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Abstract This paper examines how a brand’s perceived

globalness creates value across three different market

types: developed, emerging, and least developed country

markets. The author proposes that differing normative

institutional environments across these three market types

induce differing consumer values with respect to global

brands. Utilizing nonstudent samples from countries which

represent each market type (USA, India, Madagascar), the

results show that the relationship between perceived brand

globalness and perceived brand quality is significant and

positive in a least developed country market, only mar-

ginally significant in an emerging market, and not signifi-

cant in a developed market. The relationship between

perceived brand globalness and perceived brand prestige is

significant and positive in an emerging and a least devel-

oped country market, and not significant in a developed

market. Finally, the relationship between perceived brand

prestige and perceived brand quality is positive and sig-

nificant across all three markets. These findings advance

international marketing theory and practice by providing

further insight into how MNEs should promote their brands

across different market types.

Keywords Perceived brand globalness � Normative

institutional environments � Perceived brand quality �
Perceived brand prestige

Introduction

Within the past two decades, international marketers have

been faced with a globalizing world and the emergence of a

global consumer culture (Alden et al. 1999; Cleveland and

Laroche 2007; Akaka and Alden 2010). This emergence

has increased the importance of understanding the value of

global brands. Understanding this dynamic, Steenkamp

et al. (2003) sought out to investigate the value of global

brands and found that a consumer’s perception of a brand’s

globalness (PBG) creates value for the brand by positively

influencing perceptions of the brand’s quality and prestige.

These findings have undoubtedly advanced research and

practice on global brands as Steenkamp et al.’s (2003)

article has been cited over 650 times since its publication.

However, most of the studies on global brands since

Steenkamp et al.’s (2003) work have been conducted in

developed or emerging markets. Consumers living in the

world’s least developed countries have not been considered

with respect to global brand value creation. To address this

issue, the research reported here examines global brand

values across three different market types: developed,

emerging, and least developed countries.

Why is this important? Leading researchers in interna-

tional business and international marketing have heavily

stressed the importance of understanding institutional dif-

ferences between markets (e.g., Contractor et al. 2014;

Zhang et al. 2011), and given the prominence of global

brands, better understandings of global brand value creation

across different institutional environments would prove

valuable for international marketing theory and practice.

Also, as the world’s least developed countries become

increasingly attractive for foreign direct investment (World

Bank 2014); consumers in these countries should be given

consideration in the discussion of global brand value.
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Furthermore, little research investigates the relationship

between perceived prestige and quality across different

market types. Thus, this paper not only investigates how a

brand’s globalness creates value within consumers from

three different markets, bust also seeks to gain a better

understanding of the relationship between perceived pres-

tige and perceived quality across these markets. The fol-

lowing research questions are thus proposed:

Research Question 1 How does PBG influence perceived

brand quality in developed, emerging, and least devel-

oped countries?

Research Question 2 How does PBG influence perceived

brand prestige in developed, emerging, and least devel-

oped countries?

Research Question 3 What is the relationship between

perceived brand prestige and perceived brand quality in

developed, emerging, and least developed countries?

The following sections review the relevant literature,

develop hypotheses on global brand value creation across

markets, empirically test the hypotheses, and finally dis-

cuss the implications of this research.

Global brands

Due to globalization, the world has continually seen

increases in individuals identifying with the global com-

munity (Alden et al. 1999). This increase has prompted

researchers to study globally oriented topics such as global

markets (e.g., Kotler and Gertner 2002); global branding

strategies (e.g., Schuiling and Moss 2004; Van Gelder

2004); consumer attitudes toward global products (e.g.,

Samiee 1994; Steenkamp and de Jong 2010); global iden-

tities (e.g., Ludlow 1997); and global brands (e.g., Mat-

thiesen and Phau 2005). A pivotal article concerning the

global orientation is Steenkamp et al.’s (2003) paper, which

finds that a brand’s globalness positively influences per-

ceptions that the brand is of higher quality and more pres-

tigious, and therefore is more likely to be purchased by

consumers. These researchers, however, examine these

constructs purely within consumers from the USA and

Korea. At the time of Steenkamp et al.’s (2003) publication,

Korea’s GDP per capita was $14,219 and the USA was at

$39,677 (World Bank 2016). Respondents from these two

countries thus do not reflect consumers from the least

developed countries in the world since the United Nations

considered the world’s least developed countries in 2003 to

be those countries with GDP per capita lower than $900

(Huq et al. 2004). The findings of Steenkamp et al.’s (2003)

work thus may not accurately reflect the value of a brand’s

globalness within the world’s least developed countries. In

fact, since Steenkamp et al.’s (2003) article, studies con-

cerning global brands have been skewed toward countries

categorized as either developed or emerging markets and

have relatively ignored consumers in the least developed

countries. As shown in Table 1, most studies since Steen-

kamp et al.’s (2003) article rely on developed and emerging

market economies when examining the influences and

effects of global brands. The research reported here there-

fore considers consumers from less developed countries

with respect to global brand value creation.

In order to bring consideration to the least developed

countries in the world, this current paper investigates glo-

bal brand value across three market types: developed,

emerging, and the least developed countries. The following

sections discuss the distinctions between the three market

types and then develop hypotheses on how the institutional

differences between the market types influence global

brand value.

Developed, emerging, and least developed
countries

Generally, international business research suggests that

there are three main classifications for countries in terms

of economic development: developed, emerging, and least

developed countries, sometimes termed bottom of the

pyramid countries (e.g., Cuervo-Cazurra and Genc 2008;

Dunning et al. 2008; Hitt et al. 2000). Developed coun-

tries are countries that have the highest level of devel-

opment in the world, with GDP per capita higher than

$15,000 (World Factbook 2017). The term emerging

market economy has been utilized in research to describe

countries that experience rapid economic growth due to

liberalization and widespread adoption of market-based

policies (Hoskisson et al. 2000; Peng et al. 2008). These

countries typically have GDP per capita lower than

$15,000, yet are experiencing rapid economic growth, and

are not considered to be in the least developed countries

list. The least developed countries classification stems

from a United Nations list which includes 48 countries

with the lowest levels of development in the world

(UNCTAD 2016). The differences in these markets are

reflected in the institutional realities faced by their con-

sumers, as discussed below.

Institutional differences

Institutional theorists state that the institutional environ-

ment has three pillars: a country’s governmental policies

(regulative pillar), widely shared social knowledge (cog-

nitive pillar), and value systems (normative pillar) (Miller
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and Loess 2002; Trevino et al. 2008). Furthermore, insti-

tutionalization is a process of instilling value (Scott 1987).

Thus, it can be proposed that consumers in less developed

markets differ in instilled value systems from developed

country consumers because of differences in the normative

pillar of the institutional environment. The differences in

the normative environment occur because less developed

markets are affected by low consumption adequacy, low

life satisfaction, and upward social comparison (Martin and

Hill 2012; Hill et al. 2012).

Consumption adequacy is the point where the most

essential goods and services must be acquired in order for a

person to survive (Hill 2005). In order for a person to look

past a short-term survival focus and devote attention to

long-term needs, he or she must first meet consumption

adequacy (Martin and Hill 2012). Less developed markets

often lack proper consumption adequacy, as poverty

depletes the human need and capacity to consume; reach-

ing beyond the apparent lack of physical capital, while also

depriving its victims of health and education (Chakravarti

2006; Martin and Hill 2012). These deprivations induce

experiences of voicelessness, powerlessness, and vulnera-

bility (Chakravarti 2006). Poverty thus not only deprives

people from material resources, but also affects the psy-

chological health of its victims (Bandura 2002). These

realities of poverty have been shown to detrimentally affect

life satisfaction (Kasser 2002).

Life satisfaction is an individual’s global evaluation of

his or her overall situation (Diener et al. 1995). Impover-

ished consumers experience low life satisfaction due to the

reality of restrictions they face, and the inability to satisfy

basic needs or higher-order desires (Hill et al. 2012).

Furthermore, poverty causes feelings of alienation,

depression, and anger, which also affect life satisfaction.

Lower life satisfaction influences social comparison

(Frieswijk et al. 2004).

Social comparison is a process where individuals relate

their own characteristics with those of others (Hill et al.

2012). There are two types of social comparison: upward

and downward. Social comparison is upward ‘‘when eval-

uations are with people whom we deem socially superior to

ourselves in some way and downward when they involve

socially inferior peers’’ (Hill et al. 2012, p. 734). Impov-

erished consumers participate in upward comparison due to

their lower life satisfaction. Upward comparisons, how-

ever, have been theorized to lead to feelings of sadness and

envy since individuals are reminded that they are lesser

(Suls et al. 2002; Hill et al. 2012).

Since upward social comparison leads to envy, this

paper posits that developing country consumers hold a

level of envy toward lifestyles within more economically

developed areas of the world. Consistent with this logic,

Batra et al. (2000) find that consumers from less developedT
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markets have high levels of admiration for economically

developed countries (AEDC). Thus, lower economic

development leads to AEDC due to poverty, low levels of

consumption adequacy, low levels of life satisfaction, and

high levels of upward social comparison. Figure 1 displays

these relationships.

Adopting this perspective, it can be stated that con-

sumers from differing levels of economic development

have different values in their normative environments,

which may affect how PBG creates value to consumers.

Specifically, the relationships between PBG and brand

quality/prestige may differ due to economic development,

as discussed below.

Perceived brand globalness, quality, and prestige

PBG and perceived brand quality

Employing institutional theory, it can be stated that AEDC

is a part of the normative environment of less developed

countries; and employing signaling theory, this current

paper proposes that the relationship between PBG and

perceived brand quality is stronger in less developed

markets. Signaling theory states that consumers utilize cues

as information surrogates to make judgments (Connelly

et al. 2011; Wernerfelt 1988). Signals are extrinsic attri-

butes that consumers use to evaluate products and brands

AEDC

Upward Social 
Comparison

Low Life 
Satisfaction

Consumption 
Inadequacy

PovertyLow Economic Development

Normative Institutional 
Environment

Fig. 1 Model of the effects of poverty on the normative institutional environment in less developed markets
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(Dawar and Parker 1994). PBG is an important quality

signal from the consumer perspective (Özsomer 2012;

Özsomer and Altaras 2008). PBG has been theorized to

infer quality because brands that are accepted worldwide

are perceived as favorable; otherwise, they would not be

successful (Özsomer 2012). Steenkamp et al.’s (2003)

research provides empirical support for this stance. This

current research, however, proposes that in the current

global marketplace, PBG may positively affect perceptions

of brand quality in the world’s least developed markets; yet

this relationship may not exist in developed countries.

Consumers in the least developed countries exist in

institutional environments where normative values have

been affected by higher poverty levels, and thus, the con-

sumer value system is affected by AEDC. From this per-

spective, it can be stated that within less developed markets,

global brands and products are desired and perceived to have

higher quality than local brands and products. Consistent

with this logic, Batra et al. (2000) find that consumers in

developing countries prefer global rather than local brands.

Furthermore, Strizhakova et al. (2008) propose that global

brands provide a passage to global citizenship, a belong-

ingness desired by those who participate in upward social

comparison in less developed countries. From these per-

spectives, it can be hypothesized that in the least developed

country markets, PBG positively influences perceptions of

brand quality because of the effect of AEDC, and global

brands’ appeal as a reflection of global citizenship.

Hypothesis 1 PBG positively influences perceptions of

brand quality in least developed country markets.

Similar to the consumers in the least developed markets,

this research proposes that PBG positively influences quality

perceptions in emerging markets. Emerging economies are

low-income countries that are experiencing rapid economic

growth (Hoskisson et al. 2000). Thus, although consumers in

emerging economies may experience rapid economic

growth, they still exist in lower-income markets. The insti-

tutional realities facing these consumers may influence their

participation in upward social comparison. Specifically,

emerging markets belong to countries still considered as

developing or less developed, and therefore, consumers from

these countries may still experience the detrimental effects of

poverty, such as upward social comparison. Thus, this cur-

rent paper hypothesizes that emerging market consumers

value global brands due to a global brand’s signal of better

quality.

Hypothesis 2 PBG positively influences perceptions of

brand quality in emerging markets.

Unlike consumers in the least developed countries and

emerging markets, consumers in developed countries do

not participate in upward social comparison because the

normative institutional environment is not affected by

poverty. Consumers in developed countries thus may not

perceive better quality for global brands. Supporting this

logic, Dimofte et al. (2008) find that within the USA, a

brand’s globalness is not a quality signal; but rather, US

consumers perceive quality from brand equity. Thus, it can

be stated that consumers in countries such as the USA do

not utilize a brand’s globalness as a signal for quality.

The theoretical stance stated here is that consumers in

developed countries do not participate in upward social

comparison because they exist within countries that have

the most desired lifestyles. Furthermore, most of the brands

in the world that are found to be global brands come from

developed countries (Forbes 2016). Therefore, consumers

in developed countries may not equate globalness with

higher quality.

Hypothesis 3 PBG does not significantly influence per-

ceptions of brand quality in developed markets.

Similar to brand quality, this paper also proposes that

PBG influences perceptions of prestige differently across

markets, as discussed below.

PBG and perceived brand prestige

Steenkamp et al. (2003) find that PBG positively influences

perception of prestige. This finding was supported by the

premise that global brands have higher prestige because of

‘‘their relative scarcity and higher price compared with

local brands’’ (Steenkamp et al. 2003, p. 55). Thus, higher

priced scarcer brands have higher prestige. Therefore, it

can be stated that global brands may not be very prestigious

in developed countries because global brands ‘‘have

widespread regional/global awareness, availability, accep-

tance, and demand’’ (Özsomer and Altaras 2008, p. 1). The

concept of brand prestige centers on the brand’s sense of

social status, wealth, or power because prestigious brands

are not purchased often (Alden et al. 1999; Baek et al.

2010). Globalness may not signal prestige in developed

countries because global brands have widespread avail-

ability and demand in these markets; while prestigious

brands are not purchased often. Within Forbes’ evaluation

of the world’s most valuable global brands in 2016, a large

majority of the brands were from developed countries

(Forbes 2016). Thus, consumers in developed markets may

not utilize globalness as a signal for prestige.

Consumers who buy prestigious brands do so to enhance

a social self-image (Baek et al. 2010). Prestige has an

element of exclusivity, which is why it is strongly linked

with luxury brands (Baek et al. 2010). From a signaling

theory perspective, this paper posits that globalness actu-

ally signals to developed market consumers that the brand

is consumed across the world and is highly available; and
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thus, globalness may not influence the perception of a

brand’s exclusivity and prestige. This paper thus hypothe-

sizes that PBG does not influence brand prestige in

developed markets.

Hypothesis 4 In developed markets, PBG has no signif-

icant influence on perceptions of brand prestige.

Unlike developed markets, this paper posits that in

developing or less developed markets, a brand’s globalness

positively influences perceptions of brand prestige. As

previously discussed, consumers in developing or less

developed countries face realities within their normative

institutional environment that generate AEDC. Consumers

in developing countries participate in upward social com-

parison and may regard a global brand as a pathway to

global citizenship (Strizhakova et al. 2008). Furthermore,

global brands, which are primarily from developed coun-

tries, may not be as readily available in the developing

countries as they are in developed countries. Since exclu-

sivity is a main element in the perception of prestige, it can

be stated that in developing markets, PBG positively

influences perceived prestige. This is proposed for both

emerging markets and least developed country markets.

Although emerging markets are those developing mar-

kets which experience rapid growth due to market liber-

alization and privatization (Kumaraswamy et al. 2012),

consumers in these markets still face realities associated

with poverty, and therefore higher levels of AEDC. For

example, although India is considered to be an emerging

market by scholars (e.g., Luo and Tung 2007); a large

population of Indians still live below the poverty line

(Katyal 2015). Therefore, this current paper posits that

consumers in emerging markets may not be able to afford

many global brands, and also yield higher levels of AEDC.

Since prestige is based a brand’s exclusivity and higher

price, this paper hypothesizes that in emerging markets,

globalness positively influences perceptions of prestige.

Hypothesis 5 In emerging markets, PBG positively

influences perceptions of brand prestige.

Similar to emerging markets, this paper posits that global

brands are perceived to be prestigious in the least developed

countries. As previously discussed, consumers in develop-

ing countries participate in upward social comparison and

may regard a global brand as a pathway to global citizenship

(Strizhakova et al. 2008). Furthermore, global brands,

which are primarily from developed countries, may not be

as readily available in the least developed countries as they

are in developed countries. According to the World Bank,

foreign direct investment net inflows to countries consid-

ered to be low income totaled $13 billion, while upper-

income countries were $471 billion in 2015 (World Bank

2016). These statistics show that investment in the lower-

income countries are a fraction of the investment in upper-

income countries. From this view, it can be stated that

global brands may not be as readily available in the least

developed countries, thus equating globalness with exclu-

sivity and prestige. Finally, due to lower economic devel-

opment and lower purchasing power, many consumers in

the least developed country markets might not be able to

afford products represented by global brands. Since brands

perceived as more prestigious are those which as less

readily available and higher priced (Steenkamp et al. 2003),

it can be hypothesized that global brands are perceived as

more prestigious in the least developed countries. The

theoretical stance proposed here is that global brands are

perceived by consumers in the least developed countries to

be prestigious because they are higher priced and more

scarce than local brands in the least developed markets;

therefore inducing an element of exclusivity.

Hypothesis 6 In the least developed countries markets,

PBG positively influences perceptions of brand prestige.

Thus far, this paper hypothesizes on the influence of

PBG on perceived brand prestige and quality across three

different market types. However, research also suggests

that perceptions of prestige and perceptions of quality are

related. This paper investigates this relationship across the

three market types.

Perceived brand prestige and perceived brand

quality

Previous studies suggest that the perception of prestige

positively influences quality perceptions (e.g., Baek et al.

2010; Stafford and Enis 1969; Vigneron and Johnson

1999). Specifically, since prestigious brands are those that

are perceived to have higher price and are more exclusive,

it may be an important quality signal to consumers across

all markets. Research has corroborated the perspective that

price and exclusivity may be related to perceptions of

quality (e.g., Brucks et al. 2000). From this perspective, it

can be proposed that perceptions of brand prestige influ-

ence perceptions of quality.

Although the relationship between prestige and quality

has previously been tested (e.g., Baek et al. 2010), it has

not been discussed across market types. This current

research proposes that across all three market types, per-

ceived brand prestige positively influences perceived brand

quality because differing normative institutional environ-

ments may not influence the quality signal of prestige. In

other words, where the value of globalness may differ

depending on the normative environment, the value of

prestige is hypothesized to remain constant across these

environments. From this view, it can be stated that

although a brand’s globalness may signal different values
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across the three market types, once a brand is perceived to

be prestigious, consumers will perceive it to be of higher

quality no matter which market they are from. This paper

thus hypothesizes that perceptions of brand prestige posi-

tively influences quality perceptions across all markets.

Figure 2 displays the hypothesized relationships.

Hypothesis 7 Perception of brand prestige positively

influences perception of brand quality in (a) developed,

(b) emerging, and (c) least developed country markets.

Method

To test the hypotheses, two steps were taken. First, a pretest

was conducted which measured the respective constructs in

a country which represented each market type. The purpose

of this pretest was to ensure the stability of the measure-

ments across the different markets, test for common method

biases, and test for measurement invariance. Second, once

the properties of the measurements were ensured, data were

again collected from each of the three countries for a main

study to test the hypothesized relationships.

Pretest

The pretest measured each construct in the context of a

global brand across the three markets. Coca Cola was

chosen as the focal brand for this pretest since it is one of the

world’s most valuable and recognizable brands, and con-

sumers across all three markets would be familiar with this

brand (Forbes 2016). Three samples were collected from the

USA, India, and Madagascar, one for each market type.

Samples in the USA and India were collected with Ama-

zon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk), as was done by previous

research (e.g., Ferguson and Scholder Ellen 2013; Spears

et al. 2016). Since caution should be taken when utilizing

MTurk, certain measures were taken to ensure the highest

quality of data possible. Specifically, the questionnaire,

which was constructed in Qualtrics, was kept short

(4–6 min Qualtrics estimation) since attention is a concern

in MTurk samples (Paolacci et al. 2010). Also, parameters

in MTurk were set to only respondents with a 99% approval

rating and who have performed over 1000 ‘‘HITs’’ were

allowed to respond to the survey. In their research, Good-

man et al. (2013) compare the quality of MTurk respondents

with community and student samples and found that MTurk

respondents do not respond well to questions that require

factual answers, and also, MTurk respondents should not be

utilized in studies that measure extraversion and self-es-

teem. Goodman et al. (2013), however, state that MTurk

respondents are appropriate as long as the responses do not

require factual answers or measure extraversion and self-

esteem. This study does not require factual answers from

respondents nor does it examine extraversion or self-es-

teem; thus, MTurk is appropriate for this study.

The US sample initially yielded 210 responses and 191

usable responses after data cleaning, while the Indian

sample yielded 210 responses and 197 usable responses

after data cleaning. India was selected to represent an

emerging market because India and the USA have a

common language of business and government, therefore

PBG

Perceived Brand
Prestige

Perceived Brand
Prestige

PBG

Perceived Brand
Prestige

Perceived Brand
Quality

PBG

Developed Market

(+)

(+)
Perceived Brand

Quality

Least Developed Country Market Emerging Market

Perceived Brand
Quality(+)

(+)

(+)

(+) (+)

Fig. 2 Conceptual models of hypothesized relationships across three market types
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reducing the risk of measurement invariance (Joseph

2011).

Data for the Malagasy sample were collected via paper

surveys. It was administered to students at two major uni-

versities in Madagascar; one in Antananarivo and one in

Fianarantsoa. To administer the survey, it had to be trans-

lated to French, the colonial administrative language of

Madagascar. It was translated to French by a Malagasy

national in the USA; proofread and purified by a French

citizen in France; and then back-translated to English by a

scholar in the USA. This method yielded 50 respondents

from Fianarantsoa and 50 from Antananarivo, and 44 usable

observations from Fianarantsoa and 48 from Antananarivo

after data cleaning, totaling 92 usable observations.

Measures

In all three samples, measures for the constructs were taken

from Steenkamp et al. (2003). PBG was measured with

Steenkamp et al.’s (2003) scale; perceived quality was

measured with the scale utilized by Steenkamp et al.

(2003), which was originally derived from Keller and

Aaker (1992); and perceived prestige was measured with

the scale utilized by Steenkamp et al. (2003), which was

originally used by Han and Terpstra (1988).

Common methods bias and measurement invariance

To address common methods, precautions were taken at the

design level of the survey and then post hoc tests were

conducted for each sample. At the design level, the items in

all surveys were placed in reverse causal order (Lindell and

Whitney 2001; MacKenzie and Podsakoff 2012; Podsakoff

et al. 2003). To demonstrate that common methods vari-

ance was not an issue, several post hoc tests were con-

ducted. First, for each sample, a factor analysis was

conducted in SPSS 19 where a one-factor solution was

forced (Magnusson et al. 2013). The results showed that

the one factor explained only 36% of the variance in the

Malagasy sample, 34% in the US sample, and 37% for the

Indian sample. Subsequently, the common latent factor

method was conducted on each sample in AMOS 18 and

showed that common methods were not an issue (Pod-

sakoff et al. 2003). Further, multi-group analyses were

conducted in AMOS 18 to provide evidence for

measurement invariance (Steenkamp and Baumgartner

1998). The multi-group CFA provided evidence for con-

figural invariance, as shown in Table 2.

Measurement model

The measurements were assessed with factor loadings,

average variance extracted (AVE), and discriminant

validity. CFAs with principal axis factoring and oblique

rotation were conducted in SPSS 19 for each sample.

Measures for PBG and perceived brand quality were

included in this analysis. Perceived brand prestige was not

included because it is a one-item measure, as used by

Steenkamp et al. (2003). In all samples, a two-factor model

was estimated, and items with factor loadings lower than

0.70 were deleted. The results of the measurement model in

the three different markets provide confidence that these

measures are appropriate for a main study.

Main study

For this main study, in the USA and India, the samples

were again collected via MTurk with the same precautions

utilized in the pretest. The same measures for each con-

struct were utilized, however, in each country, and two

samples were collected where the respondent was either

asked to name a brand that he or she believed to be global

or a brand that he or she believed to be local. PBG there-

fore was not measured in the USA and India since

respondents were asked to name either a global or local

brand. In other words, each respondent was given either a

survey that asked them to name a global brand or one that

asked them to name a local brand and the rest of the survey

was automated to measure the constructs in the context of

the given brand. This was done so the levels of quality and

prestige could be measured between local and global

brands. The control variables of ethnocentrism, global

identity, and amount of international travel were also

measured since these may influence the results. Ethno-

centrism was measured with a scale used by Steenkamp

et al. (2003), and global identity was measured with a scale

from Der-Karabetian and Ruiz (1997).

This procedure initially yielded 50 respondents with

global brands in the USA, 40 respondents with local brands

in the USA, 50 respondents with global brands in India,

Table 2 Fit statistics for measurement invariance between the three pretest samples

Samples compared in analysis Fit statistics

USA and India X2 (8) = 13.3, p = 0.10; GFI = 0.99; CFI = 0.99; NFI = 0.97; RMSEA = 0.04

USA and Madagascar X2 (16) = 39.5, p = 0.000; GFI = 0.96; CFI = 0.94; NFI = 0.90; RMSEA = 0.07

India and Madagascar X2 (16) = 22.5, p = 0.10; GFI = 0.97; CFI = 0.98; NFI = 0.94; RMSEA = 0.04
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and 50 respondents with local brands in India. After

eliminating cases with missing data and respondents who

were not US or Indian citizens, the usable samples left 46

respondents the US global brand sample, 30 respondents

for the US local brand sample, 42 respondents for the India

global sample and 45 respondents for the India local

sample. The demographics are in ‘‘Appendix’’.

In Madagascar, paper surveys were administered to

respondents in the Ampandranety fokontany (neighbor-

hood) of the city of Vatomandry. In Madagascar, cities are

divided into neighborhoods called fokontany, and each

neighborhood has an elected government representative

called the president of the fokontany. The president of the

fokontany of Ampandranety was contacted and asked if he

could administer the survey to respondents within his

community. He agreed and was given direction to specif-

ically only take respondents who voluntarily wanted to

contribute to a marketing study. The president complied

and was given a small gift for his time and efforts.

Unlike the survey administered for the US and Indian

samples which were conducted online, the paper survey

conducted in Madagascar could not ask the respondent for

a global and local brand and automate the rest of the

questions into the context of the given brand. Therefore,

Nestle was chosen for the global brand context and Telma,

a local telephone service in Madagascar, was chosen for

the local brand. Furthermore, since literate respondents

were scarce in Ampandranety, the same respondent was

asked about the global and local brand. In other words, a

respondent was first asked to respond to the questions

pertaining to Nestle and then asked the questions pertaining

to Telma. This procedure yielded 40 usable responses from

Ampandranety.

Analyses and results

Before the hypotheses could be tested, the measurement

model for each sample was assessed. CFAs in SPSS 19

with principal axis factoring and oblique rotation were

conducted on each sample to assess the factor loadings of

each construct. Constructs with one-item measured were

not included in the CFA. Also, the AVE for each construct

was examined in SmartPLS 2.0. All loadings were above

the 0.70 threshold, and the AVEs were all above the 0.50.

Table 3 displays the items, AVE, and the factor loadings.

Table 4 displays the construct correlations, means, and SDs

for each sample.

Before testing the hypotheses, a paired-samples t test

was conducted in SPSS 19 to compare PBG between the

global (Nestle) and local (Telma) brand in the Malagasy

sample. This was done to confirm that Nestle was actually

perceived to be a more global brand than Telma. The

results showed that there was a significant difference in the

scores of Nestle (M = 4.93, SD = 1.09) and Telma

(M = 3.46, SD = 1.78) in terms of PBG; t (39) = 5.08,

p\ 0.001. This provides evidence that Nestle was actually

perceived to be more global than Telma; therefore,

hypotheses testing could be conducted.

To test Hypotheses 1 and 6 in the Malagasy sample, two

paired-samples t tests were conducted in SPSS 19 to compare

perceptions of brand quality and prestige in global and local

brands. The results showed a significant difference in the

scores of the global (M = 5.84, SD = 0.92) and the local

(M = 4.76, SD = 1.44) brand in terms of perceived quality;

t (39) = 4.07, p\ 0.001. Similarly, the results showed that

there was a significant difference in the scores of the global

(M = 5.79, SD = 1.04) and the local (M = 5.24, SD =

1.26) brand in terms of perceived prestige; t (37) = 2.22,

p\ 0.05. These results support Hypotheses 1 and 6.

To test Hypothesis 7c, two hierarchical multiple

regression analyses were conducted in SPSS 19 to test the

influence of perceived brand prestige on perceived brand

quality. The first regression was conducted for the context

of Nestle, and the second regression was conducted for the

context of Telma. In both hierarchical regressions, the

control variables of age and gender were included in model

1 and perceived brand prestige was included in model 2.

Results showed that perceived brand prestige significantly

predicts perceived brand quality in both the first (b = 0.66,

p\ 0.001) and second (b = 0.44, p\ 0.01) regressions.

These results support Hypothesis 7. Table 6 displays all

regression results.

To test Hypotheses 2 and 5 in the Indian samples, two

one way between subjects analyses of variance (ANOVA)

in SPSS 19 were conducted to compare the effect of

globalness on perceived quality and prestige. The two

groups, global brand (n = 42) and local brand (n = 45),

served as the factor in both ANOVAs. The first ANOVA

showed a marginally significant effect of globalness on

perceived quality at the p\ 0.10 level [F (1, 85) = 3.43,

p = 0.067]. The second ANOVA showed a significant

effect of globalness on perceived prestige at the p\ 0.05

level [F (1, 85) = 6.15, p = 0.015]. These results mar-

ginally support Hypothesis 2 and fully support Hypothesis

5. Table 5 displays the ANOVA results.

To test Hypothesis 7b in India, the local and global

brand samples were combined, which totaled 87 observa-

tions. A hierarchical multiple regression analysis was

conducted in SPSS 19 to test the influence of perceived

brand prestige on perceived brand quality. In model 1, the

control variables of age, gender, level of international

travel, ethnocentrism, and global identity were included

and none were found to be significant. In model 2, per-

ceived brand prestige (b = 0.81, p\ 0.001) was included

and was found to significantly predict perceived quality.

These results support Hypothesis 7b, as shown in Table 6.
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Table 4 Construct correlations, means, and SDs for each sample

Madagascar global 1 2 3 4 5

1. Perceived brand globalness –

2. Perceived brand quality 0.15 –

3. Perceived brand prestige 0.28� 0.66*** –

Control variables

4. Age -0.03 -0.004 0.11 –

5. Gender -0.004 0.13 0.15 -0.13 –

Mean 4.92 5.84 5.78 41.90 –

SDs 1.09 0.92 1.03 15.29 –

Madagascar local 1 2 3 4 5

1. Perceived brand globalness –

2. Perceived brand quality 0.54*** –

3. Perceived brand prestige 0.35* 0.42** –

Control variables

4. Age 0.09 0.01 -0.16 –

5. Gender 0.06 -0.05 -0.004 -0.13 –

Mean 3.46 4.76 5.24 41.90 –

SDs 1.78 1.44 1.26 15.29 –

India global 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Perceived brand quality –

2. Perceived brand prestige 0.78*** –

Control variables

3. Ethnocentrism 0.06 -0.01 –

4. Global identity 0.08 -0.04 -0.15 –

5. Age 0.10 0.14 0.07 -0.02 –

6. Gender -0.05 -0.13 -0.13 0.06 0.02 –

7. International travel -0.06 -0.07 0.09 0.25 0.28� 0.09 –

Mean 6.11 6.17 3.89 5.32 30.50 – 1.83

SDs 1.18 1.15 1.57 1.18 6.95 – 0.87

India local 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Perceived brand quality –

2. Perceived brand prestige 0.83*** –

Control variables

3. Ethnocentrism 0.29* 0.33* –

4. Global identity 0.09 0.13 -0.01 –

5. Age -0.08 -0.01 0.16 -0.04 –

6. Gender -0.15 -0.05 0.22 0.21 0.16 –

7. International travel 0.26� 0.36* 0.26� 0.42** 0.12 0.05 –

Mean 5.66 5.51 4.33 5.35 29.64 – 1.91

SDs 1.09 1.31 1.62 1.27 6.55 – 0.93

US global 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Perceived brand quality –

2. Perceived brand prestige 0.84*** –

Control variables

3. Ethnocentrism 0.16 0.31* –

500 A. A. Randrianasolo



Table 4 continued

US global 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. Global identity 0.009 0.15 -0.12 –

5. Age -0.14 0.06 0.18 0.05 –

6. Gender 0.30* 0.23 -0.08 -0.04 -0.03 –

7. International travel 0.02 0.15 0.14 0.34* 0.13 0.18 –

Mean 5.51 5.41 3.44 4.42 32.83 – 1.41

SDs 1.37 1.39 1.68 1.43 12.81 – 0.54

US local 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Perceived brand quality –

2. Perceived brand prestige 0.62*** –

Control variables

3. Ethnocentrism 0.10 0.42* –

4. Global identity 0.25 0.03 -0.11 –

5. Age -0.23 -0.05 -0.05 -0.29 –

6. Gender 0.01 0.04 -0.03 -0.01 -0.35� –

7. International travel -0.10 0.05 -0.24 0.06 0.06 -0.05 –

Mean 5.68 5.00 3.78 4.18 34.03 – 1.33

SDs 0.95 1.53 1.30 1.17 12.82 – 0.48

� p\ 0.10; * p\ 0.05; ** p\ 0.01; *** p\ 0.001

Table 5 ANOVA results for the effect of PBG on perceived prestige and quality for US and Indian samples

US samples

DV: perceived brand quality

n M SD df SS MS F p

Global brand group 46 5.51 1.37

Local brand group 30 5.68 0.95

Between groups 1 0.54 0.54 0.36 0.55

Within groups 74 110.99 1.50

Total 75 111.53

DV: perceived brand prestige

n M SD df SS MS F p

Global brand group 46 5.41 1.39

Local brand group 30 5.00 1.53

Between groups 1 3.10 3.10 1.48 0.23

Within groups 74 155.15 2.10

Total 75 158.25

Indian samples

DV: perceived brand quality

n M SD df SS MS F p

Global brand group 42 6.11 1.18

Local brand group 45 5.66 1.09

Between groups 1 4.43 4.43 3.43 0.07
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Table 5 continued

Indian samples

DV: perceived brand quality

n M SD df SS MS F p

Within groups 85 109.68 1.29

Total 86 114.11

DV: perceived brand prestige

n M SD df SS MS F p

Global brand group 42 6.17 1.15

Local brand group 45 5.51 1.31

Between groups 1 9.34 9.34 6.15 0.02

Within groups 85 129.08 1.52

Total 86 138.41

Table 6 Results of hierarchical multiple regressions for the effect of perceived prestige on quality in Madagascar, Indian, and US samples

Country market Madagascar (in the context of a global brand)

Model 1 Model 2

b SE b SE

Control variables

Age 0.01 0.01 -0.07 0.01

Gender 0.13 0.32 0.01 0.25

Predictor variable

Perceived brand prestige – – 0.66*** 0.11

Adjusted R-square -0.04 0.39

R-square 0.02 0.44

R-square change 0.02 0.42***

Country market Madagascar (in the context of a local brand)

Model 1 Model 2

b SE b SE

Control variables

Age 0.05 0.02 0.12 0.02

Gender -0.001 0.50 0.01 0.46

Predictor variable

Perceived brand prestige – – 0.44** 0.18

Adjusted R-square -0.05 0.12

R-square 0.003 0.19

R-square change 0.003 0.19**

Country market USA

Model 1 Model 2

b SE b SE

Control variables

Ethnocentrism 0.19 0.09 -0.07 0.07

Global identity 0.11 0.11 -0.01 0.08
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To test Hypotheses 3 and 4 in the US samples, two one

way between subjects ANOVAs in SPSS 19 were con-

ducted to compare the effect of globalness on perceived

quality and prestige. Results from both analyses show no

significant effect of PBG perceptions of quality and pres-

tige, supporting Hypotheses 3 and 4. Table 5 displays all

ANOVA results.

To test Hypothesis 7a in the USA, the local and global

brand samples were combined, totaling 76 observations.

A hierarchical multiple regression analysis was con-

ducted in SPSS 19 to test the influence of perceived

prestige on perceived quality. In model 1, the control

variables of age, gender, level of international travel,

ethnocentrism, and global identity were included. In

model 2, perceived brand prestige (b = 0.76, p\ 0.001)

was included and was found to significantly predict per-

ceived brand quality, supporting Hypothesis 7a. Table 6

displays all regression results. Table 7 provides a sum-

mary for all results.

Discussion

This study yielded two main findings. First, it can be stated

that as economies develop, the strength of the relationship

between PBG and perceived brand quality, as well as PBG

and perceived brand prestige, diminishes. Second, the

relationship between perceived brand prestige and per-

ceived brand quality is not affected by economic devel-

opment. These findings provide theoretical contributions

and managerial implications.

Theoretical contributions

Theoretically, the findings of this study provide support for

the premise that (1) economic development influences a

market’s normative institutional environment, and (2) the

normative institutional environment influences consumer

value systems, which affects how consumers value global

brands. This was evidenced in the findings as the influence

Table 6 continued

Country market USA

Model 1 Model 2

b SE b SE

International travel -0.05 0.28 -0.10 0.19

Age -0.14 0.01 -0.15� 0.01

Gender 0.21� 0.28 0.09 0.20

Predictor variable

Perceived brand prestige – – 0.76*** 0.07

Adjusted R-square 0.04 0.55

R-square 0.11 0.59

R-square change 0.11 0.48***

Country market India

Model 1 Model 2

b SE b SE

Control variables

Ethnocentrism 0.15 0.08 0.05 0.05

Global identity 0.08 0.11 0.07 0.07

International travel 0.05 0.16 -0.05 0.09

Age -0.02 0.02 -0.03 0.01

Gender -0.10 0.31 -0.03 0.19

Predictor variable

Perceived brand prestige – – 0.81*** 0.06

Adjusted R-square -0.02 0.64

R-square 0.04 0.66

R-square change 0.04 0.62***

� p\ 0.10; * p\ 0.05; ** p\ 0.01; *** p\ 0.001
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of PBG on perceived quality and prestige was stronger in

developing markets than it was in a developed market. This

indicates the moderating role of economic development on

the relationships between PBG and global brand value.

It is important to note that although the effect of PBG on

both prestige and quality diminishes with economic

development, the results indicate that the relationship

between PBG and perceived quality may diminish at a

faster rate than the relationship between PBG and per-

ceived prestige as economies develop. This was evidenced

in the results for the Indian samples where the relationship

between PBG and quality was only marginally significant,

while the effect of PBG on perceived prestige was signif-

icant at the p\ 0.05 level. A theoretical explanation for

this is that consumers in emerging markets may be exposed

to global brands and other factors besides globalness may

contribute to quality judgements, even though they may not

be able to afford the brand. In other words, consumers in

emerging markets may be able to make quality judgments

for a brand based on constructs other than its globalness

due to their exposure to a brand; however, their inability to

consume the brand may still contribute to their perception

of the brand’s prestige. Consistent with this perspective,

Hamzaoui Essoussi and Merunka (2007) find that in

emerging markets, consumers rely on country of design

and country of manufacturing effects when making product

judgments. The view here is that other factors besides

globalness may influence product quality judgements in

emerging markets. This theoretical position, however,

requires more research in the future.

Finally, the finding that economic development does

not influence the relationship between perceptions of

prestige and quality corroborates the theoretical stance

that prestige is a quality signal that is not influenced by

effects of economic development on a market’s normative

institutional environment. It can thus be stated that the

effects of economic development on global brand value

are crucial to signaling prestige and quality; however,

once a brand is valued as prestigious, it will also be val-

ued at a higher quality perception. These findings help

advance the theoretical understandings of global brand

value and also induce several managerial implications

discussed below.

Managerial implications

In recent decades, the globalization phenomenon has

sparked companies to expand into markets that were pre-

viously unexplored. However, these expansions have not

always yielded successful endeavors. For example, IKEA’s

expansion into Russia, Walmart’s expansion into China,

and Tesco’s expansion into the USA have all yielded

unsuccessful results (Salomon 2016). These failures were

all due to a lack of understanding with regard to institu-

tional differences (Salomon 2016). Thus, the question of

how to maneuver across different environments remains a

key strategic topic. This current research provides evidence

of one aspect of the differences between institutional

environments with regard to global brand values. Thus, the

findings reported here induce several managerial

implications.

First, the finding that the relationship between PBG and

global brand value (prestige/quality) diminishes as econo-

mies develop indicates that when firms enter new markets,

they should consider economic development as an indica-

tor of consumer value systems.

One key strategic decision for firms operating in foreign

territories is the decision between implementing global

consumer culture positioning (GCCP) strategies or local

consumer culture positioning (LCCP) strategies for their

brands and products (Alden et al. 1999). The findings of

this research indicate that in developing markets, firms

should consider employing GCCP strategies over LCCP

strategies when the firm wants to signal quality or prestige.

Conversely, in developed markets, GCCP strategies may

not be an effective signal for quality or prestige.

Table 7 Summary of Results

Market Relationship tested Result Hypothesis

Least developed country PBG ? perceived brand quality Significant H1: supported

PBG ? perceived brand prestige Significant H6: supported

Perceived brand prestige ? perceived brand quality Significant H7c: supported

Emerging PBG ? perceived brand quality Marginally significant H2: marginally supported

PBG ? perceived brand prestige Significant H3: supported

Perceived brand prestige ? perceived brand quality Significant H4: supported

Developed PBG ? perceived brand quality Not significant H3: supported

PBG ? perceived brand prestige Not significant H4: supported

Perceived brand prestige ? perceived brand quality Significant H7a: supported
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Second, the findings indicate that perception of brand

prestige can be utilized as a quality signal across all three

market types. Thus, firms seeking to signal quality may do

so by emphasizing their brand’s prestige. This is an

important finding for firms seeking to signal brand quality

in developed markets since globalness was found not to be

a predictor of quality in developed markets.

Limitations and future research

This paper furthers insight into global brand value; how-

ever, it is not void of limitations which may provide ave-

nues for future research. First, although every precaution

was taken to ensure quality responses for the US and Indian

samples, MTurk is only one method of gaining a repre-

sentative sample, and future research may address this

limitation by utilizing other methods of data collection.

Second, due to the nature of the data collection method in

Madagascar (paper surveys), this study was only able to

contextually ask the survey questions with a single global

brand and a single local brand. Future research can address

this limitation by conducting a similar study with several

local and global brands. Also within the Malagasy sample,

the respondents were not asked certain control variables

(global identity, international travel, and ethnocentrism)

due to the threat of fatigue in filling out the survey. Future

research may address this issue by asked more control

variables in different data collection methods. Finally, the

Malagasy sample was examined as a within subjects design

by asking the same respondents about local and global

brands. Future research should address this limitation with

between subject designs in a least developed country

market.

Conclusion

This paper provides a perspective of global brand value

creation across different market types and departs from the

view that globalness automatically signals quality and

prestige. This perspective emphasizes the importance of

considering differences in normative institutional environ-

ments with respect to value creation. Thus, global brand

value creation differs as normative institutional environ-

ments differ. Through an examination of global brand

value across markets, this paper provides insight into the

values of consumers from three market types, including a

least developed country market; a perspective largely

ignored by international marketing research. Future

researchers are encouraged to further investigate how value

systems, particularly of consumers in the least developed

markets, influence brand values.
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See Table 8.

Table 8 Demographics for all samples

Country Madagascar India (global) India (local) USA (global) USA (local)

Sample size n = 40 n = 42 n = 45 n = 46 n = 30

Gender

Female 33% 24% 18% 59% 53%

Male 67% 76% 82% 41% 47%

Age

Mean 41.90 30.50 29.64 32.83 34.03

SD 15.29 6.95 6.55 12.81 12.82

Education (highest level completed)

High school – 0% 0% 16% 17%

Some college – 0% 0% 39% 47%

Bachelor’s degree – 55% 42% 34% 26%

Graduate degree – 45% 58% 11% 10%

Race

White (non-Hispanic) – 0% 0% 78% 70%

African-American – 0% 0% 7% 17%
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