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Brand Globalness Matter?

ABSTRACT

We study the impact of perceived brand globalness (PBG) on the consumers’ purchase
intention (PI) and the mediating role of perceived brand quality (PBQ) and perceived brand
prestige (PBP) in this relation. Further, we investigate the moderating role of consumer
ethnocentrism (CE) on the relation between perceived brand globalness and both perceived
brand quality and perceived brand prestige. Our model is empirically tested in an emergent
market (Pakistan) where local brands cohabit with the global brands in a majority of markets.
Perceived brand quality appears to be a stronger mediator than the perceived brand prestige

and the moderating role of consumer ethnocentrism is demonstrated.
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Introduction

The present study is an attempt to conceptually identify and empirically test the interrelations
between perceived brand globalness and consumers’ purchase intention, moderated by
consumer ethnocentrism. The study begins with a review of the literature pertaining to the
global and local brands, consumer behavior regarding purchase, and then moves to the
concept of consumer ethnocentrism. A number of hypotheses are then proposed. The
methodology used to test the hypotheses, the results of the study then follow. The paper
concludes with the implications, limitations, and future research avenues.

Global marketing have been a subject of research for over thirty years (Jain, 1989) and the
success and brand equity of global or mega-brands has been described and analyzed over the
past decades (Aaker & Joachimsthale, 1999; Kapferer, 1992; Keller, 1997). Less attention
has been given to local brands (Bawa, 2004; Chernatony et al., 1995; Kapferer, 2002;
Schuiling & Kapferer, 2004; Wolfe, 1991) although some authors believe they have a place
and a role in the marketplace. Aaker & Joachimsthale (1999) warns: “managers who
stampede blindly toward creating a global brand without considering whether such a move
fits well with their company or their markets risk falling over a cliff”.

A concept related to attitudes towards global or local brands is consumer ethnocentrism
studied both in developed and developing countries (Batra et al., 2000; Douglas & Nijssen,
2003; Luque-Martinez, Ibanez-Zapata, & Barrio-Garcia, 2000; Netemeyer, Durvasula, &
Lichtenstein, 1991; Papadopoulos, Heslop, & Beracs, 1990). Shimp & Sharma (1987)
advocate that the concept of consumer ethnocentrism can improve understanding of how
consumers and corporate buyers compare domestic with foreign-made products, how and
why their judgments can be subject to various forms of bias and error. Highly Ethnocentric
Consumers judge the products by stressing the positive aspects of domestic products and

reducing the virtues of foreign ones. Consumer ethnocentrism and consumers’ attitudes



towards local and global brands is of utmost importance in emergent markets in which global
brands do not dominate (contrarily to Western economies) but which represent formidable
growth opportunities both for global and local brands.

There is a lack of research on consumer behavior towards global and local brands in
developing countries; a number of companies are busy in reducing brands and preferring
global brands. We study, in this research, the consequences of perceived brand globalness on
consumer behavior and on purchase intentions of both local and global brands in an emerging
country (Pakistan). We consider the potential influence of consumer ethnocentrism in our
model.

Objective

The objective of this study is to investigate the perceptions of consumers about global brands
versus local brands, what leads the consumers to purchase the global brands, and to gauge the
extent of consumer ethnocentrism as a moderating variable, on these perceptions. Steenkamp
et al. (2002) showed that perceived brand globalness is positively associated with both the
perceived brand quality and perceived brand prestige leading consumers to purchase the
global brands; their study also concludes that consumers with low ethnocentrism have
stronger quality association with the global brands. We have further extended their work by
testing the moderating role of consumer ethnocentrism upon the relationship between
perceived brand globalness and perceived brand quality and on the relationship between
perceived brand globalness and perceived brand prestige too. If global brands (such as
Mercedes, Sony or Apple) are generally associated with prestige and quality, there is a dearth
of understanding the “prestige” and “quality” constructs for global brands in developing
countries. Does perceived brand globalness suffice to favor purchase? Is it because brand
globalness favors quality perceptions that consumers prefer global brands? Or is prestige the

important factor driving consumer preference? What is the role of consumer ethnocentrism?



Do consumers high on ethnocentrism degrade quality or prestige perceptions generally
associated to global brands? The current research is an attempt to answer these questions.
There is a gap in the literature and effects of perceived brand globalness need to be studied in
emerging countries where the dilemma facing consumers when having to choose between
global brands or local brands is the most acute.

Global versus Local Brand

“It’s commonly agreed that global brands are the one that consumers can find under the same
name in multiple countries with generally similar and centrally coordinated marketing
strategies” (Yip, 1994); whereas the local brand are developed for a specific national market.
What makes local brands strong is “their being local; these are often more than brands, they
are institutions” (Kapferer, 2002).

Marketing literature is replete with discussion on “how to reconcile global brand strategies
with local cultural and market differences” (Mitchell, 2000). To be successful in the market,
the marketers have to decide when and where to ignore local differences to e a part of the
global world. Some researchers believe that consumers do not want global brands for their
globalness, but because these ensure better value than the local ones.

Consumer Ethnocentrism

Consumer ethnocentrism implies that buying imports is wrong because it is unpatriotic and
detrimental to the domestic economy and employment (Supphellen & Gronhaug, 2003).
Consumer ethnocentrism refers to the beliefs regarding the appropriateness of purchasing
foreign-made products (Bawa, 2004; Sharma et al., 1994). The credit for inspiring research
into the phenomenon of consumer ethnocentrism goes to Shimp & Sharma (1987), who
developed and psychometrically validated a scale called Consumer Ethnocentric Tendencies
Scale (CETSCALE). The CETSCALE consists of 17 items which measure the tendency of

consumers to act consistently towards foreign and domestic products.



The success of a company outside its country relies on the ability to understand and cater to
consumers’ needs. Research has shown that people from developed, more modern nations,
tend to be less ethnocentric than their counterparts in developing and emerging nations
(Lindquistet al., 2001; Sharma et al., 1994). As observed, in some non-Western countries,
consumers may generally regard foreign (Western) products as being better than domestic
ones (Supphellen & Gronhaug, 2003). In this context we can have a look at the findings by
Papadopoulos et al. (1990) that Hungarians generally evaluated Western products more
positively than national products. Ettenson (1993) reported similar findings for Russian
consumers, so it can be believed that in these countries, even highly ethnocentric consumers
may prefer Western products (Supphellen & Gronhaug, 2003).

The multinational companies must know the level of consumer ethnocentrism across
countries to make their brand acceptable and preferable. The bulk of earlier research on
consumer ethnocentrism, focusing on “theory development, conceptualization,
operationalization of measurements and validation of the instrument, has been conducted in
the US” (Vida & Fairhurst, 1999). The impact of ethnocentricity on purchase behavior
indicates that it has the potential for international consumer research, particularly in those
economies which have recently been subjected to fundamental macroeconomic and political
transformations (Durvasula et al., 1997; Netemeyer et al., 1991). From a managerial
perspective, ethnocentrism refers to consumers’ preference for domestic products and
prejudice against imports (Yelkur et al., 2006). Across cultures, researchers have shown that
ethnocentrism is a global phenomenon, but there are differences in the degree of
ethnocentrism expressed by consumers, depending on the country under study (Javalgi et al.,
2005). Therefore, we study the role of ethnocentrism within a developing country (Pakistan)

and its potential moderating effect on the relationships between brand globalness and both



quality and prestige judgments. We also relate brand globalness, quality and prestige

judgments to purchase intentions for the brands.

Hypotheses

Any brand refers to a product’s design, performance, quality and prestige. The consumer may
develop a belief that the global brand is of high quality since high quality is helping this
brand to be globally accepted (Kapferer, 1997; Keller, 1997). This can be supported by
examples, ads for Pentene and Ariel show brand quality testimonials from experts in different
countries. So the hypothesis regarding perceived brand quality is:

H1: Perceived brand globalness positively impacts consumers’ perception of

brand quality.
Another aspect that the consumers may develop global brand purchase intention because of
higher prestige (Kapferer, 1997) has also been stressed upon by some of the researchers.
Global brands are the most admired among the consumers, especially in the developing
countries. Another view is that the higher prestige of the global brands may be due to the
scarcity and higher price compared to the local brands (Batra et al., 2000; Bearden & Etzel,
1982; Steenkamp et al., 2002) and this makes global brands preferable. The research supports
the idea that higher price and much scarcity creates high level of Prestige appeal (Batra et al.,
2000; Bearden & Etzel, 1982; Steenkamp et al., 2002). The empirical evidence that global
brands boost brand prestige needs to be added to the literature, so the next hypothesis is:

H2: Perceived brand globalness positively impacts consumers’ perception of

brand prestige.
Some authors perceive that consumer may prefer global brands because of the connotation of
“higher prestige” (Kapferer, 1997). Still another variable may exist, i.e., global brands imply

“cosmopolitanism” (Thompson & Tambyah, 1999). Yet some researchers believe that the



global brands can affect the consumers’ purchase intention as they perceive that it will
enhance their self-image as being cosmopolitan, sophisticated, and modern (Friedman, 1990).
So it leads to the next hypothesis:

H3: By controlling quality and prestige, perceived brand globalness positively

affects consumers’ purchase intention.
The literature shows that the most compelling force that drives the consumers to the purchase
intention of any global brand is the quality. The common observation and recent empirical
studies have shown that brands perceived as global induced better quality ratings, which in
turn increased desire to buy (Kapferer, 2002). Typically the global brand is perceived as of
higher quality than the local brand and carries a premium price (Ueltschy, 1998). Steenkamp
et al. (2002) also refer to the same idea; “perceived quality is the primary driver of purchase
likelihood, irrespective of product category, consumer segment or time frame” (Jacoby &
Olson, 1985), so the next hypothesis is:

H4: Out of the three paths through which perceived brand globalness impacts

consumers’ purchase intention; the path through perceived brand quality is the

strongest.
Juric & Worsley (1998) have noticed that consumers' ethnocentrism appears to be “a strong
determinant of general attitudes towards foreign products relative to domestic products”
(Shimp & Sharma, 1987; Wall & Heslop, 1986). In a study of New Zealanders' general
attitudes towards foreign and domestic food products, consumer ethnocentrism explained a
small but significant proportion of consumers’ purchasing behavior (Juric & Worsley, 1998).
This leads us to the next hypotheses:

HSa: Consumers’ ethnocentrism moderates the relationship between perceived

brand globalness and consumers’ purchase intention; the stronger consumer

ethnocentrism, the weaker the relationship.



HSb: Consumers’ ethnocentrism moderates the relationship between perceived
brand globalness and perceived brand quality; the stronger consumer
ethnocentrism, the weaker the relationship.
HSc: Consumers’ ethnocentrism moderates the relationship between perceived
brand globalness and perceived brand prestige; the stronger consumer
ethnocentrism, the weaker the relationship.

Theoretical Model

Based on the literature review a theoretical model has been proposed, showing relationship

between the hypotheses.

Perceived Brand
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Figure-1: Theoretical Model

In this model consumers’ purchase intention is the dependent variable depending on the
perceived brand globalness, perceived brand quality and perceived brand prestige.

Consumers’ ethnocentrism is the moderating variable.

Research Methodology

Lee et al. (2003) pointed out that web-based surveys have “great potential for the inclusion of

multimedia functions that may be useful in soliciting opinions on a variety of topics”



(Johnson, 2002); also, with the availability and advancement of technology the adoption rate
of the internet is quickly becoming “a replacement technology for telephone surveys, just as
telephone surveys replaced personal interviews in the 1970s” (Manfreda et al., 2002). The
web-based surveys minimize the costs of both data collection and analysis; this benefit is
increasing its usage in research. When we want to collect data from a large sample, it’s time
effective and cost effective through the web and “results can be available much quicker than
traditional survey techniques” (Johnson, 2002). A web-based survey, using a sample drawn
from a population of Pakistani consumers of global and local brands, was conducted in May
2008.

Pakistani consumers have a cultural diversity as compared with the consumers from Korea
and the U.S.A. (Hofstede, 1980) cultural dimensions show that in Pakistan “inequalities of
power and wealth have been allowed to grow within the society.” What (Hofstede, 1980)
theory says about Pakistan is that they are a nation obsessed with status.

Product Selection

Products were selected keeping in view that it is accessible and affordable to all social classes
and also used by all ages and education levels. Six product categories (with brands) were
randomly selected including: Soft Drinks (Coca Cola, Amrat Cola ); Milk (Nestlé, Haleeb);
Tea (Yellow Label, Supreme); Drinking water (Nestlé, Sufi); Cooking oil (Dalda, Habib);
Shampoo (Dove, Bio Amla). To avoid respondents fatigue and bias, the product categories
were rotated across questionnaires. Two categories having four brands were rotated in each
questionnaire. Only the brand labels were used, excluding any images. Each product
categories brands were also rotated in each questionnaire making each respondent answer
questions for four brands from two categories. Several authors think that “bias due to non-
independence of observations is small when sample size is large” (Hunter & Schmidt, 1989;

Steenkamp et al., 2002).



Instrument

The scale was developed based upon recent literature. Perceived brand globalness was
measured by using an adopted and modified version of (Steenkamp et al., 2002); perceived
brand prestige by the scale of (Han & Terpstra, 1988); perceived brand quality by the scale of
(Keller & Aaker, 1992); brand familiarity (BF) was measured by using an adopted and
modified version of (Steenkamp et al., 2002); consumers’ purchase intention by the scale of
Dodds et al. (1991). Consumer ethnocentrism was measured using 4-items from CETSCALE,
having highest loading, developed by Shimp & Sharma (1987) which was designed to
measure the tendency of individual respondents to purchase domestic brand rather than
foreign brand and vice versa for the similar product. All scales used in the study are given in
the appendix-I. All items used for this study were measured on 7-point likert scale from
strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7).

Sample

Before collecting data, qualitative and quantitative methods were used for the cross cultural
adaptability of data. Emails carrying invitations to the survey links were sent among the
Pakistani consumers of global and local brands, eliciting 130 respondents (each respondent
filled four questionnaires so 130*4= 520 filled questionnaires). Out of this, 17 respondents
(with 68 invalid questionnaires) containing atypical cases, repeated or incomplete responses
were eliminated, finally obtaining 113 valid respondents (452 filled questionnaires). Out of
113 respondents, 66(58.4%) were male and 47(41.6%) were female. There were 3(2.7%)
respondents below 20 years of age, 64(56.6%) were from 20 to 29 years, 45(39.8%) from 30

to 39 years and 1(0.9%) was above 40 years of age.
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Results

The data obtained was subjected to a combination of factor analysis (Anderson & Gerbing,
1988), and reliability evaluation (Churchill, 1979) to verify the postulated unidimensionality
of the underlying constructs. All scales used for this experiment were 7-point likert scales and
the negatively correlated items were reverse coded. The approach was to apply the
confirmatory factor analysis testing the validity of the scale for the relationships between
perceived brand globalness and consumers’ purchase intention.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

The CFA, using AMOS with maximum likelihood (ML) estimation method, was conducted
to ensure the validity of the scale. All items loaded on the appropriate factors and all loadings
were significant (p < 0.01). Results for the proposed model revealed an adequate fit (y2 =
322.508, df = 98, GFI=0.913, AGFI= 0.879, TLI=0.959, CFI= 0.965 and RMSEA= 0.071).
The Joreskog rho was selected to test the reliability of internal consistency of the scale as it is
less sensitive to the number of items. The coefficient of Joreskog rho for perceived brand
globalness is 0.939; perceived brand quality is 0.898; perceived brand prestige is 0.967 and
consumers’ purchase intention is 0.936. All these values signify high level of reliability of the
scale. For convergent validity, the average variance extracted (AVE) were accessed and
found to be greater than 0.5 for each construct, thus convergent validity was present.
Moreover, the average variance extracted for each dimension was greater than the shared
variance (Fornell & Larcker, 1981), which shows the discriminant validity of the scale.

CFA was also carried out for consumer ethnocentrism (CE) that was measured by four items.
The fit indexes of one-dimensional CFA model for Consumers’ Ethnocentrism indicated
overall adequate fit to the data, as evidenced by (y2 = 5.611; df= 2, GFI=0.994, AGFI=
0.970, TLI=0.982, CFI= 0.994 and RMSEA= 0.063). All the factors loadings are above 0.56

and significant at p<0.01. The coefficient of Joreskog rho (0.806) indicates reliability of the
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construct. The average variance extracted was 0.51 which was greater than the minimum
level of 0.5 proposed by Fornell & Larcker (1981) for convergent validity.

Test of Hypotheses

Combining Likert-scales into summated ratings or average summated scores is a well
established procedure. The new transformed composite variable is comparable in scaling to
the original scale (Hair et al., 2007). This approach, typically leads to precise structural
estimates, provided the measures are unidimensional (Bandalos, 2002) as is the case in this
study. To validate the hypotheses and estimate the structural relations between the constructs
the items were averaged for each scale to obtain composite scale. The mean and standard
deviation of the averaged items are reported in Table 1.

To verify the hypothesis concerning the relationship between perceived brand globalness and
consumers’ purchase intention a path model was designed. Given the sample size (n = 452)
and degrees of freedom (1), we found a significant chi-square (}2 = 4.595) and fit indexes
indicated overall adequate fit to the data, as evidenced by the goodness-of-fit index (GFI) of
0.995, the Tucker Lewis index (TLI) of 0.950, the comparative fit index (CFI) of 0.984, were
all over the .90 threshold proposed by (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Furthermore, the root mean
square error of approximation (RMSEA) is .089 (above the 0.08 threshold proposed by
Browne & Cudeck (1992).

Table 1: Mean and Standard Deviation of Constructs

Construct Mean Std. Deviation
Perceived Brand Globalness 4.37 2.063
Perceived Brand Quality 5.16 1.240
Perceived Brand Prestige 322 1.222
Consumers’ Purchase Intention 4.96 1.607
Consumers’ Ethnocentrism 1.45 0.498
Brand Famialirity 542 1.237
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In order to see the significance of the relationship between perceived brand globalness and
consumers’ purchase intention we have analyzed the path estimates between these concepts.
Table 2 reports the standardized regression estimates that show the relationship between
different constructs in the model.

Table 2: Standardized Estimates for the overall model

From To Std. Reg. S.E. C.R P Value
Estimate
Direct Effects
PBG PBQ 0.418% 0.038 11 <0.001
PBG PBP 0.303* 0.043 7.047 <0.001
PBG PI 0.055 0.042 1.31 Not Sig
PBQ PI 0.406* 0.05 8.12 <0.001
PBP PI 0.06 0.05 1.2 Not Sig
Indirect Effects
PBG PI 0.186* 0.024 7.750 <0.001
Total Effects
PBG PI 0.246* 0.038 6.474 <0.001
*p < 0.001

The value of the standardized regression estimate (0.418) from perceived brand globalness to
perceived brand quality is significant (p< 0.001). This supports H;, showing that from the
perspective of the consumers, global brands bear very high quality. This finding is inline with
previous research. For international and global brands, research demonstrates that perceived
brand globalness could create consumers’ perception of “brand superiority” (Kapferer, 1992;
Steenkamp et al., 2002).

Perceived brand globalness is positively associated with brand prestige (standardized
regression estimate = 0.303, which is significant (p < 0.001). This supports H2. Consumers
believe that global brands carry prestige and enhance their self-image by adding a touch of
modernity to their personalities (Schuiling & Kapferer, 2004). In addition to quality,
international and global brands have been associated with high prestige or status (Batra et al.,
2000). Recent empirical studies have demonstrated that “prestige is the second factor driving
global brand preference” (Schuiling & Kapferer, 2004; Steenkamp et al., 2002). Some

authors have shown that consumers prefer brands that they perceive as “originating from a
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nonlocal country, especially from Western countries, more than they do local brands and that
preference is linked to perceived quality” (Alden & Steenkamp, 1999; Schuiling & Kapferer,
2004).

The standardized regression estimate (0.055) between perceived brand globalness and
consumers’ purchase intention was not significant. This rejects H3 and shows that the
relationship between brand globalness and purchase intention is mediated by quality and
prestige perceptions.

The relationship between perceived brand globalness and perceived brand quality was found
to be the strongest, supporting H4. Research also confirms that “quality is among the most
important factors that drive consumer preference for global brands” (Holt et al., 2004;
Schuiling & Kapferer, 2004; Steenkamp et al., 2002). This conclusion was reached by
comparing the magnitudes of the direct effect of perceived brand globalness on consumers’
purchase intention with its indirect effects through perceived brand quality and perceived
brand prestige. The magnitude of direct effect of perceived brand globalness on consumers’
purchase intention is 0.055 whereas the total indirect effect is 0.186, with 92% through
perceived brand quality and 8% through perceived brand prestige.

Moderating effect of Consumer Ethnocentrism (CE)

To examine the moderating effect of consumer ethnocentrism the sample was divided into
two groups of high and low ethnocentric on the basis of median-split samples. The model
estimated simultaneously on the two groups had a good fit as (y2 = 4.578, df =2, GFI=0.995,
AGFI=0.950, TLI= 0.941, CFI=0.990, RMSEA=0.054). To examine the significance of the
relationships in both the groups, the unstandardized regressions estimates were analyzed. The
results of the unstandardized regression estimates are reported in Table 3.

Consumer ethnocentrism has a moderating effect as there is a significant difference between

the regression estimates of the two groups of high and low ethnocentric consumers. This
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supports H5a, H5b and HS5c. For high ethnocentric consumers, perceived brand globalness
does not lead to purchase intention whereas for low ethnocentric consumers, perceived brand
globalness leads to purchase intention. Previous studies have found that high ethnocentrism
scores are related to reluctance to purchase foreign products and tendencies to evaluate them
negatively (Nijssen & Douglas, 2004; Saffu & Walker, 2005; Shimp & Sharma, 1987).
Highly ethnocentric consumers are unwilling to purchase foreign products and tend to “look
at the issue of buying foreign goods as a moral rather than just an economic problem”
(Yelkur et al., 2006). Also higher levels of consumer ethnocentrism are negatively related to

purchasing foreign products (Herche, 1992; Witkowski, 1998).

Table 3: Unstandardized structural estimates for CE

Estimate S.E. P Value

Low Ethnocentric

PBG—>PBQ 0.306* 0.035 <0.001

PBG->PBP 0.226* 0.036 <0.001

PBG—>PI 0.199* 0.047 <0.001
High Ethnocentric

PBG->PBQ 0.180* 0.038 <0.001

PBG->PBP 0.120%* 0.039 <0.01

PBG—>PI -0.120 0.057 n.s.

Ethnocentrism, in the context of marketing, has many implications for “import purchase
behavior” (Vida & Fairhurst, 1999). If a consumer has to choose between “a domestic and a
foreign good”, then “the highly ethnocentric” will prefer the domestic one (Klein, 2002).
Ethnocentricity can help “to predict buying intentions for domestic or foreign products as
well” (Singh & Upadhyay, 2006). Consumer ethnocentrism is believed to be “a personality
trait affecting an individual’s attitudes, intentions, preferences and purchase behavior” (Lee et
al., 2003; Vida & Fairhurst, 1999).

Consumer ethnocentrism has been found “to predict judgments of the quality of foreign
products” (Lee et al., 2003). Ethnocentric consumers are inclined “to purchase domestic

products even if the quality is lower than that of imports” (Wall & Heslop, 1986; Yelkur et
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al., 2006). Moreover, “highly ethnocentric consumers believe in the low quality of foreign
products” (Netemeyer et al., 1991; Witkowski, 1998). “Ethnocentric consumers” would not
like to know about foreign brands on the attribute level while consumers “who are low on

consumer ethnocentrism” will be motivated to do so (Supphellen & Gronhaug, 2003).

Discussion and Conclusion

Consumers’ evaluation and purchase intention of foreign goods in developing countries is of
great interest to the marketers. The current study has contributed by exploring the consumers’
purchase intention of the global brands in a developing country. Consumers who have only
“moderate levels of nationalistic feelings, who live in a developing economy open to imports,
and who feel economically vulnerable are likely to buy foreign goods” (Papadopoulos &
Heslop, 1993). (Singh & Upadhyay, 2006) explain that ethnocentrism does not find much
ground in developing countries where consumers have shown preference for imported goods
(Mohamad et al., 2000; Papadopoulos et al., 1990); they tend to perceive “domestic products
as being of inferior quality than imported products” (Batra et al., 2000; Wang et al., 200) and,
therefore, it acts as a moderating variable to consumer intention for purchasing foreign goods.
The current study shows that high ethnocentric consumers don’t have an inclination to buy
the foreign goods; while low ethnocentric consumers don’t mind buying the foreign goods.

In this competitive world the domestic industries can survive against their more sophisticated
foreign competitors by understanding the complex idea of consumer ethnocentrism, this may
include the creation of effective public awareness campaigns promoting high-quality
domestic products, competitive with their foreign competitors. This establishes the
importance of understanding the Ethnocentrism effect which can be used as a powerful
marketing tool to impact consumers’ purchase intention. Regarding the imported products,

sensitive issues which may hurt consumers’ patriotic emotions must be avoided; this will
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definitely bring exciting outcomes. Any company may try to do some charity work to create
its favorable image and to weave itself into the thread of the society of the target country as
Ariel is doing in Pakistan. This helps in decreasing the anger and animosity of the consumer
leading to purchase of that product. Also by exploring the antecedents like individual needs
for identity and desire for social acceptance, will enhance understanding of consumer
ethnocentrism. This study is cross-sectional in nature and has not measured how
ethnocentrism evolves over a period of time. Further research should examine changes in
ethnocentrism levels for Pakistani consumers, as many changes have occurred in Pakistan
and other developing countries like high rate of imports or the evolving global market.
Companies have become more global and there is a strong emphasis on consumer behavior
within countries where relatively little research is conducted. Consumers’ purchase intentions
are influenced by numerous cultural and behavioral variables which also include values and
beliefs. This refers to the need of thorough understanding of consumers’ decision-making

processes across different cultures, countries, and time.

17



Reference

Aaker, D. A., & Joachimsthale, E. (1999). The lure of global branding. Harvard Business
Review.

Alden, D. L., & Steenkamp, J. E. M. (1999). Brand positioning through advertising in Asia,
North America, and Europe: The role of global consumer culture. Journal of
marketing, 63(1), 75-87.

Anderson, J. C., & Gerbing, D. W. (1988). Structural equation modeling in practice: A
review and recommended two-step approach. Psychological Bulletin, 103(3), 411-
423.

Bandalos, D. L. (2002). The effects of item parceling on goodness-of-fit and parameter
estimate bias in structural equation modeling. Structural Equation Modeling: A
Multidisciplinary Journal, 9(1), 78.

Batra, R., Ramaswamy, V., Alden, D. L., Steenkamp, J. E., & Ramach, S. (2000). Effects of
brand local and nonlocal origin on consumer attitudes in developing countries.
Journal of Consumer Psychology, 9(2), 83-95.

Bawa, A. (2004). Consumer ethnocentrism: CETSCALE validation and measurement of
extent. Vikalpa, 29(3), 43-58.

Bearden, W. O., & Etzel, M. J. (1982). Reference group influence on product and brand
purchase decisions. Journal of Consumer Research: An Interdisciplinary Quarterly,
Journal of Consumer Research: An Interdisciplinary Quarterly, 9(2), 183-94.

Browne, M. W., & Cudeck, R. (1992). Alternative ways of assessing model fit. Sociological
Methods Research, 21(2), 230-258.

Chernatony, L. D., Halliburton, C., & Bernath, R. (1995). International branding: demand- or
supply. International Marketing Review, 12(2),9 - 21.

Churchill, G. (1979). A paradigm for developing better measures of marketing constructs.
Journal of Marketing Research, 16, 64-73.

Dodds, W. B., Monroe, K. B., & Grewal, D. (1991). Effects of price, brand and store
information on buyers’ product evaluations. Journal of Marketing Research, 28, 307-
319.

Douglas, S. P., & Nijssen, E. J. (2003). On the use of “borrowed” scales in cross-national
research: A cautionary note. International Marketing Review, 20(6), 621 - 642.

Durvasula, S., Andrews, J., & Netemeyer, R. (1997). A cross-cultural comparison of
consumer ethnocentrism in the United States and Russia. Journal of International
Consumer Marketing, 9(4), 73-93.

Ettenson, R. (1993). Brand name and country of origin effects in the emerging market

economies of russia, poland and hungary. International Marketing Review, 10(5), 14—
36.

18



Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. (1981). Evaluating Structural Equation Models with Unobservable
Variables and Measurement Error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18(1), 50, 39.

Friedman, J. (1990). Being in the world: Globalization and Localization. Theory, Culture and
Society, 7, 311-328.

Hair, J. F., Money, A., Samouel, P., & Page, M. (2007). Research Methods for Business. John
Wiley & Sons, UK.

Han, C., & Terpstra, V. (1988). Country-of-origin effects for uni-national and bi-national
products. Journal of International Business Studies, 19(2), 235-55.

Herche, J. (1992). A note on the predictive validity of the CETSCALE. Journal of the
Academy of Marketing Science, 20(3), 261-264.

Hofstede, G. (1980). Geert Hofstede cultural dimensions. Retrieved from http://www.geert-
hofstede.com/hofstede_pakistan.shtml.

Holt, D. B., Quelch, J. A., & Taylor, E. L. (2004). How global brands compete. Harvard
Business Review, 82(9), 68-75.

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure
analysis: conventional criteria versus New alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling,
6(1), 1-55.

Hunter, J. E., & Schmidt, F. L. (1989). Methods of meta-analysis: Correcting error and bias
in research findings. Sage Publications, Inc.

Jacoby, J., & Olson, J. C. (1985). Perceived quality : how consumers view stores and
merchandise. The Advances in retailing series. Lexington, Mass.

Jain, S. C. (1989). Standardization of international marketing strategy: Some research
hypotheses. The Journal of Marketing, 53(1), 70-79.

Javalgi, R. G., Khare, V. P., Gross, A. C., & Scherer, R. F. (2005). An application of the
consumer ethnocentrism model to French consumers. International Business Review,
14(3), 325-344.

Johnson, D. W. (2002). Elections and public polling: Will the media get online polling right?
Psychology and Marketing, 19(12), 1009-1023.

Juric, B., & Worsley, A. (1998). Consumers' attitudes towards imported food products. Food
Quality and Preference, 9(6), 431-441.

Kapferer, J. N. (1992). Strategic brand management: New approaches to creating and
evaluating brand equity (illustrated edition.). Kogan Page Ltd.

Kapferer, J. N. (2002). Is there really no hope for local brands? The Journal of Brand
Management, 9(3), 163-170.

Kapferer, J. N. (1997). Strategic brand management: New approaches to creating and
evaluating brand equity (2nd ed.). Dover, NH: Kogan Page Ltd.

19



Keller, K., & Aaker, D. (1992). The effects of sequential introduction of brand extensions.
Journal of Marketing Research, 29(1), 35-50.

Keller, K. L. (1997). Strategic brand management: Building, measuring, and managing
brand equity. Prentice Hall.

Klein, J. G. (2002). Us versus them, or us versus everyone? Delineating consumer aversion to
foreign goods. Journal of International Business Studies, 33(2), 345-363.

Lee, W., Hong, J., & Lee, S. (2003). Communicating with American consumers in the post
9/11 climate: an empirical investigation of consumer ethnocentrism in the United
States. International Journal of Advertising, 22, 487-510.

Lindquist, J. D., Vida, I, Plank, R. E., & Fairhurst, A. (2001). The modified CETSCALE:
validity tests in the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland. International Business
Review, 10(5), 505-516.

Luque-Martinez, T., Ibanez-Zapata, J., & Barrio-Garcia, S. D. (2000). Consumer
ethnocentrism measurement- An assessment of the reliability and validity of the
CETSCALE in Spain. European Journal of Marketing, 34(11/12), 1353 - 1374.

Manfreda, K. L., Batagelj, Z., & Vehovar, V. (2002). Design of Web survey questionnaires:
Three basic experiments. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communictions, 7(3).

Mitchell, A. (2000). Invited presentation: Global brands or global blands? Journal of
Consumer Studies & Home Economics, 24(2), 85-93.

Mohamad, O., Ahmed, Z. U., Honeycutt, E. D. J., & Tyebkhan, T. H. (2000). Does "made

in..." matter to consumers? A Malaysian study of country of origin effect.
Multinational Business Review, 8(2), 69-73.

Netemeyer, R., Durvasula, S., & Lichtenstein, L. (1991). A cross-national assessment of the
reliability and validity of the CETSCALE. Journal of Marketing Research, 28, 320-7.

Nijssen, E. J., & Douglas, S. P. (2004). Examining the animosity model in a country with a
high level of foreign trade. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 21(1), 23-
38.

Papadopoulos, N., & Heslop, L. A. (1993). Product-Country Images: Impact and Role in
International Marketing (1st ed.). New York: Routledge.

Papadopoulos, N., Heslop, L. A., & Beracs, J. (1990). National stereotypes and product
evaluations in a socialist country. International Marketing Review, 7(1), 32-47.

Saffu, K., & Walker, J. (2005). Comparative study of consumer ethnocentrism in a developed
country and a country in transition. International Journal of Management, 22(4).

Schuiling, I., & Kapferer, J. N. (2004). Executive Insights: Real Differences Between Local
and International Brands: Strategic Implications for International Marketers. Journal
of International Marketing, 12(4), 97-112.

Sharma, S., Shimp, T. A., & Shin, J. (1994). Consumer ethnocentrism: A test of antecedents

20



and moderators. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 23(1), 26-37.

Shimp, T. A., & Sharma, S. (1987). Consumer ethnocentrism: Construction and validation of
the CETSCALE. Journal of Marketing Research, 24(8), 280-289.

Singh, S. K., & Upadhyay, Y. (2006). Preference for domestic goods: A study of consumer
ethnocentrism. Vision-The Journal of Business Perspective, 10(3), 59-68.

Steenkamp, J. E. B. M., Batra, R., & Alden, D. L. (2002). How perceived brand globalness
creates brand value. SSRN eLibrary, 34, 53-65.

Supphellen, M., & Gronhaug, K. (2003). Building foreign brand personalities in Russia the
moderating effect of consumer ethnocentrism. International Journal of Advertising,
22,203-226.

Thompson, C., & Tambyah, S. (1999). Trying to be cosmopolitan. Journal of Consumer
Research, 26(3), 214-241.

Ueltschy, L. C. (1998). Brand perceptions as influenced by consumer ethnocentrism and
country-of-origin effects. Journal of Marketing Management, 8(1), 12-23.

Vida, I., & Fairhurst, A. (1999). Factors underlying the phenomenon of consumer
ethnocentricity: evidence from four central European countries. The International
Review of Retail, Distribution and Consumer Research, 9, 321-337.

Wall, M., & Heslop, L. A. (1986). Consumer attitudes toward canadian-made versus
imported products. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 14(2), 27-36.

Wang, C., Chen, Z., Chan, A., & Chen, Z. (200). The influence of hedonic value on consumer
behaviors: an empirical investigation in China. Journal of Global Marketing, 14(1/2),
169-86.

Witkowski, T. H. (1998). Consumer ethnocentrism in two emerging markets: Determinants
and predictive validity. Advances in Consumer Research, 25(1), 258-63.

Wolfe, A. (1991). The single European market: national or Euro-brands? International
Journal of Advertising, 10, 49-58.

Yelkur, R., Chakrabarty, S., & Bandyopadhyay, S. (2006). Ethnocentrism and buying
intentions: does economic development matter? Marketing Management Journal,
16(1), 26-37.

Yip, G. S. (1994). Total global strategy: Managing for world wide competitive advantage
(United States ed.). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

21



Appendix: Survey Instrument
The following questions were measured on seven points Likert scale from strongly disagree
(1) to strongly agree (7).
Perceived Brand Globalness ( Steenkamp et al., 2003) Modified
® To me this is a global brand /To me this is a local brand.

e [ don’t think consumers overseas buy this brand/ I do think consumers overseas buy
this brand.

e This brand is sold only in Pakistan/This brand is sold all over the world.

Perceived Brand Quality (Keller and Aaker, 1992)
e This brand is very low on overall quality/ This brand is very high on overall quality.

e This is a brand of inferior quality/ This is a brand of superior quality.

Perceived Brand Prestige (Han and Terpstra, 1988)

e This is a very prestigious brand/ This is not a very prestigious brand.

Brand Familiarity (Steenkamp et al., 2003) Modified
e This brand is very familiar to me / This brand is very unfamiliar to me.
e Everybody here has heard of this brand/Almost nobody here has heard of this brand.

e | am not at all knowledgeable about this brand/I am very knowledgeable about this

brand.
* | have never seen advertisements for it in magazines, radio, or TV/I have seen many

advertisements for it in magazines, radio, or TV.

Consumers’ Purchase Intention (Dodds et al., 1991)
¢ | would not buy it (assuming it was available)/ I would certainly buy it (assuming it
was available).

e [am not at all likely to buy it (if available)/ I am very likely to buy it (if available).

Consumer Ethnocentrism (Shimp et Sharma, 1987) Modified
e Purchasing foreign made products is un-Pakistani.
e Pakistani should not buy foreign products because this hurts Pakistani business and
causes unemployment.
® A real Pakistani should always buy Pakistani-made products.

e [tis not right to purchase foreign products
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