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Abstract
This dissertation was designed in a three-article format, all of them discussing possibilities of
enhancing global consumer’s attitude toward brands owned by born global firms, and analysing
different profiles of the global consumer. Under the context of born global firms, article one
analyses the relationship between the consumer’s perceived brand globalness and his/her
attitude toward the brand, mediated by the brand equity assigned by him/her; also, it analyses
the moderating role of his/her disposition to a global citizenship into the above relationships.
Article two proposes that the search for a new brand on the internet represents its brand
awareness and, as such, it proposes the use of the Diffusion of Innovation Theory to model the
brand awareness spread. Article three brings the consumer perspective, discussing four
outgroup dispositions, both conceptually and empirically. It also explores some relations among
four constructs that describe the consumers’ bias for foreign products and brands. All three
articles adopt quantitative methodologies for empirical studies. The first article uses primary
data collected by a survey, and the data was analysed using Structural Equation Modelling. In
the second article, it was used secondary data for its empirical study, collected at Google Trends
(https://trends.google.com/trends/), and the data were modelled using nonlinear regression
analysis. And for the third article, primary data was also collected by survey in two countries,
and the data were analysed using Structural Equation Modelling. Main results indicate that, for
enhancing consumers’ brand attitude, born global firms must potentialize the message of
globalness of their brands. Also, born global firms must invest on the building process of brand
equity (particularly on the awareness/association and loyalty dimensions), and the awareness
spread curve may be estimated by using Bass model with parameters p and q from brands in
the analogous industry. Finally, born global firms must target consumers that enjoy being in
touch with other cultures and value themselves for being global citizens, appealing that the
globalness of their brand is a connecting path with people around the world. Besides
contributing to these practical suggestions to managers of born global firms, all three articles
provide a discussion about unaddressed topics in the academic literature.

Keywords: International Marketing; Strategic Marketing; Branding; Global Brands; Global
Consumer; Born Global Firms.
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Resumo
Esta tese foi elaborada no formato de três artigos, todos discutindo possibilidades de alavancar
a atitude do consumidor global em relação a marcas pertencentes a empresas born global, e
analisando diferentes perfis do consumidor global. No contexto de empresas born global, o
artigo um analisa o impacto da percepção dos consumidores sobre a globalidade de uma marca
na sua atitude de marca, mediada pelo valor de marca atribuído por ele/ela; também analisa
o papel moderador de sua disposição para uma cidadania global nas relações acima. O artigo
dois propõe que a busca por uma nova marca na internet represente seu reconhecimento da
marca e, como tal, propõe o uso da Teoria da Difusão da Inovação para modelar a
disseminação do reconhecimento da marca. O artigo três traz a perspectiva do consumidor,
discutindo conceitual e empiricamente quatro disposições outgroup. Também explora algumas
relações entre os quatro constructos que descrevem o viés dos consumidores para produtos e
marcas estrangeiras. Os três artigos adotam metodologias quantitativas em seus estudos
empíricos. O primeiro artigo utiliza dados primários coletados por uma pesquisa, os quais
foram analisados usando Modelagem de Equações Estruturais. No segundo artigo, foram
utilizados dados secundários para o estudo empírico, coletados no Google Trends
(https://trends.google.com/trends/), e os dados foram modelados através de regressão não
linear. E para o terceiro artigo, os dados primários também foram coletados por pesquisa em
dois países, os quais foram analisados usando Modelagem de Equações Estruturais. Os
principais resultados indicam que, para melhorar a atitude de marca dos consumidores,
empresas born global devem potencializar a mensagem de globalidade de suas marcas. Além
disso, as empresas born global devem investir no processo de construção do valor da marca
(particularmente nas dimensões de conscientização / associação e lealdade), e a curva de
disseminação da conscientização pode ser estimada usando o modelo de Bass com os
parâmetros p e q das marcas de setores análogos. Por fim, as empresas born global devem
focar em consumidores que gostam de estar em contato com outras culturas e se valorizarem
como cidadãos globais, apelando que a globalidade de sua marca seja um caminho de conexão
com pessoas de todo o mundo. Além de contribuir com essas sugestões práticas para gerentes
de empresas born global, os três artigos fornecem uma discussão sobre tópicos não abordados
na literatura acadêmica.

Palavras-chave: Marketing Internacional; Marketing Estratégico; Marcas; Marcas Globais;
Consumidor Global; Empresas Born Global.
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1. Introduction
The central theme of this dissertation is the challenge of building connections between
global brands and global consumers, specifically under the perspective of born global firms.
Thus, before detailing the research objectives, justification, format and methods, we invite the
reader to get familiar with the context that will be explored along with the dissertation.
1.1.

The Context
Global brands are defined as those that are found in various countries adopting similar

and coordinated marketing strategies (Steenkamp, Batra, & Alden, 2003), positioning,
personality, appearance, sensation (D. Aaker & Joachimsthaler, 1999), and same essential
brand identity (Townsend, Yeniyurt, & Talay, 2009).
Considering the scenario of competitiveness because of the globalization, global
brands arise under the conviction of large multinationals that implementing global architectures
is a way of facilitating brand consistency in different international markets. And despite the
uncertainty, the changing environment, and the competitor actions, global brands are pointed
out as having several advantages (Townsend et al., 2009). Motameni and Shahorkhi (1998)
argue that a global brand is of higher value than a brand restricted to its local level both to the
corporation, because of the achievement of maximum market impact with a reduction of
advertising costs, and to the global consumer, who may associate it with quality, status and
prestige.
A global brand, however, is not synonymous with a robust brand. Regardless the
financial perspective, under the consumers eyes the brand strength – or brand equity - is defined
as the value added by the consumer to a product because of its brand (Yoo & Donthu, 2001),
or yet, the value that customers perceive or attach to the brand (Hakala, Svensson, & Vincze,
2012).
Many authors have proposed different models that theorize on the process of building
equity and, despite some variations, it can be summarized into the construction of four
dimensions: brand awareness, brand association, perceived quality, and brand loyalty (Roy &
Chau, 2011). That means that, for the brand to be considered strong (or with high equity),
consumers must be aware of its existence, they must associate the brand with good memories,
they have to evaluate the brand as being of high quality, and they must consider themselves
loyal to the brand.
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As it is supposed to be, the construction of this equity dimensions around a brand takes
time, particularly when considering the intention of being recognized as a global brand
(Gabrielsson, 2005).
As well as brands, consumers are becoming globalized too, emerging from the
increasing population mobility and the scenario of full communication provided by new
technologies.
The massive flow of cultural exchanges has influenced some consumers to express
their contemporaneity through the internationalism; thus the perception of globalness of a brand
would affect the consumer’s value attribution to it, and consequently, his/her purchase intention
(Kapferer, 2008).
For some scholars, the faster transfer of ideas is causing a convergence of likes and
values, and consumers’ needs and expectations are becoming more homogeneous across
geographic boundaries (Quelch, 1999; Townsend, Yeniyurt, Deligonul, & Cavusgil, 2004).
Nevertheless, in more recent studies, this same faster transfer of ideas is pointed out as a reducer
of the homogeneity of consumer behaviours within countries, while an enhancer of
commonalities across countries (Cleveland & Laroche, 2007). Countries are becoming
multicultural, and very few of them can actually be considered ethnically homogeneous
(Cleveland, 2018).
Thus, describing the consumer disposition for the acquisition of global brands is not
an easy issue, once it is not about describing countries or cultures; instead, it changes from
person to person (Zhou, Teng, & Poon, 2008).
One the one hand, there is a profile of consumers that is ingroup-oriented, which means
they present a bias for domestic products over foreign alternatives. They believe that buying
brands from their own countries will strengthen the national identity (nationalist consumers, for
instance), and some of the ingroup-oriented consumers even perceive immorality in the
purchase of foreign products, like ethnocentric consumers, for instance (Balabanis &
Diamantopoulos, 2004; Druckman, 1994; Sharma, 2015; Zeugner-Roth, Žabkar, &
Diamantopoulos, 2015).
On the other hand, the outgroup-oriented profile is composed of biased consumers to
foreign products and brands (Bartsch, Riefler, & Diamantopoulos, 2016). Some of them believe
that the consumption of global brands is associated to prestige and the sense of belonging (e.g.
consumers susceptible to the global consumer culture); other consumers are described as buying
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global brands to make themselves feel like a world citizen (e.g. consumers seeking for global
citizenship); and other consumers just enjoy getting in touch with people from abroad and their
physical and cultural goods (e.g. cosmopolitan consumers) (Riefler, Diamantopoulos, &
Siguaw, 2012; Strizhakova, Coulter, & Price, 2010; Zhou et al., 2008).
Thus, although global brands seem to have a promising relationship with consumers
with this outgroup disposition, it cannot be taken as granted. Considering the competitiveness
of the international market, companies still have to build a global brand, in a way that consumers
perceive it as valuable.
Under this scenario, born global firms have an additional challenge. These are the
companies that are created under the founder’s belief that the market is the whole world despite
the geographical boundaries; therefore they became international right after their foundation
(Knight, Madsen, & Servais, 2004).
However, born global firms will have to compete in a hostile international environment
with large multinational companies, who enjoy the benefits of their well-established brands.
Thus, born global firms have to develop strong global brands as quickly as possible (Cavusgil
& Knight, 2015; Christodoulides, Cadogan, & Veloutsou, 2015; Efrat & Asseraf, 2019).
Creating a brand with equity from the outset requires enormous investments in a
process that can take years, with limited likelihood of success (Motameni & Shahorkhi, 1998),
particularly to a brand that has been exposed to the global market soon after its launch. The
effect of considerable amounts spent on advertising, in general, is not observable in short-term
sales (Motameni & Shahrokhi, 1998). And born global firms are usually young, small or
medium-sized companies, with asset restrictions (Gabrielsson, Kirpalani, Dimitratos, Solberg,
& Zucchella, 2008), which tests the boldness of the entrepreneur.
1.2.

Research Objective and Justification
That said, this research is about the challenge of born global firms on creating

connections between their brands and the global consumer. Thus, our general objective is to
investigate some possibilities of enhancing global consumer’s attitude toward brands owned by
born global firms, and to analyse different profiles of the global consumer.
The research is justified by the fact that literature still weakly approaches the
challenges born global firms face when launching new brands and constructing brand equity.
In 2005 it was said that, although born global firms were being studied for a decade, very little
had been published about the challenges they face when constructing a brand (Gabrielsson,
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2005). We have gone through the literature and can witness that now it is almost 25 years with
rare publications regarding the branding challenges of a born global firm.
1.3.

Three-article format and their connections
We are aware that this research objective covers an enormous scope; thus we decided

to split it into three articles - although they do not cover the whole issue - each one with some
specific objectives.
In the first article of the trilogy we evaluate, for two brands owned by born global
firms, if the consumer’s brand attitude is impacted by his/her perception of its globalness. We
also evaluate if the value assigned by the consumer to the brand (customer-based brand equity)
has a mediating effect on this relation. And we finally analyse the moderating role of his/her
disposition to feel like a global citizen into the two above relationships.
The measurement of these relations is not new in academic literature. Indeed, Mandler
and Bartsch (2016) proposed a similar model, and other studies approach parts of the full model
presented in this first article (Frank & Watchravesringkan, 2016; Halkias, Davvetas, &
Diamantopoulos, 2016; Roy & Chau, 2011; Steenkamp, 2019; Strizhakova, Coulter, & Price,
2008).
The newness about our first article is the adoption of brands owned by born global
firms, for whom the challenge of being known as global is more complex.
In this second article, we wanted to explore the phenomenon of brand awareness
spread, once it one of the dimensions of the customer-based brand equity. In fact, if customers
are not aware of the brand, it has no value or equity, which leads to the argument that brand
awareness is not just an essential, but the seminal component of brand equity (Shimp, 2010).
Therefore, when first launching a new brand supported by some communication
strategy to develop an awareness of it, one should be able to evaluate the way the brand
awareness spreads among its potential users.
Thus, in the second article, we propose the use of the Diffusion of Innovation Theory
to model the brand awareness spread; and we also propose that the brand awareness may be
represented by the search for a new brand on the internet.
Some authors have used the Diffusion of Innovation Theory to explain brand-related
phenomena, like the use of the Bass model to simulate the whole brand equity system
(Crescitelli & Figueiredo, 2009), and the modelling of the word-of-mouth behaviour as a
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function of satisfaction or dissatisfaction (Ferreira & Lee, 2014). However, once again,
literature is quite scarce when regarding strategies for born global companies to build equity to
their brands, which makes this an original article.
The idea for the third article was born in the meantime of the elaboration of the first
one. We noticed that describing some consumer’s desire for global citizenship was just too
shallow, and there were much more to be explored in the outgroup bias of some consumers.
That is when we realized that the academic literature about consumers outgroup
dispositions is still far from being mature. It is not because of a lack of interest on the matter,
but rather a multitude of unintegrated published studies (Bartsch et al., 2016; Cleveland,
Laroche, Takahashi, & Erdogan, 2014).
An extensive work of mapping outgroup dispositions scattered in academic journals
identified 19 constructs representing positive dispositions concerning foreign countries and/or
globalization. The authors alert, however, that one cannot be sure that these are all different
constructs, either because apparently divergent concepts use similar terms or vice versa
(Bartsch et al., 2016). In summary, there is a list of constructs with shallow understanding
(Diamantopoulos, Davvetas, Bartsch, & Mandler, 2019).
Such curiosity drew our attention to the elaboration of the third article of our
dissertation trilogy, mainly because the first article contains an outgroup disposition as a
possible moderating element of the model. Thus, in the third article we deep analyse four
outgroup dispositions, both conceptually and empirically, seeking for convergent validity
within them and discriminant validity between them. Furthermore, in the latter case, we
explored some possible relations among the constructs.
Figure 1 synthesizes the three articles of this dissertation, and Figure 2 articulates the
connection between them.
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Figure 1: Synthesis matrix for the three articles.
Article 1
Main
objective

Article 2

Article 3

To investigate some possibilities of enhancing global consumer’s attitude toward brands
owned by born global firms, and to analyse different profiles of the global consumer

Article

Potentializing consumer’s
brand attitude: A strategic
need for born global firms

Understanding brand
awareness for born global
firms: A proposition for the
use of the diffusion of
innovation theory

Consumer dispositions:
Discussing meanings - and
non-meanings - of
favourability toward the
other

General
objective

To analyse some impact
variables into the
consumer’s attitude toward
the brand

To understand (and to
model) the phenomenon of
brand awareness spread

To deep understand (and to
compare) constructs that
describe consumers with
outgroup disposition

Specific
objectives

To evaluate the relationship
between the consumer’s
perceived brand globalness
and his/her brand attitude;

To propose the search for a
new brand name on the
internet as a proxy to brand
awareness

To analyse and compare,
both conceptually and
empirically, four outgroup
dispositions

To evaluate the mediating
role of the brand equity
assigned by the consumer
into the above relationship;

To model the search traffic
for a brand name under the
Diffusion of Innovation
Theory

To seek for convergent
validity within, and
discriminant validity
between the four constructs;
in the latter case, to check
for possible correlations
between them

To evaluate the moderating
role of the consumer
disposition to be a global
citizen into the above
relationships;
Evaluated
constructs

Perceived Brand Globalness

To evaluate the crossnational applicability of the
scales for the four constructs
Brand Awareness

Customer-based brand
equity

Consumer Cosmopolitism
Openness to and Desire to
Emulate Global Consumer
Culture

Brand Attitude

Susceptibility to Global
Consumer Culture

Global Citizenship through
Global Brands

Global Citizenship through
Global Brands
Chosen
brands

Spotify and Uber

GoPro, Twitter, Netflix,
Spotify, Airbnb, Uber, and
Snapchat

Applied
empirical
method

Primary data collected by a
survey

Secondary data from Google
Trends

Primary data collected by a
survey

Data analysed using SEM

Data analysed under the
Bass model

Data analysed using SEM

Source: Elaborated by the authors.
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Figure 2: Illustrative scheme of integration between the three dissertation articles.

Source: Elaborated by the authors.

1.4.

Methodologies
All three articles were conceived under a positivist paradigm and adopt quantitative

methodologies for the empirical studies.
For article one, primary data was collected by a survey to explore the relations with
brands Spotify and Uber. The sample size was 313, being 151 and 162 for each brand,
respectively. The measurement instruments for the four analysed constructs encompass 23
items in total. The data was analysed using Structural Equation Modelling.
The second article used secondary data for its empirical study. They are free data
available at Google Trends (https://trends.google.com/trends/), which were collected for brands
GoPro, Twitter, Netflix, Spotify, Airbnb, Uber, and Snapchat. Also, we collected data for
Galaxy, iPhone and iPad for comparison effect. Data show the monthly index referring to the
volume of queries with a particular term submitted to Google. Once Google Trends accumulates
data since 2004, and all the brands were launched after that, the captured search traffic
information includes all the brands’ history of search. The data were modelled using nonlinear
regression analysis to fit the Bass model.
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For the third article, primary data was collected by survey in two countries (Portugal
and Brazil) to evaluate the cross-national applicability of the scales of the four studied
constructs. The sample size was 644 respondents, being 327 Portuguese and 317 Brazilian. The
measurement instruments for the four analysed constructs encompass 36 items in total. The data
was analysed using Structural Equation Modelling.
1.5.

Expected contribution
The three articles were designed to occupy unaddressed topics in academic literature.

As previously said, the discussion on the factors that can leverage consumer perceptions and
attitudes toward brands is not a new topic, as well as the studies on brand awareness. However,
in rare situations, these discussions have been applied to the case of born global firms. Thus,
we expect our approach invites other marketing scholars to the context of companies that have
the inherent difficulty of owning young brands competing with well-established ones.
Besides that, article 2 also presents an original approach to the understanding of brand
awareness spread that, as far as we know, it has never been done through a mathematical model
leading to a curve estimation. Therefore, we expect this new perspective will take the academic
discussion to another level on the brand awareness understanding.
Also, we expect that third article will contribute to the process of maturing on the
consumer dispositions theme, helping the academy to begin the process of separating mature
constructs from those that are still rough diamonds, instead of continuing to create new
constructs, many times without checking the overlapping with existing ones.
Under the managerial point of view, as the commercial boundaries between countries
are increasingly opened, the emergence of born global companies is likely to continue. Thus,
we believe that unveiling the spread process of brand awareness and understanding the factors
that lead consumers to have better attitudes toward global brands are valuable for companies in
general, but particularly for born global firms, that must compete with multinational
organizations possessing strong global brands.
Moreover, because we believe consumers are the reason for any company’s existence
(including born global firms), we expect to contribute with managers on the mission of
establishing their brand’s target, understanding that different profiles of consumers will respond
differently to their globalness appeal.
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2. Article 11 – Potentializing consumer’s brand attitude: A strategic need for
born global firms
2.1.

Abstract

Considering that born global firms compete with well-established brands, one of their
challenges is to develop strong brands that consumers perceive as valuable and have positive
attitudes toward it. This paper investigates, under the born global firms’ perspective, the
relationship between the consumer’s perceived brand globalness (PBG) and his/her attitude
toward the brand (BATT), mediated by the brand equity by him/her assigned (BE); it also
explores the moderating role of consumer’s willingness to a global citizenship (GC) into this
relationship. The empirical research with brands owned by born global firms showed a
significative association between PBG and BATT, but the mediation of BE was partially
supported. It was also found a significative moderating role of GC, which potentializes the
impact of PBG on BATT. The main managerial implication is that global brands enjoy better
consumer’s attitude when they perceive the brand as global, so born global firms should invest
in the global approach. This finding is particularly relevant when the brand targets consumers
with a global citizenship aspiration, for whom the BATT effect is potentialized.
Keywords: Born global firms; Brand attitude; Perceived brand globalness; Brand equity;
Global Citizenship.
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2.2.

Introduction
The global consumer emerges from the scenario of full communication facilities

provided by new technologies and increasing population mobility. Countries are becoming
multicultural and very few countries can actually be considered ethnically homogeneous, so it
is a fact that globalization is shaping culture, affecting social identities, and consequently
modifying consumers’ behaviour (Cleveland, 2018).
Some scholars have drawn attention to the fact that, due to a faster transfer of ideas,
the globalization of markets is causing a convergence of likes and values, and consumer needs
and expectations are becoming more homogeneous across geographic boundaries (Quelch,
1999; Townsend et al., 2004).
Global brands have a particular role in this context. Because of the cultural integration,
internationalism has become a way for the consumer to express contemporaneity, so the
perception of globalness of a brand may increase the perceived value of the product (Kapferer,
2008). If consumers do not recognize a brand as global, that may influence their judgment about
the brand, and consequently, their purchase intention.
Indeed, global brands have been associated with better quality, while local brands are
generally viewed as inferior alternatives in terms of quality to global brands (Strizhakova and
Coulter 2015; Roy and Chau 2011).
However, the value that the consumer perceives in a brand – global or not - must be
built from the beginning, since its awareness. Thus, brand equity, referring to the value added
by the consumer to a product because of its brand (Yoo & Donthu, 2001), is a widely discussed
topic in the literature since the concept was presented at the end of the 1980s.
Although there are some variations in the models that theorize on the process of
building equity around brands, it seems that there is a consensus when dealing with the time
horizon: building brand equity is a long-term, gradual process that demands effort (Aaker 1991;
Keller 1993; Yoo and Donthu 2001).
Also, creating a brand from the outset requires enormous investments in a process that
can take years, with limited likelihood of success (Motameni and Shahorkhi 1998). And their
evolution within a global context is complex because of environmental uncertainty (Townsend
et al., 2009). It has taken decades for companies to receive global recognition for their brands
(Gabrielsson, 2005).
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With the accelerated process of globalization in the 1980s came the phenomenon of
the rapid internationalization of companies, the rise of the called born global firm. They are
defined as companies that sell a substantial part of their offer in international markets right after
the founding of the company (Cavusgil & Knight, 2015; Knight et al., 2004).
Considering the increasing globalization of markets, companies need to develop strong
global brands to compete in international environments (Christodoulides et al., 2015); thus one
of the challenges of born global firms is to quickly build a brand that consumers perceive as
valuable, thus potentializing positive attitudes toward to it.
Our objective in this study is to explore: (a) the relationship between the consumer’s
perceived brand globalness (PBG) and his/her attitude toward the brand (BATT), mediated by
the brand equity assigned by him/her (BE); and (b) the moderating role of his/her disposition
to a global citizenship (GC) into the above relationship.
Considering this current high-speed competitive scenario and companies that already
start out global, we carried out this study under the context of born global brands. The idea is
to invite scholars to debate consumers' perceptions, valuations and attitudes toward brands that
were exposed to the global market soon after their launch. Also, we developed the empirical
research using the perspective of consumers in a developing country (Brazilian consumers),
that tend to have a favourability to the foreign world (Batra, Ramaswamy, Alden, Steenkamp,
& Ramachander, 2000; Özsomer, 2012).
This study is primarily justified by the scarcity of academic literature addressing the
consumers' perspective about brands of born global firms. The proposed relationships in the
conceptual framework have been somehow explored by scholars, but rarely under the context
of brands that are exposed to the global market soon after its launch.
Moreover, nor the underlying constructs have been well explored under this context.
For instance, little has been written specifically about strategies for building brand equity in
born global companies (Gabrielsson, 2005, has claimed it but, as far as we know, even almost
15 years later there are no new contributions on this matter). Also, only a little research exists
on the role of BE in international marketing using consumer data, and even less empirical
research looking into the performance of the BE scale outside the USA and Europe
(Christodoulides et al., 2015).
Next sections are organized as follow. Literature review starts bringing out the context
of born global firms, then it is presented brand equity for global brands, and then it is discussed
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the perspective of global consumers and their perceptions, valuations and attitudes. The article
goes on with the empirical research carried out with two brands of born global firms (Spotify
and Uber). And after data analysis, the article presents a discussion along with the managerial
implications.
2.3.

Conceptual Background and Research Hypotheses

2.3.1. The Context of Born Global Firms
The concept of born global firms is not unanimous but generally converges on the idea
of companies that go international right after being found. They are usually small or mediumsized companies that have emerged with a global vision and an outlook that their market is not
limited to their own geographic region. Their products are unique and have global market
potential, and they demonstrate an extensive capability for going international very early on
and very quickly (Gabrielsson et al., 2008).
Some of the reasons for their significant proliferation over the last years include
evolving environmental changes, such as globalization and the appearance of sophisticated
information and communication technologies (Knight, 2015).
Once they are small and have to face highly competitive international environments,
born global firms develop a set of intangible capabilities based on knowledge of how to achieve
their international objectives, because they start with a "borderless" vision of the operations
from the beginning. Therefore, these companies have a large capacity for not only learning but
also knowing how to incorporate acquired knowledge and how to use other marketing tools
despite their asset restrictions (Cavusgil & Knight, 2015; Knight & Cavusgil, 2004).
In comparison with large multinational companies, small companies are often more
adaptable and more innovative and have faster response times for implementing new ideas in
order to satisfy the needs of customers. They tend to use substantially more information and
communication technology, and they access and mobilize resources by way of their knowledge
networks in different countries (Efrat & Asseraf, 2019; Knight, 2015).
The entrepreneurs and managers of such companies are globally oriented and highly
motivated by their broad view of the world. They are also market-oriented, with a genuine
interest in getting to know consumers and developing top quality products to meet new demand.
Their profile usually brings an innovation culture, not just for developing new products but also
for exploring new markets and even reinventing how to explore current markets (Cavusgil &
Knight, 2015; Knight & Cavusgil, 2004; Knight, Madsen, and Servais, 2004).
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Some empirical studies point out critical factors for the successful performance of born
global firms: international business orientation, focus on the quality of the product and service
and monitoring the competition (Gerschewski, Rose, & Lindsay, 2015); innovation and
customer-orientation (Kim, Basu, Naidu, & Cavusgil, 2011); social networks through the
benefits of knowledge of opportunities in the external market, learning by experience, and
referential trust and solidarity (Zhou, Wu, & Luo, 2007); and technology, the entrepreneurial
sensitivity of the owner, external market knowledge and strong network (Langseth, O’Dwyer,
& Arpa, 2016).
Despite the diversity of such success factors in the literature, only two studies were
found connecting born global firms to the subject of branding and how a strong brand might
become a differentiation factor for a born global company. According to Gabrielsson (2005),
born global firms have been studied for a decade, but little has been written specifically about
the challenges they face when constructing a brand. That was said in 2005 and, yet, a new
decade has passed, and studies that relate the two subjects are still rare.
In a pioneering study relating branding with born global firms, Gabrielsson (2005)
examines 30 Finnish companies and indicates that for born global firms with a focus on the end
consumer, a globally standardized brand is crucial. He also recommends that the company
should develop its brand from the outset (and not via co-branding), which could lead to a
profitable branding strategy, allowing for a fast impact in the global market. Instead, born global
firms usually fail on developing branding strategies because they are focused on the fast
globalization strategy, besides the financial and managerial resource restrictions (Gabrielsson,
2005).
The work of Altshuler and Tarnovskaya (2010) also highlights the significant
challenge faced by born global companies on constructing an international brand, usually with
scarce resources. The authors emphasize that branding capabilities should be within the set of
organizational capabilities so that understanding the process of constructing an international
brand would be a differential for the firm. The authors also provide evidence that, from the
founder’s vision of a strong brand, it is possible to build an international brand based on
technological excellence and, by doing so, communication efforts would be less depending on
high marketing investments, which is usually a restriction in born global firms.
However, there is still little understanding of how these firms can create a brand in a
way that consumers perceive as valuable and, thus, potentialize their attitudes toward it.
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2.3.2. Global Brands and Their Equity Valuation
Steenkamp, Batra, and Alden (2003) define global brands as those that are found in
various countries and that have similar, coordinated marketing strategies. Their definition
converges on the one presented by Aaker & Joachimsthaler (1999), where global brands are
those whose positioning, advertising strategy, personality, appearance, and sensation are, in
most aspects, the same from one country to another.
In a more detailed definition, to be considered global, the brand must be found on the
three main industrialized continents (North America, Europe, and Asia), preserving its essential
brand identity, even if the execution is adapted to fit local marketing models (Townsend et al.,
2009). Global brands must also be strong in their local market, be valued by their consumers in
their country of origin, have a minimum level of recognition and sales worldwide and seek to
serve similar needs around the world (Quelch, 1999).
Another definition states that a brand is considered to be global only if consumers of
different countries believe that this brand is sold in several countries (Akram, Merunka, &
Akram, 2011; Frank & Watchravesringkan, 2016; Steenkamp et al., 2003), regardless of they
follow a standardized marketing strategy across cultures or not (Diamantopoulos et al., 2019).
This perception can be formed through the brand’s marketing communication, exposure in the
media, or even consumer word-of-mouth (Roy and Chau 2011).
Global brands arise as a result of a changing environment. On the one hand, large
multinationals seek to implement global brand architectures as a way of facilitating brand
consistency in different international markets (Townsend et al., 2009), leading the advantage
of achieving maximum market impact with a reduction of advertising costs (Motameni &
Shahrokhi, 1998). On the other hand, global brands are perceived as of higher quality and are
associated with status and prestige so that they may be favoured over the local ones in terms of
purchase likelihood (Motameni & Shahrokhi, 1998; Roy & Chau, 2011). Therefore, it is argued
that if a company seeks to globalize its brand, that brand will be of higher value to the company
than a brand restricted to local or regional levels, for both the corporation and the global
consumer (Motameni & Shahrokhi, 1998).
However, a global brand is not synonymous with a robust brand. When talking about
the process of building strong brands, one can use both the financial or the consumer perspective
(Motameni & Shahrokhi, 1998), but this paper will focus on the latest one. Thereby, the brand
strength – or brand equity - is defined as the value that a brand name adds to a product based
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on consumer’s associations and perceptions of that brand name (Yoo & Donthu, 2001), under
the idea that the strength of a brand lies in the minds of consumers (Christodoulides et al.,
2015); or simply put, brand equity is the value that customers perceive or attach to the brand
(Hakala et al., 2012).
The term customer-based brand equity was first proposed by Keller in 1993 whose
concept is very similar to the brand equity (BE) originally proposed by Aaker in 1991, as widely
argued by Roy and Chau (2011). They both brought the understanding of brand equity as a
compound of different dimensions behind the incremental value that a brand supplies its
consumers with (Roy & Chau, 2011).
Other authors have theoretically conceptualized the brand equity dimensions and,
according to Christodoulides, Cadogan, and Veloutsou (2015), there is no agreement on its
dimensionality; but after collecting a variety of studies, they conclude that the most commonly
adopted dimensions of brand equity is the set proposed by Aaker (1991): brand loyalty (the
intention to buy the brand as first choice), brand awareness (the consumer’s ability to recognize
or remember that a brand belongs to a particular product category), perceived brand quality (the
consumer’s judgement regarding the excellence of a particular brand) and brand associations
(anything that connects in the consumer’s memory with regard to a brand). And because this is
an assessment from the cognitive and behavioural viewpoint at the individual level, it must be
measured by way of research with consumers (Yoo & Donthu, 2001), despite the complexity
of assessing such intangible marketing concepts (Motameni & Shahrokhi, 1998). However,
neither Aaker nor Keller have ever operationalized the measurement of the BE.
Until 2001, many authors had presented partial measures for brand equity, but it is the
work of Yoo and Donthu (2001) that, for the first time, validates a measurement scale of the
brand equity construct using the dimensions proposed Aaker. Their ten-item scale was first
validated under its psychometric properties, then it was further validated across different
cultures and then validated on different brands of different product categories. Overall, the scale
was found to be reliable, parsimonious and generalizable (Roy & Chau, 2011). It was also
validated in some studies that followed its proposition (Buil, Chernatony, & Martínez, 2008;
Pappu, Quester, & Cooksey, 2005; Roy & Chau, 2011), with different cultures, and different
product and categories profiles, including the work of Christodoulides et al. (2015) that
validated the scale for service and internet domains. Despite small adjustments in the scale
between works, tests preserve and support the BE hypothetical four-dimensional model.
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In other words, a brand is only considered strong (or with high BE) if consumers are
aware and able to recognize that it belongs to a particular product category, if they can connect
the brand with some memories related to it, if they judge the brand as being of high quality, and
if they have the intention to buy the brand as the first choice.
Considering the consumer’s perspective, the challenge remains on how to build
strength in a global brand, and how to do it to a brand that has been exposed to the global market
soon after its launch. It takes much investment to build a brand from scratch, and the process
may take years, with slim success probabilities. The effect of considerable amounts spent on
advertising, in general, is not observable in short-term sales, but rather into awareness or
loyalty, which are of non-measurable monetary value (Motameni & Shahrokhi, 1998).
And once again, considering the consumer’s perspective, the challenge remains on
how to do it for the global consumer.
2.3.3. Global Consumers and Their Relationship with Brands
Although the effects of globalization on business and management have received
extensive attention of academia since the 1980s, until very recently there was a scarcity of
empirical research on globalization’s effects on consumers. Considering the increasing
population mobility and communication facilities provided by the new technologies, social
science scholars began to turn their eyes to the globalization’s effects on society and how it is
shaping culture, affecting social identities and consequently modifying consumers’ behaviour.
It has to be recognized that most countries are becoming multicultural and, indeed, very few
countries can be considered ethnically homogeneous (Cleveland, 2018).
The global consumer emerges from this scenario and is characterized by converging
likes and values due to a much faster transfer of ideas than in the past (Quelch, 1999). Moreover,
because of the globalization of markets, consumer needs and expectations are becoming more
homogeneous across geographic boundaries, generating a global consumer convergence
(Townsend et al., 2004).
Global brands have a particular role in this context. As argued by Kapferer (2008), in
the age of cultural integration, modernity is expressed via internationalism, and the perception
of globalness of a brand would, therefore, increase the perceived value of the product, and
consequently exerted a strong influence over purchase decisions.
An issue to be highlighted is whether consumers identify a brand as global or not.
Since consumers are not necessarily brand specialists, it is possible that they do not recognize
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a global brand as global; perceived brand globalness (PBG) is herein defined as the consumers’
belief that a brand “is marketed in multiple countries and is generally recognized as global in
these countries”, as first proposed by (Steenkamp et al., 2003, p.54). This consumers’ belief is
created by word-of-mouth, media exposure, or their own travel experiences (Steenkamp et al.,
2003). A similar approach is a perception that consumers hold of the brand being available
everywhere on the globe with standardized products and communications (Akram et al., 2011).
Therefore, BATT is conceptualized as a unidimensional construct and defined as a person’s
evaluation (favourable versus unfavourable) toward a particular brand name when encountering
an assortment of brands in the marketplace (Frank & Watchravesringkan, 2016; Halkias et al.,
2016; Mandler & Bartsch, 2016).
When consumers recognize a brand as global, that may influence their judgment of the
brand, and consequently, their purchase intention. Indeed, recent studies have hypothesized the
relationship between PBG and brand attitude (BATT). An empirical study involving a series of
well-known brands from different countries and product categories shows a positive effect of
PBG on BATT (Halkias et al., 2016). Mandler and Bartsch (2016) also presented a study
considering well-known brands of cars and airlines, where they found partial support for the
positive effect of PBG on BATT. Thus, the first hypothesis of this study is:
H1: PBG is positively associated with BATT, under the context of born global firms.
For the second hypothesis proposal, two perspectives are presented here. The first one
brings studies presenting that global brands have been associated with better quality
(Strizhakova and Coulter 2015; Roy and Chau 2011), while local brands are generally seen as
inferior quality alternatives to global brands (Strizhakova and Coulter 2015). Steenkamp et al.
(2003) also found a positive association between PBG and perceived quality, and its replicated
study by Akram et al. (2011) for an emergent market has identified an analogous positive
association between PBG and perceived quality. Moreover, it was found that a global brand is
favoured over a local one not just in terms of perceived quality but in terms of the four
conceptual constructs of brand equity - brand loyalty, perceived quality, awareness and
association (Roy & Chau, 2011; Steenkamp, 2019).
The second perspective points out for the positive association between brand equity
and BATT presented by Frank and Watchravesringkan (2016). Therefore, the second
hypothesis of this study is:
H2: BE mediates the effect between PBG and BATT, under the context of born global firms.
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Analogous reasoning is proposed by Mandler & Bartsch (2016) when setting brand
evaluation as a mediating factor between PBG and BATT, where the construct brand evaluation
plays a similar role as brand equity here.
Although the belief that perceived brand globalness (PBG) creates consumer
perceptions of brand superiority is widely spread (Steenkamp et al., 2003), it can be challenged.
Academic literature has presented a diversity of ingroup-oriented consumer
dispositions, described as consumers’ bias in their judgments and preferences for domestic
products over foreign alternatives. One example of it is the called consumer ethnocentrism,
which is based in a normative belief that it is inappropriate to buy foreign products and that
consumers should instead support domestic companies through the purchase of domestic
products (Balabanis & Diamantopoulos, 2004; Shankarmahesh, 2006; Zeugner-Roth et al.,
2015).
On the other hand, the academic literature has also presented (although not yet well
explored) some outgroup-oriented consumer dispositions, which are related to consumers’ bias
for the foreign products and brands (Bartsch et al., 2016).
Once again, global brands have a particular role, serving as vehicles for the consumers
to participate in the global consumer culture (Mandler & Bartsch, 2016), or functioning as a
passport to global citizenship (Strizhakova et al., 2008). The consumption of global brands also
creates a perception of social esteem in consumers and an aura of connection with a global
community and a sense of belonging to it (Steenkamp et al. 2003; Roy and Chau 2011; Frank
and Watchravesringkan 2016). It may also create status in the case of products that have a more
expressive symbolic meaning (Strizhakova and Coulter 2015) and even signals diversity and
tolerance to foreign cultures (Özsomer, 2012).
Thus, the perceived brand globalness by itself imputes additional information for
consumers and therefore may function as a way of belonging to a global consumer segment,
which goes further than functional brand attributes like quality (Özsomer, 2012).
Previous studies have proved the moderator effect of ingroup consumer dispositions
(like ethnocentrism) in the relationship between PBG and perceived quality (Akram et al.,
2011), but also, it was proven the moderator effect of cosmopolitanism (outgroup consumer
dispositions) in the relationship between PBG and brand evaluation (Mandler & Bartsch, 2016).
And, as suggested by Diamantopoulos et al. (2019), consumer characteristics may have a
moderator role on the relationship between PBG and specific outcomes, like brand attitudes
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towards global brands, for instance. This discussion leads to the view that the relationship
between the consumers’ perception of brand globalness and the way consumers evaluate global
brands is affected somehow by their disposition to be part – or not - of a global culture through
the consumption.
In their extensive work cataloguing and classifying consumer’s outgroup dispositions,
Bartsch et al. (2016) point out that scholars have not yet reached an agreement on the
dispositions’ nomenclature, being many concepts overlapping others. Herein, it is adopted the
construct developed by Strizhakova, Coulter, and Price (2008) and later operationalized by
themselves (Strizhakova et al., 2010), that describes the consumers’ appreciation of global
citizenship and their belief that global brands serve as a passport to it (GC). According to them,
the role of global brands goes beyond the product of globalization; they endorse peoples’ belief
that these brands enable their participation in the global culture. Therefore, the third hypothesis
of this study is:
H3a: The relationship between PBG and BE is moderated by GC, under the context of born
global firms.
In the same reasoning, Mandler and Bartsch (2016) tested the moderator role of four
dispositions on the relation between PBG and brand attitude, concluding that the one ingroup
disposition tested (ethnocentrism) didn’t have a relevant moderating function but found
evidences of positive moderation of the cosmopolitanism (outgroup disposition) on the
relationship between PBG and BATT. Thus, still on the moderation role of GC, the third
hypothesis will be expanded with:
H3b: The relationship between PBG and BATT is moderated by GC, under the context of born
global firms.
Figure 3 summarizes the research hypotheses and connects to the empirical study that
follows.
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Figure 3: Conceptual model for the relations between PBG, BATT, BE, and GC.

Source: The authors, based on the literature review.

2.4.

Empirical Research

2.4.1. Method
To test the hypotheses of the conceptual model, we adopted a survey-based research.
As stimuli for the survey, we used two real brands of born global firms: Spotify and
Uber. These brands were selected because, besides representing categories of people’s daily
routines, they both fit the description proposed by Gabrielsson et al. (2008): they belong to
independent companies that started small; emerged with a global market vision right from the
beginning; demonstrated a large capacity of spreading across dozens of countries on five
continents very early; had unique products with global market potential. They are also
characterized as technology companies since neither has relevant physical assets.
Once Spotify and Uber were launched in Stockholm (2008) and San Francisco (2010),
respectively, we surveyed the metropolitan region of São Paulo, Brazil, to guarantee distance
from the cities of origin of the studied brands. This is important in order to evaluate their level
of awareness outside their home country after a decade of its launches.
Additionally, São Paulo was chosen because we wanted to focus on a metropolitan
emerging-market, where consumers perceive global brands as superior to local brands
(Davvetas & Diamantopoulos, 2016), as well as aspire to belong to a global culture and global
brands may represent a status-enhancing reason for choosing (Batra et al., 2000; Özsomer,
2012).
The data were collected using an online survey tool (QuestionPro), and just one of the
two brands was assigned to each respondent, randomly. The only restriction imposed for the
answering was the familiarity with the categories being researched (“In the last 3 months, did
you use any digital music service brand, that is, listen to music without the use of a radio or
CD?”, or “In the last 3 months, did you use any urban private transport service, that is, to get
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around the city without being in your own vehicle or public transportation?”, for Spotify and
Uber, respectively).
Initially, 337 questionnaires were collected, and after eliminating incomplete
questionnaires and respondents who were not familiar with the categories being surveyed, 313
were maintained: 151 for Spotify and 162 for Uber. The sample size is in accordance with the
recommendation of a ratio of sample size to the number of free parameters greater than 10:1
(Bagozzi & Yi, 1988), which is 313:25 in our model; also, using the G*Power methodology,
the test power is above 99,99% considering an effect size of 0.15 (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, &
Buchner, 2007).
Respondents were purposely young consumers, being 71% concentrated between 20
and 25 years old (71% for Spotify and 72% for Uber), because they are global in their identities
and are at the forefront of globalization (Strizhakova et al., 2010), so they usually have a higher
acceptance of global brands (Frank & Watchravesringkan, 2016), mainly when focusing on
technological services. Additionally, the sample represents both genders, being 49% women
(48% for Spotify and 51% for Uber), and different levels of schooling, being 36% graduated
on higher education (31% for Spotify and 40% for Uber). Both subsamples are highly
comparable in terms of demographics, and no significant differences were found between
samples.
2.4.2. Measurement Instruments
We collected the scales for the construct’s measurement during the literature review.
After the translation and back-translation process (English-Portuguese), we proceed with some
semantic adjustments to guarantee the correct understanding of the items2 (Behling & Law,
2000). After that, to verify the psychometric properties of the multi-item scales, as well as the
dimensionality of the constructs, we performed a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) in
AMOS 22 using generalized least square estimation.
For the operationalization of the Perceived Brand Globalness (PBG), we adopted the
approach of Steenkamp et al. (2003). They expanded and validated the earlier scale presented
by themselves (Batra et al., 2000), and it has been systematically used by subsequent studies
(Halkias et al., 2016; Mandler & Bartsch, 2016; Roy & Chau, 2011). The three-item scale
measures consumers’ perception of a global brand based on whether they believe it to be

2

See Appendix A for the questionnaire in Portuguese, the language it was applied.
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marketed in multiple countries (local brands, on the other hand, are perceived to be available in
the local market). When performing the CFA, we found all standardized factor loadings
between 0.882 and 0.941 (Table 1), AVE of 0.835, and CR of 0.938 (Table 2), indicating
convergent validity. Although we found a high and significant correlation between PBG and
BATT, and a low and insignificant correlation between PBG and BE and between PBG and GC
(which will be discussed in the structural model), discriminant validity is established by the
high AVE’s square root of 0.914.
Analogously, for the Brand Attitude (BATT) construct, that measures the degree to
which consumers have a positive attitude towards the brand, we validated the three-item scale
used by Halkias et al. (2016), which was adapted from the four-item scale used by Fuchs and
Diamantopoulos (2010). Once again, we found all standardized factor loadings between 0.954
and 0.984 (Table 1), AVE of 0.938, and CR of 0.978 (Table 2) proving convergent validity. We
also have discriminant validity established by the AVE’s square root of 0.968.
With respect to Brand Equity (BE), its theoretical concept relies on a second-order
construct, formed by 4 first-order dimensions (awareness, association, quality perception and
loyalty), but when operationalizing its scale, Yoo and Donthu (2001) found the collapsing of
the former two dimensions (brand awareness and associations). Similarly, the same merging
happened in the CFA performed by Christodoulides et al. (2015) due to a lack of discriminant
validity. They argue that although brand awareness and brand associations are two theoretically
distinct constructs, awareness is a prior condition that consumers need to have for them to be
able to have associations in terms of understanding what the brand stands for. Thus, it seems
reasonable to find high cross-loading between items measuring awareness and the ones
measuring brand associations.
We detected the same issue when performing the CFA. By leaving the two items of
awareness apart from the three items of associations, it did not bring enough convergent validity
to the respective constructs, nor did it have discriminant validity between the constructs,
resulting into the same collapsing of awareness and association. We also had to abandon one of
the awareness’ items, thus resulting in a four-item construct representing awareness and
association. Although two of the items presented standardized factor loadings below the 0.5
recommended by the literature, we decided to keep them because they are significant and the
dimension as a whole (awareness/association) presents a standardized factor loading of 0.550;
the other two dimensions (quality and loyalty) present standardized factor loadings of 0.962
and 0.674, respectively, with all standardized factor loadings for the first-order level (Table 1).
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As a second-order construct, the BE presents an AVE of 0.561 and a CR of 0.784 (Table 2)
proving its convergent validity. Its discriminant validity is also proved by the AVE’s square
root of 0.749 being higher than its correlation with all the other constructs (Table 2).
Finally, for the Global Citizenship construct (GC), we adopted the second-order
construct developed and operationalized by Strizhakova et al. (2012), that embraces three
dimensions. First one, with four items, is related to the importance of global citizenship for the
consumer; second one has two items and is related to global identity, evaluating to which extent
consumers feel connected to people living in other parts of the world; and the third one, with 3
items, is called global citizenship through global brands because it measures people’s belief
that buying global brands would make them feel like part of the global world.
The CFA presented standardized factor loadings between 0.716 and 0.905 for the firstorder level and between 0.591 and 0.995 for the second-order level (Table 1); the GC construct
presents an AVE of 0.595 and a CR of 0.807 (Table 2) suggesting convergent validity. Its
discriminant validity is also proved by the AVE’s square root of 0.771 being higher than its
correlation with all the other constructs (Table 2).
The CFA indicators for the overall model show a satisfactory goodness of fit: χ2 (217)
= 314.285, RMSEA=0.038, CFI=0.873, GFI=0.912 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). We also found a
high level of reliability and convergent validity of constructs through the standardized factor
loadings being above the reference of 0.5 and significant (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988), the average
variance extracted (AVE) being above 0.5, and the composite reliability (CR) being above 0.7
(Bagozzi & Yi, 1988; Hair, Sarstedt, Hopkins, & Kuppelwieser, 2014; Hair Jr, Hult, Ringle, &
Sarstedt, 2016; Henseler, Ringle, & Sinkovics, 2009). Moreover, we found discriminant
validity, once for each latent variable, the corresponding square root of AVE was higher than
its correlation with the other latent variables in the model (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).
Table 1: Constructs and respective items.Table 1 presents items and respective
standardized factor loadings for each construct; Table 2 presents the constructs and additional
psychometric measures.
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Table 1: Constructs and respective items.
Item(c)

Construct
Perceived
Brand
Globalness
(PBG)
Brand
Attitude
(BATT)

single
dimension(a)

single
dimension(a)

pbg_1 To me, Spotify is a local (global) brand.

0.882(d)

pbg_2 I don't think (think) consumers outside Brazil

0.917*

use Spotify.
pbg_3 The brand Spotify is used only in Brazil (all over
the world).
batt_1 My opinion about Spotify is negative (positive).

batt_3 I don't like (do like) Spotify.

0.967*

streaming brands.
as_1 When I see the brand Spotify, some
characteristics of it come to my mind quickly.
as_2 I can quickly recall the symbol or logo of
Spotify.
as_3 I have facility in imagining Spotify in my mind.
second order
construct(b)

0.954 (d)
0.984*

aw_1 I can recognize Spotify among other music

Quality perception
ql_1 The likely quality of Spotify is extremely high.
ql_2 The likelihood that Spotify would be functional

Adapted
from
(Steenkamp et al.,
2003)

0.941*

batt_2 Spotify is a bad (good) brand.

Awareness/association

Brand
Equity
(BE)

Std Loading

(Fuchs &
Diamantopoulos,
2010)

0.550*
0.296 (d)
0.407*
0.747*
0.968*
0.962*
0.792

(d)

(Yoo & Donthu,
2001)

0.735*

is very high.

Loyalty
lo_1 I consider myself to be loyal to Spotify.

0.884 (d)

lo_2 Spotify would be my first choice when thinking

0.828*

about music streaming.
lo_3 I will not buy other brands if Spotify is
available.

0.682*

Importance
imp_1 It is important to me to feel a part of the global
world.
imp_2 Participation in the global world is important to
me.
imp_3 I value my citizenship in the global world.

Identity
Global
second order
Citizenship construct(b)
(GC)

0.674*

0.668*
0.852*
0.877*
0.905 (d)
0.591*

id_1 I feel that I am related to everyone in the world

0.716*

as if they were my family.
id_2 I feel like a “next-door neighbours” with people
living in other parts of the world.

0.860 (d)

Global citizenship through global brands
bran_1 Buying global brands makes me feel like a
citizen of the world.
bran_2 Purchasing global brands makes me feel part of
something bigger.
bran_3 Buying global brands gives me a sense of
belonging to the global marketplace.

(Strizhakova et al.,
2010)

0.995*
0.853*
0.844*
0.829 (d)

All items were measured on 7-point scales. (a) Bipolar semantic differential scales. (b) Scales anchors on totally
disagree/totally agree. (c) Items presented as they were asked about Spotify (analogous version used for Uber). (d)
Parameter fixed to identify the model. * p<0.001
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Table 2: Constructs’ descriptive, measures of reliability, and correlation matrix.
M

SD

CR

AVE

PBG

BE

GC

PBG
BE
GC

4.880
2.938
3.185

2.055
0.463
0.801

0.938
0.784
0.807

0.835
0.561
0.595

0.914
0,004
-0.073

0.749
0.271

0.771

BATT

5.083

2.049

0.978

0.938

0.809

0.256

0.003

BATT

0.968

M: mean value. SD: standard deviation. CR: composite reliability. AVE: average variance extracted. Bold numbers
on the diagonal correspond to the square root of the AVE. Numbers below the diagonal correspond to the
correlations among the constructs.

Once the survey was performed with two brands, we also tested for measurement
invariance to ensure that scales present the same performance across brands. Comparisons
between unconstrained and constrained versions showed only marginal changes in model fit
(ΔCFI<0.01, ΔRMSEA<0.015), suggesting measurement invariance between brands (Chen,
2007).
2.4.3. Structural Model
Once we validated the scales, the paths in Figure 3 were analysed using Structural
Equation Modelling (SEM), which we did in two steps. At first, we specified a model focusing
on both the direct effect of PBG on BATT (H1) and the indirect effect of PBG on BATT
mediated by BE (H2). The second step was to analyse the moderating effect of GC on both the
relation between PBG and BE (H3a) and between PBG and BATT (H3b). The estimation
process presented a satisfactory goodness of fit: χ2 (238) = 336.082, RMSEA=0.036,
CFI=0.871, GFI=0.910 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988), and Table 3 shows the estimated standardized
parameters.
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Table 3: Path coefficients for direct, mediating and moderating effects.
Path
direct effects

H1
0.804***

PBG  BATT
indirect effects (mediation)

β

Hypothesis

H2

PBG  BE

0.029ns

BE  BATT

0.250**

moderating effects of GC

H3a

GC  BATT

-0.011ns

GC*PBG  BATT

0.074*

moderating effect of GC

H3b

GC  BE

0.255*

GC*PBG  BE

0.064ns

β: Standardized coefficient estimates. ns not significant, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.

Relating to the direct effect (H1), as expected, we found that PBG affects positively
and strongly influences BATT (β = .804, p < .001), thus supporting the hypothesized
relationship.
Regarding the mediating effect of BE (H2), although we found a significant effect of
BE on BATT (β = .250, p < .01), PBG did not show a significant influence on BE (β = .029, p
=.693); hence the hypothesized mediation is partially supported.
With respect to the moderating effect of GC on the relation between PBG and BE
(H3a), there is a significant direct effect of GC into BE (β = .255, p < .05), but the combined
effect of GC and PBG into BE is not significant (β = .064, p =.362), which points to an
unsupported hypothesis; that is consistent with the unsupported part of H2, that is, PBG has no
effect on BE either alone or combined with GC. This is illustrated by the two lines in Figure 4,
where their inclination remains close to zero (H2 partially not supported) with both low and
high GC (H3a not supported).
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Figure 4: Moderator effect of GC on the relation between PBG and BE (not significant).

Source: Elaborated by the authors.

Finally, regarding the moderating effect of GC on the relation between PBG and BATT
(H3b), the direct impact of GC on BATT is virtually zero (β = -.011, p = .793), but we did find
a significant combined effect of GC and PBG into BATT (β = .074, p < .05), thus supporting
the hypothesized relationship. That means that when latent variables are separated, PBG
explains better the variability of BATT than GC, but the combination PBG and GC have a joint
impact on BATT. In other words, the higher the PBG, the higher the BATT, but the high GC
conditions make the PBG effect in BATT even greater. Figure 5 illustrates the impact of PBG
on BATT (supported in H1), where GC strengthens the positive relationship between PBG and
BATT (supported in H3b).
Figure 5: Moderator effect of GC on the relation between PBG and BATT (significant).

Source: Elaborated by the authors.

2.5.

Discussion and practical implications
By bringing together the academic literature about global branding, it is notorious that

scholars have advanced rapidly on the subject and that several pieces of research present
evidence regarding the approached relations in this study. However, as it has been said, very

41

little has been discussed concerning the brands that are exposed to many international markets
soon after their launches, as in the case of born global firms.
When discussing the perception of the consumer concerning the globalness of a brand,
we found a positive impact on consumers attitude toward the brand, which means that the more
convinced consumers are that it is a global brand, the more positives the attitudes towards the
brand.
Over time, the academic literature has reported this relationship through studies
performed in different markets and with well-known global brands, fully or at least partially
reported (Batra et al., 2000; Halkias et al., 2016; Mandler & Bartsch, 2016).
Our study corroborates with that through a fully supported direct impact of PBG on
BATT, emphasizing the two born global brands in the context of consumers in developing
countries. That leads us to the argument that typical consumers usually do not know that Uber
and Spotify belong to born global companies; they do not even know necessarily that these
brands are global, but once they know it, they tend to better value the brand.
Concerning the mediating role of the consumer perception about the equity of the
brand (BE), that must be discussed in two steps.
On the one hand, we found a significant positive effect of BE on BATT, which means
that the better the consumer evaluates the brand, the better his/her attitudes towards it.
Analogous results are reported in other studies adopting different approaches for the way
consumers evaluate brands. In our study, the concept adopted for consumer valuation is his/her
perception of brand equity, herein encompassing three dimensions (awareness/association,
quality perception and loyalty). In the study presented by Frank and Watchravesringkan (2016),
brand equity is measured through different dimensions (awareness and image). Similarly, a
significant positive effect of the consumer brand evaluation on his/her attitudes toward it is
presented by Mandler and Bartsch (2016), but on their study, the operationalization of the
consumer brand evaluation construct focus on functional aspects of it (like quality and value
for money). Once the positive impact of the consumer’s evaluation and the attitude towards the
brand is consistent between studies, we infer that it can be accepted for brands belonging to
born global firms too.
On the other hand, we found no significant effect of PBG on BE, which means that
even when a consumer believes that a brand is global, that does not affect the equity attributed
to it. In contrast, the work of Mandler and Bartsch (2016) present a significant effect of PBG
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on brand evaluation, but as it has been said, the operationalization of the construct used by them
is focused on functional aspects of the brand; also, Özsomer (2012) offers us a list of arguments
showing consumers perceive global brands as brands of high quality. At the same time, global
brands are seen as sources of symbolic meanings that go beyond the functional aspects (Halkias
et al., 2016; Özsomer, 2012), which should affect BE dimensions other than the perception of
quality.
In our theoretical model, we simulated the brand equity as a composed of three firstorder latent variables (instead of a single second-order construct), and indeed, the only
significant effect of PBG is on quality perception (β = .202, p < .05), but insignificant for
awareness/association and loyalty. That indicates that quality perception is probably diluted in
the BE construct as a whole.
Bringing this discussion to the born global brand's context, it seems reasonable that
consumers associate their perception of globalness to their quality perception; however, once
born global companies invest in the process of rapid internationalization, from the perspective
of the consumer it is as if these brands have simply emerged from nowhere. The brands have
not been built up gradually as large multinationals do, so, likely, consumers have not developed
brand-related associations about them and even less loyalty to them.
Regarding the role of the consumers’ appreciation of a global citizenship, the found
direct effect on his/her perception of equity of a brand means that people more likely to feel
like a global citizen simply attribute higher equity to the researched brands, perhaps because
they perceive in these brands the innovative and technological characteristics of a global born,
even if the typical consumer does not even know whether the brand is global or not. At the same
time, a greater willingness to global citizenship does not affect the power or the direction of the
direct relation between PBG and BE, and neither could since it is not significant.
Moreover, the consumers’ appreciation for global citizenship potentializes the direct
impact of PBG on BATT, meaning that for those consumers that are more willing to the global
citizenship, their brand attitude will be more impacted by their perception of globalness of the
brand than for those with low GC. This is explained by the role of global brands for them, that
works as a passport to the global world, endorsing their belief that its consumption converts
them into global citizens (Halkias et al., 2016; Özsomer, 2012).
Interestingly, the study of Batra et al. (2000), performed at a developing country,
showed that consumer ethnocentrism does not moderate the significant effect of nonlocal
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perception on attitude toward the brand. The same happened in the study carried out by Mandler
and Bartsch (2016) performed at mature markets where, once again, ethnocentrism (an ingroup
disposition) does not moderate the effect of PBG on BATT, although cosmopolitanism (an
outgroup disposition) does. What these findings suggest is that ingroup dispositions do not
mitigate the positive effect of PBG on BATT, but outgroup dispositions do potentialize that
relation.
The theoretical contribution of this study “stems from the scarcity of born global
studies focusing on branding” (Gabrielsson, 2005, p.219). Even after fifteen years, we echo
Gabrielsson words, thus adding new elements to the discussion of brands owned by born global
firms.
Regarding the managerial implications, our main message translated to managers is
that global brands enjoy better consumer’s attitude towards the brand when they perceive the
brand as global. Thus, once born global play in a highly competitive scenario, they can
potentialize consumers attitude toward their brands by communicating them that it is spread
and has a unique positioning throughout the world. Moreover, because building brand equity is
a long-term and gradual process, the leverage of brand awareness and associations, quality
perception, and loyalty will demand additional effort and consistency.
The second managerial implication is that for those brands that target consumers with
the global citizenship perspective, the effect of communicating the globalness of the brand
potentializes their attitudes toward it.
The limitations of our study are related to its amplitude, both in terms of researched
brands and investigated public.
Although the two brands used as a stimulus for the study fulfil the characteristics of
the born global firms, both belong to the services category. The presented relationships were
not explored in brands that represent any physical products of global born firms. Moreover,
even though they have barely completed a decade, both brands can already be considered
mature in the Brazilian market in terms of knowledge and use of brands in people's daily lives.
A future study should bring a broader set of brands of born global firms, encompassing both
product and services, as well as both new and mature brands.
Also, the survey was conducted in only one market which, although meeting the
requirements of the study (being a country distant from the country of origin of the brands),
represents only one developing country. Future studies should broaden the range of studied
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countries, encompassing also developed countries. And even compare with data from the
countries of origin of the brands used as a stimulus.
Another suggestion for future studies is to broaden the used constructs. For instance,
herein, we used the GC as an outgroup disposition, but we are still far from a consensus in the
academic literature on the initiatives concerning the outgroup dispositions. It is not, however,
a lack of interest in this subject, but rather the multiplicity of efforts that have not yet been
integrated or consolidated. Nineteen concepts were mapped, some of them with overlapping
concepts, some of them presenting different origins (Bartsch et al., 2016).
Also, PBG construct is so widely used in academic research that it became almost an
unequivocal construct, as well as its measurement scale. Mandler and Bartsch (2016) alert for
arguing that global brands carry symbolic meanings that are not captured by the scale used.
Later on, it has presented an original perspective of the concept of PBG, which discriminates
different facets of consumers’ perception of brand globalness, like a perceived market reach,
perceived standardization and global consumer culture positioning (Mandler, 2019). Thus, it
seems that there is room for constructs exploration and how they are manifested among brands
of born global firms.
2.6.
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3. Article 23 - Understanding brand awareness for born global firms: A
proposition for the use of the diffusion of innovation theory
3.1.

Abstract

The objective of this article is to propose that the search for a new brand name on the internet
may represent its awareness; and, as such, the authors suggest that the brand’s search traffic
may be modelled under the Diffusion of Innovation Theory. This research focuses on born
global firms, who face the challenge of competing with large multinational possessing wellestablished global brands. Thus, born global firms should start the process of building strong
brands by enhancing their brand awareness. The literature review addresses born global firms,
the process of innovation diffusion and global brands and their equities. The empirical study
was carried out using secondary data collected from Google Trends to evaluate the search traffic
for seven chosen brands of born global firms (GoPro, Twitter, Netflix, Spotify, Airbnb, Uber,
and Snapchat). Bass model for diffusion of innovation was applied using the nonlinear least
squares method. Results indicate that the diffusion of brand awareness has adherence to - and
can be described by – the Bass model, being p and q considered suitable parameters of the
diffusion mechanisms (innovation and imitation, respectively). Companies in the same industry
tend to have similar estimated values p and q. Also, coefficient p of imitation tent to be higher
for brands supported by companies with high equity than for those owned by unknown born
global firm. This research is justified by the novelty on the application of the Diffusion of
Innovation Theory on the understanding of the brand awareness spread.
Keywords: Born Global Firms; Diffusion of Innovation Theory; Internet Search Traffic; Brand
Awareness.
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3.2.

Introduction
The accelerated process of globalization is a well-discussed topic in the academic

literature, and one of its growing outcomes is the phenomenon of the rapid internationalization
of young companies, named born global firm (Cavusgil & Knight 2015). These companies are
usually born under the founder’s outlook that the market is not restricted by geographical
boundaries but is the whole world and, therefore, they sell a substantial part of their offer in
international markets right after their foundation (Knight, Madsen, & Servais, 2004). However,
these born global firms must compete with large multinational companies without enjoying the
benefits of their well-established global brands. Supported by their entrepreneurs’ culture of
innovation, born global firms usually go to market through new technologies and are generally
in a hurry to spread their innovations before they are no longer truly innovations (Efrat &
Asseraf, 2019). That leads this research to seek ground on the Diffusion of Innovation Theory.
As defined by Rogers (2003), diffusion is the process by which an innovation spreads
among members of a social system through communication among those members. Typically,
the consumer adoption process involves the rational analysis of his/her underlying experiences,
from the moment he/she first hears of the innovation up to the stage of final adoption, passing
thru awareness, interest, evaluation, trial, and adoption. The innovation adoption can, thus, be
mathematically modelled.
The extent of the innovation diffusion depends not only on the value of the innovation
and the perceived risks associated with its adoption, but also on potential adopters’ awareness
of the innovation (Füller, Schroll, & Von Hippel, 2013). One can make a parallel on a new
brand, which can only be adopted once individuals are aware that it exists, but when talking
about born global brands, they have not had the time to establish any awareness to them.
The evolutions of global brands within a global context is a complex phenomenon
because of environmental uncertainty, competitor actions and the issue of the company having
to learn from experience (Townsend et al., 2009). And after designing and implementing an
integrated communication strategy for developing awareness to the new brand, one should be
able to evaluate and to analyse the way brand awareness spreads, which is the primary
dimension of customer-based brand equity. If customers are not aware of the brand, it has no
equity (Shimp, 2010).
As point out by Ferreira and Lee (2014), potential adopters go to the internet to access
a diversity of information sources such as social networks, blogs and discussion forums that
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will allow them to form expectations and opinions on innovations before actually adopting
them.
Our objective in this study is, therefore, to propose that the search for a new brand on
the internet may represent its awareness and, as such, we suggest that its search traffic may be
modelled under the Diffusion of Innovation Theory.
We justify this research based on the novelty of the application of the Diffusion of
Innovation Theory on the understanding of the brand awareness spread. Also, understanding
the process of enhancing brand awareness is valuable in the current scenario of high
competitiveness, particularly for born global firms that must compete with multinational
organizations possessing strong global brands.
The paper has a four-section structure: section 2 presents a literature review addressing
born global firms, the process of innovation diffusion and global brands and their equities. In
section 3, we build the study proposition with its justification. Section 4 brings the empirical
study with its methodology and data analysis. And section 5 finally closes the discussion and
indicates limitations and recommendations.
3.3.

Literature Review

3.3.1. Born Global Firms
The born global firm’s concept is not fully agreed but, since the end of the 1990s
converges on being companies that go international right after being founded and reaching a
high percentage of business coming from other countries or continents in a short period.
Although they are usually small or medium-sized companies, they develop unique products
with the potential to reach different markets. Moreover, because they emerge with a global
vision, they demonstrate high capability for going international very quickly; thus, their
perspective is not limited to their geographic region (Gabrielsson et al., 2008).
By being young companies, born global firms usually have asset restrictions in
comparison with large multinational companies. On the other hand, however, because they are
small and have to compete in an international environment, they commonly develop a set of
intangible capabilities based on knowledge, as pointed out by Knight and Cavusgil (2004).
Besides that, small companies are often more innovative, more adaptable and respond faster in
implementing new ideas in the search for customer satisfaction (Efrat & Asseraf, 2019; Knight,
2015).
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An essential feature of global born firms is based on their entrepreneur, generally
hugely market-oriented and focused on understanding consumers to propose top quality
products. The entrepreneur profile usually includes an innovation culture and their satisfaction
come from the development of new products, which will create – or sometimes reinvent - new
demands. The consequence is a large capacity for learning and incorporating the new
knowledge to other marketing tools (Cavusgil & Knight 2015).
According to Knight (2015), they have proliferated over the past twenty years due to
changes in the competitive environment, such as the emergence of new communication and
information technologies, which have enhanced the globalization of markets.
When analysing the international performance of born global firms, there is still little
convergence, and empirical studies point out to a large assortment of factors: international
business orientation, external market knowledge, monitoring the competition, the owner’s
entrepreneurial sensitivity, capacity of learning by experience, innovation, focus on the quality
of the product and service, customer-orientation, technology, strong network, among others
(Gerschewski et al., 2015; Kim et al., 2011; Langseth et al., 2016; Zhou et al., 2007).
Because born globals are young companies by definition, they cannot enjoy the
benefits of the well-established multinationals. However, if they are to become international in
a small period, these companies are in a hurry to diffuse their innovations before they are no
longer truly innovations. On the other hand, because of the innovative nature of their
entrepreneur, born global firms usually go to market through innovations or new technologies,
which leads this research to resort to the Diffusion of Innovation Theory.
The diffusion of any innovation causes a kind of social change, defined by the process
by which alteration occurs in a social system; whenever new ideas are invented, diffused, and
are adopted or rejected, social changes occur (Rogers, 2003). In this sense, thinking about
brands like GoPro, Twitter, Netflix, Spotify, Airbnb, Uber, and Snapchat, among others, leads
to the evaluation of the occurrence of social changes. These are examples of brands of wellsucceed born global firms, generated from the broad vision of an entrepreneur, some of which
had been sold to other companies and are now part of larger companies.
3.3.2. The Process of Innovation Diffusion
From the business point of view, Oslo Manual is considered a reference for extensive
scale surveys, examining the nature and impacts of innovation. It defines innovation in a very
pragmatic way as “the implementation of a new or significantly improved product (good or
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service), or process, a new marketing method, or a new organisational method in business
practices, workplace organisation or external relations” (Oslo Manual - Guidelines for
collecting and interpreting innovation data, 2005, p.46). Thus, diffusion is defined as how
innovations spread, through channels, from their very first implementation to different
consumers, countries, regions, sectors, markets and firms. Without diffusion, innovation has no
economic impact (Oslo Manual - Guidelines for collecting and interpreting innovation data,
2005).
It is important to note that in the first edition of the Oslo Manual (1992), innovation
was referred just on the manufacturing of technological product and process, and the second
edition (1997) expanded the concept of innovation to the service sector. Nevertheless, the third
version (2005) addresses the question of non-technological innovation, attaching marketing and
organisational innovation to the concept (Oslo Manual - Guidelines for collecting and
interpreting innovation data, 2005).
In the academic literature, more critical than the newness or the improvement is its
perception, as stated in the classical definition of innovation:
“An innovation is an idea, practice, or object that is perceived as new by an individual
or other unit of adoption. It matters little, so far as human behaviour is concerned,
whether or not an idea is ‘objectively’ new as measured by the lapse of time since its
first use or discovery. The perceived newness of the idea for the individual determines
his or her reaction to it. If an idea seems new to the individual, it is an innovation.”
(Rogers, 2003, pg. 15).

In this context, diffusion is defined as being the process by which an innovation
spreads among members of a social system through communication among those members
(Rogers, 2003), and diffusion models, by definition, is a mathematical model that represents
the growth of a product category (Mahajan, Muller, & Srivastava, 1990).
Thus, the technical know-how of product development is not enough for innovation
success in a new market. It also requires a deep understanding of the mathematical models to
manage typical stages of penetration and diffusion in consumer markets, regarding future sales.
Typically, the diffusion of a new product is evaluated through sales and cumulative
sales. It evolves in the markets along a four-stage curve (Figure 6): (a) an introductory stage of
small growth; (b) a very fast-growing stage; (c) a maturity stage, which is typically marked by
little or no growth, and (d) a final phase of decline, where sales fall due to obsolescence or
replacement (Mahajan et al., 1990).
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Figure 6: Theoretical curves of the diffusion stages of innovation, measured in sales and cumulative sales.

Source: Elaborated by the authors based on a literature review.

The most utilized model in the study of the diffusion of new products is the classical
Frank Bass’ one, published in 1969, which has its effectiveness extensively proven over the
years. It combines the ideas of two previous works. From Fourt and Woodlock’s model (1960),
he brought the idea that the diffusion process is mainly influenced by mass communication.
And from Mansfield’s model (1961) he incorporated the idea that the diffusion process is
primarily influenced by word-of-mouth communication. So Bass model assumes that potential
consumers of a given innovation are influenced by both mass and interpersonal communication,
and it can generate a good representation of most processes of diffusion of new products, even
under many influence factors of the market behaviour (Figueiredo, 2012).
The underlying behavioural hypothesis is that, during the diffusion process of
innovation, two types of consumers will determine how demand will grow. The
called innovators, consumers who decide to adopt the product independently, without the direct
influence of other consumers, motivated only by mass communication of the company itself;
and the called imitators, potential consumers who are influenced by word-of-mouth, or the
social pressure and influence of other consumers who have already adopted the product
(Mahajan et al., 1990).
This behavioural hypothesis can be transcribed directly into a mathematical equation:
𝑃(𝑡) = 𝑝 +

𝑞
[𝑆(𝑡)]
𝑚

P(t) is the probability of purchase at time t by a random consumer, and S(t) is the
cumulative total of consumers at time t who have already purchased a given product in a market
of potential m consumers. Thus, the model has just three parameters to be estimated in its
simplest version: p as the coefficient of innovation (which represents the percentage
of innovators for that innovation), q as the coefficient of imitation (which represents the
percentage of imitators for that innovation), and m as the potential market (Figueiredo, 2012).
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Subsequent authors have incorporated many additional factors, as heterogeneous
populations, price, advertising, and the introduction of brands, as fully presented by Mahajan
et al. (1990). However, even in this simplified version that reflects only first-time purchases,
Bass model is still one of the two major streams of the diffusion models (the econometric
stream).
One application of this econometric stream in branding has been shown by Keller &
Lehmann (2006) considering the impact of a brand extension in the context of the Bass model
of new product diffusion. The authors assume that a brand extension has advantages to increase
the number of people willing to buy the brand extension initially (p) and to increase the speed
of diffusion of the extension through word-of-mouth (q), since it will seem less risky to those
consumers who wait for others to buy it first. Moreover, they state that a stronger brand could
more easily gain wider distribution making the market potential (m) larger.
Regarding the reasons for the potential consumers to become adopters, Rogers (2003)
mention five variables as determinants of the adoption of an innovation, being one of them the
relative advantages, often seen as the essential determinative of innovation success. Florea
(2015) states that it is through this relative advantage that the brand influences the diffusion and
adoption of innovation, mainly when the products are noticeably consumed in a social context.
He argues that the social context is the premise for behaviour social exchange and social
learning, which includes brand-related information and inferences.
He also reasons that word-of-mouth and direct observation of the use of different brand
adopters is the ground for transforming brand awareness from a cognitive measure to a
collective phenomenon. When a brand has high awareness, individuals are aware that it is wellknown, and this provides reassuring evidence for brand promise fulfilment.
Thus, diffusion is a particular type of communication in which the information that is
exchanged concerns with new ideas. Therefore, the essence of the diffusion process is the
information exchange by which one individual communicates a new idea to one or several
others (Rogers, 2003).
The point is that, when talking about born global firms, their brands were recently
launched and therefore have no (or maybe low) awareness, leading to a more arduous diffusion
process than for large multinational firms that have well-established global brands (Efrat &
Asseraf, 2019).
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3.3.3. Global Brands and Their Equities
The definition of a global brand is quite uniform in academic literature. Besides having
to be strong and valued by their consumers in their own market, global brands have to be found
in different countries with similar marketing strategies, what includes positioning, personality,
appearance, advertising, among other marketing tools (Aaker & Joachimsthaler, 1999; Quelch,
1999; Steenkamp et al., 2003).
They arise as a result of a changing marketplace. On the one hand, the implementation
of a global architecture in large multinationals tends to leverage brand consistency between
markets and to generate the maximum market impact with a reduction of advertising costs.
Thus, that brand will be of higher value to the company than a brand restricted to its local or
regional level. On the other hand, global consumers tend to associate global brands with status
and prestige (Motameni & Shahrokhi, 1998; Townsend et al., 2009).
However, “brands are made, not born” (Keller & Lehmann, 2006, p.751), so a
company has to build equity around its brands, both under the customer and the financial
perspective (Motameni & Shahrokhi, 1998). Herein the focus is put on the former one, adopting
the term CBBE (customer-based brand equity), that was first proposed by Keller in 1993, and
whose concepts are very similar to the model previously proposed by Aaker in 1991 (Roy &
Chau, 2011).
Aaker (1991) conceptualized brand equity as a set of five assets as brand awareness,
brand associations, perceived quality, brand loyalty and other proprietary assets. Moreover, in
his most recent review, Keller (2013) presents the sources of brand equity as being brand
awareness, which consists of recognition and recall, and brand associations, which varies
according to its strength, favourability, and uniqueness. He argues that “customer-based brand
equity occurs when the consumer has a high level of awareness and familiarity with the brand
and holds some strong, favourable, and unique brand associations in memory” (Keller, 2013,
p.73).
Brand awareness is, therefore, an essential component of brand equity. It is defined as
the consumer’s ability to recall that the brand is a member of the product category and it can
range from mere recognition of the brand to dominance, the condition where the brand involved
is the only brand recalled by a consumer (Pappu et al., 2005).
As argued by Shimp (2010), the primary dimension of Aaker’s customer-based brand
equity is the awareness once if customers are not aware of the brand, it has no value or equity.
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Top-of-mind awareness is even considered a key indicator of how consumers develop their
preferences for or against a global brand (Hakala et al., 2012).
On the other hand, as argued by Keller (2013), the three benefits of creating brand
awareness are the learning advantages (registering the brand in the consumers’ mind so it will
allow the creation of a brand image), the consideration advantages (raising brand awareness
increases the likelihood that the brand will be in the consideration set); and choice advantages
(affecting choices among brands in the consideration set). That means that, although top-ofmind awareness is not an indicator of the intention to purchase or of actual brand choice, it is
the sum of the brand awareness and some favourable brand associations that lead to a positive
response in the form of purchase intention or actual choice (Hakala et al., 2012).
The first step for born global firms to disseminate their innovation is, therefore, to
create some awareness for their brands. Hashim and Murphy (2007) argue that one way of
leveraging the brand name to generate awareness is going online as part of the company’s
integrated communication strategy. That increases online familiarity and confidence, which is
even more relevant when considering new brands of born global firms. Once the
communication strategy is implemented, one should be able to measure, to continuously
evaluate, and to analyse the way brand awareness spreads, as the first step for constructing some
equity around the new brand.
3.4.

The Study Propositions
On Rogers’ explanation of the innovation diffusion process, the consumer adoption

process scrutinizes the mental experiences that the individual undergoes from the moment
he/she first hears of the innovation up to the stage of final adoption (Jun, Yeom, & Son, 2014).
Once “most individuals go through five phases in adopting a technology: awareness,
interest, evaluation, trial and adoption” (Rogers, 2003, p.170), it is also realistic to assume that
before any individual adopts an innovation, he/she needs to become aware that the innovation
exists (Ferreira & Lee, 2014).
In the same way, Füller et al. (2013) point out, based on Rogers’ work (1976, 2003),
that the extent of diffusion of new products or services depends not only on the value of the
innovation and the perceived risks associated with its adoption but also on potential adopters’
awareness of the innovation.
Through the internet, potential adopters have access to many sources of information
such as social networks, blogs and discussion forums that will allow these individuals to form
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changing expectations and opinions on products, policies, and services before actually adopting
them (Ferreira & Lee, 2014).
Moreover, as argued by Jun et al. (2014), among the five stages listed above,
the interest stage is the one most deeply related to search traffic, which cannot happen before
the awareness stage. That yields the conclusion that, for every instant, the search traffic reflects
the interest, which reflects the already installed awareness.
Thus, the first proposition of our study is:
P1: The search for a new brand on the internet represents its awareness.
When talking about new brands presenting an innovation, it seems reasonable too that
before individuals adopt it, they need to become aware that the brand exists. As reported by
Dotson et al. (2017), major search engines (like Google) receive a large volume of search
queries that include brand names in the query text. This information can be extracted from
Google Trends (https://trends.google.com/trends/), a free tool that reports as indexes the
volume of queries with particular terms submitted to Google.
Specific brand search traffic reflects a variety of intentions, from price information to
product features, which are more likely to be conducted by those who have already acquired
previous relevant knowledge than for those doing an initial search. It can also be utilized in
entirely different fields such as election forecasting in politics or for the measurement of social
phenomena (Jun et al., 2014). However, in fact there is little theoretical or empirical literature
on why a search engine user would submit a query for a specific brand, and most studies simply
assume that branded search queries represent an intermediate stage in the path to purchase
(Dotson et al., 2017).
One example of research comparing general search to specific branded search is the
one presented by Jun et al. (2014) related to the spread of the new technology on hybrid cars.
Despite the absence of previous analyses examining the correlation between search traffic to
environmental variables and conventional forecasting indices, these authors show that search
traffic can yield analytical results in providing forecasts of demand and changes in
consumption.
They examine not just de effects of the search for new technologies on the forecast of
sales but also the impact of the search for a representative brand of that new technology. Their
study concludes that while the search traffic for the specific technology demonstrated a low
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degree of significance for explaining sales, search traffic specifying the brand was found to be
capable of explaining the purchases of adopters (Jun et al., 2014).
A second article found in the literature that compares the general search to specific
branded search traffic is the one presented by Rutz and Bucklin (2011). In their study about
hospitality the authors argue that consumers who search using a generic keyword may not be
aware of any specific brand and, conversely, a consumer using a branded keyword is likely to
be aware that the brand is relevant to the search. This difference in awareness of relevance
should then translate into differences in consumer response to the likelihood of purchase (in
their case, a click-through hotel reservation).
They conclude that generic search activity can create awareness that the brand is
relevant for the search and consequently spill over to influence subsequent branded search
activity. This new awareness can then lead to future branded searches in which the user seeks
to research the brand in more detail or, in other words, that generic search can create spillover
to branded search via a latent construct for awareness (Rutz & Bucklin, 2011).
That said, our second proposition is:
P2: The search traffic for a new brand may be modelled under the Diffusion of Innovation
Theory.
Not many authors have used the Diffusion of Innovation Theory to explain other
phenomena. However, Ferreira and Lee (2014) proposed that word-of-mouth behaviour may
be modelled by it using the notion that the number of word-of-mouth reports should increase
with increases in satisfaction or dissatisfaction. Also, Crescitelli and Figueiredo (2009) model
the whole brand equity system through Bass model and simulated the rise in brand awareness
as being influenced by investment in POS communication, mass communication and also wordof-mouth.
In this research, an empirical study was carried out with real data in order to raise
arguments to support this second proposition.
3.5.

Data Collection and Analysis
This empirical study, developed from a quantitative perspective, is based on secondary

data collected from Google Trends (https://trends.google.com/), which shows the most popular
terms sought since 2004.
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The searched terms used in the data collection were the names of seven brands: GoPro,
Twitter, Netflix, Spotify, Airbnb, Uber, and Snapchat, as detailed in Figure 7. We chose these
brands because the companies that launched them fit the description of born global firms: they
emerged with a global market vision right from the beginning, they had unique products with
global market potential, and they belong to independent companies that started small. They also
showed the capacity to spread across five continents very early, making their brands known in
a short period (Gabrielsson et al., 2008).
Figure 7: Analysed brands.
Brand

Origin

Established

General information

USA

2004

30 MM cameras sold, >100 countries
(1ºQ/18)

USA

2006

336 MM monthly active users
(1ºQ/18)

USA

2007
(streaming)

125 MM subscribers, 190 countries
(Apr/18)

Sweden

2008

170 MM active users, 65 countries
(Mar/18)

USA

2008

150 MM users, 191 countries
(Jul/17)

USA

2009

75 MM users, 83 countries
(Aug/17)

USA

2011

173 MM daily active users
(Aug/17)

Source: Elaborated by the authors compiling data from: businessofapps.com, statista.com, gopro.com, twitter.com,
netflix.com, spotify.com, airbnb.com, uber.com, snapchat.com.

Since these brands were launched after 2004, it was possible to restore all the search
traffic history since they have first arrived in the ears of the consumer, differently from wellestablished brands of multinational companies. Moreover, once born global firms are, by
definition, interested in spreading their innovation into different countries, it was decided not
to restrict the search traffic to any specific country.
Data referring to search traffic and cumulative search on Google for the brands GoPro,
Twitter, Netflix, Spotify, Airbnb, Uber, and Snapchat (Salomao, 2019) are graphically
presented in Figure 8 to Figure 14, respectively. The y-axes are not the absolute numbers of
searches but instead represent indexes of the frequency with which some particular terms are
sought on Google. The index is built using the normalisation of the real number and presented
on a scale from 0 to 100, where each point on the graph is divided by the highest point or 100
(Google News Initiative, 2019); this enables the comparison of brands in their different stages
of maturity.
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Figure 8: Search traffic and cumulative search for “GoPro” (launched in 2004) in Google Trends.

Source: Elaborated by the authors.
Figure 9: Search traffic and cumulative search for “Twitter” (launched in 2006) in Google Trends.

Source: Elaborated by the authors.
Figure 10: Search traffic and cumulative search for “Netflix” (streaming launched in 2007) in Google Trends.

Source: Elaborated by the authors.
Figure 11: Search traffic and cumulative search for “Spotify” (launched in 2008) in Google Trends.

Source: Elaborated by the authors.
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Figure 12: Search traffic and cumulative search for “Airbnb” (launched in 2008) in Google Trends.

Source: Elaborated by the authors.
Figure 13: Search traffic and cumulative search for “Uber” (launched in 2009) in Google Trends.

Source: Elaborated by the authors.
Figure 14: Search traffic and cumulative search for “Snapchat” (launched in 2011) in Google Trends.

Source: Elaborated by the authors.

In order to add comparison information, we also analysed three additional brands
(Galaxy, iPhone and iPad, as shown in Figure 15 to Figure 17) which belong to companies that
cannot be considered born global firms but are still considered innovative, which is a
characteristic of born global firms (Efrat & Asseraf, 2019; Knight, 2015).
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Figure 15: Search traffic and cumulative search for “Galaxy” in Google Trends.

Source: Elaborated by the authors.
Figure 16: Search traffic and cumulative search for “iPhone” in Google Trends.

Source: Elaborated by the authors.
Figure 17: Search traffic and cumulative search for “iPad” in Google Trends.

Source: Elaborated by the authors.

After gathering in Google Trends and cleaning the search traffic data for the brands,
we performed the analysis separately for each brand under investigation, using IBM SPSS
software.
We first performed a regression analysis using the Bass model through the nonlinear
least squares method (Mahajan et al., 1990). The objective was to verify, for each of the brands,
the quality of the adjustment of the diffusion process of awareness (cumulative search traffic)
to the theoretical Bass model (Figure 18).
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Figure 18: Adjustment (nonlinear least squares) of the Bass model to the cumulative search for the brands.

Source: Elaborated by the authors from the analysis.

The R2 coefficients for the analysed brands are shown in Table 4, signalling high
adherence of the real data to the theoretical Bass model and, therefore, search traffic for these
brands can be modelled under the Diffusion of Innovation Theory.

65

Additionally, we estimated the coefficients of innovation p and imitation q for each of
the brands under investigation, also shown in Table 4 (coefficient m related to the market size
was not estimated once the collected data is an index). It brings to the discussion the meanings
of parameters p and q in a context where the innovation being disseminated is a brand - or just
an idea perceived as new (Rogers, 2003).
Table 4: Estimated coefficients for the Bass model fit for each brand.
Brand

R2

p

q

GoPro

0,999

4,32 E-05

0,0682

Twitter

0,997

3,88 E-04

0,0591

Netflix

0,999

7,66 E-04

0,0317

Spotify

0,999

7,48 E-04

0,0246

Airbnb

0,999

6,20 E-05

0,0675

Uber

0,999

8,28 E-05

0,0752

Snapchat

0,999

4,64 E-04

0,0894

Galaxy

0,998

1,37 E-03

0,0631

iPhone

0,999

2,20 E-03

0,0302

iPad

0,999

7,20 E-03

0,0440

Source: Elaborated by the authors from the analysis.

Under this study’s proposition, the innovators are the ones who decide to search for
some brand on the internet just because they heard from mass media about its launching, either
from the company itself or the press. Thus, the coefficient p captures the influence of the
information transmitted only by the brand itself on those consumers considered independent of
other consumers’ word-of-mouth. And the imitators are those consumers that go search for the
brand influenced by the word-of-mouth of their social circle; thus, the coefficient q measures
the influence that an existing set of consumers aware of the brand exerts on information-seeking
decisions of other potential consumers (Horsky & Simon, 1983).
The literature presents that the value of the coefficient p for new products varies widely
between p = 0.00007 and p = 0.03 (Talukdar, Sudhir, & Ainslie, 2002; Van Den Bulte &
Stremersch, 2004). Although the coefficient p in this study reflects not the adoption of new
products but instead the awareness to new brands, eight out of ten of the estimated coefficients
found in this study are inside the mentioned interval (exception only to brands GoPro and
Airbnb, slightly below the lower limit, as shown in Table 4).
The literature also suggests that the value of the coefficient q for new products
generally varies between q = 0.38 and q = 0.53 (Talukdar et al., 2002; Van Den Bulte &
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Stremersch, 2004). As can be seen in Table 4, all the estimated parameters q are below the
lower limit, suggesting that the role of word-of-mouth communication in spreading brand
awareness is lower than in spreading product innovations.
The estimated parameters p and q for each of the brands can also be analysed in
comparatively, as illustrated in Figure 19.
Figure 19: Comparative analysis of parameters p and q for the analysed brands.

Source: Elaborated by the authors from the analysis.

One can point out several findings on reading Figure 19, but because of the exploratory
nature of this study, interpretation is not fully covered by the literature.
Our first finding analysing the values for the innovation coefficient is that the
estimated p for the three comparison brands iPad, iPhone and Galaxy are higher than the
estimated p for the seven brands that belong to the global firms. Based on the arguments
presented in the literature review we interpret this as, for brands supported by large company’
equity (like Apple or Samsung, for instance), when innovator consumers first hear from the
mass media about some launching, a higher percentage of the consumers go for the search of it
on internet than when the brand is new and owned by an unknown, born global firm. Moreover,
when the brand belongs to an unknown, born global firm, and related to the shared economy
(like Airbnb and Uber), it seems that even less consumers go for the search of it on internet.
That corroborates with both argument that brand equity does not just appear but instead
has to be built (Keller & Lehmann, 2006), and that brand awareness is the first dimension of
brand equity because it’s not possible for a brand to have equity if customers are not aware of
the brand (Shimp, 2010).

67

Our second finding from the analysis is related to the parameter q, which captures the
effectiveness of interpersonal communication as a driving force for diffusion. The literature
shows that this coefficient is related to the level of cultural homogeneity of the population and
to the persuasiveness of consumers who have already adopted the product (Talukdar et al.,
2002). That argument suggests us that the higher imitation parameter for Snapchat and Twitter
than for Netflix and Spotify may be associated with a social usage of the brand, once the first
brands are for social networking by the nature of the business and the latest are brands to be
consumed mainly in the privacy. However, this argument does not cover all the other studied
brands, suggesting that further investigation is needed.
The third finding from Figure 19 is that companies in the same industry tend to have
similar estimated values for p and q. For instance, Spotify and Netflix are both entertainment
brands, Snapchat and Twitter are both social networking brands, and Uber and Airbnb are both
brands of the new sharing economy. It hasn’t been found ground foundation in the academic
literature for that; however, under a managerial point of view it’s reasonable that if a born global
entrepreneur is about to launch his/her brand, it should be done by estimating its diffusion curve
of awareness, identifying parameters p and q of other firms in the same industry. On the other
hand, once born globals profile usually include the innovation culture, it is likely they are
creating new demands (Cavusgil & Knight 2015), which leads to new industries for which there
are no other comparison companies yet.
3.6.

Final Considerations, Limitations, and Future Research Recommendations
Retrieving the objective of this article, we propose that the search for a new brand on

the internet may represent its awareness and, as such, its search traffic may be modelled under
the Diffusion of Innovation Theory.
The discussion based on the literature review and our empirical study indicates that
the process of diffusion of brand awareness has adherence to - and may be described by – the
Bass model for diffusion of innovation, being p and q considered suitable parameters of the
diffusion mechanisms (innovation and imitation, respectively).
The academic contribution is, therefore, an original approach for the understanding of
the diffusion process of brand awareness, which is the first step for the building of brand equity.
This is particularly important for born global firms, whose context is barely included in
marketing discussion, even considering their challenge of owning young brands competing with
well-established ones.
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Moreover, the managerial contribution is that knowing that the diffusion process of
brand awareness can be mathematically described by Bass model, and knowing parameters p
and q for other brands in the same industry, that allows entrepreneurs to simulate the necessary
time it will take for the brand to reach a high level of awareness in each new market it wants to
enter, particularly for born global firms. Not just simulating the time but also to elaborating
information delivery actions to the potential consumers, once that may accelerate the diffusion
process (Füller et al., 2013).
However, because of the exploratory nature of this study, the research also raises many
unanswered questions. For instance, why a brand like GoPro starts its diffusion process slowly
(low p) but then diffuses faster than other born global brands (high q).
Furthermore, some limitations of our research must be pointed out. One of it is that the
search traffic analysed was collected solely on one search tool, namely Google. Although
Google currently dominates the search engine market, it is possible that data changes in
expanding to other search tools. Also, we point out that our study was restricted to brands
related to technological products, being none of them related to physical products. Once we are
discussing the spread of an idea (represented by a brand), we do not believe the results would
be different for physical products, but we do suggest the extension of this study to brands of
other industries.
Another limitation is that literature indicates that for a good model fit it is necessary
to have at least ten periods, including the peak (Heeler & Hustad, 1980). However, although
the number of analysed periods far exceeds the minimum required, most of the born global
brands have not had their peaks yet.
Our primary academic recommendation is to advance this initial study on further
investigations on the modelling brand awareness using the diffusion of innovation models. For
instance, the literature points out that the influence captured by the coefficient p derives, among
other factors, of the ability of the country's consumers to process information from mass
channels (Talukdar et al., 2002). Also, it has been said that the coefficient q is expected to
increase in a market where the persuasive capacity of the word-of-mouth recommendations of
the existing adopters is higher (Takada & Jain, 1991). Thus, one possible stream of further
investigation would be comparing data collected for different markets, to check if countries
with a higher educational level would produce different estimates for p and q.
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4. Article 34 - Consumer dispositions: Discussing meanings - and nonmeanings - of favourability toward the other
4.1.

Abstract

In the scenario of globalization, global brands emerge with an essential role for the consumers,
particularly for those with an outgroup inclination, that is, a preference for the consumption of
goods from the outside world instead of their own country. Because of the plethora of nonconvergent studies related to a variety of outgroup dispositions, this research analyses in-depth
and compares four outgroup dispositions, from their conceptual origin to their empirical
operationalization. Using a cross-cultural empirical study, we evaluated the applicability of the
scales, tested their discriminant validities, and proposed some causal relations between them.
We found a mediating effect of Global Citizenship Through Global Brands on the causal
relation of Consumer Cosmopolitanism on Susceptibility to Global Consumer Culture and, in
some cases, also a direct effect of Consumer Cosmopolitanism on Susceptibility to Global
Consumer Culture. Openness to And Desire to Emulate Global Consumer Culture was revealed
to be a fragile construct, as well as its relations with the other constructs. The academic
contribution of this study is a new step in the maturing processes of the discussion on consumer
outgroup dispositions. Under a managerial perspective, a practical recommendation is that
managers of global brands target consumers that value their global citizenship and enjoy the
contact with different cultures, and potentialize the global appeal of their brands.
Keywords: consumer dispositions; global consumer culture; cosmopolitanism; openness;
susceptibility; global citizenship.
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4.2.

Introduction
Globalization is not a new topic in academic literature. As the world is increasingly

interconnected and interdependent, the impact of globalization is plural, leading to economic,
political and cultural effects.
Paradoxically, two opposing movements have been reported indicating both
homogenization and heterogenization of cultures. One can witness the many acting forces (like
technology, communication, or transnational economies) on the dissolution of the boundaries
of national cultures, causing the emergence of a blended homogeneous culture; but, in parallel,
these same forces generate the strengthening of national, ethnic, and communal ties of identity.
And there is also the hybrid perspective, referring individuals that can be global in one domain
but local in another. Indeed, from the perspective of the individual, globalization increases
sensitivity and consciousness about other people and cultures, but also brings out the sense of
identity and how it shapes the culture to which they belong (Cleveland & Bartsch, 2019;
Cleveland & Laroche, 2007; Steenkamp, 2019).
This reasoning persists when referring to the consumer frame of reference, indicating
that increasing globalization is reducing the homogeneity of consumer behaviours within
countries while increasing commonalities across countries (Cleveland & Laroche, 2007). And
that would lead to the possibility of the existence of some global consumers, with uniform
attitudes and behaviours worldwide.
This idea is still hardly supported by empirical evidence (Cleveland, Laroche, &
Papadopoulos, 2009); however, the point of convergence in the description is that global
consumers are those who, even being scattered worldwide, attach little importance to whether
their influencers on consumption behaviour have cultural or social differences in relation to
them (Cleveland & Bartsch, 2019).
Thus, by bringing together arguments from different authors, Cleveland and Bartsch
(2018) describe global consumer segments as people who associate similar meanings with
particular places, people and things, and also regard a product category in substantially the same
way, regardless of their country of living.
From the emergence of segments of global consumers it is possible to think about the
concept of Global Consumer Culture (from now on, GCC), as envisioned by Alden and
colleagues , as “shared sets of consumption-related symbols (product categories, brands,
consumption activities, and so forth) that are meaningful to segment members” (Alden et al.,
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1999, p.75), being those symbols “not associated with a single country, but rather a larger group
generally recognized as international and transcending individual national cultures” (Alden et
al., 1999, p.80).
Under GCC, global brands emerge with a particular role. As argued by Zhou et al.
(2008), some consumers show a higher preference for global brands over local competitors
because they may believe that global brands present better quality on their products. And even
when the quality of the globalized product is not objectively superior to the local one,
consumers may assign status and prestige to it, because global brands convey the image of being
able to transport them to the GCC (Steenkamp et al., 2003; Strizhakova & Coulter, 2015; Zhou
et al., 2008).
Moreover, global brands act as an icon that is able to create an imagined global
identity, shared by the segment members; they create both the belief of the citizenship in a
global world, as well as a pathway for belonging to this global village. Therefore, instead of
homogenization, global brands generate transnational communities bonded through their
common references (Özsomer & Altaras, 2008; Strizhakova et al., 2008).
Describing consumers and their dispositions for the acquisition of global brands is not
an easy issue, once their characteristics change from person to person, in different countries
and, consequently, in cultures (Zhou et al., 2008).
Called "consumer dispositions", this research topic deals with the consumers'
perceptions and preferences for domestic, foreign or global products, based on personal
orientations and attitudes towards what has its origin in the own country versus in foreign
countries (Bartsch et al., 2016). A distinction is first identified between consumers with an
ingroup tendency versus those with an outgroup inclination (Balabanis & Diamantopoulos,
2016; Sharma, 2015; Zeugner-Roth et al., 2015).
Consumers with an ingroup disposition are those who tend to have a preference for
products and brands that come from their own country, seeking to strengthen the national
identity. An example of ingroup disposition is the Patriotism, which represents a form of group
identification and country loyalty whose commitment reaches the willingness to sacrifice for it,
but without any hostility towards other nations (Druckman, 1994; Kosterman & Feshbach,
1989). Another ingroup disposition found in the academic literature is the Nationalism, which
goes beyond favourability for the consumption of items originating in their own country, it
extends to be contrary to the consumption of any product or brand that comes from foreign
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nations (anti-outgroup), because they consider their country superior and dominant, implying
in a depreciation of other countries (Druckman, 1994; Kosterman & Feshbach, 1989). The
literature also presents the ingroup construct of consumer ethnocentrism, where the loyalty to
locally produced items concerns the question of perceived immorality in the purchase of foreign
products; besides including affective elements such as the feeling of belonging, it also functions
as a normalization in the consumption decision process (Sharma, 2015; Shimp & Sharma,
1987).
While, on the one hand, international marketing researchers have fully explored the
ingroup dispositions in the last thirty years, on the other hand, the research initiatives
concerning the outgroup dispositions are still far from being mature. It is not, however, a lack
of interest in this subject, but rather the multiplicity of efforts that have not yet been integrated
or consolidated (Bartsch et al., 2016; Cleveland et al., 2014).
In an extensive work of mapping outgroup dispositions presented in the academic
literature, Bartsch et al. (2016) have identified 19 constructs revealing positive dispositions
concerning foreign countries and/or globalization. They alert, however, that is not always
possible to discriminate their conceptual domains, either because apparently identical
constructs use different nomenclatures, or because apparently different concepts use similar
terms. They also point out that many of the constructs present a lack of clear conceptual
development, generating new measurement scales without deeply confronting similar
constructs. In summary, there is a list of constructs with shallow understanding provided by
previous researchers (Diamantopoulos et al., 2019).
The general objective of our study is to analyse deep and compare some of the
constructs presented in Bartsch et al. (2016), bringing together not only the conceptual aspects
presented by the seminal authors of each construct, but also an evaluation of empirical data
collected from the respective measurement scales. As summarized in Figure 20, the selected
outgroup dispositions for this study are Consumer Cosmopolitism (C-COSMO), Openness to
and Desire to Emulate Global Consumer Culture (ODE-GCC), Susceptibility to Global
Consumer Culture (SUS-GCC), and Global Citizenship through Global Brands (GC-TGB).
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Figure 20: Summary of dispositions.
Consumer
Disposition

Underlying
Theory

Construct
nature

Scale
Authors

Dimensions

Items

Consumer
Cosmopolitanism
(C-COSMO)

Social
Identity
Theory

Orientation

(Riefler et
al., 2012)

• Open-mindedness
• Diversity appreciation
• Consumption
transcending borders

12

Openness to and
de desire to
emulate GCC
(ODE-GCC)

Acculturation
Theory

Orientation

(Cleveland
& Laroche,
2007)

Unidimensional

4

Susceptibility to
GCC
(SUS-GCC)

Not
discussed

Attitude

(Zhou et al.,
2008)

Global citizenship
through global
brands
(GC-TGB)

Not
discussed

Orientation

(Strizhakova
et al., 2008)

• Conformity to
consumption trends
• Quality perception
• Social prestige
• Importance of Global
Citizenship to consumers
• Identity
• Global Citizenship
through global brands

12

9

Source: The authors, based on the literature review.

We purposely selected the constructs to compose a diversified mix of outgroup
dispositions in terms of nature, underlying theory, and scope (see Bartsch et al., 2016, for
details).
Firstly considering the nature of the disposition, some of the constructs (in our study,
C-COSMO, ODE-GCC and GC-TGB) are considered orientation, that is, refer to a set of values,
opinions and competencies of specific individuals, and the other selected construct (SUS-GCC)
is considered an attitude for presenting a learned predisposition to respond consistently favourable or unfavourable - in relation to a given object (Bartsch et al., 2016).
Secondly, concerning the underlying theory, the in-depth discussion is an exception
among the nineteen raised constructs. Some of the proposing authors only mention a referential
framework for the proposition of a “new” consumer dispositions, and some of the constructs
are not even grounded in any theory, as pointed out by Bartsch et al. (2016). Thus, we selected
one construct based on the Social Identity Theory (C-COSMO) and another rooted in the
Acculturation Theory (ODE-GCC); and the two remainings (GC-TGB and SUS-GCC) do not
bring any references about the origin theory.
Thirdly, we selected constructs that adopt different scopes. While ODE-GCC refers to
a general perspective, the other three (C-COSMO, SUS-GCC and GC-TGB) refer to the
consumption approach (Bartsch et al., 2016).
We also present two specific contributions for this study. As alerted, there is little
evidence (not to say no evidence) of dis/;,criminant validity between such constructs (Bartsch

77

et al., 2016), thus the first specific contribution was to discuss the discriminant validity between
the four dispositions; this is relevant because it serves as justification for the construct
uniqueness, once if two of them cannot be empirically differentiated, then they are overlapping
and might be measuring the same phenomena. And, once successful on discriminating the
constructs, we wanted to check for possible correlations - and even causal relations - between
them.
The second specific contribution was the evaluation of the cross-national applicability
of the respective scales, measuring and comparing the constructs in countries with a nonEnglish spoken language, in which the original scales were developed. We chose to do it in
Portugal (PT) and Brazil (BR) that share the same language and some of the same cultural roots.
On the other hand, to ensures that results are not culture-specific, we purposely chose countries
that receive the influences from the outgroup differently: besides being one country is in Europe
and the other in South America, we also used the KOF index of globalization (Gygli, Haelg,
Potrafke, & Sturm, 2019), that shows that PT and BR are in different levels of globalization
(PT is in the 19º position with index=83.52, and BR is in the 108º with index=59.24); KOF
index of globalization measures the country level of globalization in social, political, and
economic terms, and the last version of 2016 mapped out 215 countries; it has been frequently
used in global branding studies, as in Diamantopoulos et al. (2019).
This study is primarily justified by the low maturity presented in the discussions on
the subject, and it is expected that it adds a new step in the journey of the of disentangling the
consumer outgroup dispositions.
Next section presents a literature review focused on the four selected constructs; it is
then presented the empirical study; and the last section brings the findings, discussion and final
considerations.
4.3.

Outgroups Consumer Dispositions

4.3.1. Consumer Cosmopolitanism (C-COSMO)
The term cosmopolitanism has often been seen in the international marketing
literature, particularly in the context of the globalization of consumption habits. However, since
the definition is not yet fully consolidated (Riefler et al., 2012), different meanings can still be
found for the same term, depending on the frame of reference of each author.
Under a first broad definition, cosmopolitans are "those who harbour a transnational
frame of reference, which means they think themselves beyond the nation and beyond
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citizenship." (Riefler et al., 2012, p.286). This broad concept is not new, since it’s possible to
find records referring to this idea in the classical Greek period, or in the great navigations era,
or in the 18th century revolutions, or even in the 1950s emerging sociology theories (Cleveland
et al., 2014; Riefler et al., 2012).
As an object of marketing studies, the term cosmopolitanism has its roots on the Social
Identity Theory, originated in the '70s by the lenses of Tajfel and Turner. As a socialpsychological theory, it deals with the social identification and the process of selfcategorization, emphasising the intergroup relations and analysing people's perception of
others, particularly outgroup others (Hogg, Terry, & White, 1995). By defining the boundaries
between “in” and “out,” ingroups represent the groups that the individual identifies or affiliates
with, whereas outgroups are regarded as everything else (Turner, 2010); thus, the Social Identity
Theory attempts to explain when and why people identify with and behave as part of some
group, and suggests that people will favourably respond to stimuli congruent with that group
membership (Tajfel, 1974; Tajfel & Turner, 1979).
In the international marketing literature, ingroup refers to the home country and
outgroups to the foreign ones (Zeugner-Roth et al., 2015), and it has been added the term
consumer (consumer cosmopolitanism) for describing a consumer disposition to connect with
the outgroup, as regarding of consumption behaviour.
The marketing-applied definition of consumer cosmopolitanism depends on the
authors’ outlook. Cleveland and colleagues’ approach is grounded on Hannerz’s anthropologic
perspective, that describes cosmopolitans as perceiving themselves as less provincial and more
international (Hannerz, 1990), preferring “to be able to sneak backstage rather than being
confined to the frontstage areas” (Hannerz, 1990, p.241-242), and willing to engage with the
other because of “an intellectual and aesthetic stance of openness toward divergent cultural
experiences” (Hannerz, 1992, p.252). They have the boost for seeking for entrances into other
cultures, and also a willingness to engage with different cultures, added to the competence to
do that (Cleveland & Laroche, 2007).
Their definition of cosmopolitanism, therefore, highlights the openness toward other
cultures once cosmopolitans want to immerse themselves in other cultures, have the skills to do
so, and value themselves for being explorers of different cultures; thus, cosmopolitan
consumers are presumably more likely to adopt products from other cultures and places, and
they would be more responsive to global consumer culture positioning strategies (Cleveland &
Laroche, 2007; Cleveland et al., 2009).
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On the other hand, Riefler and colleagues’ literature review also starts in the
sociological and anthropological perspectives from Merton (1957) and Hannerz (1990) but
includes some marketing-applied literature. Thus, cosmopolitans are presented as people with
a personal tendency to transpose the boundaries of the local community, consuming not just
foreign goods but also international media, books and films while in their home countries, as a
way of establishing their individuality through original and authentic objects (Riefler &
Diamantopoulos, 2009). That adds the perspective that the type of consumption is not just a
consequence of being a cosmopolitan, but it actually defines a person as cosmopolitan. It is
essential to mention, however, that despite this preference for the outside, cosmopolitans may
also show some interest for local goods, making him/her an individual who appreciates the
fusion of local, foreign or global offer (Diamantopoulos et al., 2019; Zeugner-Roth et al., 2015).
Riefler et al. (2012) then propose a multidimensional conceptualization that includes
not just the open-mindedness aspect of cosmopolitanism, but also two other perspectives related
to the consumption. Thus, their three-dimensional construct covet to captures the extent to
which a consumer “exhibits an open-mindedness towards foreign countries and cultures,
appreciates the diversity brought about by the availability of products from different national
and cultural origins and is positively disposed towards consuming products from foreign
countries” (Riefler et al., 2012, p.287).
The difference between the two approaches is not just related to the number of
dimensions but mainly in the nature of the construct. As argued by Bartsch et al. (2016), some
authors (such as Cleveland & Laroche, 2007) consider consumer cosmopolitanism as an attitude
and thus represent a learned predisposition to respond consistently - positive or negatively - to
a given object. On the other hand, other authors (such as Riefler et al., 2012) treat the construct
as an orientation, that is, a personal concept associated with one’s own values and references,
which is not situational, leading to a consumer who appreciates diversity when trying products
and services from a plurality of cultures (Riefler & Diamantopoulos, 2009).
The construct operationalization reflects, indeed, the conceptualization. For this study,
we adopted the three-dimension perspective with the C-COSMO scale (Riefler et al., 2012).
The open-mindedness dimension reflects the willingness to connect with outgroup people,
expressed in a genuine interest in experiencing their authentic manifestations, learning about
different cultures, and interacting with people of different histories of life. The dimension
diversity appreciation expresses an interest in embracing cultural diversity, which includes the
enjoyment with the availability of products and services from different national or cultural
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origins. And the dimension consumption transcending borders is related to a conscious search
for the consumption of not just regular goods, but also cultural products (like places, food or
music) for the experience. Figure 21 presents the C-COSMO scale, measured on a seven-point
scale (strongly disagree - strongly agree).
Figure 21: Items of Consumer Cosmopolitanism scale (C-COSMO).
Item

Dimension

Openmindedness
(COS-OP)

Diversity
appreciation
(COS-APP)

Consumption
transcending
borders
(COS-TB)

COS_OP_1

When travelling, I make a conscious effort to get in touch with the local
culture and traditions.

COS_OP_2

I like having the opportunity to meet people from many different
countries.

COS_OP_3

I like to have contact with people from different cultures.

COS_OP_4

I have got a real interest in other countries.

COS_APP_1

Having access to products coming from many different countries is
valuable to me.

COS_APP_2

The availability of foreign products in the domestic market provides
valuable diversity.

COS_APP_3

I enjoy being offered a wide range of products coming from various
countries.

COS_APP_4

Always buying the same local products becomes boring over time.

COS_TB_1

I like watching movies from different countries.

COS_TB_2

I like listening to music of other cultures.

COS_TB_3

I like trying original dishes from other countries.

COS_TB_4

I like trying out things that are consumed elsewhere in the world.

Source: Riefler et al. (2012).

4.3.2. Openness to and Desire to Emulate Global Consumer Culture (ODE-GCC)
Not as widespread as consumer cosmopolitanism is, this disposition describes
individuals who admire so much the lifestyle of others that they adopt their attitudes and tastes,
and even desire to own the same goods, as consumption symbols of that culture. And once
globalization creates a single forum of lifestyles and ideas wherein individuals pursue some
degree of comparison with others, people with a trait of openness to and desire to emulate global
consumer culture selectively appropriate ideas from this global forum, irrespective of where
they may live (Cleveland, 2018; Cleveland & Laroche, 2007).
The construct derives from the concept of Acculturation to Global Consumer Culture
(AGCC), which integrates the Social Identity Theory (well explored in the previous section)
and the acculturation frameworks (rooted in Peñaloza's studies, 1994), using the context of the
global consumer culture (Cleveland & Bartsch, 2019).
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By definition, “acculturation refers to the process in which individuals learn and adopt
the norms and values of a culture different than the one in which they grew up” (Cleveland &
Laroche, 2007, p.250), thus acculturation to global consumer culture considers “how
individuals acquire the knowledge, skills and behaviours that are characteristic of a nascent and
deterritorialized global consumer culture” (Cleveland & Laroche, 2007, p.252).
The process of acculturation co-occurs at the individual and group levels and its
outcomes vary in the proportion of responses such as segregation from different consumer
groups, resistance to new consumption patterns, maintenance of some ties to the original culture
and consumption way, and bit-by-bit assimilation and incorporation of other cultures
consumption model (Penaloza, 1994).
The inevitable, however, is that deterritorialization of consumption standards is taking
place, which leads over time to the emergence of like-minded consumers converging in their
preferences. Examples of that are the consumption of sushi (the traditional Japanese dish) on a
global scale and even with some local adaptations, and the practice of yoga (formerly a Hindu
religious practice) in gym classes spread worldwide (see Cleveland & Bartsch, 2018), as well
as the Portuguese pastel de nata and the Finnish saunas.
In order to measure the phenomenon of AGCC, Cleveland and Laroche (2007)
developed and validated a multidimensional scale, which takes into account six distinct drivers
(that is, dimensions), one of each being the openness to and desire to emulate global consumer
culture.
In this context, the construct depicts, first, the belief in the existence of a global
consumer culture in which consumer behaviour converges on a global level; and second, the
consumer's feeling of belongingness to a global world by accessing this global community.
Nevertheless, it is not the creation of a unique culture where everyone has the same desires of
consumption, but a consumption that seeks the connection through the references of other
cultures, lifestyles and behaviours (Bartsch et al., 2016).
Although the proponents of ODE-GCC do not discuss whether the construct should be
read as an orientation or an attitude, it appears to be an orientation because it is not situational
nor object-specific; instead, ODE-GCC refers to personal feelings of connection with people of
other cultures and references (Bartsch et al., 2016).
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The operationalization of the construct ODE-GCC (shown in Figure 22, measured with
seven-points, strongly disagree - strongly disagree) was proposed and validated by Cleveland
and Laroche (2007) when developing the measurement instrument of AGCC as a whole.
Figure 22: Items of Openness to and Desire to Emulate Global Consumer Culture scale (ODE-CCG).
Item
ODE_1

I think people my age are basically the same around the world. For example, a 20-something
in Russia is basically the same as a 20-something in the U.S., Sweden, or anywhere else.

ODE_2

I think that my lifestyle is almost the same as that of people of my age-group in other
countries.

ODE_3

I think my lifestyle is almost the same as that of people of my social class in other countries.

ODE_4

When travelling abroad, I appreciate being able to find Western products and restaurants.

Source: Cleveland & Laroche (2007).

Curiously, although the construct definition describes individuals who admire other’s
lifestyle and thus want to imitate them through the consumption, the semantic meaning of the
scale’s items refers to the extent to which individuals feel like others, where the lifestyle seems
to be the amalgam. That is, items literality do not touch into the consumption itself, not even as
part of the appropriation of the global forum of ideas. Thus, there seems to be an inconsistency
between the construct domains and the items of the scale as a measurement instrument.
The ODE-GCC, as well as the construct of cosmopolitanism, is also pointed out as one
of the six dimensions of the process of acculturation to global consumer culture (the other four
drivers will not be discussed in this article because they do not refer to consumer dispositions).
It’s argued by Cleveland and Laroche's (2007) that a person need not be a cosmopolitan to be
interested in the global consumer culture; teenagers, for instance, by being in touch with the
mass media, get involved with members of the global teen segment, and thus become part of
the process of selling goods and services. However, it has to be pointed out that the concept of
cosmopolitanism adopted by Cleveland and colleagues as a driver of AGCC is presented as an
attitude translated into a single dimension, which fuses, somehow, the three-dimension CCOSMO scale, that reflects an orientation (Cleveland & Laroche, 2007; Riefler et al., 2012).
Beyond the conceptual difference emphasized by Cleveland and Laroche (2007)
between consumer cosmopolitanism and openness and desire to emulate GCC, the
operationalization of the constructs seems to indicate separate paths, where C-COSMO scale consistently with its concept - measures the extent to which individuals appreciate and want to
get connected with the other (as well as the cultural references that comes with, including - but
not limited to - goods), but ODE-GCC scale points out to the extent to which individuals feel
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like others through lifestyle. Therefore, these two scales measure entirely different - and
probably uncorrelated – phenomena, wherefore our first hypothesis for this study is:
H1: The correlation between C-COSMO and ODE-GCC is not significant.
4.3.3. Susceptibility to Global Consumer Culture (SUS-GCC)
As described by its proponents (Zhou et al., 2008), the consumer disposition named
susceptibility to global consumer culture refers to a general trait of consumers that reflects the
consumer’s desire or the tendency for the acquisition and use of global brands. It is presented
as a function of consumers’ perception of superior quality, of adding social prestige, and of
representing the consumption trends, and it varies across individuals and cultures.
The concept derives from a study of Steenkamp, Batra, and Alden (2003) that reports
a positive relationship between the perceived globalness of a brand and its perception of quality
and prestige, as well as its purchase intention. Thus, Zhou et al. (2008) proposed that the
potential contribution of a positioning strategy based on the GCC would depend on consumers’
susceptibility to this GCC.
As noticed by Bartsch et al. (2016), this preference for the consumption of global
brands is a conscious behavioural tendency, supported by cognitive drivers; thus, the
measurement scale of SUS-GCC strives to allow an understanding of why some people tend to
prefer global brands and symbolisms. It was, therefore, based on the various motivational
aspects, culminating in three dimensions: conformity to consumption trend, quality perception,
and social prestige (Zhou et al., 2008). Figure 23 presents the SUS-GCC scale items, whose
original version was applied using a six-point scale (strongly disagree - strongly agree).
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Figure 23: Items of Scale Susceptibility to Global Consumer Culture scale (SUS-GCC).
Item

Dimension
Conformity to
consumption trend
(SUS-TR)

Quality perception
(SUS-QL)

Social prestige
(SUS-PR)

SUS_TR_1

Global brands make one feel good in his/her social group.

SUS_TR_2

Global brands make one have the sense of global belonging.

SUS_TR_3

Global brands make one have a good impression of others.

SUS_TR_4

Global brands make one feel close to contemporary lifestyle.

SUS_QL_1

Global brands have a very high-quality image.

SUS_QL_2

Global brands have a very high level of reliability.

SUS_QL_3

Global brands are associated with the latest technology.

SUS_QL_4

Global brands are associated with long-lasting quality.

SUS_PR_1

Global brands signify one’s trend image.

SUS_PR_2

Global brands represent the latest lifestyles.

SUS_PR_3

Global brands symbolize one’s social image.

SUS_PR_4

Global brands are associated with the symbol of prestige.

Source: Zhou et al. (2008).

It’s relevant to shed light on a particular concern reported by Bartsch et al. (2016),
referring to the lack of empirical evidence of discriminant validity in the original publication
that introduces this scale, mentioning that researchers have not tested these constructs’
discriminant validity against related and overlapping constructs, despite their apparently similar
content domains.
In our study, when comparing the two previously presented dispositions (C-COSMO
and ODE-GCC) with the susceptibility to global consumer culture (SUS-GCC), one can say
that the latter refers to the value of global brands for individuals (actually, perhaps the construct
should have been named merely as susceptibility to global brands); instead, the two former
dispositions are related to the individuals themselves, both reflecting their orientations toward
the other: their intention of getting connected and feeling of being like others, respectively.
Another essential difference between the constructs is that, while C-COSMO and
ODE-GCC are both considered orientations for reflecting personal values and references, SUSGCC is considered an attitude for being situational, highlighting the preferences for the
acquisition and use of global brands instead of local ones (Zhou et al., 2008). This is important
because, conceptually, identity-based orientations precede object-specific attitudes; thus there
might exist causal relations between orientations and attitudes constructs that have been omitted
from empirical studies (Bartsch et al., 2016).
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Therefore, we present two hypotheses in this study, observing the outcome role for the
SUS-GCC attitude, as follow:
H2: C-COSMO positively affects SUS-GCC.
H3: ODE-GCC positively affects SUS-GCC.
4.3.4. Global Citizenship through Global Brands (GC-TGB)
The fourth disposition of our study describes, in simple words, consumers’ tendencies
to adopt global brands as a vehicle for fostering their self-identification with globality (Bartsch
et al., 2016).
The concept’s idea was first presented in the study of Strizhakova et al. (2008), whose
focus was to explicate the construct of consumer belief in globally branded products as a
passport to global citizenship, meaning an imagined global identity assumed by – and shared
with – like-minded people (Strizhakova et al., 2008).
According to the authors, global citizens are those who identify with the world at large
rather than a particular country, so they are likely to believe in the positive effects of
globalization. They also prioritize the recognition of similarities rather than cultural differences
in people, imputing similar meanings for places, people and things regardless of their
differences, being social, cultural or other (Strizhakova et al., 2010).
The consequence of this perspective is that global citizens see global brands not as
mere products of globalization, but instead as the major players in the global consumer culture,
once they endorse the belief on the participation in the global village. Therefore, global citizens,
as consumers, tend to use global brands as expressions of their global citizenship because they
enjoy expressing a global identity (Strizhakova et al., 2010).
Thus, the matured version of the construct has acquired a broader conceptualization,
once the idea of global citizenship through global brands only makes sense if individuals indeed
attribute value to global citizenship and, of course, if these individuals feel identified with such
globality. Thus, for the new construct, all the original items were confined into one dimension
referring to the consumption of the global brands, and two additional dimensions were added
related to the importance of (four new items) and the identification with (two new items) the
global citizenship (Strizhakova et al., 2010).
Although the proponent authors have not provided any underlying reasons for the scale
expansion (Bartsch et al., 2016), the reasoning above indicates the fragility of the original
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instrument for measuring global citizenship through global brands, developed with only one
dimension (Strizhakova et al., 2008). Figure 24 presents the final version of the GC-TGB scale
items, using a seven-point scale (strongly disagree - strongly agree).
Figure 24: Items of Global Citizenship through Global Brands scale (GC-TGB).
Item

Dimension
Importance of
global citizenship
to consumers
(GC-IMP)

Identity
(GC-ID)
Global citizenship
through global
brands
(GC-GB)

GC_IMP_1

Feeling like a part of the global world is important to me.

GC_IMP_2

It is important to me to feel a part of the global world.

GC_IMP_3

Participation in the global world is important to me.

GC_IMP_4

I value my citizenship in the global world.

GC_ID_1

I feel that I am related to everyone in the world as if they were my family.

GC_ID_2

I feel like I am “next-door neighbours” with people living in other parts of
the world.

GC_GB_1

Buying global brands makes me feel like a citizen of the world.

GC_GB_2

Purchasing global brands make me feel part of something bigger.

GC_GB_3

Buying global brands give me a sense of belonging to the global
marketplace.

Source: Strizhakova et al. (2012).

The new scale was validated using second-generation criteria, including the
confirmatory factor analysis, composite reliability, average variance extracted procedures
(Bartsch et al., 2016). Once again, there are no shreds of evidence of discriminant validity with
several potentially related constructs. For instance, in the complete taxonomy presented by
Bartsch et al. (2016) it’s suggested a possible overlapping between GC-TGB and SUS-GCC,
once they are both related to the consumption scope (instead of just a general perspective), and
are both oriented to a global frame (instead of a country approach). Indeed, by comparing the
written form of the items of GC-TGB and SUS-GCC, it seems that the third dimension of GCTGB (GC-GB) and the first dimension of SUS-GCC (SUS-TR) are textually overlapping.
On the other hand, we believe that the two constructs can be discriminated and there
may exist a causal relation between them since GC-TGB depicts an orientation (because it
reflects personal values) and SUS-GCC an attitude. Still, Strizhakova et al. (2008) reported a
similar result, presenting that belief in global citizenship (one of the three dimensions of GCTCB) had a significant positive effect on consumer importance of branded products (somehow
represented by SUS-GCC).
That leads us to propose a fourth hypothesis as:
H4: GC-TGB positively affects SUS-GCC.

87

The same study of Strizhakova et al. (2008) presents that cultural openness (somehow
represented by C-COSMO) has a positive effect on belief in global citizenship in the developed
(part of GC-TCB), suggesting a fifth hypothesis as:
H5: COSMO positively affects GC-TGB.
Furthermore, considering both H4 and H5 acceptable, we could propose that GC-TGB
mediates the relation between C-COSMO and SUS-GCC. Indeed, this is similar to a result
presented by Strizhakova et al. (2008).
Finally, our last hypothesis seeks the relation between GC-TGB and ODE-GCC. In
one hand, GC-TGB describes global citizens that tend to use global brands as expressions of
their global identity. On the other hand, although conceptually ODE-GCC describes individuals
who admire others and thus want to adopt their lifestyle, the literality of the items in its
measurement scale refers to the extent to which individuals feel like others, where the
consumption of brands (global or not) is not included in it. That leads us to propose that:
H6: The correlation between GC-TGB and ODE-GCC is not significant.
Figure 25 summarizes the proposed hypotheses for this study.
Figure 25: Conceptual framework of proposed hypotheses.

Source: The authors, based on the literature review.

4.4.

Empirical Research

4.4.1. Research Design
We collected primary data through both an online survey tool (QuestionPro) and
printed questionnaires. In addition to the 37 items that compose the four scales discussed in the
previous section (Figure 21 to Figure 24), four demographic questions were added at the end
(age, gender, education level and country where the person lived most of his/her life). SUS-
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GCC instrument was adapted from a six-point to a seven-point scale (strongly disagree strongly agree) to be homogenized with the other three scales.
All items in the scales were translated from English into Portuguese by three
independent experts, being the differences unified through personal interviews with two regular
consumers, thus ensuring a clear understanding of the content of the questions (face validity).
Because the Portuguese present some differences in the spoken language among Portugal and
Brazil (both in terms of vocabulary and verbal constructions), the full translation procedure was
carried out in each country separately, preserving thus the subtleties of each local language5.
Once the nature of the questions can be related to any person, the sampling process
was performed by indication without any filters being applied but prioritizing young adults
(ages under 30) in both countries. This selection is justified based on the study’s objective of
understanding global consumer segments, once youth people are thought to be more subject to
cultural influences, are more likely to endorse global belongingness, and assign similar brand
meanings more than older population segments; also, in developing economies, young
consumers are known to be the drivers of brand growth (Strizhakova et al., 2008; Zhou et al.,
2008).
Our sample resulted in 698 respondents. However, we filtered data selecting only
participants who have resided most of their lives in their corresponding countries of sampling
(PT/BR), in order to avoid possible bias due to increasing migratory movements (Strizhakova
et al., 2010). Interestingly, in the Portuguese sample, 22 respondents were removed because
they had lived most of their lives in countries other than Portugal, while just five respondents
were removed from the Brazilian sample for the analogous reason. The proportion of unvalued
respondents is significantly higher in the PT sample when comparing to the BR one (p<0.001),
which may be interpreted as a greater exposure of Portuguese to foreigners (and their culture)
than of Brazilians.
We also proceed to a data cleansing deleting possible spurious cases in the data set,
like a pattern of extreme consistent responses as 7, 7, 7 or 1, 1, 1 (Hair et al., 2006).
Our final sample resulted in 644 respondents, being 327 Portuguese and 317 Brazilian,
and no significant differences were found from a demographic perspective, being the sample
composed by 54% of women (PT=52%, BR=55%, p=0.651), 57% with higher education
5

See Appendix B1 for the questionnaire in Portuguese from Portugal and in Brazilian Portuguese, the languages
they were applied.
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(PT=54%, BR=59%, p=0.213), and 66% up to 30 years old (PT=65%, BR=66%, p=0.772). The
sample size is in accordance with the recommended ratio of sample size to the number of free
parameters greater than 10:1 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988), which is 644:37 in our model; also, using
the G*Power methodology, the test power is above 99,99% considering an effect size of 0.15
and the whole sample, or even above 99,23% for the smallest sample of 317 Brazilians (Faul et
al., 2007).
4.4.2. Measurement Instruments Validation
The analysis was performed through Structural Equation Models (SEM) using AMOS
22, which develops SEM from the covariance matrices. We first used a confirmatory factorial
analysis (CFA) to evaluate the scale’s psychometric properties (convergent validity,
discriminant validity, and composite reliability) for the four constructs, maintaining the
factorial structure defined in their original studies: ODE-GCC as a first-order construct, and the
three remaining as second-order constructs. In this stage, we adopted a simple correlational
model (that is, with the four constructs playing the role of exogenous variables in the model),
since it is not expected a dependence relation between the constructs.
However, because of the low maturity of academic studies on consumer outgroup
dispositions, there may be an overlap (at least a partial overlap) of the four constructs, so we
focused our attention on the discriminant validity between them. Figure 26 illustrates the
domain of the full concept of consumer outgroup dispositions (outer circle), where crosses,
dots, asterisks and squares represent the items used to measure each of the constructs. As
didactically illustrated by Bido and Araujo (2011), the higher the overlap of the items, the
higher the correlation between the scores obtained in the different scales, and the less
uniqueness of the constructs; if this is the case, the four scales may be measuring the same
phenomenon.
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Figure 26: Conceptual domain and measurement operationalization: illustration for four constructs.

Source: The authors, based on Bido and Araujo (2011).

We started analysing the first-order constructs and, after excluding item ODE_4
(which will be later discussed), we found convergence into the constructs, with acceptable
goodness-of-fit indexes (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988; Hair Jr et al., 2016): χ2 (576) = 1032, CMIN/df=1.
890, GFI=0.911, RMSEA=0.037. Table 5 shows that all the ten first-order constructs present
composed reliability (CR) higher than 0.7, which points to their convergence, and average
variance extracted (AVE) higher than 0.5, showing that each first-order construct accounts for
more than 50% of the variance in the observed variables (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988; Hair Jr et al.,
2016). Also, Table 7 (column observed variables > all data) shows standardized factor loadings
above 0.5 and statistically significant (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988; Hair Jr et al., 2016), reinforcing
that the observed variables converge into the same construct. Table 5 also shows the root square
of the AVE for each first-order construct (main diagonal) is higher than the correlation with the
other constructs (out of main diagonal), suggesting discriminant validity between them, that is,
each construct is better explained by its observed variables than the other constructs (Fornell &
Larcker, 1981). The only exception is the correlation between SUS-QL and SUS-PR, which is
greater than the root square of AVE of SUS-PR, but it does not represent an issue once they are
dimensions of the same second-order construct SUS-GCC.
For the analysis of the second-order constructs, we also found acceptable goodnessof-fit indexes: χ2 (576) = 1157, CMIN/df=2.008, GFI=0.900, RMSEA=0.040. Table 6 shows
all the four constructs with CR>0.7 and AVE>0.5 suggesting reliability and convergence of the
constructs. Also, Table 7 (column first-order factors > all data) shows standardized factor
loadings above 0.5 and statistically significant (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988; Hair Jr et al., 2016),
reinforcing that the observed variables converge into the same construct (the only exception is
on COS_APP_4, which was kept in the construct because COS-APP presents an AVE above
0.5). Table 6 also shows root square of the AVE for each construct (main diagonal) higher than
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their correlation with the other constructs (out of main diagonal), suggesting discriminant
validity between them (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). And as suggested in the previous paragraph,
the dimensions of SUS-GCC converge into a reliable construct.
On the one hand, we can apparently disregard the concern of non-discrimination
between constructs, paying attention to the very high correlation between SUS-GCC and GCTGB, close to the root square of the AVE of GC-TGB (0.726 x 0.741). On the other hand,
significant correlations between the constructs shown in Table 6 suggest that there is room for
investigation of the model proposed in Figure 25.
Table 5: Psychometric properties for the 1st order constructs (1).
6

7

8

9

10

CR

AVE

1

2

3

4

5

1. COS-OP
2. COS-APP
3. COS-TB
4. ODE
5. SUS-TR
6. SUS-QL
7. SUS-PR
8. GC-IMP
9. GC-ID

0.899
0.838
0.805
0.808
0.840
0.841
0.757
0.865
0.797

0.693
0.573
0.526
0.587
0.569
0.570
0.516
0.617
0.663

0.833
0.547
0.663
0.026
0.221
0.291
0.209
0.288
0.166

0.757
0.575
0.025
0.367
0.288
0.312
0.313
0.312

0.725
0.054
0.163
0.276
0.219
0.172
0.136

0.766
0.237
0.249
0.204
0.048
0.209

0.754
0.636
0.664
0.498
0.346

10. GC-GB

0.859

0.671

0.149 0.350 0.063 0.094 0.633 0.390 0.434 0.576 0.526 0.819

0.755
0.749 0.718
0.354 0.351 0.785
0.207 0.239 0.534 0.814

(1)

Data refers to full sample; tables for PT and BR are available in the Appendix B2. CR=composed reliability;
AVE=average variance extracted; main diagonal: square roots of AVE, values off main diagonal: correlations
between constructs.
Table 6: Psychometric properties for the 2nd order constructs (2).

1. C-COSMO
2. ODE-GCC
3. SUS-GCC
4. GC-TGB
(2)

CR

AVE

1

2

0.839
0.804
0.884

0.635
0.579
0.718

0.797
0.056NS
0.436***

0.761
0.345***

0.548

***

**

0.783

0.402

0.165

3

4

0.848
0.726***

0.741

Data refers to full sample; tables for PT and BR are available in the Appendix B2. CR=composed reliability;
AVE=average variance extracted; main diagonal: square roots of AVE, values off main diagonal: correlations
between constructs. NS=not significant; *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001.
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Table 7: Standardized factor loadings (observed variables and 1st order factors) for PT and BR samples, and
respective test for metric invariance.
observed variables

1st order factors
construct
(2nd order)

all
data

COS-OP

CCOSMO

COS-APP

COS-TB

ODE

SUS-QL

SUS-PR

GC-IMP

GC-TGB

GC-ID

GC-GB

***

BR

0.778 0.785 0,786 0.072 ***

0.783 0.675 0,797 0.346 ***

0.828 0.755 0,869 0.291 ***

ODE-GCC

SUS-TR

SUS-GCC

PT

p-value
(metric
inv)

0.870 0.837 0,879 0.046

0.851 0.839 0,895 0.035

0.821 0.608 0,930 0.002

COS_OP_2

0.907 0.928 0,892 0.054 ***

COS_OP_3

0.911 0.930 0,893 0.041

COS_OP_4

0.711 0.695 0,700 0.106 ***

COS_APP_1

0.739 0.784 0,693 0.008

NI

COS_APP_2

0.825 0.802 0,861 0.010

NI

COS_APP_3

0.883 0.881 0,885 0.099 ***

COS_APP_4

0.484 0.474 0,495 0.578 ***
0.41

**

0,644 0.275 ***

COS_TB_1

0.506

COS_TB_2

0.505 0.428 0,569 0.309 ***

COS_TB_3

0.878 0.859 0,869 0.241 ***

COS_TB_4

0.895 0.921 0,893 0.102 ***

ODE_1

0.671 0.575 0,658 0.559 ***

ODE_2

0.849 0.733 0,909 0.542 ***

ODE_3

0.753 0.748 0,707 0.988 ***

SUS_TR_1

0.723 0.772 0,719 0.616 ***

SUS_TR_2

0.772 0.842 0,749 0.615 ***

SUS_TR_3

0.687 0.742 0,785 0.032

**

SUS_TR_4

0.755 0.776 0,792 0.039

**

SUS_QL_1

0.783 0.765 0,833 0.699 ***

SUS_QL_2

0.790 0.717 0,838 0.707 ***

SUS_QL_3

0.729 0.680 0,795 0.795 ***

SUS_QL_4

0.713 0.766 0,726 0.064 ***

SUS_PR_1

0.769 0.635 0,828 0.024

SUS_PR_2

0.796 0.754 0,831 0.057 ***

SUS_PR_3

0.544 0.629 0,556 0.093 ***

SUS_PR_4

0.545 0.500 0,607 0.841 ***

GC_IMP_1

0.764 0.801 0,757 0.637 ***

GC_IMP_2

0.744 0.845 0,667 0.639 ***

GC_IMP_3

0.815 0.710 0,891 0.000

GC_IMP_4

0.738 0.752 0,710 0.003

NI

GC_ID_1

0.763 0.678 0,759 0.371

***

GC_ID_2

0.824 0.830 0,738 0.355 ***

GC_GB_1

0.841 0.894 0,729 0.471 ***

GC_GB_2

0.823 0.899 0,714 0.485 ***

GC_GB_3

0.694 0.735 0,722 0.103 ***

NI

0.822 0.868 0,868 0.978 ***

BR

0.754 0.702 0,759 0.052 ***

**

0.646 0.563 0,563 0.469 ***

PT

p-value
(metric
inv)

COS_OP_1

**

0.743 0.625 0,699 0.833 ***

invariant p>0,05; ** invariant p>0,01; NI non-invariant

all
data

**

NI
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4.4.3. Invariance test for the countries
Considering the cross-national nature of this research (PT x BR), before proceeding to
the structural relations evaluation, it was necessary to analyse if the instruments designed to
measure the constructs are invariant across countries, that is, whether or not instruments yield
equivalent measures of the same theoretical constructs under different cultures (Steenkamp &
Baumgartner, 1988).
We started testing the configural invariance by running a multi-group CFA without
constraining the parameters across PT and BR samples. Beyond the acceptable goodness-of-fit
indexes (χ2 (1152) = 1786, CMIN/df=1. 550, GFI=0.845, RMSEA=0.029), we found the same
items structure (exclusion of ODE_4 and maintenance of the remaining items) with all 36
variable loadings significantly different from zero, for both countries (Table 7); also, we found
discriminant validity between the constructs under investigation (Steenkamp & Baumgartner,
1988). Thus, the supported invariance found at the configural level means that the essential
organization of the analysed constructs is the same in the two cultures, that is, latent variables
are composed by the same observed variables (Putnick & Bornstein, 2016).
We then tested the metric invariance by constraining the loadings to be the same across
countries, both between observed variables and first-order factors and between the first and the
second-order factors (χ2 (1188) = 1879, CMIN/df=1. 582, GFI=0.837, RMSEA=0.030). The
hypothesis of full metric invariance was not supported when tested through a comparison
between constrained and unconstrained models using the chi-square difference test
(Δχ2(36)=93.7 p=.000) (Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1988).
However, a partial metric invariance can be testified in Table 7, where we compare the
standardized loadings of each factor across countries. The factors presenting a measurement
noninvariance (in our study, the observed variables COS_APP_1, COS_APP_2, GC_IMP_3,
GC_IMP_4, and the first-order SUS-PR) might be due to real differences between countries on
the construct or due to systematic biases in the way people from different countries respond to
specific items (Putnick & Bornstein, 2016; Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1988).
Although metric invariance is a condition to be striven for, full measurement
invariance is referred to as “particularly unlikely” and “scientifically unrealistic” (Steenkamp
& Baumgartner, 1988, p. 81) and, if at least one item besides the marker has invariant factor
loadings, comparisons of factor means between groups can be considered meaningful
(Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1988). Thus, keeping some parsimony when analysing non-
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invariant constructs across-countries (particularly for SUS-PR, in our case, which has a role to
be interpreted in the proposed structural model), it is a good opportunity to draw upon
sociological aspects to understand why measurements have different meanings across countries.
4.4.4. Structural Model
Due to the non-equivalence of every involved construct, we decided to perform the
structural model analysis separately for PT and BR samples, since structural relations may also
differ between countries (Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1988). Path coefficients for both
countries are presented in Figure 27.
Figure 27: Path coefficients for the structural model (PT and BR samples).

Source: The authors, based on data analysis.

Retrieving the proposed hypotheses for this study, we found support for H1 (the
correlation between C-COSMO and ODE-GCC is not significant) for both PT and BR, once
constructs meaning is different since their original concept: C-COSMO is related to the extent
individuals appreciate getting connected with the other through the consumption of their
cultural references (including goods), and ODE-GCC refers to the extent individuals feel like
others through lifestyle (adopting the literality of the items).
For both H2 (C-COSMO positively affects SUS-GCC) and H3 (ODE-GCC positively
affects SUS-GCC), we found support just for the BR sample. That means that, for Brazilians,
the way individuals evaluate global brands depends on their willingness to get connected to
others as well as their feeling of being like people of other cultures. Instead, the way Portuguese
evaluate global brands is not directly related either to their desire of getting connected nor to
mirroring themselves with people of different cultures.
On the other hand, we also found support for H4 (GC-TGB positively affects SUSGCC) and for H5 (COSMO positively affects GC-TGB), for both PT and BR samples. This is
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important because GC-TGB undertakes the role of mediator between C-COSMO and SUSGCC, that is, the more someone is willing to get connected to other people, the higher is his/her
tendency to adopt global brands as an expression of his/her global identity, and thus the better
he/she will value global brands. This is particularly true for the Portuguese sample, where the
direct relation between C-COSMO and SUS-GCC is not supported, unlike the Brazilian sample
where both direct and indirect effects were effects were found.
However, we need to make caveats for H4 in PT sample, where correlation is so strong
that it fails in distinguishing between the two constructs. Indeed, we found discrimination
problems between GC-TGB and SUS-GCC for PT sample, particularly between first-order
factors (GC-GB versus SUS-TR, and GC-GB versus SUS-QL). This was warned in the previous
section when describing these two consumer dispositions, since the written form of the items
seems to be textually overlapping, besides being positioned in the same quadrant of the
Bartsch’s taxonomy (Bartsch et al., 2016).
Lastly, the support found for H6 (the correlation between GC-TGB and ODE-GCC is
not significant) holds just for the Brazilian sample. One possible interpretation of this result is
that, for Portuguese, the more individuals feel like others through lifestyle, the more is their
tendency to adopt global brands as an expression of their global identity; and once again, for
PT sample, GC-TGB undertakes the role of mediator, this time between ODE-GCC and SUSGCC. However, that relation is not significant for Brazilians, and a possible explanation for this
dubious relationship may be the fragility of the ODE-GCC construct, which suffers both from
the exclusion of one item during the CFA process and from the lack of convergence specifically
in the PT sample.
4.5.

Results Discussion and Practical Implications
We started this study under the argument brought by Bartsch et al. (2016) that outgroup

consumer dispositions are still an immature topic in both academic research and managerial
application. After deep analysing and comparing four of these constructs under both theoretical
and empirical perspectives, we conclude that it is time to start separating the mature constructs
from those that are still rough diamonds, and eventually from those that should be abandoned.
C-COSMO seems to be the most mature construct, at least the orientation perspective
proposed by Riefler et al. (2012), that encompasses the open-mindedness towards foreign
cultures, the appreciation of the diversity through the availability of goods from different
origins, and the disposition of consuming cultural products from foreign countries. Its
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measurement scale presented convergence both in first and second-order factors, and
discriminant validity with the other analysed constructs, for both samples; and it also was
validated as invariant across the analysed countries. Furthermore, its structural relations with
the other analysed constructs seem to be well explained by theory and supported by data.
The same did not happen with the ODE-GCC construct. It was revealed as a fragile
construct starting by the fact that we had to remove ODE_4 during the CFA in order to obtain
convergence into the construct, keeping only three items (and it did not reach full convergence
in PT sample, with its AVE=0.476). In fact, when we read the item “when travelling abroad, I
appreciate being able to find Western products and restaurants”, it does not seem to match with
the remain items that describe the feeling of having the same lifestyle of people with the same
age group or social class around the world. Also, reading theoretical origins of ODE-GCC, it
seems to describe individuals who admire so much other’s lifestyle that they want to imitate
them through the consumption, but it does not seem to be asked through the measurement
instrument that does not even touch the consumption itself. The consequence is that the relations
between ODE-GCC and the other analysed outgroup dispositions cannot be consistently
sustained, either because they are not significant (C-COSMO) or because they are ambiguous
between the investigated samples.
Regarding SUS-GCC, the issues related to the nonconvergence of its observed
variables into the first-order factors were supplanted by the good convergence of the first-order
factors into the second-order one, thus generating a reliable construct. However, for the PT
sample, we found a lack of discriminant validity with GC-TGB, particularly for first-order
factors SUS-TR and SUS-QL, which presented some overlap with GC-GB. Such lack of
discriminant validation had already been pointed out by Bartsch et al. (2016), who mentioned
that the authors who proposed SUS-GCC did not test its discrimination despite its apparently
similar content domains with other constructs. Another issue found was its partial noninvariance across-countries, mainly concentrated in the first-order SUS-PR. On the other hand,
when describing its structural relations with the other analysed constructs, it seems to work well
as an attitudinal construct, which assumes the role of a consequence – direct or indirect - of
other orientational constructs (C-COSMO and GC-TGB).
Finally, GC-TGB showed to be a good - but still to be matured – construct. It showed
to be invariant across-countries, but it presented some issue of convergence in the PT sample
(AVE=0.443). Also, as mentioned above, we found a lack of discriminant validity with the
SUS-GCC construct, particularly with the overlap of the first-order factor GC-GB with SUS-
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TR and SUS-QL. Indeed, when reading the items, one can easily suppose an overlap between
“global brands make one have the sense of global belonging” (SUS_TR_2) and “purchasing
global brands make me feel part of something bigger” or “…give me a sense of belonging to
the global marketplace” (GC_GB_2 and GC_GB_3), for instance. And since GC-TGB is later
than SUS-GCC, the authors of GC-TGB were supposed to check for discriminant validity
against prior existing constructs. It is important to note, however, that this overlap holds just
under the empirical perspective since GC-TGB is considered an orientation and SUS-GCC is
an attitude. As recommended by Bartsch et al. (2016), empirical studies should systematically
investigate the causal relationships between orientational and attitudinal constructs because
orientational ones may act as the reasoning and the motivation for consumer’s attitude. And
with this in mind, structural relations between GC-TGB and SUS-GCC is supported both
theoretically and empirically, as well as between C-COSMO and GC-TGB.
The main limitation of this research is that the invariance of constructs could not be
fully proved across-countries; since establishing the generalizability of consumer behaviour
theories is just possible when frameworks developed in one country can be extended to others
(Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1988), thus the structural model presented here should be analysed
with some parsimony.
Referring to this, a particular suggestion for future research came out during the
investigation. When facing a situation where it is not possible to confirm the invariance acrosscultures, Davidov et al., (2018) propose an MLSEM methodology (ML meaning multilevel),
which is based on considering a context-level variable that may explain why the parameters of
a particular item vary across groups. We suggest future researches adopting the percentage of
foreigners in the country as a latent between-level factor, once we identified that our Portuguese
sample is more exposed to migratory flows than the Brazilian one, what makes personal the
Portuguese contact with other cultures, while for our Brazilian sample is mainly through media.
That could bring some explanation for the non-supported H2 and H3 for the PT sample (the
direct effect of C-COSMO and ODE-GCC over SUS-GCC). And although the MLSEM
methodology may be useful in enabling researchers to draw upon sociological theories, it has
not been found in consumer behaviour literature, even researchers recognizing the importance
of explaining noninvariance rather than just testing for it (Davidov et al., 2018).
Still, some practical implication can be extracted for practitioners. For global brands,
the potential contribution of a global positioning strategy depends on how susceptible
consumers are to them (Zhou et al., 2008), and this preference is a conscious behavioural
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tendency supported by cognitive drivers (Bartsch et al., 2016). According to our model,
consumers are more susceptible to global brands (SUS-GCC) if they are the kind of person who
enjoys expressing their global identity (GC-TGB); also, consumers who enjoy being connected
with people of other cultures (C-COSMO) will also tend to be more susceptible to global brands
(directly or indirectly). Thus, when a global brand is decided to be positioned as a global brand,
its manager should target consumers that feel proud of being global citizens and who love being
in contact with people of other cultures; also, his/her marketing activation campaigns should
aim to enhance consumer awareness for the brand as a connecting path with people around the
world and as an endorser for consumers to participate in the global village.
4.6.
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5. Final considerations
5.1.

Alignment and contributions
Throughout the three articles, we explored – under different approaches - some

possibilities of enhancing global consumer’s attitude toward brands owned by born global
firms, under the perspective of different global consumer profiles.
In the first article, we analysed some impact variables into the consumer’s attitude
toward a brand owned by a born global firm and, under the academic viewpoint, we found some
results in conformity with similar researches developed with global brands owned by
multinationals in general.
One of them is that the more convinced consumers are that a brand is global, the more
favourable are his/her attitudes toward it. That means that, although typical consumers usually
do not know if a brand is global or not, once they know it, they tend to have better attitudes
toward the brand. Another finding in conformity with studies on global brands in general is that
the more consumers attribute equity to a brand, the better are their attitudes toward it.
Moreover, we found that for those consumers that are more willing to a global
citizenship, their brand attitude will be more impacted by their perception of globalness of the
brand than for those with low desire for a global citizenship; this is because, for them, global
brands endorse their belief that its consumption enables them to feel like global citizens.
On the other hand, based on similar researches developed with global brands in
general, we were expecting that the perceived brand globalness would impact on the equity
assigned by the consumer to the brand, but the effect was not significant. However, when we
broke down the dimensions of brand equity, we saw that when the consumer realizes that the
brand is global, they also have a better quality perception, but it has no effect on the other
dimensions of brand equity (awareness/association and loyalty). That makes sense in the
context of born global brand's because, once born global firms make a speedy
internationalization process, so for the consumers’ eyes these brands have simply emerged from
nowhere, without developing brand-related associations nor loyalty with consumers.
Under the managerial perspective, what we learned from the first article is that, for
enhancing consumers’ brand attitude, brand managers of born global firms should: (a)
potentialize the message of globalness of their brands, (b) invest on the building process of
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brand equity, particularly on the awareness/association and loyalty dimensions, and (c) target
consumers that are more willing to the global citizenship.
The recommendation (b) above is where article one meets our learnings from article
two. The building process of brand equity usually takes time and investments, thus knowing
the phenomena of awareness spread can shorten this construction time, once awareness is the
seminal dimension of brand equity.
What the second article brings to the academic discussion is that the search traffic for
the name of a new brand is a good proxy for the brand awareness, and that search traffic presents
high adherence to the theoretical Bass model. Thus, estimating the coefficients of
innovation p and imitation q allows us to draw the awareness spread curve over time.
We also found that companies in the same industry tend to have similar estimated
values for p and q, which seem reasonable at least under the managerial point of view. Thus,
when a born global entrepreneur is about to launch his/her brand, the diffusion curve of
awareness should be previously estimated by adopting parameters p and q analogous to those
of other companies in the same industry.
By comparing the coefficients of innovation p for the analysed brands, we also found
that p is higher for brands owned by large companies than for the ones owned by the born
global, suggesting that the initial rise of the awareness curve is slower for brands that belong to
born global firms, probably because they are not supported by their company’ equity.
Moreover, by studying the coefficients of imitation q, we found pieces of evidence
(yet to be proved) that brands with a social usage spread faster than brands that are consumed
mainly in the privacy, because the parameter q captures the effectiveness of interpersonal
communication as a driving force for diffusion.
Under the managerial perspective, what we learned from the second article is that
brand managers of born global firms should, before the launching of their brands,
mathematically estimate its awareness spread curve, by using Bass model with parameters p
and q from other brands in the analogous industry. That would allow them to simulate the time
it would take for the brand to reach a high level of awareness in each new market to be entered,
and thus to plan the communication actions to feed potential consumers with information in
order to accelerate the diffusion process.
The findings from the third article are linked to the first one through its
recommendation (c) above. When deeper analysing the profile of consumers that are willing to
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global citizenship, we found that this construct is connected to others that also describe
consumers’ outgroup dispositions, adding a new chapter on the academic discussion on this
subject.
The first meaningful connection is that consumer cosmopolitanism works as an
antecedent of global citizenship. That means that the more individuals appreciate getting
connected with other people through the consumption of their cultural references, the higher is
his/her tendency to express his/her global identity, which is also done through the consumption
of global brands.
The second important connection is that global citizenship has a high impact on
susceptibility to the global consumer culture. The meaning of this is that the higher is the
consumers’ expression of his/her global identity, the higher will be his/her tendency to value
global brands.
Interestingly, while the global citizenship is a construct that describes an orientation,
it impacts constructs that describe attitudes for both models on articles one and three (brand
attitude and susceptibility to the global consumer culture, respectively). And that makes sense
because orientation acts as reasoning and motivation for consumer’s attitude.
Under the managerial perspective, what we learned from the third article is that, for a
born global firm to accelerate consumers’ brand attitude, its manager should focus on
consumers that value themselves for being global citizens. And because they feel pleasure on
being in touch with people of other cultures, marketing campaigns should appeal to the
globalness of their brand, and how it can be a connecting path with people around the world
and an endorser for consumers to participate in the global village.
Furthermore, by putting together all three articles, what we can extract is that global
brands can drive globalization by exploring their appealing side of connecting path with people
around the world, once consumers with an outgroup disposition tend to identify with the global
consumer culture.
Figure 28 synthesises the findings and Figure 29 organizes the link between findings
throughout the three articles.

104

Figure 28: Synthesis matrix for the three articles.
Article 1

Article 2

Article 3

Main objective

To investigate some possibilities of enhancing global consumer’s attitude toward brands
owned by born global firms, and to analyse different profiles of the global consumer

Article

Potentializing consumer’s
brand attitude: A strategic
need for born global firms

Understanding brand
awareness for born global
firms: A proposition for
the use of the diffusion of
innovation theory

Consumer dispositions:
Discussing meanings - and
non-meanings - of
favourability toward the
other

General objective

To analyse some impact
variables into the
consumer’s attitude toward
the brand

To understand (and to
model) the phenomenon of
brand awareness spread

To deep understand (and to
compare) constructs that
describe consumers with
outgroup disposition

Main findings

The more convinced
consumers are that a brand
is global, the more
favourable are his/her
attitudes toward it

The search traffic for the
name of a new brand is a
good proxy for brand
awareness

There is discriminant
validity between the
constructs

For those consumers that
are more willing to global
citizenship, their brand
attitude will be more
impacted by their
perception of globalness of
the brand than for those
with low desire for a global
citizenship
The perceived brand
globalness does not impact
on the equity assigned by
the consumer to the brand;
instead, it impacts just in
one dimension of brand
equity (quality perception)
Managerial
recommendations

1. To target consumers that
value themselves as
global citizens
2. To invest on the building
process of brand equity,
particularly on the
awareness/association and
loyalty dimensions
3. To potentialize the
message of globalness of
their brands (the quality
dimension of equity will
come with it)

Source: Elaborated by the authors.

Search traffic presents high
adherence to the theoretical
Bass model. Thus, the
awareness spread curve
can be drawn by estimating
the coefficients p and q
(innovation and imitation)
Companies in the same
industry tend to have
similar estimated values
p and q

4. To estimate the brands’
awareness spread curve
before their launching,
by Bass model (p and q
from other brands in the
same industry)
5. To simulate the time to
reach a high level of
awareness in each new
market
6. To plan the
communication actions
to potential consumers

The more individuals
appreciate getting
connected with other
people through the
consumption of their
cultural references, the
higher is his/her tendency
to express his/her global
identity, which is also done
through the consumption
of global brands
The higher is the
consumers’ expression of
his/her global identity, the
higher will be his/her
tendency to value global
brands
7. (corroborating the 1.)
To target consumers that
value themselves as
global citizens
8. (corroborating the 3.)
To adopt marketing
campaigns that appeals
to the globalness of their
brand
9. To potentialize the
message that their brand
can be a connecting path
with people around the
world
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Figure 29: Synthesis of the connections found throughout the three articles.

Source: Elaborated by the authors.

Throughout this last chapter, as we discussed the connection between the three articles,
we decided to highlight mainly the managerial contributions. And we did it because we believe
in the importance of bringing together the academic and the business worlds.
On the academic side, our contribution is the invitation for scholars to discuss poorly
solved issues. In articles one, the proposed relationships had already been discussed in other
studies; the newness, however, was the extension of the debate to the born global firms’ arena.
In article two, we presented an original approach for the understanding of the diffusion process
of brand awareness, which is the first step for the building of brand equity. And in article three,
we contribute by pulling the yarn to begin the process of untangling the multitude of concepts
about outgroup consumer dispositions.
5.2.

Limitations and future research recommendations
Naturally, this trilogy presents many limitations in its articles.
For the first study, one concern is the restriction on the number of brands analysed.

We used just two brands as the stimulus, and they both belong to the services category; yet,
although being still young brands, they both are already part of people's daily lives. Therefore,
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we suggest future studies presenting a broader set of brands of born global firms, incorporating
both product and services, as well as new and mature brands.
Another concern is due to the restriction on the public investigated, limited to just one
developing country. For future studies, we recommend widening the range of countries
investigated, so that developed and developing countries can be compared.
And still, after the learnings from the third article, we then suggest broadening
constructs that symbolize the outgroup orientations, which were restricted to global citizenship
in the first article.
In the second article, because we wanted to explore young brands, we adopted brands
that had not reached the peak of the awareness curve yet; thus, we suggest the refit of these
same models in a few more years to confirm the adherence to the Bass model.
Furthermore, because of the innovative character of this study, the analysis of the
coefficients p and q lead us to many questions such as " why the awareness of this brand behave
differently from the other", as we pointed out for GoPro, for instance. Considering that p is
related to the consumers’ ability to process information from mass channels, and that and q is
related to the persuasive capacity of the word-of-mouth of the existing adopters, we recommend
future research adopting netnography as a methodology; that would allow us to analyse
adopters' reviews and their repercussions.
In the third article, the main limitation is that we only found partial invariance of
constructs across-countries, bringing some parsimony when reporting its results. In the case of
the relationship between global citizenship and susceptibility to the global consumer culture,
for the Brazilian sample, the impact of the former on the latter variable is very significant, but
for the Portuguese one, it is so strong that is even refrain us to discriminate both constructs.
Therefore, because Portugal is more exposed to migratory flows than Brazil, we suggest future
research adopting a multilevel approach to the SEM methodology, where one could use, for
instance, the percentage of foreigners living in the country as a latent between-level factor.
Possibly, it enables us to reach full invariance across-countries.
Born global brands are such a thought-provoking subject; thus more research should
be done in order to develop the knowledge body on this exciting field effectively. Fortunately,
science seems to be infinite.
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7. Appendix
7.1.

Appendix A – Complementary material for Article 1
Appendix A.1 Applied survey
The following questionnaire reproduces the applied survey, in the language in which

it was inquired (Brazilian Portuguese), in the order questions were presented (left column does
not appear in the questionnaire). The survey presented here refers to brand Spotify; an
analogous version was applied for brand Uber. All consumers who answered "yes" to the filter
question received the questions that follow.
Applied survey

introduction

filter
question

Olá! Gostaria de te convidar para participar de uma pesquisa sobre cidadania global.
Você não precisa se identificar e a pesquisa vai levar menos de 3 minutos! E desde já
agradeço pelo tempo dedicado! Caso esteja respondendo pelo celular, coloque-o
na posição horizontal para melhor visualização da barra de rolagem.
Nos últimos 3 meses você usou alguma marca de serviço de música digital (ou seja, ouviu
música sem ser rádio ou CD)?

aw_1

Eu reconheço Spotify entre outras marcas de streaming de música.

aw_2

Eu conheço a marca Spotify.

as_1

Quando vejo a marca Spotify suas características me vêm rapidamente à cabeça.

as_2

Eu consigo me lembrar rapidamente do logo ou do símbolo de Spotify.

as_3

Eu tenho facilidade em imaginar a marca Spotify na minha cabeça.

ql_1

A marca Spotify provavelmente tem alta qualidade.

ql_2

A marca Spotify provavelmente é bem util / funcional.

lo_1

Eu me considero leal à marca Spotify.

lo_2

Spotify é minha primeira escolha quando penso em streaming de música.

lo_3

Eu não uso outra marca se eu puder usar Spotify.

pbg_1

Para mim, a marca Spotify é uma marca global. (local)

pbg_2

Eu acredito que consumidores fora do Brasil usem a marca Spotify. (não usem)

pbg_3

A marca Spotify existe em todo o mundo. (só existe no Brasil)

batt_1

Minha opinião sobre Spotify é positiva. (negativa)

batt_2

A marca Spotify é boa. (ruim)

batt_3

Eu gosto da marca Spotify (eu não gosto da marca Spotify)

“breath
pause”

Agora algumas perguntas sobre você:

age
gender
education

Quantos anos você tem?
Qual seu gênero? (mascuino / feminino / prefiro não dizer)
Qual o nível mais alto de escolaridade que você teve oportunidade de completar?

imp_1

É importante pra mim me sentir pertencendo a um mundo global.

imp_2

É importante pra mim me sentir parte de algo maior.
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imp_3

Participar do mundo global é importante para mim.

imp_4

Eu valorizo minha cidadania global.

bran_1

Comprar marcas globais me faz sentir como um cidadão do mundo.

bran_2

Comprar marcas globais me faz sentir como parte de algo maior.

bran_3

Comprar marcas globais me faz sentir como pertencente ao mercado global.

id_1

Me sinto relacionado a pessoas ao redor do mundo como se elas fossem da minha família.

id_2

Me sinto como um “vizinho” das pessoas que vivem em outras partes do mundo.

Appendix B - Complementary material for Article 3
Appendix B.1 Applied survey
The following two questionnaires reproduce the applied survey, in the language in

which they were inquired (Portuguese from Portugal and Brazilian Portuguese, respectively),
in the order questions were presented (left column does not appear in the questionnaire). There
was no filter question at the beginning, but we eliminated questionnaires whose filter question
at the end was a different country than the one we applied the survey.
Applied survey, Portuguese version

introduction

Gostaríamos de convidá-lo(a) a participar de uma investigação sobre cidadania
global com um questionário que demora 3 minutos a ser preenchido. O seu contributo é
muito importante para que possamos obter resultados robustos do ponto de vista
científico. Pedíamos-lhe entretanto que nos ajudasse também, se possível, a disseminar
esta pesquisa em Portugal. Toda a ajuda é bem-vinda! Caso esteja respondendo pelo
celular, coloque-o na posição horizontal para melhor visualização da barra de
rolagem. Por favor, nos indique o seu grau de concordância com as afirmações abaixo:

ode_1

Eu acho que as pessoas da minha idade são semelhantes em todo o mundo. Por exemplo,
uma pessoa com 20 e poucos anos residente na Rússia é semelhante a uma pessoa com 20
e poucos anos nos EUA, na Suécia ou em qualquer outro lugar.

ode_2

Eu acho que o meu estilo de vida é semelhante ao das pessoas de outros países, da mesma
faixa etária que a minha.

ode_3

Eu acho que o meu estilo de vida é semelhante ao das pessoas de outros países, da mesma
classe social que a minha.

ode_4

Quando viajo para o estrangeiro, eu gosto de encontrar produtos e restaurantes ocidentais.

sus_tr_1

As marcas globais fazem-me sentir bem no meu meio social.

sus_tr_2

As marcas globais trazem-me sentimento de pertença ao mundo global.

sus_tr_3

As marcas globais melhoram a percepção que eu tenho dos outros.

sus_tr_4

As marcas globais aproximam-me do estilo de vida contemporâneo.

sus_ql_1

As marcas globais têm uma imagem de alta qualidade.

sus_ql_2

As marcas globais apresentam um alto nível de confiabilidade.

sus_ql_3

As marcas globais estão associadas à mais recente tecnologia.

sus_ql_4

As marcas globais estão associadas a uma qualidade duradoura.

sus_pr_1

As marcas globais representam tendências.
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sus_pr_2

As marcas globais representam os estilos de vida mais recentes.

sus_pr_3

As marcas globais simbolizam a imagem social da pessoa.

sus_pr_4

As marcas globais estão associadas a símbolos de prestígio.

gc_imp_1

Sentir-me como parte do mundo global, é importante para mim.

gc_imp_2

É importante para mim sentir-me parte do mundo em que vivo.

gc_imp_3

Ter uma presença ativa, no mundo, é importante para mim.

gc_imp_4

Eu valorizo a minha cidadania global.

gc_id_1

Eu sinto que me relaciono com pessoas de todo o mundo como se fossem da minha
família.

gc_id_2

Eu sinto que sou "vizinho " de pessoas que moram noutras partes do mundo.

gc_gb_1

A compra de marcas globais, faz com que eu me sinta um cidadão do mundo.

gc_gb_2

A compra de marcas globais, faz-me sentir parte de algo maior.

gc_gb_3

A compra de marcas globais, dá-me a sensação de pertencer ao mercado global.

cos_op_1

Ao viajar, faço um esforço consciente para entrar em contato com a cultura e as tradições
locais.

cos_op _2

Eu gosto de ter a oportunidade de conhecer pessoas de muitos países diferentes.

cos_op _3

Eu gosto de ter contato com pessoas de diferentes culturas.

cos_op_4

Eu tenho um interesse genuíno em conhecer outros países.

cos_app_1

Ter acesso a produtos provenientes de muitos países diferentes, é importante para mim.

cos_app _2

A disponibilidade de produtos estrangeiros, no mercado interno, providencia uma vasta
diversidade.

cos_app _3

Eu gosto de ter à escolha uma ampla gama de produtos, provenientes de vários países.

cos_app_4

Comprar sempre os mesmos produtos locais, torna-se aborrecido ao longo do tempo.

cos_tb_1

Eu gosto de assistir a filmes de diferentes países.

cos_tb_2

Eu gosto de ouvir música de outras culturas.

cos_tb_3

Eu gosto de experimentar pratos originais de outros países.

cos_tb_4

Eu gosto de experimentar coisas que são consumidas noutras partes do mundo.

age
gender
education
country

Qual a sua idade?
Qual é o seu gênero? (mascuino / feminino)
Qual é o nível mais alto de educação que comcluiu?
Em que país viveu a maior parte da sua vida?

Applied survey, Brazilian version

introduction

Olá! Gostaria de te convidar para participar de uma pesquisa sobre cidadania global, vai
levar menos de 5 minutos! Caso esteja respondendo pelo celular, coloque-o na
posição horizontal para melhor visualização da barra de rolagem. Por favor, avalie o
quanto você concorda ou discorda das afirmações abaixo:

ode_1

Acredito que pessoas da minha idade sejam basicamente as mesmas ao redor do mundo.
Por exemplo, alguém com 20 anos nos EUA, é basicamente o mesmo que no Brasil, no
México, ou em qualquer outro lugar do mundo.

ode_2

Acredito que meu estilo de vida é parecido com o de pessoas da minha idade em outros
países.
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ode_3

Acredito que meu estilo de vida é parecido com o de pessoas da mesma faixa de renda em
outros países.

ode_4

Quando estou viajando no exterior, aprecio encontrar produtos e restaurantes conhecidos.

sus_tr_1

Marcas globais me fazem sentir bem no meu próprio grupo.

sus_tr_2

Marcas globais me fazem sentir pertencente a um mundo global.

sus_tr_3

Marcas globais geram uma boa impressão sobre os outros.

sus_tr_4

Marcas globais me fazem sentir com um estilo de vida contemporâneo.

sus_ql_1

Marcas globais possuem imagem de alta qualidade.

sus_ql_2

Marcas globais possuem alto nível de confiabilidade.

sus_ql_3

Marcas globais estão associadas com a tecnologia recente.

sus_ql_4

Marcas globais estão associadas com durabilidade.

sus_pr_1

Marcas globais significam tendências.

sus_pr_2

Marcas globais representam estilos de vida modernos.

sus_pr_3

Marcas globais simbolizam a posição social de quem as usa.

sus_pr_4

Marcas globais estão associadas a símbolos de prestígio.

gc_imp_1

Sentir-me como parte de um mundo global é importante para mim.

gc_imp_2

É importante pra mim me sentir parte de algo maior.

gc_imp_3

Participar do mundo global é importante para mim.

gc_imp_4

Eu valorizo minha cidadania global.

gc_id_1

Me sinto relacionado a pessoas ao redor do mundo como se elas fossem da minha família.

gc_id_2

Me sinto como um “vizinho” das pessoas que vivem em outras partes do mundo.

gc_gb_1

Comprar marcas globais me faz sentir como um cidadão do mundo.

gc_gb_2

Comprar marcas globais me faz sentir como parte de algo maior.

gc_gb_3

Comprar marcas globais me faz sentir pertencente ao mercado global.

cos_op_1

Quando viajo, faço um esforço consciente para entrar em contato com a cultura local e
suas tradições.

cos_op _2

Gosto da oportunidade de conhecer pessoas de vários países diferentes.

cos_op _3

Gosto de ter contato com pessoas com culturas diferentes.

cos_op_4

Tenho um interesse genuíno em outros países.

cos_app_1

Ter acesso a produtos vindos de muitos países diferentes é valioso para mim.

cos_app _2

A disponibilidade de produtos importados no mercado doméstico traz uma diversificação
valiosa.

cos_app _3

Gosto de ter opções de uma grande variedade de produtos vindos de diversos países.

cos_app_4

Comprar sempre o mesmo produto nacional acaba sendo tedioso.

cos_tb_1

Gosto de assistir a filmes estrangeiros.

cos_tb_2

Gosto de ouvir músicas de outras culturas.

cos_tb_3

Gosto de provar pratos de outros países.

cos_tb_4

Gosto de experimentar coisas que são consumidas em outros lugares do mundo.

age
gender

Quantos anos você tem?
Com que gênero você se identifica? (mascuino / feminino / prefiro não dizer)
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education
country

Qual o nível mais alto de escolaridade que você completou?
Em que país você viveu a maior parte da sua vida?

Appendix B.2 – Psychometric properties for 1st and 2nd order constructs (PT and BR
samples)
Psychometric properties for the 1st order constructs, data for PT sample
CR

AVE

1

1. COS-OP
2. COS-APP
3. COS-TB
4. ODE
5. SUS-TR
6. SUS-QL
7. SUS-PR
8. GC-IMP
9. GC-ID

0,918
0,843
0,792
0,744
0,843
0,795
0,718
0,878
0,782

0,740
0,584
0,515
0,496
0,575
0,494
0,395
0,643
0,644

0,860

10. GC-GB

0,878

0,707

2

0,541

0,764

0,649

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

0,528

0,718

-0,057 -0,045

0,031

0,704

0,171

0,196

0,049

0,003

0,758

0,169

0,148

0,185

0,186

0,422

0,703

-0,026 -0,049

0,061

0,085

0,374

0,555

0,628

0,511

0,341

0,247

-0,167

0,252

0,110

0,050

0,802

0,434

0,404

0,379

0,197

0,314

0,290

0,009

0,469

0,802

0,149

0,263

0,040

0,010

0,590

0,387

0,218

0,286

0,357

0,841

5

6

7

8

9

10

Psychometric properties for the 1st order constructs, for BR sample
CR

AVE

1

1. COS-OP
2. COS-APP
3. COS-TB
4. ODE
5. SUS-TR
6. SUS-QL
7. SUS-PR
8. GC-IMP
9. GC-ID

0,894
0,846
0,849
0,824
0,863
0,875
0,800
0,857
0,779

0,681
0,589
0,592
0,613
0,612
0,637
0,509
0,603
0,639

0,825

10. GC-GB

0,835

0,628

2

3

4

0,564

0,767

0,719

0,627

0,769

0,035

-0,029

0,036

0,783

0,146

0,371

0,178

0,310

0,782

0,275

0,346

0,319

0,258

0,690

0,798

0,233

0,443

0,315

0,193

0,740

0,826

0,713

0,065

0,323

0,076

0,118

0,553

0,363

0,415

0,777

-0,025

0,253

0,010

0,171

0,394

0,226

0,313

0,506

0,799

0,030

0,335

0,048

0,011

0,703

0,423

0,558

0,727

0,660

Psychometric properties for the 2nd order constructs, for PT sample
CR

AVE

1

2

3

1. C-COSMO
2. ODE-GCC
3. SUS-GCC

0,783
0,729
0,810

0,547
0,476
0,591

0,740
0,080NS
0,458***

0,690
0,316**

0,769

4. GC-TGB

0,702

0,443

0,576***

0,296**

0,973***

4

0,666

0,793
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Psychometric properties for the 2nd order constructs, for BR sample

1. C-COSMO
2. ODE-GCC
3. SUS-GCC
4. GC-TGB

CR

AVE

1

2

3

0,858
0,806
0,929

0,669
0,586
0,813

0,818
0,032NS
0,435***

0,766
0,299***

0,902

0,614

**

-0,056NS

0,666***

0,818

0,291

4

0,784

