Such people desire
consumption experiences that revolve around being a part of a global consumer culture
(Alden et al., 1999). Baughn and Yaprak (1996) attempted to measure cosmopolitanism
by adopting Caligiuri’s (1992) international orientation scale. However, the scale’s
reliability (0.66) was below the suggested 0.70 minimum level (Hair et al., 2006). Alden
et al. (2006) used the same scale, but did not report the scale’s reliability.
Dye (1963) used a “Local-Cosmopolitanism Scale” to discriminate between locals and
cosmopolitans by measuring people’s involvement in their local community, the scale of
their social experience and their respect for local or national celebrities. Earl and
Cvetkovich (1997) developed a cosmopolitanism scale in a risk management context,
while Robinson and Zill’s (1997) cosmopolitanism scale focused on broad cultural
issues, such as people’s attitudes towards modern art. None of these scales provided
reliability scores and all were felt to be too long for the present study.
Cannon et al. (1994) developed a cosmopolitan scale that tested consumers’ globalcosmopolitan, local-cosmopolitan, global-parochial and local-parochial orientations.
However, they found very poor reliabilities for all of the factors (0.17, 0.04, 0.15, and
0.58, respectively). Several follow-up studies in a number of countries (U.S., South
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Korea, Ukraine and Turkey) also suggested the scales had poor internal consistency
(Yoon, Cannon and Yaprak, 1995; 1996; Yoon, 1998), which did not support the
construct being used in the present study.
Recently, Cleveland and Laroche (2007) developed an eleven-item cosmopolitanism
scale and found it had good reliability (α = 0.90). Cleveland et al. (2009) used this
cosmopolitan construct when examining acculturation to a global consumer culture in
eight countries (Canada, Mexico, Greece, South Korea, Hungary, India, Chile and
Sweden), finding acceptable reliabilities in seven of the countries, with the various
coefficient alphas ranging from 0.76 to 0.91. However, the reliability in South Korea (α
= 0.65) was below the suggested minimum 0.70 level (Hair et al., 2006).

The

translation-back-translation method (Brislin, 1976; Mullen, 1995) was not used in their
study and this may have confounded respondents’ interpretation of the items, affecting
reliability in South Korea. While there are some issues with their scale, no appropriate
alternative could be found. Consequently, their eleven-item scale, which is shown in
Table 3.4, was used in the present study.
Table 3.4: The Cosmopolitan Scale Items
1.

I am interested in learning more about people who live in other countries.

2.

I like to learn about other ways of life.

3.

I enjoy being with people from other countries to learn about their unique views and
approaches.

4.

I like to try restaurants that offer food that is different from that in my own culture.

5.

I enjoy exchanging ideas with people from other cultures or countries.

6.

I like to observe people of other cultures, to see what I can learn from them.

7.

I enjoy trying foreign food.

8.

Coming into contact with people of other cultures has greatly benefited me.

9.

When it comes to trying new things, I am very open.

10.

When travelling, I like to immerse myself in the culture of the people I am visiting.

11.

I find people from other cultures stimulating.

Responses were based on a 7-point Likert-type scale, anchored by strongly disagree (1)
and strongly agree (7).
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3.3.6

The Materialism Scale

Richins and Dawson (1992, p. 308) defined materialism as a “set of centrally held
beliefs about the importance of possessions” in a person’s life and developed an
eighteen-item three-factor (success, centrality and happiness) materialism values scale
that had sound measurement properties in U.S. settings. However, Griffin, Babin and
Christensen (2004) found the scale did not generalise well to Russia or to France and
that only a refined model had good measurement properties in Denmark. They found a
refined success and happiness construct had reasonable cross-cultural measurement
properties in Russia and France, but the Russian results suggested the scale did not have
full measurement equivalence.

A nine-item shortened scale was subsequently

developed by Richins (2004), who reported that the scale had good reliability (α = 0.84).
Belk (1985) also developed a widely used materialism scale. However, it seems to have
inconsistent measurement properties and scale consistency issues (Richins and Dawson,
1992). Consequently, despite concerns about its cross-cultural equivalence, Richins and
Dawson’s (1992) 18-item three-factor scale, which is shown in Table 3.5, was used in
the present study. As previous research has suggested a potential lack of cross-cultural
generalisability, it was seen as important to use the full scale in cultures that had not
been previously studied (South Korea and Brazil in this case).
Table 3.5: The Materialism Scale Items
Success
1.
2.
3.

I admire people who own expensive homes, cars, and clothes.
Some of the most important achievements in life include acquiring material
possessions.
I think the amount of material objects people own is a sign of success.

4.

The things I own say a lot about how well I’m doing in life.

5.
6.

I like to own things that impress people.
I pay attention to the material objects other people own.

60

Table 3.5: The Materialism Items Continued
Centrality
1.

I usually buy more than what I need.

2.

I am not worried about keeping life simple, as far as possessions are concerned.

3.

The things I own are very important to me.

4.

I enjoy spending money on things that aren’t practical.

5.

Buying things gives me a lot of pleasure.

6.

I like a lot of luxury in my life.

7.

I put more emphasis on material things than most people I know.

Happiness
1.

I don’t yet have all the things I really need to enjoy life.

2.

My life would be better if I owned certain things I don’t have.

3.

I would be happier if I owned nicer things.

4.

I'd be happier if I could afford to buy more things.

5.

It sometimes bothers me quite a bit that I can't afford to buy all the things I'd like.

Responses were based on a 7-point Likert-type scale, anchored by strongly disagree (1)
and strongly agree (7).

3.3.7

The Consumer Ethnocentrism Scale

Consumer ethnocentrism can be defined as person’s belief about the appropriateness
and morality of purchasing foreign made products (Shimp & Sharma, 1987). Shimp and
Sharma (1987) developed the seventeen-item consumer ethnocentrism scale, which
seems to have cross-cultural validity (e.g., Durvasula, Andrews and Netemeyer, 1997;
Hult, Keillor and Lafferly, 1999; Luque-Martinez, Ibaniz-Zapata and del Barrio-Garcia,
2000). Several studies have used a shortened ten-item CETSCALE, which is shown in
Table 3.6 and has been found to be reliable across cultures (e.g., Cleveland et al., 2009;
Lindquist et al., 2001; Netemeyer, Durvasula, and Lichtenstein, 1991; Steenkamp and
Baumgartner, 1998). This scale was used in the present study because it was shorter and
had consistent cross-cultural measurement properties.
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Table 3.6: Consumer Ethnocentrism Scale Items
1.

Only those products that are unavailable in (country – e.g. Germany) should be
imported.

2.

(Country – e.g. German) products, first, last, and foremost.

3.

Purchasing foreign-made products is un-(nationality – e.g. German)

4.

It is not right to purchase foreign-made products because it puts (nationalities - e.g.
Germans) out of work.

5.

A real (nationality – e.g. German) should always buy (country – e.g. German) made
products.

6.

We should purchase products manufactured in (country – e.g. Germany) instead of
letting other countries get rich off of us.

7.

(Nationalities – e.g. Germans) should not buy foreign products, because this hurts
(country – e.g. German) business and causes unemployment.

8.

It may cost me in the long run but I prefer to support (country – e.g. German)
products.

9.

We should buy from foreign countries only those products we cannot obtain within
our own country.

10.

(Nationality – e.g. German) consumers who purchase products made in other
countries are responsible for putting their fellow (nationality – e.g. Germans) out of
work.

Responses were based on a 7-point Likert-type scale, anchored by strongly disagree(1) and
strongly agree (7).

3.4

Collection of the Data

The data used in the present study were collected as part of a large cross-cultural
consumer study supported by an Australian Research Council Linkage Grant in
association with Tourism WA. The relevant data from three countries (Germany, Brazil
and South Korea) was used to test the proposed model shown in Figure 2.2. Budgetary
constraints and questionnaire size meant samples were restricted to approximately 200
in each country.
Online Questionnaire Design
An on-line questionnaire administered by a commercial market research firm was used
to collect the data. They key issues that led to the on-line decision were anonymity,
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convenience, response times, response rates, data completeness, data accuracy, costs,
and new populations. Each of these issues is discussed in greater length in subsequent
paragraphs.
1) Anonymity is greater in online surveys and they avoid social and interviewer bias
(Epstein, Klinkenberg, Wiley and McKinley, 2001; Knapp and Kirk, 2003;
Smith and Leigh, 1997). This sense of anonymity allows respondents to disclose
more than they might otherwise (Buchanan, 2000). However, respondents can
be concerned about the security of their information (Couper, Blair, and Triplett,
1999) and that their responses might be used for direct marketing, list-building,
credit rating or fund raising purposes (Bowers, 1998). Professional research
firms, however, have a code of ethics that prevents such outcomes and panel
members are informed of this condition.

2) The convenience of an online survey is a benefit because people can respond
from their own homes. Additionally, response times for electronic surveys are
generally better than for paper surveys (Couper, Traugott, and Lamias, 2001).
3) Response rates may to be different for electronic surveys (e.g., Sproull and
Kiesler, 1986; Truell, Bartlett, and Alexander, 2002). However, there has been
some contradiction in obtained results. Crawford, Couper, and Lamias (2001)
found students at the same University who were asked about identical topics had
an online response rate of 35% and a paper-based response rate of 42%, whereas
McCabe, Butterfield and Trevino (2006) found students had an average online
response rate of 34% and a paper-based response rate of 26%. The contradictory
results mean it is unclear which method is likely to lead to a higher response
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rate, but that differences are likely to be minor.
4) Data collected online has fewer missing values because electronic surveys can be
checked as people respond (Truell, 2003; Truell, et al., 2002). This is an obvious
benefit of online surveys, as missing data can reduce the usable number of
responses significantly (Duray, Ward, Milligan and Berry, 2000; Kathuria, 2000)
and the budgetary constraints of the present study meant large samples could not
be obtained.
5) Data collected online is often more accurate than data collected by mail (Boyer,
Hallowell and Roth, 2002; Klassen and Jacobs, 2001), due to the technology
used to automatically track and tabulate surveys. This helps eliminate data entry
errors and ensures better quality of data.
6) The internet has provided researchers with a low cost alternative to mail surveys
(Boyer et al., 2002). Schleyer and Forrest (2000) found a 38% reduction of cost
when an electronic survey was used for data collection. However, the start-up
costs of implementing an electronic survey can be prohibitive until efficient
scales are achieved, after which costs are less than for a mail survey (Couper et
al., 1999). The use of a professional research firm helped reduce set up costs as
they had the expertise needed to construct online surveys efficiently.
7) Technology has allowed researchers to access people who would have been
prohibitively costly to reach previously, although it may limit access to those
without Internet access. Consequently, international research has become more
affordable as people can be targeted in different countries (Schmidt, 1997).
However, Internet users are limited in some countries and in others they may

64

find unsolicited emails intrusive and annoying, typically deleting such emails
before it has been read and treating it as “spam” (Mehta and Sivadas, 1995).
This potential problem was eliminated in the present study by using a
professional survey company that had an online panels in each country whose
members had agreed to participate and, in turn, were paid (in points) for their
time. The limitation of the sample to those with Internet access is discussed
further in the final chapter of this thesis.
In conclusion, an online questionnaire was used to provide respondents with anonymity,
increased convenience, and has faster response times, while providing potentially better
response rates, gives better data accuracy and technological efficiencies. Consequently,
the data collection process was streamlined and potential costs reduced through the use
of an online survey, enabling data to be collected in countries that would have been
difficult to include in the present study using other data collection processes, given the
budget available for the study.
Survey Design
An email was sent from the research company to panel members who fitted
predetermined criteria based on permanent residency of their country and being an adult
between 18 and 65. The email asked potential respondents to answer a questionnaire
about consumer behaviour and attitudes toward global brands. Once the website link in
the email was selected, the potential respondents read a cover letter that provided the
information required by the UWA ethics committee. Respondents chose to continue by
selecting the start button, which took them to the appropriate country questionnaire.
The final questionnaires had several sections (Appendix A). Each questionnaire
followed the same sequence, initially asking several screening questions (age, gender
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and permanent residency). The next section focused on the constructs in the relevant
model. The original scales had various response categories (e.g., five or seven point
scale formats). To limit potential confusion and to prevent a lack of consistency in the
data, most all of the scales were based on a seven-point Likert-type scale (anchored
from ‘Strongly Disagree’ to ‘Strongly Agree’), with the exception of global
consumption orientation, global company attitude and, the global brand attitude and the
descriptive questions.

Further, the items for each set of constructs followed a

randomised order.
Since this questionnaire was also used as part of a larger study, several other sets of
questions that were not used in the present study were included the questionnaire. The
final section asked about the respondent’s background, including the country in which
they were born, income and postal code.
Translation and Language
It was necessary to translate the survey for the German, Brazilian and South Korean
respondents. The translation-back-translation method was used to ensure accuracy
(Brislin, 1976; Mullen, 1995). The questionnaire, which was written originally in
English, was given to professional bilinguals who translated it into the appropriate
country’s language (German, Portuguese and Korean). Once the translation was
completed, other professional bilinguals translated the questionnaire back into English.
All of the discrepancies were carefully inspected and the researchers worked with the
translators to fix discrepancies to ensure translation equivalence (Brislin, 1976; Mullen,
1995).
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3.5

The Sample

Opinion World, a commercial survey firm, recruited adult respondents in Germany,
Brazil and South Korea from online panels in each country. A quota of 200 completed
surveys was set for each country due to budget constraints, as the sampling company
charged a fee for each respondent. As was noted earlier, emails were used to recruit
Panel members, who were paid to complete the survey in “points” that can be used
toward online purchases. As can be seen in Table 3.7, 197 responses were obtained in
South Korea and 209 responses were obtained in Germany and in Brazil.
Samples were chosen to reflect age (18 years to 60 years), gender and socio-economic
conditions in each country. As can be seen in Table 3.7, each sample was similar in
age, with South Korea being slightly younger (m = 38) than Germany and Brazil (m =
39) and the gender composition was similar across the three countries (Germany = 48%;
Brazil = 48%; South Korea = 49%). All of the respondents were permanent residents
and a high percentage of the respondents were also born in their home country.
Table 3.7: Some Background Information

Male (%)
Age Mean
(SD)
Born in country (%)

Germany
(n = 209)

Brazil
(n=209)

South Korea
(n = 197)

49

48

49

39
(11)

39
(11)

38
(11)

98

99

99

As can be seen in Table 3.8, the German sample had a relatively even spread across
income bands (collapsed for ease of interpretation), with the highest proportion of the
sample (29%) falling in the low end of the income band (< € 20,000), however 18% did
not report their income, which may have made the distribution more even. The Brazil
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sample had a high proportion of middle-income respondents (27% in the R$ 2.0013.000 band).

The South Korean sample had a high proportion of middle-income

respondents (34% in the 36M - 59.9M KRW band).
Table 3.8: Income
Germany
(EUR)

N

%

Brazil (BRL)

N

%

< € 20,000

60

29

< R $300

3

1

€ 20,000 –
29,999

34

16

R $301- 1.000

15

€ 30,000 –
39,999

27

12

R $1,0012.000

€ 40,000 –
49,999

21

10

€ 50,000 –
59,999

8

> € 60,000
No response

South Korea
(KRW)

N

%

< ₩ 11.9M

24

13

8

₩ 12M 35.9M

38

20

49

23

₩ 36M 59.9M

66

34

R $2,001 –
3.000

57

27

₩ 60M 83.9M

31

16

5

R $3,001 –
4.250

43

21

₩ 84M 108M

10

5

22

10

> R $4.251

44

20

> ₩ 108M

10

5

37

18

No response

0

0

No response

18

7

The three countries were selected as they are from different regions of the world have
different levels of development, and have very different cultures, as can be seen in Table
3.9, which provides information on Hofstede’s (1983) four cultural values, namely:
•

Uncertainty avoidance, which is the extent to which an individual deals with
ambiguity or uncertainty in unknown situations.

Individuals from low

uncertainty avoidance societies are more tolerant of different opinions from their
own culture and are more accepting of different cultures. Whereas, individuals
from high uncertainty avoidance countries prefer to minimise any unstructured
situations and are less likely to be tolerant of different opinions and cultures.
•

Individualism, which is the extent to which people expected to look out for
themselves and their own family. Individualist societies are expected to look
after him/herself and his/her immediate family. Whereas, collectivist societies
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integrate into strong cohesive in-groups and are highly loyal to that group.
•

Power distance, which is the extent to which less powerful individuals deal with
and/or accept how power is distributed unequally in their society or organisation.
High power distance societies accept the position in life, whereas low power
distance societies attempted to minimise the difference between the top and
bottom of society.

•

Masculinity, which is a measure of men’s and women’s sex roles in a society.
Societies low in masculinity tend to be modest, caring and the value between
men and women are minimal. Whereas high masculine societies the values
between men and women are distinguishable.
Table 3.9: Hofstede's Dimension Scores

Country

Uncertainty
Avoidance

Individualism

Power Distance

Masculinity

Germany

56

67

35

65

Brazil

76

38

69

49

South Korea

85

18

60

39

As can be seen in Table 3.9, Germany is relatively high on individualism and
masculinity and low on power distance.

Brazil is relatively high on uncertainty

avoidance and power distance and low on individualism. South Korea is relatively high
on uncertainty avoidance and low on individualism. Further they differ in their level of
development with Germany being an established developed country, South Korea being
relatively newly developed and Brazil is a developing nation.
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3.6

The Data Analysis Approach

The data were analysed in a variety of ways, including computing descriptive statistics
for each construct, undertaking exploratory factor analysis to better understand the
materialism and perceived global brand value constructs, confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) for each construct and estimating the structural model that was shown in Chapter
2, Figure 2.2.
The suggested model has three exogenous variables (cosmopolitanism, consumer
ethnocentrism and materialism), three mediating variables (global consumption
orientation, perceived global brand value and global company attitude) and a dependent
variable (global brand attitude). As there were a number of exogenous and endogenous
latent constructs, structural equation modelling (SEM) procedures were used to estimate
the model. As Hair et al. (2006) has noted, structural equation models are distinguished
in three major ways, namely:
•

Multiple and interrelated dependence relationships can be estimated
Theory and past research drove the dependent and independent relationships
included in the suggested models. For example, in Alden et al.’s (2006) study,
aspects of cosmopolitanism and materialism influenced global consumption
orientation, which, in turn, influenced global brand attitude. Consequently, there
were multiple and interrelated dependencies in the suggested models.

•

Latent constructs can be used
While the global consumption orientation construct was measured by a single
indicator (obtained through multiple correspondence analysis), all other latent
constructs in the suggested model were measured through several indicators.
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• The Model is defined before undertaking a confirmatory procedure
A model should be driven by theory and prior research that suggests appropriate
relationships between the constructs and may suggest modifications to such
relationships. In this case, the suggested model was defined in an a priori sense.
Hair et al. (2006) also noted that SEM procedures need larger samples than many other
multivariate techniques and that four primary factors influence the sample required.
These factors are discussed in subsequent sections.
1. The nature of multivariate distribution. Hair et al. (2006) noted that, the more
data deviates from multivariate normality, the greater is the sample size needed
to obtain stable parameters. Previous research has shown the constructs used in
this study were normal in a number of countries.
2. The estimation technique used. Maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) is the
most commonly used SEM estimation procedure (Hair et al., 2006).

This

approach has been used with sample as small as 50, although samples of 100 to
150 are seen as more appropriate and Hoelter (1983) suggested 200 is an ideal
sample. However, caution is needed if the sample exceeds 400, as many of the
goodness of fit indices are sensitive to sample size (Marsh, Balla & McDonald,
1988; Tanaka, 1987). Consequently, samples in the 150 to 400 range are often
used in SEM estimation (Hair et al., 2006).
3. The complexity of the model being estimated. Hair et al. (2006) noted that larger
samples are needed when models are more complex, which can be because:
a. The model has many constructs, which require more parameters to be
estimated.
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b. The model has constructs with very few indicator variables, whereas if there
are more indicators provided the tests are more precise.

However, the

greater the number of indicators, the more parameters there are to be
estimated.
c. A multiple group analysis was undertaken, as each group must have a
reasonable number of observations and more parameters are estimated in a
multiple group analysis than are estimated in a single group analysis.
4. Missing Data. Missing data can complicate estimation as observations are often
removed from the analysis to fix the missing data problem (Hair et al., 2006).
Consequently, care must be taken to minimise missing data. This was one of the
reasons for using an online data collection procedure that required respondents
to answer all of the items, ensuring missing data was not an issue in the present
study.
As was noted earlier, the suggested model estimated in the present study had seven
constructs. Assuming an underlying multivariate normal distribution and the use of a
maximum likelihood estimation procedure, a sample of approximately 200 in the three
countries was deemed adequate and this was the number of responses targeted in each
case.
Model Identification
Hess (2001) suggested a number of conditions researchers should consider to assess
potential identification issues in a suggested model. The suggested conditions increase
in complexity, where if the first condition is not met, the next condition should be
considered.

Initially, a diagram of the model should be drawn and the constructs

categorised into exogenous and endogenous variables; after which the number of
constructs in each group can be counted. The hierarchal conditions are, as follows;
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1. Examine the order condition, which involves counting the endogenous arrows
pointing at a latent construct. If there are more arrows directed at any
endogenous variable than there are exogenous variables, the equation is probably
not identified. If there are sufficient exogenous variables, the model is identified.
2. If the arrows exceed the number of exogenous variables, examine the rank
condition by creating an Φ matrix. The columns describe the restrictions in the
coefficients of the equation and see whether the equation is identified if the Rank
([B Γ] Φ) equals the number of endogenous variables less one.
3. If there is continued difficulty in identifying the model, test to see if the model is
partially recursive, by ensuring it does not have feedback loops. If the model is
partially recursive, make a list for each endogenous construct and, for all of the
unobserved variables that would be expected in the theory to influence each
construct. If the lists do not overlap, then the disturbance terms can be assumed
to be uncorrelated. If the system is recursive, it is identified.
4. If these steps do not solve the identification issue, it is necessary to rethink the
conceptual model.
In the present case, there were three exogenous variables in the model and only three
paths to any construct in the model, which meant first condition was met and the model
was identified and could be safely estimated.
conditions do not need to be explored.
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Consequently, suggesting that other

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)
When estimating a model, it is important to ensure the construct validity of the latent
constructs in the model. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is generally used to make
such assessments (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988). As the suggested model had a number
of latent constructs, CFA was used to assess the measurement properties before the
structural model was estimated. A majority of the scales had been used in previous
research undertaken within countries and cross-culturally and had proven reliability and
convergent validity. However, because the present context was new, their measurement
properties were re-assessed.

Additionally, it has been suggested that a constructs’

measurement invariance should be tested when conducting cross-cultural research
(Steenkamp and Baumgartner, 1998) and this also required the use of CFA procedures.
As was previously noted, data were collected in three countries (Germany, Brazil and
South Korea). Consequently, using Germany as the focal country, a multiple group
analysis approach was used to examine the model’s generalisability across these very
different countries.
3.6.1 Stages of Analysis
The data analysis was undertaken in a sequential manner, which is described in the
following sections.
Stage one: Pre-Analysis Data-Examination and Data Preparation
An initial examination of the data is a crucial step in understanding the characteristics of
obtained data. When conducting multivariate analyses, an in-depth understanding of the
data helps specify and refine the multivariate model. Hair et al. (2006) suggests four
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phases when examining data in this way and these phases were undertaken in the
present study, namely:
1.

A graphical examination of the data was used to interpret the variables’
distributions.

2.

Missing data was examined to see if it had an impact and, if any variables were
affected by missing data.

3.

Outliers were identified to determine their impact.

4.

The data were examined to see if the statistical assumptions needed for the
multivariate techniques that were to be used were met.

Stage Two: Validating the Measures and the Model
An exploratory factor analysis was undertaken to explore the materialism and perceived
global brand value constructs’ dimensionality. Previous research investigating
materialism produced mixed results as to the relevance of the three suggested
dimensions. Further, it was unclear whether the perceived global brand value construct
would have the same dimensions in the present context. Consequently, exploratory
factory analysis was undertaken to explore the two constructs’ dimensionality in
Germany (the focal country). Following the suggestions made by Hair et al. (2006), it
was decided:
1. Only factors with eigenvalues equal to or greater than one would be considered
significant.
2. Only items with factor loading equal to or greater than 0.50 would be considered
to have loaded onto a factor.
3. The retained factors should account for at least 60% of the total variance in the
data.
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4. Retained items should have communalities that were greater than 0.50.
5. Items with cross-loadings should be deleted.
Once dimensionality was established, the more stringent CFA tests were used for these
constructs as well.
An appropriate examination of the constructs and the measurement model is crucial to
developing and assessing a structural model (Hair et al., 2006). Hence, the constructs
and the measurement model were evaluated prior to estimating the structural model.
Anderson and Gerbing (1988) have recommended such a two-step approach, which was
used in the present study as it has several benefits.

First, it allows tests of the

significance for all of the pattern coefficients. Second, it provides information as to
whether the structural model is likely to have an acceptable fit.
Evaluating the Constructs
In the first stage of the modelling process, the measurement properties of each of the
constructs included in the model (i.e., unidimensionality, reliability and convergent
validity) were examined using confirmatory factor analysis. Unidimensionality was
tested by examining each of the construct’s goodness-of-fit, assuming each of the
relevant indicator variables were related to that construct (Hair et al., 2006).
Unidimensionality can be assumed if the suggested “model” is a good fit to the obtained
data (Bagozzi, 1994).
Assessing Goodness-of-Fit
Goodness-of-fit (GOF) indices fall into three general groups (i.e., absolute measures,
incremental measures, and parsimony fit measures). Absolute fit indices provide an
assessment of how well a specified model fits the data by comparing an estimated and
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an observed variance-covariance matrix (e.g., the Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI), the Root
Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) and the Normed χ2 statistic).
Incremental fit indices assess how well a specified model fits the data relative to a
alternative baseline model (e.g., the Normed Fit Index (NFI), the Comparative Fit Index
(CFI) and the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI)). Parsimony fit indices provide information as
to which model from a set of competing models is the best fit (Williams and Holahan,
1994). However, these indices are not useful when investigating a single model. Hair et
al. (2006) recommend reporting at least one incremental index and one absolute index,
in addition to the χ2 statistic, as the χ2 statistic is sensitive to sample size, while Kline
(1998) recommends reporting at least four fit indices. The fit indices used in the present
study were:
•

The Normed Chi Square statistic, which is an absolute fit measure computed
by dividing the χ2 statistic by the model’s degrees of freedom (Jöreskog, 1970).
Typically, a ratio of three or less is seen as suggesting a good fit (Hair et al.,
2006).

•

The Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI) is an absolute fit index based on the squared
residuals between predicted and actual values. GFI values range from 0 to 1,
with values higher than 0.90 suggesting a good fit (Hair et al., 2006). The GFI
can be adjusted to take account of a specified model’s complexity. The resulting
AGFI also ranges from 0 to 1 and values above 0.90 suggest a good fitting
model.

•

The Standardised Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) is an absolute
badness-of-fit measure. It is the average difference between predicted and
observed variances and covariances. Like other badness-of-fit measures, the
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closer the value is to zero, the better the fit, with value below 0.08 being seen as
acceptable (Hair et al., 2006).
•

The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) index is an
absolute badness-of-fit measure of the discrepancy between an observed and an
estimated covariance matrix, given the degrees of freedom in the model
(Medsker, Williams, and Holahan, 1994).

The RMSEA index is useful when

sample sizes are large (Rigdon, 1996) and a good fit is suggested when its value
is below 0.08 or, ideally, when its value is below 0.05 (Dion, 2008; Medsker et
al., 1994).
• The Comparative Fit Index (CFI) is an incremental fit index based on the
Normed Fit Index (NFI) (Bentler, 1990) that overcomes sample size effects. The
CFI ranges in value from 0 to 1, with numbers above 0.90 suggesting an
acceptable fit (Dion, 2008; Medsker et al., 1994).
• The Tucker-Lewis Fit Index (TLI) is an incremental fit index that compares a
specified model’s fit to a baseline null model (Tucker and Lewis, 1973). The
TLI is not normed and, hence, its values can fall below 0 or above 1. However,
a good fitting model TFI value ideally has a value above 0.90 (Hulland, Chow,
an Lam, 1996).
Other Measurement Properties
Reliability has often been assessed by computing Cronbach’s (1951) coefficient alpha.
However, following Hair et al.’s (2006) recommendation, Fornell and Larker’s (1981)
composite reliability measure was used in the current study. The measure is computed
by Equation 3.1.
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(∑ standarised loading)
(∑ standarised loading) + ∑ ε
2

Composite Reliability =

3.1,

2

i

where ∑ indicates a sum, i indicates the ith item of the measure and
ε
i represents

the error term of the item i.

Convergent validity can be assumed when a construct’s indicator variables share a high
proportion of their variance (Hair, et al., 2006), which can be assessed through Fornell
and Larker’s (1981) Average Variance Extracted (AVE) coefficient. The measure is
computed by Equation 3.2.

∑ (standarised loading)
∑ (standarised loading) + ∑ ε
2

Average Variance Extracted =

3.2,

2

i

where ∑ indicates a sum, i indicates the ith item of the measure and
ε
i represents

the error term of the item i.

Fornell and Larker (1981) suggested convergent validity can be assumed if a construct
has an AVE score that is greater than 0.50, as there is more information in the construct
than there is noise.
The second stage of the data analysis examined the constructs’ discriminant validity by
comparing the squared correlation between each of the construct pairs with their AVE
scores. If the squared correlation between two constructs is less than the AVE scores of
the individual constructs, discriminant validity can be assumed (Fornell & Larker,
1981).
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Measurement Invariance
The study examined data obtained in three countries (Germany, Brazil and South
Korea). Thus, it was seen as important to determine if respondents in each country had
the same understanding of the constructs. Steenkamp and Baumgartner (1998) have
suggested six kinds of measurement invariance for cross-cultural studies, which they
termed:
•

Configural invariance.

•

Metric invariance.

•

Scalar invariance.

•

Factor covariance invariance.

•

Factor variance invariance.

•

Error covariance invariance.

Configural, metric and scalar invariance can be assessed by estimating a series of nested
models, as each invariance form is nested in the preceding test. Factor covariance,
factor variance and error covariance tests are relevant, depending on the research
questions being asked. Wang and Waller (2006) have provided three rules of thumb to
use when deciding which invariance tests are needed for accomplishing the goals of the
study, namely:
1. Configural invariance is needed when the primary goal of the study is to explore
the basic meaning and structure of a new construct cross-nationally.
2. Partial scalar invariance is required when the primary goal of the study is to
compare construct means across countries.
3. Metric invariance and factor invariance are required when the primary goal of
the study is to test a new construct’s nomological net.
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One of the primary goals of the final study was to test the basic meaning of the structure
of the various scales. Thus, configural and partial metric invariance were required, as
this would suggest the scales had factorial equivalence across the three countries
(Steenkamp and Baumgartner, 1998).
The Measurement Model
Before examining the suggested structural model, the underlying measurement model,
in which each of the constructs was correlated with all of the other constructs, was
estimated.

Bagozzi and Edwards (1998) have suggested the partial-disaggregation

approach, which is compromise between an aggregate and a disaggregate approach, as a
way to estimate SEM models efficiently. The aggregate approach sums all of the
relevant items to obtain a single composite indicator for each construct. However, this
method suffers from loss of information because the distinction between the items is
lost. The disaggregate method uses all of the items as indicators of the relevant factor,
but this method is often affected by error problems (Bagozzi and Foxall, 1996; Bagozzi
and Edwards, 1998). The partial-disaggregation approach randomly combines items to
create two or three composite indicators for each construct (Kim and Jin, 2002),
reducing error issues, but retaining the multiple item approach and, thereby, maximising
the information retained (Bagozzi and Foxall, 1996; Bagozzi and Edwards, 1998).
Consequently, this approach was used in the present study as it reduced the number of
parameters being estimated and, hence, the sample sizes required.
As was noted earlier, multiple correspondence analysis was used to compute a global
consumption orientation score for each respondent. As the construct had only one
indicator item, its measurement properties could not be evaluated in the same way as the
other constructs. Further, the partial disaggregation approach was not meaningful for
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this construct. Consequently,

Jöreskog and Sörbom’s (1993) recommendation about

the use of such constructs was accepted. The construct’s squared standard deviation
was multiplied by 0.15 and this value was used to “fix” its error variance in the
estimated measurement model.
Stage Three: Estimating the Structural Model
In this stage of analysis, the structural model was evaluated. The partial disaggregation
approach and the approach employed to include the global consumption orientation
construct were used in this estimation phase. Model fit was again assessed using the
various fit indices mentioned in the previous section (i.e., Normed Chi Squared statistic,
RMSEA, TLI, CFI, SRMR, GFI and AGFI). Where relevant, model comparisons were
made to understand model differences.

Where this was done, the chi-square (χ2)

difference statistic (Δχ2) was used to determine which model had the best overall fit.
3.7 Conclusions
The present chapter began with a description of the suggested model and its constructs.
The description of the scales used to measure the various constructs was discussed. The
questionnaire’s development was described and the determination of sample sizes was
outlined. Finally, the various stages of the data analysis approach that were undertaken
were discussed. The results are split between two chapters. Chapter Four presents a
detailed discussion of the results obtained for construct’s descriptive statistics,
measurement characteristics and the measurement models. Chapter Five presents a
detailed discussion of the results obtained for the estimation of the structural model.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Measurement Characteristics of the Suggested Model
4.0 Introduction
In Chapter Three, the research approach undertaken in the present study was discussed
and a four-stage data analysis process was suggested. The four stages of data analysis
included a pre-analysis data-examination and data preparation stage (Stage 1), a
validation of the measures stage (Stage 2), an assessment of the structural models and
the path estimates stage (Stage 3) and an examination of the differences in the path
coefficients (Stage 4). The present chapter presents the results of first two stages of the
data analysis, whereas Chapter Five presents the results of the remaining two stages of
the analysis. The various analyses in the present study were undertaken using the SPPS
17.0 computer program and the AMOS 17.0 computer program. Descriptive statistics
were computed and the measurement characteristics of the constructs included in the
research model were initially examined, with the following sections describing the
results of these initial analyses.
4.1

Stage One: Pre-Analysis Data Examination and Data Preparation

The Sample
As was noted in Chapter 3, Section 3.4, data collection was undertaken by Opinion
World, a commercial survey firm, which recruited adult respondents in Germany, Brazil
and South Korea from online panels in each country. A total of 209 responses were
obtained in Germany and Brazil and 197 responses were obtained in South Korea. As
was noted in Chapter Three, each sample was similar in age, with South Korea and
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Brazil being slightly younger (m = 38) than Germany (m = 39) and the gender
composition was similar in the three countries (Germany and South Korea = 49% and
Brazil = 48%). All respondents were permanent residents and a high percentage were
also born in their home country (Germany = 100%; South Korea = 99%; Brazil = 99%).
Descriptive statistics for the individual items
Seventy-five items were used to estimate seven constructs. The constructs included
global brand attitude (GBA), global company attitude, perceived global brand value,
global consumption orientation (GCO), cosmopolitanism (COS), materialism and
consumer ethnocentrism (CET). Perceived global brand value, COS, materialism and
CET were measured by Likert-type seven-point ratings scales that ranged from strongly
disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). GBA was measured by a seven-point negative opinion
(1) to positive (7) opinion scale for each of the six global brands. Global company
attitude was measured by four seven-point (1) to (7) semantic differentials (i.e.,
unfavourable-favourable). GCO was measured using a “select one of four options”
across three categories, from which a score was obtained through multiple
correspondence analysis.
The descriptive statistics obtained for the various rating scale items are shown in
Appendix B. As can be seen from the Table, the means in Germany ranged from 2.27
(for a CET item, ‘Purchasing foreign-made products is un-German) to 5.56 (for a COS
item: COS, ‘I enjoy trying foreign foods’). The means in Brazil ranged from 2.31 (for a
CET item, ‘Purchasing foreign-made products is un-Brazilian’) to 6.11 (for a GBA item,
‘Sony colour TVs’). The means in South Korea ranged from 3.43 (for a materialism
item, ‘I enjoy spending money on things that aren’t practical’) to 5.18 (for a COS item,
‘I like to learn about other ways of life’)
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Three of the constructs had means above the midpoints of the 7-point scales used [COS
(Germany m = 5.33; Brazil m = 5.79; South Korea m = 4.86), GBA (Germany m = 4.83;
Brazil m = 5.77; South Korea m = 4.80), and global company attitude (Germany m =
3.92; Brazil m = 5.19; South Korea m = 5.09)]. Materialism and perceived global brand
value were both above the midpoint for Brazil (m = 3.81; m = 4.35) and South Korea
(m= 4.30; m = 4.56), but were below the midpoint for Germany (m = 2.95; m = 3.46).
CET was above the midpoint in South Korea (m = 3.50), but below the midpoint for
Germany (m = 2.93) and for Brazil (m = 2.93), while materialism (m = 3.41) and
perceived global brand value (m = 3.45) were below this midpoint in South Korea.
As was mentioned earlier, GCO was measured using select-one indicators across three
consumption categories (lifestyle, entertainment and brands), with respondents selecting
one of four options (global, hybrid, local or not interested). As can be seen in Table 4.1,
most respondents preferred hybrid products in each of the three countries, after which
preferences were mixed depending on the category.
Table 4.1: Descriptive Statistics for Global Consumption Orientation
Lifestyle

Germany

Brazil

South Korea

Frequency

Percent

Frequency

Percent

Frequency

Percent

Global

35

16

42

19

25

13

Hybrid

60

29

92

44

112

57

Local

36

17

49

24

43

21

Not interested

78

38

27

13

17

9

Total

209

100

209

100

197

100

Frequency

Percent

Frequency

Percent

Frequency

Percent

Global

50

24

45

21

36

18

Hybrid

106

51

131

64

113

57

Local

25

11

21

10

33

17

Entertainment

Germany

Brazil

South Korea

Not interested

28

14

12

5

15

8

Total

209

100

209

100

197

100

85

Table 4.1: Descriptive Statistics for Global Consumption Orientation Continued
Brands

Germany

Brazil

South Korea

Frequency

Percent

Frequency

Percent

Frequency

Percent

Global

10

4

32

14

40

21

Hybrid

72

34

98

48

103

52

Local

29

14

25

11

32

16

Not interested

98

48

54

27

22

11

Total

209

100

209

100

197

100

In Germany, the highest positive correlation was between materialism and perceived
global brand value (r = 0.49) and the highest negative correlation was between GCO and
CET (r = -0.37). In Brazil, the highest positive correlation was between materialism and
perceived global brand value (r = 0.54) and the highest negative correlation was
between CET and global company attitude (r = -0.20).

In South Korea, the highest

positive correlation was between materialism and perceived global brand value (r =
0.54) and the highest negative correlation was between CET and COS (r = -0.04). The
full correlation matrix can be seen in Table 4.2.
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0.29**
0.50**
0.01
-0.06*
0.14*
0.03
0.22**
0.41**
0.18*
0.02
0.14
0.49**
0.54**
0.54**

0.36**
0.48**
0.04
-0.11
0.16*
0.06
0.26**
0.43**
0.09
-0.14
-0.03
0.15*
0.26**
0.27**

South Korea

Germany

Brazil

South Korea

Germany

Brazil

South Korea

Germany

Brazil

South Korea

Germany

Brazil

South Korea

Materialism

CET

COS

GCO

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

Brazil

0.35**

0.37**

Germany

Global Company
Attitude

0.63**
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Perceived value

South Korea

0.29**

Attitude

Global Brand

0.43**

Perceived Value

Construct

Brazil

Germany

Country

0.27**

0.20**

0.13**

0.00

-0.20**

0.00

0.31**

0.25**

0.16*

-0.02

0.01

0.03

Attitude

Global Company

0.14

-0.06

-0.17*

-0.01

-0.11

-0.37**

0.08

0.08

0.28**

GCO

Table 4.2: Correlation Matrix for the entire Model’s Constructs

0.23**

0.13

-0.05

-0.04

-0.19

-0.28**

COS

0.41**

0.10

0.40**

CET

Missing Data and Normality of the Data
As data were collected online, there was no missing data. Kline (1998) and Hair et al.
(2006) have noted that Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) makes a number of data
assumptions, of with normality is an important one. As SEM was the major analytical
technique used in the present study, normality was examined. Statistical tests, such as
Shapiro-Wild and Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests, were significant. However, the skewness
and kurtosis statistics for all of the items were less than the recommend two standard
errors, which suggests deviations from normality were moderate. Box-plots and the
normal probability plots (Hair et al. 2006) also suggested the data were reasonably
normally distributed in Germany, Brazil and South Korea, although there were a few
exceptions.
Deviations from normality may be the result of outliers. Consequently, Mahalanobis
distances were computed for all of the items and the cases with significant distances
were omitted (Hair et al., 2006). In the present study, six such German cases were
deleted, resulting in a final data set of 203 cases. In Brazil, seven cases were deleted,
resulting in a final data set of 202 cases. In South Korea nine cases were deleted,
resulting in a final data set of 188 cases.
4.2

Stage Two: Validation of the Measures

The constructs in the present study were initially examined in Germany to assess
unidimensionality, reliability (i.e., to determine if the construct was free from
measurement error), convergent validly (i.e., to determine if the construct had a large
amount of variance captured in relation to the variance due to measurement error) and
discriminant validity (i.e., to determine if the construct measured differed from the other
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constructs in the model). As was discussed in Chapter Three, Brazil and South Korea
were used to test the generalisability of the results found in Germany using Steenkamp
and Baumgartner’s (1998) approach.

As was also discussed in Chapter Three,

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to assess the measurement properties of
the various constructs in the model.
SEM procedures require a relatively large sample to ensure an appropriate ratio of
observation to parameter estimates (Bagozzi and Foxall, 1996), a larger sample than
obtained was needed or the number of parameters estimated had to be reduced.
Consequently, the partial disaggregation approach was used to reduce the number of
parameters as it had the added advantage of being less sensitive to measurement error
(Bagozzi and Heatherton, 1994).
Multiple correspondence analysis was used to investigate the dimensions of the GCO
construct and exploratory factor analysis was used to explore the dimensionality of the
materialism and perceived global brand value constructs prior to conducting the CFA’s
and the results obtained are discussed in subsequent sections.
4.2.1

Multiple Correspondence Analyses

Multiple correspondence analysis (MCA) was used to calculate people’s global
consumption orientation (see Alden et al., 2006). Individual scores were estimated in
each country and some similarities were found as Cliff’s (1966) factor matching
program found positive congruence’s ranging from 0.24 to 0.71. However, a minimum
congruence of 0.80 has been suggested (Green and Rao, 1972), which make the use of
individual scores problematic. Consequently, the data from the three countries were
combined to compute the GCO score.
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A scree test of the MCA suggested a two dimensional solution was appropriate, with the
first dimension explaining 45% of the inertia in the data and the second dimension
explaining 44% of the inertia in the data. As can be seen in Figure 4.1, the first
dimension ranged from local to global-not interested (with hybrid in the middle),
whereas the second dimension was related to a hybrid to not interested orientation (with
local and global aspects in the middle). Following Alden et al.’s (2006) suggestion, the
first dimension was felt to better represent the desired global GCO structure and it was
used for this purpose in the subsequent analysis.

Figure 4.1: Multiple Correspondence Analysis (Germany, Brazil and South Korea)
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4.2.2

Scale Purification and Assessment of Unidimensionality (Germany)

As was noted earlier, Germany was used as the focal country. Consequently, a series of
analyses was undertaken in Germany to obtain an initial understanding of the various
constructs, after which the generalisation of these results to Brazil and South Korea was
examined. Furthermore, the perceived global brand value and materialism constructs
had been found to be multi-dimensional in Australian and American samples; however,
it was unclear if the dimensions would be the same in Germany. Consequently, an
exploratory factor analysis was conducted to investigate the dimensionality of the
constructs in the German sample.
Exploratory Factor Analysis
The Perceived Global Brand Value Construct
The 14 items used to measure perceived global brand value all had significant
correlation coefficients that were greater than 0.30, suggesting there were reasonable
inter-item correlations. The measure of sampling adequacy was 0.93, which suggested
the likelihood of underlying factors (Noursis, 1994). Principal component analysis
produced two factors that were found with eigenvalues greater than one that, together,
explained 70% of the variance in the data. However, an examination of the scree plot
revealed a clear break after the first component, which explained 60% of the variance.
Further, the items’ communalities when a single factor was retained ranged from 0.53 to
0.85, which suggested all of the items were reasonably well related to the first
underlying factor. Consequently, it was decided to retain only the first component.
All of the items had loadings above the suggested minimum 0.50 score, with the
loadings ranging from 0.72 to 0.83, as can be seen in Table 4.3. Cronbach’s alpha
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coefficient was 0.95, which was well above the minimum suggested value of 0.70 (Hair
et al., 2006). Consequently, the fourteen items were assumed to measure a single value
construct in the subsequent analysis.
Table 4.3: Factor Solution - Perceived Global Brand Value (Germany)
Perceived Global Brand Value

Factor

1.

Well known international brands provide good overall value.

0.81

2.

International brands are well known for their overall value.

0.83

3.

Buying well known international brands makes me feel good.

0.80

4.

I get pleasure from buying well known international brands.

0.46

5.

I enjoy buying well known international brands.

0.80

6.

Well known international brands offer good value for money.

0.73

7.

Well known international brands are generally reasonably priced.

0.74

8.

Well known international brands are good products for the price.

0.81

9.

The way I am perceived is improved when I buy well known international
brands

0.73

10.

Buying well known international brands makes me feel acceptable.

0.74

11.

I make a good impression on other people when I buy well known international
brands.

0.75

12.

Well known international brands are dependable products.

0.83

13.

Well known international brands are durable products.

0.78

14.

Well known international brands are high quality products.

0.80

Eigenvalue

8.50

Percentage of the Variance Explained

61%

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis
Note: All of the factor scores were above the suggested 0.50 level.

The Materialism Construct
Of the 18 items used to measure materialism, 75% of the correlation coefficients were
greater than 0.30, suggesting there were reasonable inter-item correlations. The measure
of sampling adequacy was 0.90, which again suggested the likelihood of underlying
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factors. A principal components analysis produced four factors with eigenvalues greater
than one that, together, explained 64% of the variance in the data.

However, an

examination of the scree plot again found a clear break after the first component, which
explained 40% of the variation in the data.
In this case, however, the items’ communalities ranged from 0.01 to 0.61, which
suggested some of the items may not be well related to the first component. As three of
the items’ factor loadings were below the suggested minimum 0.50 score (“I enjoy
spending money on things that are not practical”, “The things I own are very important
to me” and “I am not worried about keeping life simple, as far as possessions are
concerned”), these items were removed. The first component after the three items has
been removed, which is shown in Table 4.4, explained 45% of the variance in the data.
The items’ loadings in this case ranged from 0.52 to 0.79, and Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient of 0.91, which was well above the minimum suggested value of 0.70.
Consequently, it was decided to retain only the first component.
Table 4.4: Factor Solution - Materialism (Germany)
Materialism Items

Factor

1.

I put more emphasis on material things than most people I know.

0.71

2.

I admire people who own expensive homes, cars, and cloths.

0.73

3.

I like a lot of luxury in my life.

0.64

4.

Buying things gives me a lot of pleasure.

0.52

5.

The things I own say a lot about how well I’m doing in life.

0.73

6.

I’d be happier if I could afford to buy more things.

0.71

7.

I would be happier if I owned more things.

0.76

8.

I like to own things that impress people.

0.76

9.

I pay attention to the material objects other people own.

0.60

10.

I think the amount of material objects people own is a sign of success.

0.68
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Table 4.4: Factor Solution- Materialism (Germany) Continued
11.

I usually buy more than what I need.

0.53

12.

It sometimes bothers me quite a bit that I can’t afford to buy all the things
I’d like.

0.58

13.

I don’t yet have all the things I really need to enjoy life.

0.58

14.

My life would be better if I owned certain things I don’t have.

0.76

15.

Some of the most important achievements in life include acquiring
material possessions.

0.72

Eigenvalue
Percentage of the Variance Explained
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis

8.71
48%

Note: All of the factor scores were above the suggested 0.50 level.

Confirmatory Factor Analyses
The Global Brand Attitude Construct
The fit of the six items that were used to measure the GBA construct was determined by
examining the chi-square statistic obtained from a CFA of all of the items. The chisquare statistic was significant well beyond the 1% level, suggesting changes needed to
be made. An examination of the factor weights (loadings) found two items were well
below the suggested minimum 0.60 level (Toyota = 0.33; Nokia = 0.34) and these items
were removed. The CFA was re-estimated using the remaining four items. However,
the chi-square statistic was still significant will beyond the 1% level, suggesting further
changes were needed. The modification indices (MIs) were examined to see if error
terms were correlated as this can create problems in subsequent analysis (Byrne, 1998).
The ‘Coca Cola’ error term was found to be correlated with the ‘Nestle NesQuick’ and
as the ‘Coca-cola’ item had the smaller loading, it was removed.
The CFA was re-estimated using the remaining three items, which meant there were no
degrees of freedom left to assess model fit. However, an examination of the results
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suggested two of the error variances could be made equal, providing the degree of
freedom needed to examine the construct’s measurement properties. The chi-square
statistic in this case was not significant (χ2 (1) = 1.70; p= 0.19), suggesting the three-item
scale fitted the data well.

The loadings ranged from 0.55 to 0.80, which were

acceptable, although the ‘Nestle NesQuik’ loading was marginally below the suggested
0.60 level. The final set of items used to measure the GBA construct are shown in
Table 4.5.
Table 4.5: The Items Used to Measure the GBA Construct
1.

Nike running shoes

2.

Sony colour TV

3.

Nestle Nesquik

The Global Company Attitude Items
The fit of the four items used to measure global company attitude was determined by
examining the chi-square statistic obtained from a CFA of all of the items, which was
significant well beyond the 1% level suggesting changes should be made. The MI’s
suggested the ‘Worthless-Valuable’ error term was correlated with ‘Harmful-Beneficial’
error term. The loading of the ‘Harmful-Beneficial’ item was the lower of two loadings,
and, consequently, it was removed. The CFA was re-estimated using the remaining
three items, which meant there were no degrees of freedom left to assess model fit.
However, an examination suggested two of the error variances could be made equal,
providing the degree of freedom needed to examine the construct’s measurement
properties. The chi-square statistic was not significant (χ2

(1)

= 0.64; p = 0.42) in this

case and the loadings ranged from 0.76 to 0.81, which were all well above the minimum
suggested 0.60 level. The final set of items used to measure the global company attitude
construct are shown in Table 4.6.
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Table 4.6: Items Used to Measure the Global Company Attitude Construct
1.

Worthless-Valuable

2.

Negative -Positive

3.

Unfavourable-Favourable

The Perceived Global Brand Value Construct
The EFA had suggested the perceived global brand value construct was unidimensional
in this research context. However, the chi-square statistic of the fourteen items used to
measure perceived global brand value was significant well beyond the 1% level,
suggesting changes should be made. The MIs suggested the ‘well known international
brands are high quality’ item’s error term was correlated with several other error terms
and it was removed. The CFA was re-estimated, but a significant chi-square statistic
was again found. The revision process was continued until a non-significant chi-square
statistic was found with six items (χ2

(9)

= 13.78; p= 0.13). The loadings in this case

ranged from 0.65 to 0.82, which were above the minimum suggested 0.60 level,
suggesting the scale was unidimensional. The final set of items used to measure the
perceived global brand value construct are shown in Table 4.7.
Table 4.7: Items Used to Measure the Perceived Global Brand Value Construct
1.

Well know international brands provide good overall value.

2.

Well know international brands offer good value for money.

3.

Well know international brands are good products for the price.

4.

I make a good impression on other people when I buy well know international brands.

5.

I enjoy buying well known international brands.

6.

Well know international brands are dependable products.
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The Cosmopolitanism Construct
The fit of the eleven items used to measure COS was determined by examining the chisquare statistic obtained from a CFA of all of the items, which was significant well
beyond the 1% level, suggesting changes should be made. The MIs suggested the ‘I
enjoy trying foreign food’ error term was correlated with several other error terms and it
was removed. The CFA was re-estimated, but a significant chi-square statistic was
found. The revision process continued until a non-significant chi-square statistic was
found with six items (χ2

(9)

= 7.33; p = 0.60). The loadings ranged from 0.81 to 0.94,

which were all well above the minimum suggested 0.60 level, suggesting the scale was
also unidimensional. The final set of items used to measure the COS construct are
shown in Table 4.8.
Table 4.8: Items Used to Measure the Cosmopolitanism Construct
1.

I like to learn about other ways of life.

2.

I enjoy exchanging ideas with people from other cultures or countries.

3.

I like to observe people from other cultures, to see what I can learn from them.

4.

I enjoy being with people from other countries to learn about their unique views and
approaches.

5.

When travelling, I like to immerse myself in the culture of the people I am visiting.

6.

Coming into contact with people of other cultures has greatly benefited me.

The Consumer Ethnocentrism Construct
The fit of the ten items used to measure CET was determined by examining the chisquare statistic obtained from a CFA of all of the items, which was significant well
beyond the 1% level, suggesting changes should be made. The MIs suggested the ‘Only
those products that are unavailable in Germany should be imported’ error term was
correlated with several other error terms and it was removed.
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The CFA was re-

estimated, but a significant chi-square statistic was found.

The revision process

continued until a non-significant chi-square was found with five items (χ2 (5) = 8.84; p =
0.12). The loadings in this case ranged from 0.75 to 0.85, which were all well above the
minimum suggested 0.60 level, suggesting this scale was also unidimensional. The final
set of items used to measure the CET construct are shown in Table 4.9.
Table 4.9: Items Used to Measure the Consumer Ethnocentrism Construct
1.

It is not right to purchase foreign-made products because it puts (nationalities- e.g.
Germans) out of work.

2.

A real (nationality –e.g. German) should always buy (country- German) made
products.

3.

We should purchase products manufactured in (country- e.g. Germany) instead of
letting other countries get rich off us

4.

(Nationalities – e.g. Germans) should not buy foreign products, because this hurts
(country- e.g. German) business and causes unemployment.

5.

(Nationality – e.g. German) consumers who purchase products made in other
countries are responsible for putting their fellow (nationality – e.g. Germans) out of
work.

The Materialism Construct
Chapter Three discussed the lack of cross-cultural consistency for the three of the
materialism construct’s dimensions (success, centrality and happiness) (Griffin et al.,
2004). Consequently, as was discussed earlier in this Chapter, an EFA was undertaken
that found fifteen items that loaded onto a single dimension. The fit of these fifteen
items was examined by computing the chi-squared statistic obtained from a CFA of all
of the items, which was significant well beyond the 1% level, suggesting changes
should be made. The MIs suggested the error term for the item ‘I enjoy spending
money on things that aren’t practical’ was correlated with several other error terms and
it was removed. The remaining items were re-estimated, but a significant chi-square
statistic was still found. This process continued until a non-significant chi-square was
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found with six items (χ2

(9)

= 10.83; p = 0.29). The items’ loading in this case ranged

from 0.62 to 0.78, which were above the minimum suggested 0.60 level, suggesting this
scale was also unidimensional. The final items used in the materialism scale are shown
in Table 4.10.
Table 4.10: Items Used to Measure the Materialism Construct
1.

I admire people who own expensive homes, cars, and clothes.

2.

The things I own say a lot about how well I’m doing in life.

3.

I like a lot of luxury in my life.

4.

I put more emphasis on material things than most people I know.

5.

I like to own things that impress people.

6.

I would be happier if I owned nicer things.

A Summary of the Scale Purification Process
A summary of the fit statistics for the final scales was provided in Table 4.11, which
suggests the “purified” constructs were all unidimensional in Germany. Further, all of
the scales had correlations of 0.88 or more with the original scale computed with all
items, suggesting little information was lost through the purification process (Thomas,
Soutar, & Ryan, 2001).
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Table 4.11: A Summary of the Scale Purification Results in Germany
Construct

No. of
Items

Correlation
with
original
scale

Chi-Square

GFI

SRMR

RMSEA

CFI

TLI

GBA

3

0.88

1.70 (p = 0.19)

0.99

0.02

0.06

0.99

0.99

Global
Company
Attitude

3

0.98

0.64 (p = 0.42)

0.99

0.01

0.00

1.00

1.00

Perceived
Value

6

0.98

13.78 (p = 0.13)

0.98

0.02

0.05

0.99

0.99

COS

6

0.93

7.33 (p = 0.60)

0.97

0.02

0.05

0.99

0.99

CET

5

0.98

8.84 (p = 0.12)

0.98

0.02

0.06

0.99

0.99

Materialism

6

0.93

10.83 (p = 0.29)

0.98

0.03

0.03

0.99

0.99

The Construct’ Measurement Properties
This section discusses the construct reliability and convergent validity of the constructs
in the research model. Following Fornell and Larker’s (1981) procedure, the composite
reliability of the constructs was computed using the formula described in Chapter Three.
A composite reliability value above 0.70 suggests a reliable measure (Hair et al. 2006).
The Average Variance Extracted (AVE) score was also computed for each construct
using the formula described in Chapter Three. Fornell and Larker (1981) suggested an
AVE score of 0.50 was sufficient to establish convergent validity.

The construct

reliabilities and AVE scores obtained in Germany, which are shown in Table 4.12,
suggested all of the constructs were reliable and that they had convergent validity.
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Table 4.12: AVE Scores and Squared Correlations (Germany)
Constructs

Construct
Reliability

AVE

GBA

GCA

PV

COS

CET

Materialism

GBA

0.75

0.50

-

Global
Company
Attitude (GCA)

0.85

0.65

0.14

-

Perceived

0.89

0.58

0.06

0.05

-

COS

0.96

0.78

0.00

0.03

0.00

-

CET

0.91

0.68

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.07

-

Materialism

0.85

0.50

0.09

0.02

0.24

0.00

0.16

-

-

-

0.03

0.00

0.02

0.08

0.14

0.03

Value (PV)

GCO*

Note: The values in the lower half of the matrix to the right are the squared correlations between the constructs.
* As MCA was used to compute a score for the GCO construct; construct reliability and AVE scores cannot be
calculated.

Discriminant Validity
Fornell and Larker’s (1981) suggested discriminant validity can be assumed if the
squared correlation between a pair of constructs is less than their AVE scores. As can
be seen in Table 4.12, the lowest AVE score was 0.50, while the highest squared
correlation was 0.24. Thus, discriminant validity can be assumed for all of the construct
pairs for which AVE scores were computed. Further, the highest squared correlation
between the single score GCO construct and any other construct was 0.14, which
suggests discriminant validity can safely be assumed for this construct. Finally, the
results provide support for consumers’ having different attitudes toward global
companies and global brands in Germany.
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4.3

Generalisability of the German Results to South Korea and Brazil

This section describes the procedure used to explore the constructs’ measurement
properties in Brazil and South Korea.

As was previously noted, the MCA was

conducted across the three countries. A multi-group CFA for each of the multiple-item
constructs was used to assess their generalisability. The reliability and convergent and
discriminant validity of the scales was then assessed.
4.3.1

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

All of the items that were retained in Germany were analysed in this phase of the
analysis. A multiple group cross-validation of the CFA models were undertaken, using
a hierarchical procedure in which increasingly severe constraints were estimated (Byrne,
1998). The aim of the present research was to investigate the differences across the
three countries, which meant configural and partial metric invariance were required
(Steenkmap and Baumgartner, 1998; Wang and Walles, 2005) and this was assessed in
this phase of the analysis.
The fit of the three items used to measure the GBA construct in Germany, Brazil and
South Korea was determined by examining a series of fit indices. The chi-square
statistic obtained from a CFA of the relevant items was not significant (χ2

(5)

= 10.06; p

= 0.07). The normed chi-squared (2.01) was also well below the suggested 3.0 statistic
(Hair et al., 2006) and other goodness-of-fit indices were also acceptable (RMSEA=
0.04; SRMR= 0.02; GFI= 0.99; CFI= 0.99; TLI= 0.98), suggesting an acceptable fit.
The fit of the three items used to measure global company attitude across Germany,
Brazil and South Korea was determined by examining a series of fit indices. The chisquare statistic obtained from a CFA of the relevant items was significant beyond the
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1% level (χ2

(5)

= 18.13; p < 0.01) and the normed chi-square (3.63) was marginally

above the recommended level of 3.0. However, all the other fit indices were acceptable
(RMSEA= 0.07; SRMR= 0.02; GFI= 0.98; CFI= 0.98; TLI= 0.97), suggesting a
reasonable fit.
The fit of the six items used to measure perceived global brand value construct in
Germany, Brazil and South Korea was determined by examining a series of fit indices.
The chi-square statistic obtained from a CFA of the relevant items, which was
significant beyond the 1% level (χ2

(27)

= 57.78; p < 0.01). However, the normed chi-

squared (2.14), was below the recommended level of 3.0, and all other goodness-of-fit
indices were acceptable (RMSEA= 0.04; SRMR= 0.03; GFI= 0.97; CFI= 0.98; TLI=
0.97), suggesting an acceptable fit.
The fit of the five items used to measure CET across Germany, Brazil and South Korea
was determined by examining a series of fit indices. The chi-square statistic obtained
from a CFA of the relevant items was significant beyond the 5% level (χ2 (15) = 27.08; p
= 0.03). However, the normed chi-square (1.80), was well below the recommended
level of 3.0, and all other goodness-of-fit indices were acceptable (RMSEA= 0.04;
SRMR= 0.01; GFI= 0.98; CFI= 0.99; TLI= 0.99), suggesting an acceptable fit.
The fit of the six items used to measure COS across Germany, Brazil and South Korea
was determined by examining a series of fit indices. The chi-square statistic obtained
from a CFA of the relevant items was significant beyond the 1% level (χ2 (27) = 72.75; p
< 0.01). However, the normed chi-squared (2.70), was below the recommended level of
3.0, and all other goodness-of-fit indices were acceptable (RMSEA= 0.05; SRMR=
0.02; GFI= 0.96; CFI= 0.98; TLI= 0.97), suggesting an acceptable fit.
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The fit of the six items used to measure materialism in Germany, Brazil and South
Korea was determined by examining a series of fit indices. The chi-square statistic
obtained from a CFA of the relevant items was significant beyond the 1% level (χ2 (27) =
49.56; p < 0.01). The factor loading of one item (“The things I own say a lot about how
well I’m doing in life”) was below the suggested 0.60 level in Brazil (0.52) and it was
removed from the data and the multiple-group model was re-estimated. The chi-square
statistic remained significant beyond the 5% level (χ2

(15)

= 26.15; p < 0.05), however

the normed chi-squared (1.74), was below the recommended level of 3.0 and all of the
other goodness-of-fit indices were acceptable (RMSEA= 0.04; SRMR= 0.03; GFI=
0.98; CFI= 0.99; TLI= 0.98), suggesting an acceptable fit. Consequently, these five
materialism items were retained for the subsequent analysis. A summary of the results
obtained from the various multiple group analyses are provided in Table 4.13.
Table 4.13: Multiple-Group CFA Results (Germany, Brazil and South Korea)
Construct

No. of
Items

Normed

Chi-Square

GFI

SRMR

RMSEA

CFI

TLI

Chi-squared

GBA

3

2.01

10.06 (p= 0.07)

0.99

0.02

0.04

0.99

0.98

Global
company
attitude

3

3.63

18.13 (p= 0.00)

0.98

0.02

0.07

0.98

0.97

Perceived
Value

6

2.14

57.78 (p= 0.00)

0.97

0.03

0.04

0.98

0.97

CET

5

1.80

27.15 (p= 0.03)

0.98

0.01

0.04

0.99

0.99

COS

6

2.70

72.75 (p= 0.00)

0.96

0.02

0.05

0.98

0.98

Materialism

5

1.74

26.15 (p=0.03)

0.98

0.03

0.04

0.99

0.98

The Construct’s Measurement Properties
This section outlines the construct reliability and convergent validity of the individual
constructs included in the research model for Brazil and South Korea. Fornell and
Larker’s (1981) procedure was again used to compute the composite reliability of the
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various constructs.

A composite reliability value greater 0.70 suggests a reliable

measure (Hair et al. 2006), in each country. The Average Variance Extracted (AVE)
scores were also computed for each construct, as Fornell and Larker (1981) suggested
that an AVE score of 0.50 or more is sufficient to establish construct validity. The
reliabilities and AVE scores obtained for the constructs in Brazil and South Korea are
shown in Table 4.14.
The individual constructs in each country had composite reliabilities above minimum
value of 0.70. The AVE scores all exceeded the minimum value of 0.50, except for the
GBA construct (Brazil = 0.44; South Korea = 0.44), suggesting most of the constructs
had convergent validity in each country. However, as the AVE scores for the GBA
construct were only marginally below the suggested minimum level, it was decided to
retain this construct at this stage of the analysis.
Table 4.14: Construct Reliability and AVE Scores (Brazil and South Korea)
Construct

Brazil

South Korea

Composite
Reliability

AVE

Composite
Reliability

AVE

GBA

0.70

0.44

0.74

0.48

Global company
attitude

0.88

0.72

0.88

0.72

Perceived value

0.89

0.58

0.89

0.57

COS

0.92

0.67

0.93

0.70

CET

0.91

0.67

0.93

0.72

Materialism

0.92

0.62

0.95

0.61

Discriminant Validity Assessment
Discriminant validity between the constructs was also assessed using the procedure
suggested by Fornell and Larker (1981). As was noted earlier, Fornell and Larker
(1981) suggested discriminant validity can be assumed when the AVE scores of the
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construct pair are larger than the shared variance between them. The AVE scores and
the shared variances for all the constructs are shown in Table 4.15.
As can be seen from the Table 4.15, the shared variances between the various pairs of
constructs were less than the AVE scores for all of the multiple-item constructs as the
squared correlations ranged from 0.00 to 0.44. Consequently, discriminant validity can
be assumed for all of these constructs. Further, the squared correlations between the
single item GCO construct and the other items were low, suggesting it also had
discriminant validity.

Finally, the results provide support for consumers’ having

different attitudes toward global companies and global brands in Brazil and South
Korea. Consequently, the constructs’ invariance across the three countries was
examined.
Table 4.15: AVE Scores and Squared Correlations in Brazil and South Korea
Constructs

AVE

GBA

Global
company
attitude

Perceived
Value

COS

CET

Mat

GCO

AVE
South
Korea

Brazil
GBA

0.44

-

0.23

0.44

0.18

0.00

0.07

0.03

0.48

Global
company
attitude

0.72

0.13

-

0.25

0.10

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.72

Perceived
value

0.58

0.18

0.08

-

0.17

0.02

0.28

0.02

0.57

COS

0.67

0.07

0.06

0.05

-

0.00

0.06

0.01

0.70

CET-

0.67

0.02

0.04

0.00

0.04

-

0.16

0.00

0.72

Mat

0.57

0.08

0.05

0.28

0.01

0.01

-

0.03

0.60

-

0.01

0.00

0.03

0.01

0.01

0.00

-

-

GCO*

Note: The bottom diagonal in the matrix to the right represents the square correlations in Brazil, while the
top half represents the squared correlations in South Korea.
* As MCA was used to compute a score for the GCO construct; construct reliability and AVE scores
cannot be calculated.
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4.3.2

Measurement Invariance among Germany, Brazil and South Korea

As one of the purposes of the present study was to examine the generalisability of the
suggested structural model, it was important to see if the constructs were invariant
across the three countries (Steenkamp and Baumgartner, 1998). All of the constructs
were examined for configural invariance (model 1, M1) and at least partial metric
invariance. As the goodness-of-fit indices, which were shown in Table 4.16, suggested
all of the constructs had configural invariance, their metric invariance was examined.
As was previously noted, there were only three items in some cases and an equality
constraint was imposed on two of the items error variances so their measurement
properties could be assessed. However, there are additional degrees of freedom in the
multiple-group analysis, which meant this constraint could be removed before
examining their invariance across the three countries.
The full metric invariance (M2) of the GBA construct, in which all of the factor
loadings were set as invariant across the three countries, was examined first. As can be
seen in Table 4.16, the change in the chi-square statistic between M1 and M2 was not
significant (∆χ2 (4) = 0.61; p > 0.05), suggesting the scale’s metrics were the same across
the three countries. The goodness-of-fit indices were also acceptable (RMSEA= 0.00;
SRMR= 0.01; GFI= 0.99; CFI= 1.00; TLI= 1.00), suggesting minimal information was
lost under the additional constraints.
The full metric invariance (M2) of the global company attitude construct across the
three countries was also examined. As can be seen in Table 4.16, the change in the chisquare statistic was not significant∆χ(

2

(4)

= 6.58; p > 0.05), suggesting the scale’s

metrics were the same across the three countries. The goodness-of-fit indices were also
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acceptable (RMSEA= 0.04; SRMR= 0.03; GFI= 0.97; CFI= 0.98; TLI= 0.98),
suggesting little information was lost under the additional constraints.
The full metric invariance (M2) of the perceived global brand value construct across the
three countries was examined next. As can be seen in Table 4.16, the change in the chisquare statistic between M1 and M2 was not significant
∆χ (

2

(10)

= 9.88; p > 0.05),

suggesting the scale’s metrics were the same across the three countries. The goodnessof-fit indices were also acceptable (RMSEA= 0.04; SRMR= 0.03; GFI= 0.96; CFI=
0.98; TLI= 0.98), suggesting little information was lost under the additional constraints
The full metric invariance (M2) of the COS construct across the three countries was
examined next. As can be seen in Table 4.16, the change in the chi-square statistic
between M1 and M2 was not significant∆χ(

2

(10)

= 14.77; p > 0.05), suggesting the

scale’s metrics were the same across the three countries. The measurement models
goodness-of-fit indices were also acceptable (RMSEA= 0.05; SRMR= 0.02; GFI= 0.95;
CFI= 0.98; TLI= 0.98), suggesting little information was lost under the additional
constraints.
The full metric invariance (M2) of the CET construct across the three countries was
examined. As can be seen in Table 4.16, the change in the chi-square statistic between
M1 and M2 was not significant (∆χ 2 (8) = 12.62; p > 0.05), suggesting the scale’s metrics
were the same across the three countries.

The goodness-of-fit indices were all

acceptable (RMSEA= 0.04; SRMR= 0.02; GFI= 0.97; CFI= 0.99; TLI= 0.99),
suggesting little information was lost under the additional constraints.
The full metric invariance (M2) of the materialism construct across the three countries
was examined. There was a significant increase in the chi-square statistic (∆χ
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2

(8)

=

21.85; p < 0.01) when the additional constraints were impose, although model fit did not
deteriorate much when the other goodness-of-fit measures were considered.

An

examination of the modification indices suggested the significant increase in the chisquare was due to a lack of invariance in one factor loading (“I put more emphasis on
material things than most people I know”) and this item was removed and the CFA was
re-estimated. The chi-square statistic in this case was not significant (χ2

(6)

= 5.93; p >

0.05), providing support for configural invariance. The goodness-of-fit indices were
also acceptable (RMSEA= 0.00; SRMR= 0.00; GFI= 0.99; CFI= 1.00; TLI= 1.00). As
can be seen in Table 4.16, the change in the chi-square statistic between M1 and M2
was not significant ∆
(χ

2

(6)

= 8.53; p > 0.05), suggesting the scale’s metrics were the

same across the three countries.

The goodness-of-fit indices were also acceptable

(RMSEA= 0.02; SRMR= 0.01; GFI= 0.99; CFI= 0.99; TLI= 0.99), suggesting little
information was lost under the additional constraints.
Thus, the configural invariance of the GBA, global company attitude, perceived global
brand value, cosmopolitanism, CET and materialism scales suggested their basic
meaning and structure were the same for all six scales cross-nationally (Wang and
Waller, 2006).

The full metric invariance of the GBA, global company attitude,

perceived global brand value, cosmopolitanism, CET and materialism scales suggested
the scales’ metrics were the same across the three samples.
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Table 4.16: Assessment of measurement invariance and latent mean differences
among Germany, Brazil and South Korea
Model
Specification
GBA
M1: Configural
invariance

χ2

df

Models
Compared

∆χ2

Pvalue

GFI

SRMR

RMSEA

CFI

TLI

χ2/df

10.06

5

-

-

-

0.99

0.02

0.04

0.99

0.98

2.01

2.72

4

M2 vs. M1

2.72

>
0.05

0.99

0.01

0.00

1.00

1.00

0.68

χ2

df

Models
Compared

∆χ2

Pvalue

GFI

SRMR

RMSEA

CFI

TLI

χ2/df

18.13

5

-

-

-

0.98

0.02

0.07

0.98

0.97

3.63

24.71

9

M2 vs. M1

6.58

>
0.05

0.97

0.03

0.05

0.98

0.98

2.75

χ2

df

Models
Compared

∆χ2

Pvalue

GFI

SRMR

RMSEA

CFI

TLI

χ2/df

57.78

27

-

-

-

0.97

0.03

0.04

0.98

0.97

2.14

67.66

37

M2 vs. M1

9.88

>
0.05

0.96

0.03

0.04

0.98

0.98

1.83

χ2

df

Models
Compared

∆χ2

Pvalue

GFI

SRMR

RMSEA

CFI

TLI

χ2/df

72.75

27

-

-

-

0.96

0.02

0.05

0.97

0.98

2.69

87.53

37

M2 vs. M1

14.77

>
0.05

0.95

0.02

0.05

0.98

0.98

2.37

χ2

df

Models
Compared

∆χ2

Pvalue

GFI

SRMR

RMSEA

CFI

TLI

Χ2/df

27.08

15

-

-

-

0.98

0.01

0.04

0.99

0.99

1.81

39.70

23

M2 vs. M1

12.62

>
0.05

0.97

0.02

0.04

0.99

0.99

1.73

χ2

df

Models
Compared

∆χ2

Pvalue

GFI

SRMR

RMSEA

CFI

TLI

χ2/df

5.93

6

-

-

-

0.99

0.00

0.00

1.00

1.00

0.99

14.46

12

M2 vs. M1

8.53

>
0.05

0.99

0.01

0.02

0.99

0.99

1.21

M2: Full metric
invariance
Model
Specification
Global company
attitude
M1: Configural
invariance
M2: Full metric
invariance
Model
Specification
Perceived value
M1: Configural
invariance
M2: Full metric
invariance
Model
Specification
COS
M1: Configural
invariance
M2: Full metric
invariance
Model
Specification
CET
M1: Configural
invariance
M2: Full metric
invariance
Model
Specification
Materialism
M1: Configural
invariance
M2: Full metric
invariance
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4.4

Conclusions

The present chapter discussed the assessment of the constructs that were central to the
study. The results showed the constructs had acceptable measurement properties in
Germany, Brazil and South Korea as they were unidimensional, reliable and valid, and
had full metric invariance. Consequently, it was possible to estimate the suggested
model and see whether there were differences across the three countries. The next
Chapter discusses the results of this stage of the analysis, which involved an estimating
the structural model and examining whether there were any differences in the path
coefficients across the three countries.
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CHAPTER FIVE
ASSESSING THE STRUCTURAL MODEL
5.0

Introduction

In Chapter Four, the results of the assessment of the constructs’ measurement properties
were discussed.

All of the constructs in the suggested model had acceptable

measurement properties, which was a prerequisite for the estimation of the suggested
structural model, which is shown again in Figure 5.1 for ease of exposition.

Consumer
Ethnocentrism

Cosmopolitanism

Materialism

H6 -

H8 +

H12 +

Global
Company
Attitude

Global
Consumption
Orientation

H2 +

Global
Brand
Attitude

Perceived
Value

Figure 5.1: The Suggested Global Brand Attitude Model
5.1 Assessing the Measurement Model
The model was assessed before estimating the structural model. Structural equation
modelling (SEM) requires a reasonable ratio of observations to parameter estimates to
obtain stable estimates, which suggests substantial sample sizes are needed. While the
present sample sizes in the three countries (Germany = 203; Brazil = 202; South Korea
= 188) were reasonable, it was decided to use Bagozzi and Heatherton’s (1994) partial
disaggregation approach, in which the constructs’ items are randomly grouped into a
small set of composite indicators, thereby reducing the number of parameters that need
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to be estimated, but retaining the multiple indicator approach.

The partial

disaggregation approach has the added advantage of being less sensitive to measurement
error than the disaggregative approach (Baggozzi and Foxall, 1996).
As was noted in Chapter Four, Germany was chosen as the focal country in the present
study. Consequently, the measurement model was initially assessed in Germany by
examining the chi-squared statistic and the other fit indices that were discussed in
Chapter Four. The estimated measurement model in this case can be seen in Figure 5.2.
While the measurement model had a significant chi-squared statistic (χ2 (189) = 309.97; p
< 0.001), all the other fit indices were acceptable, with the exception of GFI (Normed χ2
= 1.64; RMSEA= 0.06; SRMR= 0.05; GFI= 0.88; CFI= 0.99; TLI= 0.95). GFI has been
found to decrease with model complexity (Anderson and Gerbing, 1984), consequently,
since GFI was only marginally below the 0.90 threshold the measurement model was
examined in Brazil and South Korea.

Global
Company
Attitude
-.01

Consumer
Ethnocentrism

.16
.16
-.28
.15
.45

Cosmopolitanism

.47
-.32
-.05

.42
.09
.40

Materialism

.17
.09
-.18

Global
Consumption
Orientation

.21
.04

.07
.51

Global
Brand
Attitude

-.02

.38

Perceived
Value

Figure 5.2: The Estimated Measurement Model for Germany
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5.1.1

Generalising the Suggested Measurement Model to Brazil and South Korea

The results of the estimation of the measurement model for Brazil and South Korea are
shown in Table 5.1. The unconstrained multiple-group measurement model had
significant chi-squared statistic (χ2

(567)

= 868.92; p < 0.001), which was not surprising

given the sample size (593). However, the normed chi-squared statistic was 1.53, which
was well below the suggested maximum 3.0 level, and the other goodness of fit indices
were also acceptable, with exception to GFI (due to model complexity) (RMSEA= 0.03;
SRMR= 0.05; GFI= 0.88; CFI= 0.96; TLI= 0.95), suggesting the measurement model
had a similar form in the three countries included in the present study.
Table 5.1: The Estimated Unconstrained Measurement Model for Brazil and South
Korea
Constructs

GBA

Global
company
attitude

Perceived
Value

COS

CET

Mat

GCO

GBA

-

0.59

0.84

0.54

0.00

0.33

0.13

Global company attitude

0.45

-

0.61

0.38

-0.01

0.27

0.32

Perceived value

0.58

0.32

-

0.45

0.15

0.57

0.21

COS

0.30

0.28

0.23

-

-0.05

0.25

0.36

CET

-0.20

-0.19

-0.03

-0.20

-

0.42

-0.38

Mat

0.33

0.25

0.60

0.11

0.11

-

0.06

GCO

0.09

0.15

0.20

0.22

-0.17

0.14

-

Note: The bottom diagonal in the matrix to the right represents the estimated measurement model in Brazil, while the
top half represents the estimated measurement model in South Korea.

Consequently, the measurement weights were constrained to be equal across the three
countries to see if the constructs’ metric equivalence held when all of the constructs
were modelled together. As can be seen in Table 5.2, the change in the chi-squared
statistic when these constraints were imposed was not significant∆χ
(
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2

(30)

= 38.49; p >

0.05), suggesting the various constructs’ metrics were the same across the three
countries. As would be expected given chi-squared statistic, with the exception of GFI,
the model’s other goodness of fit indices were also acceptable (RMSEA= 0.03; SRMR=
0.05; GFI= 0.88; CFI= 0.96; TLI= 0.95), suggesting minimal or no information was lost
when the measurement weight constraints were imposed. Consequently, the structural
model was estimated, as is discussed in the next section.
Table 5.2: Measurement Invariance for The Measurement Model- Germany,
Brazil and South Korea
Model
Specification
GBA Model

χ2

df

Models
Compared

∆χ2

Prob

GFI

SRMR

RMSEA

CFI

TLI

χ2/df

M1:
Configural
invariance

868.92

567

-

-

-

0.88

0.05

0.03

0.96

0.95

1.53

M2:Full
metric
invariance

907.41

597

M2 vs. M1

38.49

>
0.05

0.88

0.05

0.03

0.96

0.95

1.52

5.2

Stage Three: Estimating the Structural Model

As was described in Chapter Two, the present study involved the examination of several
antecedents to GBA in three very different countries.

As Germany was the focal

country, the model was estimated in that country first, followed by a multiple-group
analysis of the suggested model across the three countries.

The estimated structural

model in Germany had a significant chi-square statistic (χ2

= 302.56; p < 0.001).

(175)

However, the normed chi-square statistic was 1.73, which is well below the suggested
3.0 maximum value (Hair et al., 2006) and with the exception of GFI, the other
goodness-of-fit indices were also acceptable (RMSEA= 0.06; SRMR= 0.07; GFI= 0.88;
CFI= 0.95; TLI= 0.94), suggesting the proposed structural model was a reasonable fit to
the data and that the model’s relationships could be examined.
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There were several significant relationships in Germany. As was expected, perceived
global brand value and global company attitude both had significant positive impacts on
GBA (β = 0.24, p < 0.01; β = 0.39, p < 0.001, respectively). However, GCO did not
impact on GBA (β = -0.06, n.s.).

The relationships with the three dispositional

antecedents were also explored. As was expected, CET had a significant negative
impact on GCO (β = -0.35, p < 0.001), however, it did not impact on perceived global
brand value or global company attitude (β = -0.06, n.s.; β = -0.03, n.s, respectively). As
was expected, COS had a significant positive impact on global company attitude and
GCO (β = 0.16, p < 0.05; β = 0.21, p < 0.01, respectively), however, it did not impact on
perceived global brand value (β = 0.05, n.s.). As was expected, materialism had a
significant positive impact on perceived global brand value and global company attitude
(β = 0.51, p < 0.001; β = 0.24, p < 0.01, respectively). However, it did not impact on
GCO (β = -0.02, n.s.). Further, three of the four endogenous variables had more than
20% of their variance explained (GBA = 23%; GCO = 22%; perceived global brand
value = 25%), however, very little of the global company attitude construct’s variance
was explained (8%).
The results in Germany suggest that global company attitude and perceived global brand
value were primary drivers of consumers’ global brand attitudes, whereas GCO had no
impact. Further, of the three dispositional antecedents explored, materialism had a
significant impact on global company attitude, perceived global brand value and GCO
and was the only antecedent to have a significant indirect influence on GBA. CET only
impacted GCO, whereas COS impacted global company attitude and GCO and not
perceived global brand value. The direct, indirect and total effects were discussed in
Section 5.4.
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5.2.1

Generalising the Suggested Model to Brazil and South Korea

The unconstrained multiple-group structural model had a significant chi-square statistic
(χ2

(525)

= 856.80; p < 0.001), which was not surprising given the sample size (593).

However, the normed chi-square statistic was 1.63, which was well below the suggested
maximum 3.0 level, and with the exception of GFI, the other goodness of fit indices
were also acceptable (RMSEA= 0.03; SRMR= 0.08; GFI= 0.88; CFI= 0.95; TLI= 0.94),
suggesting the model had a similar form in the three countries.
Consequently, the measurement weights were constrained to be equal across the three
countries. As can be seen in Table 5.3, the change in the chi-square statistic when these
constraints were imposed was not significant (∆χ 2 (28) = 28.18; p > 0.05), suggesting the
various constructs’ metrics were the same across the three countries. The model’s other
goodness of fit indices were also acceptable with the exception of GFI, which was
marginally below the recommended criterion (RMSEA= 0.03; SRMR= 0.08; GFI= 0.87;
CFI= 0.95; TLI= 0.95), suggesting minimal or no information was lost when the
measurement weight constraints were imposed. Consequently, the structural weights
were also constrained to be equal across the three countries to see if the same
relationships held in each case (i.e. to see if country moderated the various relationships
in the model). As can be seen in Table 5.3, the change in the chi-square statistic when
these constraints were imposed was significant (∆χ 2

(24)

= 61.38; p < 0.05), suggesting

there were a significant differences in at least some of the structural paths across the
three countries. Consequently, the differences in the various structural paths were
examined and the results obtained are discussed in the next section.
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Table 5.3: Measurement Invariance for The Structural Model- Germany, Brazil
and South Korea
Model
Specification

χ2

df

Models
Compared

∆χ2

Prob.

GFI

SRMR

RMSEA

CFI

TLI

χ2/df

Unconstrained

856.80

525

-

-

-

0.88

0.08

0.03

0.95

0.94

1.63

Measurement
weights
constrained

884.98

553

M2 vs. M1

28.18

> 0.05

0.87

0.08

0.03

0.95

0.95

1.60

946.37

577

M3 vs. M2

61.38

< 0.05

0.87

0.08

0.03

0.95

0.94

1.64

Structural
weights
constrained

5.3 Structural Paths and the Hypotheses
The previous section provided support for investigating the hypothesised relationships
that were discussed in Chapter Two across the three countries. For ease of reference,
the suggested hypotheses are shown again in Table 5.4.
Table 5.4: The Hypotheses Examined in the Present Study
H1: Consumers who have a more positive global company attitude will have a more positive
global brand attitude.
H2: Consumers who have more a positive attitude toward global consumption will have a more
positive global brand attitude.
H3: Consumers who have more positive perceptions of the value of global brands will have a
more positive global brand attitude.
H4: More ethnocentric consumers will have a more negative global company attitude.
H5: More ethnocentric consumers will perceive the value of global brands to be lower.
H6: More ethnocentric will have a more negative attitude toward global consumption
orientation.
H7: Consumers who are more cosmopolitan will have a more positive global company attitude.
H8: Consumers who are more cosmopolitan will have a more positive attitude toward global
consumption orientation.
H9: Consumers who are more cosmopolitan will perceive the value of global brands to be
higher.
H10: Consumers who are more materialistic will have a more positive global company attitude.
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Table 5.4: The Hypotheses Examined in the Present Study Continued

H11: Consumers who are more materialistic will have a more positive attitude toward global
consumption orientation.
H12: Consumers who are more materialistic will perceive the value of global brands to be
higher.

5.3.1

Direct Antecedents of GBA

The primary research question asked was ‘what are the drivers of GBA?’ Initially,
global company attitude, perceived global brand value and GCO were examined as
direct antecedents to GBA. As some of the estimated structural path estimates, which
are shown in Table 5.5, differed across the three countries, the hypotheses are discussed
by country. Global company attitude had a significant impact on GBA in Germany,
Brazil and South Korea (β = 0.39, p < 0.001; β = 0.32, p < 0.001; β = 0.22, p < 0.01,
respectively).

Thus hypothesis 1, which had suggested consumers who had more

positive attitudes toward global companies would have a more positive GBA, was
supported.
Table 5.5: Differences in the Path Coefficients
Hypothesized paths
GCA → GBA

GCO → GBA

Germany

Brazil

Difference t-statistic

0.39***

0.32***

-0.94

Germany

South Korea

0.39***

0.22**

Brazil

South Korea

0.32***

0.22**

-0.50

Germany

Brazil

Difference t-statistic

-0.06

-0.09

-0.11

Germany

South Korea

-0.06

0.10

Brazil

South Korea

-0.09

0.10
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-1.36

1.53*

1.82*

Table 5.5: Differences in the Path Coefficients Continued
Perceived value → GBA

Germany

Brazil

Difference t-statistic

0.24**

0.49***

0.89

Germany

South Korea

0.24**

0.72***

Brazil

South Korea

0.49***

0.72***

3.98***

3.68***

Note: * Significant at * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.01 level; *** p < 0.001 level

Hypothesis 2 had suggested consumers who had a more positive GCO would have a
more positive global brand attitude.

However, GCO did not impact on GBA in

Germany, Brazil or South Korea (β = -0.06, n.s.; β = -0.09, n.s.; β = 0.10, n.s.,
respectively).

Thus, hypothesis 2 was not supported.

Hypothesis 3 suggested

consumers who felt global brands had greater value would have a more positive GBA.
Perceived global brand value did have a significant impact on GBA in Germany, Brazil
and South Korea (β = 0.24, p < 0.01; β = 0.49, p < 0.001; β = 0.72, p < 0.001,
respectively), supporting hypothesis 3.
5.3.2

Dispositional Antecedents of GCA, GCO and Perceived Global Brand Value

The path coefficients between the three dispositional antecedents (CET, COS and
materialism) and global company attitude, GCO and perceived global brand value were
also examined. Hypothesis 4 had suggested more ethnocentric consumers would have a
more negative global company attitude and this was found in Brazil (β = -0.18, p < 0.05)
and marginally found in South Korea (β = -0.16, p < 0.10). However, as was noted
earlier, this was not true in Germany (β = -0.06, n.s.). Thus, hypothesis 4 was only
partially supported.
Hypothesis 5 had suggested more ethnocentric consumers would perceive the value of
global brands to be lower. However, while the path coefficients were negative, they
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were not significant in Germany, Brazil or South Korea (β = -0.03, n.s.; β = -0.07, n.s.; β
= -0.12, n.s., respectively). Thus, hypothesis 5 was not supported.
Hypothesis 6 had suggested more ethnocentric consumers would have a more negative
attitude toward global consumption. This was found in Germany (β = -0.35, p < 0.001),
but not in Brazil or South Korea (β = -0.13, n.s.; β = -0.10, n.s., respectively), providing
only partial support for hypothesis 6.
Hypothesis 7 had suggested more cosmopolitan consumers would have a more positive
attitude toward global companies and this was found in Germany, Brazil and South
Korea (β = 0.16, p < 0.05; β = 0.21, p < 0.01; β = 0.28, p < 0.001, respectively),
supporting hypothesis 7.
Hypothesis 8 had suggested more cosmopolitan consumers would have a more positive
attitude toward global consumption and this was found in Germany, COS (β = 0.21, p <
0.01). However, in Brazil and South Korea COS did not impact on GCO (β = 0.07, n.s.;
β = 0.01, n.s., respectively). Thus, there was only partial support for hypothesis 8.
Hypothesis 9 had suggested more cosmopolitanism consumers would have a more
positive attitude toward perceived global brand value and this was found in Brazil and
South Korea (β = 0.16, p < 0.05; β = 0.29, p < 0.001, respectively). However, in
Germany, COS did not impact on perceived global brand value (β = 0.05, n.s.). Thus,
there was only partial support hypothesis 9.
Hypothesis 10 had suggested more materialistic consumers would have a more positive
attitude toward global companies and this was found in Germany, Brazil and South
Korea (β = 0.24, p < 0.01; β = 0.27, p < 0.001; β = 0.36, p < 0.001, respectively),
supporting hypothesis 10.
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Hypothesis 11 had suggested more materialistic consumers would have a more positive
attitude toward global consumption orientation and this was found in South Korea (β =
0.24, p < 0.01.). However, in Germany and Brazil, materialism did not impact on global
consumption orientation (β = -0.01, n.s.; β = -0.05, n.s., respectively), providing only
partial support for hypothesis 11.
Hypothesis 12 had suggested more materialistic consumers would perceive global
brands to have greater value and this was found in Germany, Brazil and South Korea (β
= 0.51, p < 0.001; β = 0.57, p < 0.001; β = 60, p < 0.001, respectively), supporting
hypothesis 12. The results of the examination of the various hypotheses are summarised
in Table 5.6.
Table 5.6: Standardised Path Coefficients and the Study’s Hypotheses
Hypothesized paths
H1: GCA → GBA
H2: GCO → GBA
H3: Perceived value → GBA

Germany Brazil
0.39***
-0.06
0.24**

0.32***
-0.09
0.49***

South
Korea

Result

0.22**

Supported

0.10

No Support

0.72*** Supported

H4: CET → GCA

-0.06

-0.18**

-0.16(M) Partial

H5: CET → Perceived value

-0.03

-0.07

-0.12

No Support

H6: CET → GCO

-0.35***

-0.13

-0.10

Partial

H7: COS → GCA

0.16*

0.21**

0.28*** Supported

H8: COS → GCO

0.21**

0.07

0.01

H9: COS → Perceived Value

0.05

0.16*

0.29*** Partial

H10: Materialism → GCA

0.24**

0.27***

0.36**

Supported

0.24*

Partial

H11: Materialism → GCO
H12: Materialism → Perceived
value

-0.02
0.51***

-0.07
0.57***

Partial

0.60*** Supported

Note: * Significant at * p < 0.05 level; ** p < 0.01 level; *** p < 0.001 level; M = marginal at p < 0.1
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As can be seen from Table 5.6 the results suggested several differences in the path
coefficients between the three countries. Consequently, a series of t-statistic tests were
conducted to explore these differences (see Table 5.5 for H1-H3).

Table 5.6

summarises the 27 t-test that were conducted and the results found that only seven path
coefficients were significantly different.
The hypothesised CET-GCO path coefficient was marginally stronger in Germany (β =
0.35) than Brazil (β = -0.13; t (525) = 1.89, p < 0.10) and South Korea (β = -0.10; t (525) =
1.59, p < 0.10). The hypothesised COS-GCO path coefficient was marginally stronger
in Germany (β = 0.21) than South Korea (β = 0.01 t

(525)

= 1.42, p < 0.10). The

hypothesised COS-perceived global brand value path coefficient was significantly
stronger in South Korea (β = 0.29) than Germany (β = 0.05; t (525) = 2.60, p < 0.01), and
the same path coefficient was marginally stronger in Brazil (β = 0.16) than Germany (β
= 0.05; t

(525)

= 1.61, p < 0.10). Finally, the hypothesised materialism-GCO path

coefficient was significantly stronger in South Korea (β = 0.24) than Germany (β = 0.02; t

(525)

= 2.00, p < 0.05) and Brazil (β = -0.07; t

(525)

= 2.42, p < 0.05). The next

chapter discusses the potential reasons for the differences between countries.
Table 5.7: T-Statistic Test for Hypothesised Path Coefficients
Hypothesized paths
H4: CET → GCA

Germany
-0.06
Germany
-0.06
Brazil

-0.18

Difference t-statistic
1.00

South Korea
-0.16

0.76

South Korea

-0.18
H5: CET → GCO

Brazil

Germany
-0.35
Germany
-0.35
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-0.18
Brazil
-0.13

0.22
Difference t-statistic
1.89*

South Korea
-0.10

1.59*

Table 5.7: T-Statistic Test for Hypothesised Path Coefficients Continued
Brazil

South Korea

-0.13
H6: CET → Perceived value

Germany
-0.03
Germany
-0.03
Brazil

Germany
0.16
Germany
0.16
Brazil

Germany
0.21
Germany
0.21
Brazil

Germany
0.05
Germany
0.05
Brazil

Germany
0.24
Germany
0.24
Brazil

-0.12

0.84

-0.12
Brazil
0.21

0.29
Difference t-statistic
0.90

South Korea
0.28

0.21

0.28
Brazil
0.07

1.18
Difference t-statistic
0.10

South Korea
0.01

1.42*

0.01
Brazil
0.16

0.45
Difference t-statistic
1.61*

South Korea
0.29

2.60***

0.29
Brazil
0.27

0.49
Difference t-statistic
0.16

South Korea
0.36

0.73

South Korea

0.27
H11: Mat → GCO

South Korea

South Korea

0.16
H10: Mat → GCA

0.51

South Korea

0.07
H9: COS → Perceived value

-0.07

Difference t-statistic

South Korea

0.21
H8: COS → GCO

Brazil

0.03

South Korea

-0.07
H7: COS → GCA

-0.10

Germany
-0.02
Germany
-0.02
Brazil

0.36
Brazil
-0.07

1.02
Difference t-statistic
0.36

South Korea
0.24

2.00**

South Korea

-0.07
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0.24

2.42**

Table 5.7: T-Statistic Test for Hypothesised Path Coefficients Continued
H12: Mat → Perceived value

Germany

Brazil

0.51
Germany

0.57

0.77

South Korea

0.51
Brazil

Difference t-statistic

0.60

0.72

South Korea

0.57

0.60

0.00

Note: * Significant at * p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05 level; *** p < 0.01 level

5.4 Total Effects, Direct Effects and Indirect Effects
The total, direct and indirect effects the various antecedent constructs had on GBA were
also examined and the results obtained are shown in Table 5.8 (Germany), Table 5.9
(Brazil) and Table 5.10 (South Korea). As was noted earlier in this Chapter, and as can
be seen in Table 5.8, materialism had a relatively large indirect impact on GBA in
Germany (0.22). Further, GCA and perceived global brand value were the main drivers
of GBA in Germany.
Table 5.8: Indirect and Direct Effects in Germany
Germany
Direct Effects
GBA
Indirect Effects
GBA
Total Effect

GCA
0.39
GCA
0.00
GCA

GCO
-0.06
GCO
0.00
GCO

Perceived value
0.24
Perceived value
0.00
Perceived value

CET
0.00

COS
0.00

CET

COS

-0.01

0.06

CET

COS

Materialism
0.00
Materialism
0.22
Materialism

GCA

0.00

0.00

0.00

-0.06

0.16

0.24

GCO

0.00

0.00

0.00

-0.35

0.21

-0.02

Perceived Value

0.00

0.00

0.00

-0.03

0.05

0.51

GBA

0.39

-0.06

0.24

-0.01

0.06

0.22
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Table 5.9 suggests that materialism and COS had significant indirect effects on GBA in
Brazil (0.14, 0.37, respectively).

Further, GCA, perceived global brand value and

materialism were the main drivers of GBA in Brazil.
Table 5.9: Indirect and Direct Effects in Brazil
Brazil
Direct Effects
GBA
Indirect Effects
GBA
Total Effect

GCA
0.32
GCA
0.00
GCA

GCO
-0.09
GCO
0.00
GCO

Perceived value
0.49
Perceived value
0.00
Perceived value

CET

COS

0.00

0.00

CET

COS

-0.08

0.14

CET

COS

Materialism
0.00
Materialism
0.37
Materialism

GCA

0.00

0.00

0.00

-0.18

0.21

0.27

GCO

0.00

0.00

0.00

-0.13

0.07

-0.07

Perceived Value

0.00

0.00

0.00

-0.07

0.16

0.57

GBA

0.32

-0.09

0.49

-0.08

0.14

0.37

Table 5.10 suggests COS and materialism had a significant indirect impact on GBA in
South Korea (0.27, 0.53, respectively). GCA, perceived value, COS and materialism
were the significant drivers of GBA in South Korea.
Table 5.10: Indirect and Direct Effects in South Korea
South Korea
Direct Effects

GCA

GCO

0.22

0.10

Indirect Effects
GBA

GCA
0.00

GCO
0.00

Total Effect

GCA

GCO

GCA

0.00

0.00

0.00

-0.16

0.28

0.24

GCO

0.00

0.00

0.00

-0.10

0.01

0.24

Perceived Value

0.00

0.00

0.00

-0.12

0.29

0.60

GBA

0.22

0.10

0.72

-0.13

0.27

0.53

GBA

Perceived value
0.72

CTE

COS

Materialism

0.00

0.00

0.00

Perceived value
0.00

CET
-0.13

COS
0.27

Materialism
0.53

Perceived value

CET

COS

Materialism

The variances explained in each of the models are shown in Table 5.11. As can be seen
from the Table, the model was a better predictor of GBA in South Korea, where 70% of
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the variance was explained, than it was in Germany, where 23% of the variance was
explained, and a better predictor of GBA in Brazil, where 41% of the variance was
explained, than it was in Germany. The significance of these differences was assessed
by computing Fisher’s z-statistic, which was 2.35 for the Germany-Brazil difference and
4.53 for the Brazil-South Korea difference. Both statistics were significant well beyond
the 1% level, supporting the view that the model differed significantly in its ability to
predict GBA in the three countries. The differences in the variance explained were a
result of the South Korean model containing several significant direct and indirect
relationships toward GBA, whereas the Brazilian and German models had significant
direct relationships, but fewer significant indirect relationships. The implications of
these findings are discussed in the next Chapter.
Table 5.11: Variance Explained across the Three Countries
Construct

Germany

Brazil

South Korea

GBA

0.23

0.41

0.70

GCA

0.08

0.17

0.25

GCO

0.22

0.03

0.05

Perceived value

0.25

0.37

0.51

5.5 Conclusions
The current chapter discussed the results of estimating the model that had been
suggested in Chapter Two. Initially, the measurement model was estimated in Germany
and was found to fit the data well. A multiple-group analysis was then undertaken to
assess the measurement model’s generalisability across the three countries in which data
had been collected.

The analysis suggested the measurement model could be

generalised across the three countries.

The suggested structural model was then
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estimated in Germany, where a good fit was obtained. However, when the model was
estimated across the three countries, significant differences were found in many of the
structural relationships and in the percentage of the variance in GBA that was explained
by the suggested model.
The three country analysis found six of the suggested hypotheses were supported, six of
the suggested hypotheses were partially supported and two of the suggested hypotheses
were not supported. The partially supported hypotheses occurred because:
The CET-GCA relationship was significant in Brazil, marginally significant in South
Korea, but not significant in Germany.
The GCO-perceived global brand value relationship was significant in Brazil and South
Korea, but was not significant in Germany.
The CET-GCO relationship was only significant in Germany.
The COS-GCO relationship was only significant in Germany.
The materialism-GCO relationship was only significant in South Korea.
The perceived global brand value-GBA relationship was significantly greater in South
Korea than it was in the other two countries.
The suggested model, which was shown again in Figure 5.1, had several significant
relationships in the various countries. Perceived global brand value and GCA were the
primary drivers of GBA, with materialism having a significant indirect relationship in
Germany and Brazil.

In South Korea two of the three exogenous variables

(cosmopolitanism and materialism) had significant indirect influences on GBA, while
CET had a marginal impact.
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Finally, the findings provide support for the existence of consumers global brand
attitudes across the three countries investigated. Further, as was noted, the results found
that the model was a significant predictor of GBA in South Korea (70%), but only a
moderate predictor in Brazil (41%) and Germany (23%). Consequently, it emerges
from the findings that a majority of the antecedents explored in this study only have a
significant impact on GBA in the South Korean context. Theoretically, Alden et al.’s
(2006) and Suh and Smith’s (2008) research in South Korea provides support for the
findings of this research project, suggesting that the investigated relationships in this
study were important for investigating global consumer culture and consumers GBA.
However, the results of the GBA model can only be marginally generalised to Brazil
and Germany and should be interpreted with caution due to the low variance explained
of GBA in the model. The low variance explained for GBA suggests that there are other
more important variables that may be better predicators of GBA.

For example,

Özsomer and Altars (2008) suggest that global brand social responsibility, global brand
prestige and global brand credibility are ideal antecedents of GBA. The next Chapter
discusses the implications of these results, outlines the study’s limitations and suggests
some future research directions.
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CHAPTER SIX
Conclusion and Implications
6.0

Introduction

The results obtained in the current research project were presented in Chapter Four and
Chapter Five. Chapter Four provided some descriptive statistics for the various items
that were used to measure the various constructs that were included in the model and
discussed the measurement properties of these constructs in the three countries in which
data were collected, namely:
1. Germany (an individualist country with a developed economy).
2. Brazil (a collectivist country with an emerging economy).
3. South Korea (a collectivist country with a developed economy).
Chapter Five discussed the results that were obtained when the suggested structural
model was estimated in Germany and generalised to Brazil and South Korea.
The current Chapter discusses the implications of these results and is organised into four
sections. Section 6.1 summarises the results obtained in the present project. Section 6.2
discusses the conclusions that can be drawn from these results, looking at the project’s
theoretical implications, while Section 6.3 identifies the practical implications. Finally,
Section 6.4 discusses the project’s limitations and suggests some future research
directions, whereas, Section 6.5 discusses some concluding thoughts.
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6.1

A Summary of the Study

As was noted in Chapter One, the present research project was undertaken to answer
two primary research questions and two secondary research questions.

Briefly

reiterated, these questions were:
Q1: What are the primary drivers of global brand attitude?
The present study found that, in the three countries investigated (Germany, Brazil and
South Korea), the primary drivers of global brand attitude were perceived global brand
value, global company attitude and materialism, while cosmopolitanism was a also a
significant driver in Brazil and South Korea. Consumer ethnocentrism was marginally
significant in South Korea, while global consumption orientation did not have a
significant relationship with global brand attitude in any of the three countries. The
model explained a significant amount of the variance in people’s global brand attitude,
although less variance was explained in Germany (23%) than in Brazil (41%) or in
South Korea (70%).
Q1a: Is perceived value a significant predictor of global brand attitude?
As was noted, perceived value was a significant predictor of GBA. However, the
multidimensional perceived value construct did not maintain its integrity when tested
for discriminant validity and consequently, a unidimensional construct was used. This
result was more in-line with the work of Zeithaml, (1988) and Dodd et al.’s (1991)
rather than Sheth et al. (1991) and Sweeney and Soutar (2001).
Q1b: What is the impact of global consumption orientation on global brand attitude in
an identifiable model?
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As was noted, global consumption orientation had no significant impact on GBA in any
of the countries investigated. These findings directly contradict what was previously
found by Alden et al. (2006).

Additionally, Alden et al. found that consumer

ethnocentrism, materialism and aspects of cosmopolitanism were significant antecedents
to global consumption orientation in South Korea. However, this study only found
minimal support for global consumption orientation as an antecedent and or
consequence when the model was made identifiable.
Q2: Are attitudes toward global companies and global brands different constructs?
Based on Fornell and Larker’s (1981) recommendations for determining discriminant
validity, the present project found the two constructs were related, but distinct,
constructs in each of the three countries in which data were obtained and, consequently,
that they should be modelled as separate constructs.
Finally, it must be noted that there were significant differences in the socio-economic
environment between Brazil and Germany and South Korea and that these differences
may have had implications for the research questions explored. For example, Brazil
(developing country) has a rapidly growing middle-class; however, most consumers in
Brazil have minimal disposable income, resulting in possibly never having actually
experienced some of the global brands investigated in the study. Whereas, in Germany
and South Korea, consumers have greater disposable income and both countries produce
several global brands, which may result in global brand familiarity and global brand
usage. Consequently, the level of disposable income could have a significant impact on
a respondent’s attitudinal responses in the study.
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6.2

Conclusions that were drawn from the Study

This section discusses the implications of the global brand attitude model (now termed
the GBA model) that was developed in the present project. The relationships that were
supported across the three countries are discussed first, after which the relationships that
were supported in specific countries are discussed. Finally, several relationships were
explored using a cross-cultural lens and the implications of the results found for these
relationships are discussed.
6.2.1

The Role of a Global Brand Attitude Model

The present study made a contribution to our understanding of consumer behaviour by
exploring the impact of that globalisation has had on consumers’ GBA in three different
countries. Through the development of the global brand attitude (GBA) model, aspects
of McGrew’s (1996) five contradictory tendencies of globalisation and Appadurai’s
(1990) theory of the diffusion of globalisation are better understood in this research
context. Further, the GBA model was found to be a good predictor of consumers’
global brand attitudes in South Korea (70% of the variance explained) and Brazil (41%
of the variance explained) and to also explain a reasonable predictor in Germany (23%
of the variance explained).

Further, several of the suggested antecedents had a

significant impact on consumers’ GBA. As was noted in Chapter 2, Section 2.1, Alden
et al. (2006) in South Korea and Dimofte et al. (2008) in U.S.A. explored GBA, but
neither study reported the explained variance of GBA. However, in Alden et al.’s
(2006) model, the path coefficients leading to GBA were small, suggesting their model
had explained only a small percentage of consumers’ GBA.
Based on the work of Ger and Belk (1996), the GBA model suggested that there was
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evidence of a global consumer culture in the three countries investigated. Ger and Belk
(1996, p. 275) stated that two aspects of global consumer culture are the “widespread
and unquenchable desire for material possessions” and the homogenisation of
consumption behaviour across country borders. The GBA model found two of the three
dispositional antecedents explored (materialism and cosmopolitanism) had significant
influences on GBA in South Korea and Brazil.
In Germany, materialism significantly influenced GBA, but cosmopolitanism did not.
However, in Germany, cosmopolitanism was significantly related to people’s global
consumption orientation, suggesting cosmopolitan consumers had a preference for
consuming “the global alternative”. Further, the GBA model provides initial evidence
that global brands have been integrated into the local culture resulting in a creolisation
of consumption habits. Consequently, in Germany, global consumer culture may not
manifest in the same manner as in less developed countries, but rather in a new
systemically integrated hybridisation of global and local products that are perceived
similarly. However, further research should explore these ideas.
6.2.2

Generalised Relationships within the GBA Model

As presented in Chapter One and Chapter Two, a fundamental argument in prior
research was which global marketing strategy (standardisation, adaptation or a mixed
approach) was best for global companies in respect to their global brand strategy. The
results suggests that universalisation of modern life, coupled with the homogenisation of
consumption habits across borders, while at the same demonstrating several aspects of
differentiation between the countries investigated (McGrew, 1996)
discusses several of the generalised relationships.
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This section

Global company attitude’s role as an antecedent to global brand attitudes is an
understudied area of research. Prior research had suggested that there was a theoretical
difference between global company attitude and global brand attitude (e.g., Aaker and
Joachimsthaler, 2000; Hatch and Schultz, 2003). This study found support for this view
because, as was noted earlier, global company attitude was a distinct antecedent
construct to global brand attitude in each of the three countries in which data were
collected. Further, this finding supports Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) attitude theory that a
more general attitude (global company attitude) can be used to predict a specific attitude
(global brand attitude).
Additionally, the present study found that, in each of the three countries, consumers who
were cosmopolitan and materialistic held more positive attitudes toward global
companies. As has already been noted, previous research had found cosmopolitan and
materialistic consumers tended take part in the global consumer culture by consuming
global brands (e.g., Alden et al., 2006; Cleveland et al., 2009; Ger and Belk, 1996;
Steenkamp et al., 2003) and that the social influence of a person’s family and peers has
an impact on people’s consumption activities (Rindfleisch et al., 2008).
Prior research had found differences in the impact perceived quality had on global brand
attitude (e.g. Dimofte et al., 2008; Steenkamp et al., 2003). However, rather than
quality, the present study examined the role the more comprehensive perceived value
construct played in a global brand context. Further, signaling theory was used to help
explain the complexity of the multidimensional perceived value construct (Sweeney and
Soutar, 2001).

However, the analysis suggested people did not see value in a

multidimensional way in the present global brand research context as the value
dimensions did not have discriminant validity. Consequently, a unidimensional global
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brand value scale was estimated (the unidimensional construct had items that
represented every aspect of perceived value) and it was found that people in each of the
three countries who perceived global brands to have value also had a positive global
brand attitude. There were two unexpected findings for the perceived global brand
value construct. First, consumer ethnocentrism did not impact on perceived global brand
value in any of the three countries. This was contrary to previous research that had
found consumers’ ethnocentrism was negatively related to the likelihood of people
purchasing foreign brands (e.g., Klein et al., 1998; Shimp and Sharma, 1987; Suh and
Kwon, 2002) and to the perceived quality of foreign brands (e.g., Steenkamp et al.,
2003). Further, in Chapter Two, Section 2.2.5, it was suggested that globalisation has
driven ethnocentric consumers to not upset their equilibrium and to protect their local
economy. However, the present results are in line with recent research that has found
consumer ethnocentrism has a limited impact on attitude to global brands and on
perceived quality (e.g., Batra et al., 2000; Dimofte et al., 2008). In line with Batra et
al.’s (2000) research and Dimofte et al.’s (2008) research, the present study investigated
global brands, providing additional support for global brands being perceived differently
to foreign brands (e.g., Batra et al., 2003).
Second, the strength of the materialism-perceived global brand value relationship in the
GBA model was unexpected.

In each of the three countries, materialism was

significantly positively related to perceived global brand value. This strong relationship
was a significant indirect influence on consumers’ global brand attitude. In Brazil and
South Korea (which are less we developed countries than Germany), the global brands
selected for the present study could be perceived as prestigious or luxurious (Richins,
1994a; 1994b), leading people to have a more positive perception of the value of global
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brands. In Germany, materialistic consumers may have felt social pressure to consume
public and prestigious brands because of their perceived value when compared to local
brands (Rindfleisch et al., 2008), leading to more positive perceptions of global brand
value and a normalisation of global brands perceived value in their local communities.
This is the first reported study that explored global consumption orientation as an
antecedent to reported global brand attitudes in Germany and Brazil and the second
reported study that investigated this relationship in South Korea (Alden et al., 2006).
Although Alden et al. (2006) found a significant positive global consumption orientation
– global brand attitude relationship in South Korea, the present study found no support
for this relationship in any of the three countries. As was noted in Chapter Two, Section
(2.2.3), this result may have been due to Alden et al.’s (2006) model potentially not
being identified (see Hess, 2001), whereas the present GBA model was identified,
which meant the coefficients could be estimated with confidence.
Globalisation Theory suggests there is a growing hybridisation of consumption habits,
resulting in people consuming combinations of local and global products (e.g., Ritzer,
2003). The present study found that, in each of the three countries and in each of the
three consumption categories investigated (brands, entertainment and lifestyle),
hybridisation was the preferred consumption choice, with the exception of the
consumption of lifestyle and brands in Germany (as was pointed out in Table 4.1). In
Germany, 29% of the respondents preferred the hybridisation of lifestyle products (37%
were not interested), 34% preferred the hybridisation of brands (47% were not
interested) whereas 51% preferred the hybridisation of entertainment products.

In

Brazil, 44% of the respondents preferred the hybridisation of lifestyle, whereas 63%
preferred the hybridisation of entertainment and 47% preferred the hybridisation of
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brands. In South Korea, 57% of the respondents preferred the hybridisation of lifestyle,
whereas 57% preferred the hybridisation of entertainment and 53% preferred the
hybridisation of brands. The overwhelming hybridisation choice suggests people in
Germany, Brazil and South Korea vacillate between two aspects of McGrew’s (1996)
globalisation theory, which was discussed in Chapter Two (Section 2.1); namely,
homogenisation vs. differentiation and juxtaposition vs. syncretisation.
As was noted previously, the largest percentage of responses to the consumption
questions was ‘not interested’ in two of the three consumption categories (lifestyle and
brands) in Germany. Alden et al. (2006) noted that it is not clear if a ‘not interested’
choice suggests people are truly indifferent or if they have a strong disdain for all
brands. Based on Germany’s strength in the global market and its proximity to many
other countries, the ‘not interested’ item may suggest an indifference to consumption
categories. Further research is needed to explore the ‘not interested’ option in the global
consumption orientation measure.
6.2.3

Non-Generalised Relationships within the GBA Model

There is a long history beginning with Levitt (1983), that discusses the complexities that
global organisation faces when developing global branding strategy. However, due to
the intricacies of human beings and variances in the rate of diffusion of globalisation
(Appaduria’s, 1990), researchers agree that development of global brand strategy should
by conducted on a case by case basis (e.g., Johansson and Ronkainen, 2005; Kotler,
1986; Walters, 1986). Consequently, the non-generalised results found in this study
further support globalisation theorist that there are global consumers that are
fundamentally the same, but yet at the same time, critically different from one another
(e.g., Laroche et al., 2001; McCarty et al., 2007; Viswanathan and Dickson, 2007). This
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section discusses the significance of the non-generalised results.
As was previously noted, consumer ethnocentrism had little influence on GBA in the
present study. However, in Brazil highly ethnocentric consumers had a negative attitude
toward global companies, whereas, in Germany, highly ethnocentric consumers had a
negative attitude toward a global consumption orientation.
In Brazil, global resource companies are deforesting the Amazon at an increasing rate
and taking advantage of a relatively poor workforce. Consequently, it could be that
some local consumers feel global organisations are not ‘looking after Brazilians’, and
upsetting their equilibrium, resulting in heightened ethnocentric behaviour and

a

negative attitude toward global companies. However, in South Korea and Germany,
globalisation of brands and organisations have been intertwined in the local economy
for many decades, which may have relegated ethnocentric consumers to accept the role
globalisation, global brands and global companies play in the local community.
As was also noted earlier, in Germany, ethnocentric consumers had a negative attitude
about a global consumption orientation, but not about global companies, whereas, in
South Korea and Brazil, there was no such significant relationship. This suggests
German ethnocentric consumers preferred to consume locally, but accepted the role
global brands played in their local community, resulting in consumer ethnocentrism not
impacting on global brand attitude in Germany.
With the exception of the cosmopolitanism - global company attitude relationship, there
was a clear difference in the results obtained in Brazil, South Korea and Germany for
the cosmopolitanism construct.

The nature of cosmopolitanism itself may have

generated the differences in these results. Cosmopolitans have been found to have a
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diversity of tastes that can lead to a desire to consume exotic foods, art, music and
fashion (Thompson and Tambyah, 1999), often trivialising local alternatives. Cleveland
(2007) argued cosmopolitans had an ability to be competent and comfortable in steering
their way through different cultures. They can play both the role of the world citizen
and be comfortable in their local culture, which may explain them being bi-cultural in
their consumption. Perhaps Cleveland’s definition is more reflective of cosmopolitans
in Germany. German consumers have easy access to other countries. Their exposure to
a variety of cultures and consumption experiences results in greater experience with
global companies and global consumption. However, in South Korea and Brazil,
consumers may perceive being cosmopolitan as being a part of the global community.
This may cause South Koreans and Brazilians to have a desire to consume global
brands, resulting in a normative cosmopolitanism and a positive attitude toward the
perceived value of global brands.
Finally, in South Korea, materialism was positively related to a global consumption
orientation. However, in Germany and Brazil, this relationship was not significant. The
latter result was an unexpected finding. Although the findings in South Korea were in
line with Alden et al.’s (2006) results, the present study raises a question as to whether
these findings are generalisable outside South Korea. Further research is needed to
continue to explore this relationship in countries with different economies and cultures
to better gauge the nature of the materialism-global consumption orientation relationship
in a wider context.
6.2.4

The Role of Culture

Although the focus of the present study was not to investigate cross-cultural differences,
the GBA model suggested several relationships that were significantly different and
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could be explained best by exploring cultural differences.

Hofstede’s (1980)

individualism-collectivist dimension may explain these differences. Individualism can
be defined as the extent to which people are expected to look out for themselves and
perhaps their own family, while collectivism can be defined as the extent to which
people are expected to belong to a close-knit social structure resulting in an in-group
versus out-group orientation (Hofstede, 1980). Based on Hofstede’s (1980) national
scores, South Korea is low on the individualism-collectivism scale (18), suggesting it is
a collectivist society.

On the other hand, Germany is high on the individualism-

collectivism scale (69); suggesting an individualistic society, while Brazil lies between
South Korea and Germany on the individualism-collectivism (38) scale, providing a
continuum across the scale.
As was noted earlier, there was a significant difference in the amount of the variance in
global brand attitude that was explained in Germany (23%), Brazil (41%), and South
Korea (70%). Using individualism-collectivism as a cultural lens, it could be inferred
that consumers in South Korea and Brazil were more influenced by family and peers,
resulting in materialism and perceived global brand value having significant influences
on global brand attitude. German consumers were less influenced family and peers in
their evaluation of global brands, resulting in the antecedents, such as perceived global
brand value and materialism, having less influence on their global brand attitude. Prior
research has suggested people in collectivist cultures (such as South Korea and, to a
lesser extent, Brazil) are more likely to yield to group norms on consumption choices,
whereas people in individualist cultures (such as Germany) are more likely to seek
novelty and variety in their personal consumption choices (Nakata and Sivakumar,
2001) and the present results are in line with this suggestion.
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Two specific relationships in the model warrant further investigation using the
individualism-collectivism lens as a way to interpret the results obtained in the present
study. First, it was found that the global company attitude - global brand attitude
relationship was of similar strength in each of the three countries.

People in the

individualist culture, such as Germany, tend to maintain a level of consistency across
their attitudes, behaviours and feelings (Gudykunst, Matsumoto, Ting-Toomey, Nishida
et al., 1996), which implies behaviour can be predicted from their attitudes toward a
global brand. Conversely, consumers in collectivist cultures, such as South Korea and
Brazil, form attitudes that fulfil their social identity functions, potentially generating an
inconsistent relationship between their attitudes and their behaviour (Gudykunst et al.,
1996).
Second, there were significant differences in the strengths of the perceived global brand
value-global brand attitude relationship in South Korea (β = 0.72) and Brazil (β = 0.49),
South Korea (β = 0.72) and Germany (β = 0.24), but not between Brazil (β = 0.49) and
Germany (β = 0.24). Overby et al. (2005, p. 141) suggested using a culture lens to
explain differences in perceived value across countries, proposing an “integrated
theoretical framework that investigated how culture influences the means-end content
and structure of consumer’s value perceptions.” They argued consumer value may be
universal in nature, but that the way consumers perceive value and the influence it has
on their behaviour may not be the same across cultures.
The present study suggested the more collectivist cultures (South Korea and Brazil) had
a stronger perceived global brand value - global brand attitude relationship than did the
individualist culture (Germany). This suggests South Korean and Brazilian consumers
who had more positive perceptions about the value of global brands had a more positive

142

global brand attitude than did German consumers who had the same perception about
the value of global brands. This suggests that external forces (i.e., family and friends) in
South Korea and Brazil had a positive influence on consumes, than in Germany.
The lack of a significant difference in the strength of the perceived global brand valueglobal brand attitude relationship in Brazil and Germany was also an unexpected
finding. It is not clear why this result occurred. Future research should qualitatively
explore the role global brands play in Brazil and Germany and how they impact on
consumers’ daily lives. This may shed some light on how consumers in the two
countries perceive the value of global brands and the impact they have on their attitude.
6.3

Implications for Practitioners

The GBA model has a number of significant implications for practitioners. The model’s
constructs had cross-cultural equivalence, which provides a model that global marketing
managers can use to see how consumers’ global brand attitude is influenced in different
countries. For example, the initial results suggest that the GBA model can be used
appropriately in Asian, South America and Europe. By evaluating how consumers’
attitudes vary across global brands, organisations will be able to develop appropriate
strategies for global brand entry, brand positioning and product policy for their global
brands.
As an example, global marketing managers can use these results to better understand
differences in consumers’ attitudes toward global brands and, consequently, decide
appropriate promotional strategies. For example, in the collectivist cultures included in
the present study (South Korea and Brazil), consumers’ attitudes toward global brands
were influenced by materialism, perceived global brand value, global company attitude
and cosmopolitanism. In the individualist culture examined (Germany) consumers’
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attitudes toward global brands were influenced by materialism, perceived global brand
value, global company attitude, but not cosmopolitanism. Thus, across both cultures
global marketing managers can use the commonly found antecedents in influence
consumers’ attitudes towards global brands. However, in collectivist cultures
cosmopolitanism played an important role in consumers’ attitudes towards global
brands. Consequently, global marketing managers could use a dual extension strategy
(product and communisation) and create marketing messages that emphasises various
aspects of cosmopolitanism (i.e., being worldly, travel or desire for the exotic), resulting
in a global positioning strategy.
Though there are differences between the countries investigated, the results help shed
light with the ongoing debate of standardisation versus adaptation of global brands (e.g.,
Boddewyn et al., 1986;Levitt, 1983). The results suggested that consumer ethnocentrism
does not have a negative impact on consumers’ attitudes towards global brands,
suggesting that consumers accept global brands role in the local market. This helps
provide support for the standardisation of global brands. Thus practitioners should feel
comfortable developing truly global marketing strategies. However, employing this
strategy requires careful translation of slogans so to not to confuse the consumer.
Although the present study did not find the global consumption orientation – global
brand attitude relationship to be significant, practitioners can use the measurement
approach to explore consumers’ preferences in other consumption categories. As was
noted, MCA was used to explore consumptions preferences for one of four categories
(global, glocal, local, or not interested). For example, if a global beverage organisation
enters a highly competitive beverage market it would be important to understand
consumers desire for global brands versus local brands. This will allow global brand
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managers to make brand positioning decisions based on the level of consumers’ desire
for global beverages versus local beverages or somewhere in between.
Finally, Ger (1999, p. 65) suggested that many local firms “operate under the
supposition that the market is beyond their local control” and that global competition
makes it difficult to compete. However, this need not be the case. The results obtain in
the present study suggested local organisations can use marketing strategies to tap into
local consumers desire for the global, but at the same time, they can identify with the
local culture, providing both aspects to local consumers. As Ger (1999, p. 71) noted,
“local culture is the most accessible yet least utilized resource for local firms.” Stated
another way, global organisations can have difficulty understanding the local culture;
hence local organisations can use their local knowledge of the culture to create a
competitive advantage in the market.
6.4
6.4.1

Limitation and Future Research Directions
Theoretical Limitations

As with any study of this size, there are limitations that, in turn, provide opportunities
for future research. The present study explored the globalisation literature to inform the
hypotheses tested.

However, the country-of-origin literature has researched brand

attitudes for several decades. Consequently, future research should explore country-oforigin literature to find additional antecedents that may result in greater variance
explained for the GBA construct.
The GBA model should be applied with caution due to its limited variance explained in
Germany and Brazil. Though the GBA model does a good job predicting GBA in South
Korea, it is clear that future this model should be tested in other contexts. Consequently,

145

future research should explore the GBA model in both similar and dissimilar countries
to explore the generalisability of the model.
The present study used three dispositional variables.

While cosmopolitanism is a

relatively new construct in marketing, CET and materialism have been extensively
studied. Future research should explore additional dispositional variables. For example,
recent research has discussed the growth of ethical consumers and the anti-consumption
of global brands (Thompson and Arsel, 2008). Such consumers have expressed an
animosity toward global brands. It would be interesting to see whether consumers’
animosity toward global brands impacted on the relationships examined in the present
study and to see if such a construct was distinguishable from consumer ethnocentrism.
6.4.2

Methodological Limitations

The present study used an online panel, which had several advantages, such as
convenience and minimising missing data. However, online data collection can create
problems when there are different internet penetration rates in different countries. This
was a significant factor in Brazil, where only 35% of the population has regular internet
access, while 61% have such access in Germany and 71% have such access in South
Korea (International Telecommunication Union, 2008).

Future research could

overcome this limitation by collecting data using off-line data collection approaches,
such as telephone, direct mail or face-to-face procedures.
Another limitation in the current research was the use of the self-report method to obtain
the desired data.

Capturing consumers’ attitudes immediately after experiencing a

global brand (e.g., after driving a Toyota Corolla) could provide a greater understanding
of how consumers use affective or cognitive attitudes when evaluating global brands.
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Further, if this approach was coupled with the self-report approach, additional insights
into global brand attitude consistency over time and across product categories are likely
to be obtained.
The data collected in the present study were part of a large cross-cultural consumer
behaviour study in which multiple projects were included across several questionnaires.
Since this was the case, the choice of countries was limited. The current study included
three quite different countries. However, additional research in countries in areas such
as Eastern Europe, South Asia or the Middle East is likely to provide even more insights
into the relationships that were examined in the present study.
Other limitations were related to the methodology used in the present study. First, the
use of a quantitative approach did not provide the in-depth understanding of other
potential drivers of global brand attitude that might have been obtained if a qualitative
approach had been used. Future research should use such an approach to see whether
there are other potential antecedents to global brand attitude that could be used to extend
the model that was estimated in the present study. Qualitative research could also
explore the perceived value construct in this context as it was found to be
unidimensional, despite considerable prior research suggesting it had a number of
distinct sub-dimensions (e.g., Sweeney and Soutar, 2001).
The use of specific global brand names may have caused a halo effect. Previous
research has found that the use of brand names when evaluating global brands can lead
to spurious results (Dimofte et al., 2008) and that a respondent may be primed to
associate specific attributes with the global brand, confounding their responses (see
Wenzlaff and Wenger, 2000). Future research should investigate the use of consumers’
general attitudes to global brands (e.g., I like/I dislike global brands) rather than the use
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of specific global brands. The present study used specific global brand names to
measure GBA and a general construct to measure attitude toward global companies. It
would be interesting to align the two constructs so they investigated general attitudes
across global brands and global companies or specific global brands and global
companies to assess the intensity of consumer attitudes toward global brands in general
rather than the specific brands that were used in the present study.
The perceived global brand value construct used the term ‘international brands’ (e.g.,
well known international brands are dependable products) in all of the items included in
the questionnaire. However, the present study investigated global brands. Consumers
may have interpreted the phrase ‘international brands’ differently in the three countries.
For example, in Brazil, international brands may be perceived as brands from Mexico or
Chile, which are not sold in countries outside the local region. Future research should
adapt the perceived value scale to use the term ‘global brands’ (e.g., well known global
brands are dependable products).
Finally, the global consumption orientation construct was not congruent across the three
countries and, consequently, the total data set was used to estimate the structure of the
construct. In the three countries used in the present study, the global consumption
orientation construct did not have an impact on global brand attitude. Future research
should explore the role this construct plays as an antecedent to global brand attitude in
other countries to see if this is a generalisable finding or if it is influenced by
consumers’ national background. Future research should also see if there are different
ways in which the construct might be measured. The current construct is measured by
using a ‘select one’ option. However, it would be useful to see if Likert type scales
could be used to measure consumers’ global-local consumption orientation.
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6.5 Concluding Thoughts
This research project makes many important and unique contributions, most notably the
development and validation of a model that helps explain consumers’ GBA.

The

development of this model provides an opportunity to explore aspects of whom, how
and why consumers evaluate global brands and the continued impact that globalisation
has on international consumer behaviour. The model further provides initial evidence
for the creolisation of consumption habits for consumers’ in Germany and the continued
growth of the global consumer culture in Brazil and South Korea.

Finally, as

developing countries, such as Brazil, continue to rise in the global economic power,
expect their consumption habits and attitudes to evolve. Further, expect countries such
as Germany, to revaluate the importance of global brand attitudes and the impact they
have in their daily life.
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APPENDIX A: GERMAN, BRAZILIAN AND SOUTH KOREAN
SURVEY IN ENGLISH

*Note: This is the English version of the survey, and the country Australia (Australian) was used as
a place holder. The appropriate countries investigated (Germany, Brazil and South Korea) were
substituted for the word Australia or Australian.
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY ITEM MEANS IN ALL THREE COUNTRIES
Constructs and Variables

Germany

Brazil

Korea

N=209

N=209

N=197

Global Brand Attitude
Please express your attitude
toward the following particular
products from these companies.

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Nokia mobile phones

4.16

1.98

6.03

1.20

4.38

1.24

Sony colour TVs

5.32

1.22

6.11

1.15

4.95

1.16

Nike running shoes

5.02

1.42

5.60

1.53

5.51

1.81

Toyota Camry

4.34

1.14

5.43

1.36

4.36

1.20

Coke coca-cola

4.95

1.74

5.37

1.73

4.73

1.51

Nestle Nesquik

5.05

1.40

5.94

1.27

4.91

1.08

Global Company Attitude
Please express your attitude
toward global companies.

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Harmful- Beneficial

3.67

1.54

5.03

1.57

5.05

1.27

Unfavourable- Favourable

3.86

1.37

5.28

1.55

5.07

1.34

Negative- Positive

3.78

1.42

5.26

1.43

4.95

1.39

Worthless- Valuable

4.23

1.28

5.24

1.53

5.30

1.21

Cosmopolitanism
How strongly do you agree or
disagree with the following
statements?

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

I am interested in learning more
about people who live in other
countries.

5.30

1.54

5.67

1.49

5.10

1.33

I like to learn about other ways of
life.

5.39

1.43

5.97

1.35

5.18

1.27

I enjoy being with people from
other countries to learn about their
unique views and approaches.

4.08

1.55

4.71

1.41

4.53

1.44

I like to try restaurants that offer
food that is different from that in
my own culture.

5.46

1.48

4.60

1.44

5.08

1.31
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Cosmopolitanism Continued
I enjoy exchanging ideas with
people from other cultures or
countries.

5.16

1.51

4.89

1.45

4.76

1.37

I like to observe people of other
cultures, to see what I can learn
from them.

5.19

1.41

5.90

1.33

5.06

1.30

I find people from other cultures
stimulating.

5.44

1.50

5.55

1.51

5.15

1.28

I enjoy trying foreign food.

5.56

1.63

4.66

1.48

4.81

1.42

Coming into contact with people of
other cultures has greatly benefited
me.

5.23

1.21

5.77

1.49

4.94

1.38

When it comes to trying new
things, I am very open.

5.36

1.47

4.62

1.45

4.87

1.33

When travelling, I like to immerse
myself in the culture of the people
I am visiting.

5.25

1.49

4.49

1.62

4.94

1.30

Consumer Ethnocentrism
How strongly do you agree with
the following?

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Only those products that are
unavailable in (country – e.g.
Germany) should be imported.

3.28

1.77

3.20

1.86

3.53

1.48

(Country – e.g. German) products,
first, last, and foremost.

2.56

1.66

3.04

1.78

3.73

1.47

Purchasing foreign-made products
is un-(nationality – e.g. German)

2.27

1.54

2.31

1.63

3.16

1.41

It is not right to purchase foreignmade products because it puts
(nationalities - e.g. Germans) out
of work.

3.12

1.81

2.70

1.69

3.56

1.46

A real (nationality – e.g. German)
should always buy (country – e.g.
German) made products.

2.51

1.71

2.72

1.72

3.29

1.48

We should purchase products
manufactured in (country – e.g.
Germany) instead of letting other
countries get rich off of us.

3.32

1.87

3.39

1.83

3.62

1.37
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Consumer Ethnocentrism Continued
(Nationalities – e.g. Germans)
should not buy foreign products,
because this hurts (country – e.g.
German) business and causes
unemployment.

2.79

1.59

2.76

1.67

3.27

1.48

It may cost me in the long run but I
prefer to support (country –
German) products.

3.44

1.71

3.36

1.74

4.32

1.37

We should buy from foreign
countries only those products we
cannot obtain within our own
country.

3.29

1.83

3.48

1.84

3.44

1.46

(Nationality – e.g. German)
consumers who purchase products
made in other countries are
responsible for putting their fellow
(nationality – e.g. Germans) out of
work.

2.64

1.62

2.56

1.65

3.49

1.45

Materialism
How strongly do you agree or
disagree with the following
statements?

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

I put more emphasis on material
things than most people I know.

2.37

1.59

2.53

1.64

3.85

1.44

I admire
expensive
clothes.

2.80

1.83

3.33

1.94

4.13

1.52

4.85

1.52

5.23

1.71

5.17

1.21

I like a lot of luxury in my life.

3.22

1.79

3.38

1.92

3.53

1.53

Buying things gives me a lot of
pleasure.

4.23

1.64

4.69

1.84

4.70

1.25

The things I own say a lot about
how well I’m doing in life.

3.08

1.66

3.95

1.70

4.30

1.35

I’d be happier if I could afford to
buy more things.

4.11

1.88

4.33

1.91

4.58

1.45

I would be happier if I owned more
things.

3.28

1.75

3.33

1.94

4.71

1.41

people
homes,

The things I own
important to me.

who
cars,

own
and

are

very
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Materialism Continued
I like to own things that impress
people.

2.75

1.64

3.05

1.94

4.24

1.42

I pay attention to the material
objects other people own.

2.65

1.60

3.21

1.80

4.22

1.33

I am not worried about keeping life
simple, as far as possessions are
concerned.

4.69

1.80

3.90

1.80

4.50

1.25

I think the amount of material
objects people own is a sign of
success.

2.60

1.58

3.70

1.91

4.07

1.46

I usually buy more than what I
need.

3.23

1.69

3.49

1.85

3.93

1.39

It sometimes bothers me quite a bit
that I can’t afford to buy all the
things I’d like.

4.22

1.85

4.69

1.80

4.35

1.47

I don’t yet have all the things I
really need to enjoy life.

4.00

1.88

4.84

1.84

5.00

1.35

My life would be better if I owned
certain things I don’t have.

3.65

1.91

4.28

2.00

4.75

1.37

I enjoy spending money on things
that aren’t practical.

2.82

1.65

2.58

1.75

3.43

1.64

Some of the most important
achievements in life include
acquiring material possessions.

2.61

1.52

3.95

1.82

4.49

1.38

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Well known international brands
provide good overall value.

3.84

1.42

4.94

1.55

4.88

1.12

International brands are well
known for their overall value.

3.78

1.47

4.38

1.64

4.79

1.08

Buying well known international
brands makes me feel good.

3.29

1.65

4.13

1.90

4.70

1.14

I get pleasure from buying well
known international brands

3.33

1.62

4.32

2.00

4.50

1.26

Perceived Value
How strongly do you agree or
disagree with the following?
Overall Perceived Value

Emotional Value
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Perceived Value Continued
I enjoy buying well
international brands.

known

3.44

1.55

4.49

1.75

4.21

1.33

Well known international brands
offer good value for money.

2.79

1.34

4.41

1.72

4.62

1.10

Well known international brands
are generally reasonably priced.

3.28

1.40

3.48

1.74

3.97

1.38

Well known international brands
are good products for the price.

3.53

1.44

4.08

1.66

4.64

1.14

The way I am perceived is
improved when I buy well known
international brands

3.02

1.62

3.89

2.02

4.38

1.22

Buying well known international
brands makes me feel acceptable.

2.78

1.54

3.66

1.91

4.21

1.25

I make a good impression on other
people when I buy well known
international brands.

3.11

1.57

4.25

1.96

4.39

1.22

Well known international brands
are dependable products.

3.68

1.51

4.79

1.55

4.88

1.61

Well known international brands
are durable products.

3.72

1.54

4.87

1.48

4.81

1.13

Well known international brands
are high quality products.

3.86

1.52

4.89

1.58

4.89

1.13

Value for Money

Social Value

Perceived Quality
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