
Brands play a critical role in developing customer
relationships and determining firm performance
(Rao, Agarwal, and Dahlhoff 2004; Schau,

Muñiz, and Arnould 2009; Sprott, Czellar, and Span-
genberg 2009). Scholars contend that global brands are
attractive for firms because they enhance economies of
scale and scope in manufacturing and research-and-
development activities (Özsomer and Altaras 2008;
Strizhakova, Coulter, and Price 2008b). Previous
research has also suggested that global brands not only
take advantage of cost economies but also realize value
from being global (Holt, Quelch, and Taylor 2004;

Steenkamp, Batra, and Alden 2003). However, although
global brands can be attractive from a cost perspective,
their relevance to consumers is not always clear. 

Some scholars argue that consumers might have nega-
tive reactions toward a global brand that does not take
into account local specificities (Cayla and Arnould
2008). When brands reflect differences in local culture,
they are more likely to develop strong customer rela-
tionships across a range of geographic regions (Batra et
al. 2000; Craig and Douglas 2000; Eckhardt 2005).
Central to this argument is the notion that through an
appreciation of cultural differences in the global econ-
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omy, a higher degree of localization is possible, which
leads to more profitable customer relationships over
time (Cayla and Arnould 2008; Douglas and Craig
1997; Strizhakova, Coulter, and Price 2008a). 

Prior research has noted that the management of global
brands is not without risks (Holt, Quelch, and Taylor
2004; Schuiling and Kapferer 2004). To identify mean-
ingful and more effective brand positioning strategies,
brand managers need to consider cultural differences in
global markets (Aaker and Joachimsthaler 1999; Cayla
and Arnould 2008; Holt, Quelch, and Taylor 2004;
Hsieh 2002). We examine the effectiveness of brand
innovativeness, customer orientation, self-relevance,
and social responsibility in global markets given their
importance in brand management and their ability to
influence consumer commitment toward a brand. As
such, in this work, we attempt to make three specific
contributions to the international marketing literature
in relation to global brand management.

First, we advance current understanding of brand man-
agement and customer–brand relationships by integrat-
ing the diverse literature on international marketing,
brand management, and consumer behavior to under-
stand the connection between global brand management
decisions and customer brand commitment more effec-
tively. This is important because it provides a more
holistic framework for understanding challenges associ-
ated with effective global brand management strategies
(Cayla and Arnould 2008; Fournier 1998; Park,
Jaworski, and MacInnis 1986).

Second, we examine how cultural dimensions, such as
individualism, long-term orientation, and power dis-
tance (Hofstede 1980, 2001), influence the effectiveness
of brands’ innovativeness, customer orientation, self-
relevance, and socially responsible behavior in building
deeper customer–brand relationships. This is critical
because global brand managers must understand how
cultural nuances influence individual branding elements
so that they can emphasize brand characteristics effec-
tively in different countries.

Third, we provide managerial recommendations related
to effective brand positioning across different cultural
contexts. Prior research has highlighted the increasing
managerial focus on maximizing brands’ value through
deeper customer–brand relationships worldwide (Aaker
and Joachimsthaler 1999; Hsieh 2002; Schau, Muñiz,
and Arnould 2009). We show that the four main ways

the literature identifies as being able to improve the 
customer–brand relationship are not universal: Some
brand traits work in some specific cultural contexts;
others work in different cultural contexts. 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
Brand Management in a Global World: 
Connecting Brands and Customers

Brand management is a complex set of activities that
involve managing relationships with customers and
other stakeholders, while accounting for a firm’s own
past actions and reputation and competitors’ actions, in
an effort to build a strong image that wins consumers’
commitment to a product or a line of products (Shocker,
Srivastava, and Ruekert 1994). Keller (1993) argues
that companies use brands to establish deep relation-
ships with their customers. More of note is the argument
that it is through brand management decisions related to
brand elements that firms relate to consumers. Two
theoretical perspectives are relevant to understand how
managers can influence consumers’ perceptions of their
brands to increase brand commitment.

First, the principle of self–brand connections has gained
wide acceptance in the literature (Chaplin and John
2005; Kleine, Kleine, and Allen 1995). Prior research
has demonstrated that people choose brands that are
congruent with their self-concepts (Chaplin and John
2005; Muñiz and O’Guinn 2001; Schau, Muñiz, and
Arnould 2009; Wallendorf and Arnould 1988). For
example, Bhattacharya and Sen (2003, p. 76) even go so
far as to suggest brand–self connections as the basis for
“meaningful relationships that marketers are increas-
ingly seeking to build with their customers.” The
process of self–brand connections is based on people’s
comparison of their own defining characteristics, such
as values and preferences, with characteristics that
define a brand (Chaplin and John 2005; Escalas and
Bettman 2005; Fournier 1998; Muñiz and O’Guinn
2001). For example, consumers who define themselves
as being innovative are likely to connect with brands
that they view as being focused on innovation.

Second, exchange theory argues that people are more
likely to reciprocate when an exchange partner is per-
ceived as having made equivalent contributions to the
relationship (Bagozzi 1975; Deutsch 1985). The notion
of restricted exchange draws attention to a brand’s
capability to respond to the concerns of its customers as
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individual people (Bhattacharya and Sen 2003; Sen and
Bhattacharya 2001). For example, if the brand is viewed
as being focused on customer needs, individual cus-
tomers will view the brand as being more involved and
thus will reciprocate in kind. Furthermore, the notion of
general exchange suggests that people also value a
brand’s involvement in socially beneficial activities, thus
pointing attention to a brand’s socially responsible
activities (Klein and Dawar 2004; Sen and Bhattacharya
2001). Therefore, an examination of customer–brand
relationships needs to consider variables relevant to gen-
eralized exchange and dyadic transactions.

Drawing from these two theoretical foundations, we
develop a general framework that identifies four 
brand management elements that serve as antecedents to
brand commitment: brand innovativeness and brand
self-relevance (which refer to the perceived image of a
brand that consumers use to establish self-connections)
and customer orientation and social responsibility
(which refer to the way the consumers perceive the
restricted and general exchange with the brand). In
addition to these brand management elements, we
account for the influence of national culture, a factor
that has substantive influence in brand activities (Cayla
and Arnould 2008; Eckhardt and Houston 2002; 
Guzman and Paswan 2009).

The Role of National Culture

National culture refers to the homogeneity of character-
istics that distinguish human groups in terms of norms,
values, and institutions. We adopt Hofstede’s (2001)
framework for two main reasons. First, from a theoreti-
cal point of view, this framework is particularly relevant
for this study given Hofstede’s focus on underlying val-
ues that drive attitudes and attitudinal and behavioral
aspects that underlie consumer decisions to remain com-
mitted to a brand. Second, the use of Hofstede’s frame-
work is consistent with prior brand research exploring
national culture influences (Hsieh 2002).

Hofstede (2001) specifies five national culture dimen-
sions: individualism, power distance, uncertainty avoid-
ance, masculinity, and long-term orientation. Research
consistent with Hofstede’s approach employs culture at
the nation-state level, thereby linking national culture to
country. Although Hofstede denotes five dimensions of
culture that can provide insights into each country’s val-
ues and norms, to maintain parsimony in the theoretical
explication of the relationships under study (Griffith,
Hu, and Ryans 2000), we test the moderating effect of

only those dimensions that are theoretically linked to the
four antecedents of brand commitment presented here or
that have received previous empirical support. Therefore,
this study does not include Hofstede’s dimensions of
masculinity (i.e., separation of emotional and social roles
of gender within a society) and uncertainty avoidance
(i.e., a person’s attitude toward risk).

HYPOTHESES

Brand Innovativeness and Customer 
Commitment Across Cultural Dimensions

We define brand innovativeness as the extent to which
consumers perceive brands as being able to provide new
and useful solutions to their needs (Schumpeter 1934).
Prior work has indicated that consumers interpret the
introduction of new products as a signal that the prod-
uct offers additional advantages over existing alterna-
tives (Mukherjee and Hoyer 2001). To the extent that
customers are likely to consider the interests of brands
that focus on providing new, relevant solutions to cus-
tomer needs in line with their own, customers will be
more likely to relate to them in a positive manner (Bell
and Eisingerich 2007; Eisingerich and Bell 2008; Schau,
Muñiz, and Arnould 2009; Shah et al. 2006). As such,
the greater the ability of a brand to address a consumer’s
wants and needs on a continuous basis, the greater is the
consumer’s commitment to the brand (Park, Jaworski,
and MacInnis 1986; Reichheld and Sasser 1990).

However, cultures have different attitudes toward inno-
vativeness (Steenkamp, Ter Hofstede, and Wedel 1999),
thus implying that the effect of a brand’s innovativeness
on a consumer’s commitment may vary across cultures.
An extensive body of previous studies has argued and
empirically demonstrated that innovativeness is posi-
tively regarded in individualist cultures, more so than in
collectivist societies (Dwyer, Mesak, and Hsu 2005;
Steenkamp, Hofstede, and Wedel 1999). The logic
underlying this is that in individualist societies, people
are expected to perform and cope on their own without
relying too much on others (Hofstede 1980). In con-
trast, people in collectivist societies have larger support
networks on which to rely for help. This suggests that
individualist cultures should value brand innovative-
ness, or the provision of novel and useful ways of 
coping with daily life, more than collectivist societies. 
As a result, innovative brands should generate greater
commitment in individualist than collectivist cultures.
Therefore, we hypothesize the following:
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H1a: The positive influence of brands’ innovative-
ness on customer commitment is stronger in
individualist than collectivist cultures.

Long-term orientation refers to the extent to which a
society exhibits a pragmatic, future-oriented perspective
rather than a conventional historic or short-term per-
spective (Hofstede 1980). Because long-term-oriented
cultures value perseverance, thrift, and adaptations of
traditions to new circumstances, people are cautious
and do not readily accept or adapt to novel ideas and
sudden changes (Dwyer, Mesak, and Hsu 2005). Inno-
vation implies the introduction of new processes 
or products. To the extent that people tend to be more
cautious in long-term-oriented cultures, a brand’s inno-
vativeness will be more positively valued in short-term-
oriented than long-term-oriented cultures. Thus, we 
predict the following:

H1b: The positive influence of brands’ innovative-
ness on customer commitment is stronger in
short-term-oriented than long-term-oriented
cultures.

In addition, we argue that a brand’s innovativeness has
a greater effect on commitment in cultures that are low
on power distance than in those that are high on power
distance. Specifically, we argue that people from high-
power-distance cultures tend to accept and appreciate
the status quo and thus do not value innovativeness to
the same degree as people from low-power-distance cul-
tures. This is consistent with the existing body of litera-
ture, which demonstrates that people from high-power-
distance cultures are reluctant to accept or adopt
innovations (Van den Bulte and Stremersch 2004;
Yeniyurt and Townsend 2003). When consumers do not
readily accept or appreciate new products, they will be
less committed to a brand on the basis of its innovative-
ness. Accordingly, we hypothesize the following:

H1c:  The positive influence of brands’ innovative-
ness on customer commitment is stronger in
cultures that are low on power distance than
in those that are high on power distance.

Customer Orientation and Commitment
Across Cultural Dimensions

Customer orientation refers to the extent to which an
organization and the individuals in it focus their efforts
on understanding and satisfying customers (Kohli and

Jaworski 1990). A brand’s focus on meeting customer
needs is likely to affect its relevance to customers posi-
tively and strengthen customer–brand relationships.
Bagozzi’s (1975) work on social exchange indicates that
people reciprocate more readily when they perceive an
exchange partner as exerting effort on their behalf. Con-
sumers evaluate exchange partners, including firms and
brands, according to the level of interpersonal treatment
received (Eisingerich, Rubera, and Seifert 2009; Heskett,
Sasser, and Schlesinger 1997; Jaworski and Kohli 
1993; Parasuraman, Berry, and Zeithaml 1991; Park and
MacInnis 2006). Customer orientation communicates to
consumers the efforts of a brand and its emphasis on
treating customers with empathy and respect. In turn,
customers are likely to reciprocate and stay with a brand
they perceive as being attentive to their needs (Eisingerich
and Kretschmer 2008; Maxham and Netemeyer 2003;
Shah et al. 2006; Tuli, Kohli, and Bharadwaj 2007).

Applied to the global context, researchers indicate 
that culture plays a critical role in influencing the extent 
to which people trust an exchange partner and are 
willing to reciprocate (Griffith, Hu, and Ryans 2000).
Therefore, the effects of customer orientation may 
vary across countries with different cultures. Because
people in collectivist cultures tend to be more trusting
(Griffith, Myers, and Harvey 2006), we argue that 
consumers in these cultures will value customer orienta-
tion more than consumers in individualist cultures. Fur-
thermore, in collectivist societies, after a trust relation-
ship is established, exchange members tend to develop a
stronger commitment than in individualist societies
(Griffith, Hu, and Ryans 2000). Thus, we hypothesize
the following:

H2a: The positive influence of brands’ customer
orientation on customer commitment is
stronger in collectivist than individualist 
cultures.

Long-term-oriented cultures value thrift and persever-
ance (Hofstede 1980). Thus, consumers with a long-
term orientation should perceive the continuous efforts
that a brand demonstrates in being responsive to cus-
tomer needs as value creation, as customer responsive-
ness signals a brand’s commitment to building strong
and lasting relationships (Park, Jaworski, and MacInnis
1986). Griffith, Hu, and Ryans (2000) indicate that
trust generates greater commitment in cultures that are
high (rather than low) on power distance. Thus, firms
that show they care about their customers are likely to
benefit from greater brand commitment in countries



high on power distance. In contrast, people in cultures
that are low on power distance may simply expect cus-
tomer orientation on the basis of equality. As Hofstede
(1980) notes, people in cultures low on power distance
do not accept power being distributed unequally and are
more likely to assume that organizations and businesses
are customer oriented. On the basis of these arguments,
we hypothesize the following:

H2b: The positive influence of brands’ customer
orientation on customer commitment is
stronger in cultures high on power distance
than in those low on power distance.

H2c: The positive influence of brands’ customer
orientation on customer commitment is
stronger in long-term-oriented than short-
term-oriented cultures. 

Brand Self-Relevance and Customer 
Commitment Across Cultural Dimensions

Prior work has indicated the possibility of connections
between brands and consumers’ self-concept (Chaplin
and John 2005; Eckhardt and Houston 2002; Escalas
and Bettman 2005). Self-concept refers to a set of self-
schemas or knowledge structures about the self that help
people represent, and make sense of, themselves in their
environment (Aron, Aron, and Smollan 1992). Bhat-
tacharya and Sen (2003, p. 76) describe the linkages
between consumers’ self and organizations as the “pri-
mary psychological substrate for the kind of deep, com-
mitted, and meaningful relationships that marketers are
increasingly seeking to build with their consumers.”
Indeed, previous research has found that consumers’
willingness to include brands in their self-concept posi-
tively influences their brand-related attitudes and behav-
iors (Sprott, Czellar, and Spangenberg 2009). Accord-
ingly, Bhattacharya and Sen (2003) argue that
consumers develop links between their self-concepts and
brands in an effort to separate themselves from others,
thus stimulating brand commitment.

Because consumers’ need for distinctiveness varies across
different cultural norms (Hofstede 1980), the effect of
brand self-relevance on brand commitment may vary
across cultures. First, we argue that individualist cultures
are more sensitive to a brand’s self-relevance than collec-
tivist cultures. The logic underlying this is that con-
sumers in individualist cultures wish to separate them-
selves from others (Hofstede 1980) and use products (or

brands) as a way to signal their identity (Escalas and
Bettman 2005; Fournier 1998; Kleine, Kleine, and Allen
1995). Therefore, a brand with a deep connection with a
consumer’s self-image should be positively evaluated as a
way to convey to other consumers his or her identity. In
contrast, consumers in collectivist cultures work toward
homogeneity with their peers (Hofstede 1980). In these
contexts, the community’s self-image is more relevant
than a person’s own self-image, and therefore a brand
that establishes a deep connection with a consumer’s 
self-image will be less relevant. Thus, we hypothesize the
following:

H3a: The positive influence of brands’ self-relevance
on customer commitment is stronger in indi-
vidualist than collectivist cultures.

Second, long-term orientation will decrease the effect of
a brand’s self-relevance on the decision to remain with a
brand. Specifically, customers from a long-term-oriented
culture are sensitive to keeping face, while short-term-
oriented cultures may interpret face consideration as a
sign of weakness (Hofstede 2001). We argue that in
short-term-oriented cultures, consumers are more sensi-
tive to the type of brands they consume. Consumers do
not want to use brands that are not consistent with their
own self-image. In contrast, consumers in long-term-
oriented cultures are less sensitive and responsive to a
brand’s relevance to their self and are more concerned
about protecting their image in front of others (Hofstede
1980). Thus, we predict the following:

H3b: The positive influence of brands’ self-relevance
on customer commitment is stronger in 
short-term-oriented than long-term-oriented 
cultures.

Third, a brand’s self-relevance should be more influential
in purchase decisions for consumers in cultures low on
power distance than for consumers in cultures high 
on power distance. Specifically, in high-power-distance
cultures, purchase decisions are strongly influenced by
opinion leaders: The less powerful are likely to emulate
the purchase decisions of people with greater authority
(Dwyer, Mesak, and Hsu 2005). We argue that in 
this context, consumers are more sensitive to the brands
that influential people buy than to the relevance of
brands to their self-image. In contrast, in cultures low on
power distance, consumers are not as sensitive to the
purchase decisions of people with power, and thus 
the influence of self is greater. More formally, we
hypothesize the following:
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H3c: The positive influence of brands’ self-
relevance on customer commitment is
stronger in cultures low on power distance
than in those high on power distance.

Brands’ Social Responsibility and Customer
Commitment Across Cultural Dimensions

Social responsibility refers to a set of activities that are
related to a company’s perceived stakeholder and socie-
tal obligations (Sen and Bhattacharya 2001). An
increasing number of firms in every country are invest-
ing a significant amount of money in initiatives and in
advertising these in an effort to be perceived as socially
responsible (Drumwright 1996; Lichtenstein, Drum-
wright, and Braig 2004). The idea behind social respon-
sibility initiatives is to generate value for the firm’s
stakeholders indirectly by generating value for other
interest groups, such as employees, the government, and
the community in which a firm operates (Porter and
Kramer 2006). Social responsibility is considered an
important constituent of brand image (Rust, Zeithaml,
and Lemon 2000) and an antecedent of consumers’ atti-
tudes toward a brand (Berens, Van Riel, and Van
Bruggen 2005). To the extent that consumers perceive
themselves as being not only economic actors but also
members of a broader community (Handelman and
Arnold 1999; Nijssen and Douglas 2008), they can be
more committed toward brands that are perceived as
socially responsible (Bhattacharya and Sen 2003).

Culture is one of the most important variables influenc-
ing ethical decision making (Nijssen and Douglas 2008;
Rawwas 2001). As such, the efficacy of social responsi-
bility may differ across countries with different cultures.
First, we argue that consumers from collectivist cultures
place greater value on social responsibility initiatives
than consumers from more individualist cultures.
Specifically, the positive effects of social responsibility
rest on the assumption that people perceive themselves
as part of a broader community. Individualist cultures
value the short-term betterment of the individual per-
son, while collectivist cultures emphasize the needs of
the community and the benefits of consensus (Hofstede
2001). Therefore, consumers in collectivist cultures tend
to be more sensitive to socially responsible actions and
are more likely to incorporate society’s well-being in
their purchase decisions because they generate value for
the broad community to which they belong. This logic
is consistent with Maignan (2001), who finds that
French and German consumers are more supportive of

socially responsible firms than U.S. consumers (the
United States is more individualist than France and Ger-
many). Accordingly, we predict the following:

H4a: The positive influence of brands’ social
responsibility on customer commitment is
stronger in collectivist than individualist 
cultures.

Socially responsible firms attempt to build long-term
relationships with the wider community in which they
operate (Lichtenstein, Drumwright, and Braig 2004; Sen
and Bhattacharya 2001). Social responsibility initiatives
involve activities related to the environment, poverty,
and, more generally, the long-term welfare of a commu-
nity. For this reason, we argue that social responsibility
initiatives have a greater influence on consumers’ com-
mitment to a brand in countries whose cultures have
long-term (rather than short-term) orientation because
consumers in long-term cultures positively value com-
mitments toward initiatives that generate rewards in the
long run. In contrast, consumers in short-term-oriented
cultures value quick results (Hofstede 2001; Van
Everdingen and Waarts 2003). This logic is consistent
with Singh, Sanchez, and Bosque’s (2008) findings,
which indicate that consumers are more concerned
about social responsibility initiatives in the United King-
dom than in Spain (the United Kingdom is more long-
term oriented than Spain). Thus, we hypothesize the 
following:

H4b: The positive influence of brands’ social
responsibility on customer commitment is
stronger in long-term-oriented than short-
term-oriented cultures.

Second, we argue that socially responsible actions have
a greater influence on consumers’ commitment to a
brand in countries whose cultures are high on power
distance than in countries whose cultures are low on
power distance. The logic underlying this argument is
that consumers in low-power-distance cultures expect
firms to be socially responsible (because all members of
the society are viewed as needed to work toward equal-
ity across groups in the society). Therefore, social
responsibility does not have a large influence on con-
sumers’ commitment to a brand. However, in high-
power-distance cultures, in which firms are viewed as
more powerful, social responsibility can be an effective
measure for a brand to differentiate itself from competi-
tors because firms are not expected to contribute to the
social welfare of society (and, thus, to work toward
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minimizing inequalities). Formally, we predict the 
following:

H4c: The positive influence of brands’ social
responsibility on customer commitment is
stronger in cultures that are high on power
distance than in those that are low on power
distance.

Figure 1 depicts a graphical representation of our
hypotheses.

METHOD
Sample

Because our aim was to investigate the role of culture in
the relationships between key brand management deci-
sion elements and customers’ commitment to a brand in
the context of global brand management, we selected
China and the United Kingdom as locations to collect
data from consumers of a large, global furniture store
brand. We chose these countries according to their cul-
tural orientation as Hofstede (1980, 2001) identifies it.
Hofstede’s work on cultural dimensions indicates that
China and the United Kingdom differ along the three
cultural dimensions that are the object of our study:
individualism (China = 10 versus United Kingdom =
80), long-term orientation (China = 100 versus United

Kingdom = 20), and power distance (China = 80 versus
United Kingdom = 35). Customers of the same large,
global furniture store brand were asked to fill out a
questionnaire in one of the firm’s stores in Shanghai,
China, and London. Given that the furniture store
brand markets a similar lifestyle across different coun-
tries, we could collect data from customers who share
similarities in terms of consumption preferences and
lifestyles. This provides for a conservative test of our
analysis. In the end, we obtained 167 usable responses
from U.K. customers and 230 from Chinese customers.
Of the respondents, 58.7% were female and 41.3%
were male. Local managers confirmed that this was
largely representative of their customer base.

Development of Brand Innovativeness and
Self-Relevance Scales

A review of the previous literature revealed limited work
on scales to measure brands’ innovativeness and self-
relevance. Therefore, we developed two scales to meas-
ure these constructs. We followed a four-step procedure.
First, we conducted exploratory face-to-face depth
interviews with 18 consumers in the United Kingdom
and 31 consumers in China. We asked open-ended ques-
tions about the ability to provide novel solutions and
relevance to their daily lives. Second, using interview
findings, we generated a pool of 15 items with “differ-

Figure 1. Cultural Dimensions and Customer Brand Commitment 
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ent nuances of meaning” (Churchill 1979, p. 68) for the
brand innovativeness and brand–customer self-
relevance scales. We pretested these items with 72 con-
sumers in the United Kingdom and 64 in China to
strengthen their clarity, and we asked participants to
point out any ambiguity in responding to individual
items. We followed Thomson, MacInnis, and Park’s
(2005) recommended procedure and removed the items
that were poorly understood.

Third, we discussed the pool of nine revised items for the
brand innovativeness and brand–customer self-relevance
scales with academic experts and a focus group of MBA
students in both countries to test for clarity of construc-
tion and ensure domain representativeness. We reverse-

coded one item in the brand innovativeness and self-
relevance scales to reduce yea-saying and nay-saying
response bias (Baumgartner and Steenkamp 2006).
Fourth, we conducted a pretest with 72 consumers in the
United Kingdom and made minor revisions to the word-
ing of scale items on the basis of the final pretest. All
measures used seven-point Likert scales (1 = “not at all,”
and 7 = “completely,” unless stated otherwise). Table 1
lists the individual scale items and factor loadings.

Final Measures

We adopted published scales whenever possible to help
locate our study in the existing body of research on the
management of customer–brand relationships. Customer

Factor Factor
Loadings: Loadings: 

Constructs Measurement United Kingdom China

Commitment I feel loyal towards [brand name]. .96 .90

Even if [brand name] would be more difficult to buy, I would still keep buying it. .97 .98

I am willing “to go the extra mile” to remain a customer of [brand name]. .94 .95

I will not buy [brand name] in the future.a .95 .95

Brand [Brand name] provides effective solutions to customer needs. .96 .95

Customers can rely on [brand name] to offer novel solutions to their needs. .94 .93

[Brand name] always sells the same product offerings regardless of current
customer needs.a .93 .92

[Brand name] is not able to provide new solutions to customer needs.a .96 .89

Brand  Every customer’s problem is important to [brand name]. .72 .72

[Brand name] tries to make every customer feel like he/she is the only customer. .83 .78

[Brand name] does not provide individual attention to each customer.a .91 .91

[Brand name] is famous for its attentiveness to customer needs. .86 .85

Brand It is easy to imagine a fulfilled life without [brand name].a .97 .89

[Brand name] means a great deal to me. .95 .87

I cannot imagine life without [brand name]. .92 .83

[Brand name] is one of the best things in my life. .96 .94

Brand I consider [brand name] as a socially responsible brand. .77 .78

This brand is more beneficial to society’s welfare than other brands. .82 .79

This brand does not contribute something to society.a .72 .73

aItems were reverse coded.
Notes: Factor loadings are significantly different between countries.

Table 1. Constructs and Measurement

innovativeness

customer 
orientation

social 
responsibility

self-relevance
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commitment measured customers’ willingness to stay
with a brand and make efforts to sustain this relation-
ship in the future. We adapted four items from the 
commitment scale that De Wulf, Odekerken-Schröder,
and Iacobucci (2001) developed to measure customers’
brand commitment (U.K. α = .87; China α = .85). 
We developed two four-item scales for brand innova-
tiveness (U.K. α = .86; China α = .87) and customer self-
relevance (U.K. α = .79; China α = .82) for the specific
purpose of this study. We employed Donavan, Brown,
and Mowen’s (2004) published customer orientation
scale to assess the extent to which respondents perceived
the brand as being attentive to customers (U.K. α = .87;
China α = .85). We measured corporate social responsi-
bility with Brown and Dacin’s (1997) published scale
(U.K. α = .79; China α = .78). We assessed the appropri-
ateness of these measures for the purpose of this study
in one pretest (n = 58) and one focus group (n = 9). 
We accounted for relationship length as a control: 
The longer customers stay with a firm, the more difficult
they may find it to switch because of switching costs and
inertia; thus, they may indicate higher levels of commit-
ment (Huang and Yu 1999; Wathne, Biong, and Heide
2001). The original questionnaire with construct items
worded in English was translated into Chinese (standard
Mandarin). Two independent experts, who were native
speakers in Chinese and the local dialect spoken 
in Shanghai and the surrounding region, back-translated
and retranslated the questionnaire for accuracy and 
consistency.

Reliability and Validity Tests of the Scales

We assessed the quality of our measurement develop-
ment by examining the unidimensionality, convergent
validity, reliability, and discriminant validity of the con-
structs. In support of unidimensionality and convergent
validity, retained items minimally loaded .70 on their
respective hypothesized construct (p < .01) and maxi-
mally loaded .40 on other constructs (Anderson and
Gerbing 1988). Table 2 provides descriptive statistics for
the individual constructs in the two countries. Further-
more, Cronbach’s alphas were uniformly high, provid-
ing support for internal consistency. The average vari-
ance extracted and composite reliabilities exceeded the
recommended thresholds (Bagozzi and Yi 1988). Finally,
in support of discriminant validity (see Table 3), the
squared correlation between any pair of constructs was
indeed less than the respective average variance
extracted for each of the constructs in the pair (Fornell
and Larcker 1981).

Common Method Variance
We employed two techniques to examine the potential
for common method variance. First, we used Harman’s
one-factor test and ran an exploratory factor analysis of
all observed measures with varimax rotation (Podsakoff
and Organ 1986). In both the U.K. and the Chinese
groups, we found five clearly interpretable factors—one
for commitment and one for each of our four independ-
ent variables—with no significant cross-loadings
between the measures. In the U.K. sample, the first fac-
tor accounted for 23.2% of the variance, and the last for
17.0% of the variance. In the Chinese sample, the first
factor accounted for 18.8% of the variance, and the last
for 14.01% of the variance. These findings suggest that
common method variance should not be a serious threat
in our study.

Second, in light of possible limitations of Harman’s one-
factor test, we employed the partial correlation proce-

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics

Variable AVE CR M SD

Brand Commitment

United Kingdom .81 .94 4.74 1.6

China .76 .93 6.05 1.20

Brand Innovativeness

United Kingdom .75 .92 4.08 1.58

China .65 .88 4.15 1.65

Brand Customer Orientation

United Kingdom .56 .69 4.40 1.54

China .57 .70 4.63 1.67

Brand Self-Relevance

United Kingdom .74 .92 5.43 1.71

China .67 .89 6.05 1.19

Brand Social Responsibility

United Kingdom .57 .84 5.79 .90

China .50 .80 5.76 .95

Relationship Length

United Kingdom 11.4 10.98

China 12.25 11.74

Notes: AVE = average variance extracted; CR = composite reliability.
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dure of including a marker variable in the model. Lin-
dell and Whitney (2001) argue that common method
variance can be assessed by identifying a marker
variable (i.e., a variable that is not theoretically related
to at least one other variable in the study). Similar to
prior literature (e.g., Griffith and Lusch 2007), we used
respondent gender as the marker variable. The marker
variable was not related to any of the variables in the
model in any of the two groups. This provides further
evidence that common method variance is not a serious
problem.

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
Measurement Model

We tested our measurement and structural models
through structural equation modeling (Amos 16.0). We
tested our measurement model in the entire sample. It
resulted in an acceptable fit: χ2/d.f. = 2.921, compara-
tive fit index = .964, normed fit index = .946, goodness-
of-fit index = .913, Tucker–Lewis index = .957, and root
mean square of approximation = .7.

Cross-cultural research relies on the possibility of gener-
alizing different measures across multiple countries. To
achieve this goal, we ran a multigroup confirmatory 

factor analysis to assess measurement invariance
(Steenkamp and Baumgartner 1998). In particular, we
controlled for two types of measurement invariance:
configural and metric. Configural invariance is achieved
if the pattern of factor loadings is similar in the United
Kingdom and China; that is, the factor loadings are sig-
nificantly different from zero in both countries, the con-
structs exhibit discriminant validity, and the measure-
ment model in the two countries is adequate. As Table 1
shows, factor loadings are significant and similar in
both countries. Furthermore, discriminant validity
exists in both countries (see Table 3). Finally, the meas-
urement model demonstrates adequate fit in both coun-
tries. Thus, we show configural invariance between the
two countries in our study.

Metric invariance refers to the equality of metrics and is
established by setting constraints on factor loadings for
each of the items and comparing obtained model fits
with the base model (Steenkamp and Baumgartner
1998; Strizhakova, Coulter, and Price 2008b). We con-
trolled for measurement invariance between the two
countries by comparing two models: (1) a configural
invariance model without equality constraints and (2) a
metric invariance model in which we constrained the
matrix of factor loadings to be invariant between the
two countries. Because we found no significant increase

Table 3. Discriminant Validity

A. United Kingdom

1 2 3 4 5

1. Commitment .81

2. Brand social responsibility .40 .57

3. Brand customer orientation .20 .43 .56

4. Brand innovativeness .44 .45 .44 .75

5. Brand self-relevance .45 .26 .16 .38 .74

B. China

1 2 3 4 5

1. Commitment .76

2. Brand social responsibility .42 .5

3. Brand customer orientation .28 .38 .57

4. Brand innovativeness .42 .47 .41 .65

5. Brand self-relevance .35 .42 .19 .24 .67

Notes: Diagonal elements represent average variance extracted, and off-diagonal elements represent squared correlations between latent variables.
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between the configural invariance model and the metric
invariance model (Δχ2(15) = 21.54, p > .5), we con-
cluded that there is no difference in the measurement
structure between the two groups. Moreover, we
checked whether the critical ratio for each pair of factor
loading is greater than the threshold of 1.96, which
would suggest that a particular pair of factor loadings is
not invariant in the two groups. We found that for only
one item in the brand self-relevance scale, the difference
was significant. Therefore, we can conclude that there 
is partial metric invariance in our sample. Consistent 
with Steenkamp and Baumgartner’s (1998) suggested 
procedure, we freed these loadings when testing our 
hypotheses.

Structural Model

Our hypotheses test a cultural model effect on the
antecedents of brand commitment. Before presenting
the test of our hypotheses, we present the magnitude of
the effects in the entire sample. This structural model
has an acceptable fit: χ2/d.f. = 2.067, comparative fit
index = .972, normed fit index = .948, goodness-of-fit
index = .913, Tucker–Lewis index = .95, and root mean
square error of approximation = .425. We found that
corporate social responsibility (b = .11, p < .05), cus-
tomer orientation (b = .11, p < .01), brand innovative-
ness (b = .47, p < .001), and brand self-relevance (b =
.31, p < .001) have a positive effect on commitment.
After establishing the magnitude of the effects in the
entire sample, we proceeded to test our hypotheses
through a multigroup comparison (i.e., United Kingdom
versus China). We tested our hypotheses by analyzing

the critical ratio for difference between structural load-
ings. The critical ratio for difference tests the null
hypothesis that the relationship between two pairs of
structural loadings is the same in the two groups. At the
α = .05 level, correlation between the same two
variables in the U.K. and China samples must be consid-
ered different if the critical ratio is higher than 1.96.
Table 4 shows the results.

H1 contended that brand innovativeness would have a
stronger effect on commitment in countries whose cul-
tures were (a) individualist, (b) short-term oriented, and
(c) low on power distance than in countries with oppo-
site cultures. We found that brand innovativeness had a
positive effect both in the United Kingdom (bUnited 

Kingdom = .46, p < .001) and in China (bChina = .23, p <
.01). The critical ratio for difference between the struc-
tural loading linking brand innovativeness to commit-
ment in the United Kingdom and China was greater
than the critical threshold (z = 2.50, p < .05). Thus, we
can conclude that the effect of brand innovativeness is
stronger in the United Kingdom than in China, in
accord with H1a–H1c.

We predicted that customer orientation would have a
stronger effect on commitment in countries whose cul-
tures were (a) collectivist, (b) long-term oriented, and (c)
high on power distance than in countries with opposite
cultures. We found that customer orientation had no
effect in the United Kingdom (bUnited Kingdom = .06, p >
.05), while it had a significant, positive effect in China
(bChina = .25, p < .01). The critical ratio for difference
between the structural loadings in the two groups was

Table 4. Results: Determinants of Customer Brand Commitment 

Brand innovativeness .47 .46** .23* –2.50

Brand customer orientation .13 .06 .25* 2.14

Brand self-relevance .31 .46** .18* –2.02

Brand social responsibility .11 .03 .25** 2.62

Relationship length .02 .02 .03 .23

R2 .61 .88 .43

*p < .01.
**p < .001.

United Kingdom China
(Individualist, Short-Term (Collectivist, Long-Term Critical Ratio for

Total Oriented, Low Oriented, High Difference Between
Sample Power Distance) Power Distance) United Kingdom and China
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greater than 1.96 (z = 2.14, p < .05), in support of
H2a–H2c. 

According to H3, brand self-relevance would be more
effective in affecting customers’ commitment to a brand
in countries whose cultures were (a) individualist, (b)
short-term oriented, and (c) low on power distance than
in countries with opposite cultures. We found that
brand self-relevance had a positive effect both in the
United Kingdom (bUnited Kingdom = .46, p < .001) and in
China (bChina = .18, p < .01). Moreover, in support of
H3a–H3c, we found that the effect of brand self-
relevance was stronger in the United Kingdom than in
China (critical ratio for difference = 2.10).

Finally, H4 maintained that corporate social responsibil-
ity would have a greater impact on commitment in
countries with cultures that were (a) collectivist, (b)
long-term oriented, and (c) high on power distance than
in countries with opposite cultures. We found that cor-
porate social responsibility had no effect in the United
Kingdom (bUnited Kingdom = .03, p > .05), while it had a
significant, positive effect in China (bChina = .25, p <
.001). The critical ratio for difference was greater than
the critical threshold of 1.96 (z = 2.62, p < .05). Because
China is more collectivist, long-term oriented, and
higher on power distance than the United Kingdom, the
results support H4a–H4c. 

DISCUSSION

Scholars have suggested that global brands enjoy two
main benefits: cost economies of developing a brand on
a global scale and the value of being recognized in dif-
ferent countries (Holt, Quelch, and Taylor 2004; Hsieh
2002). However, other scholars have pointed out that
global brands can suffer if they do not adapt to local
specificities (Cayla and Arnould 2008). Although global
brand management has received much attention in the
literature (Craig and Douglas 2000; Eckhardt 2005;
Holt, Quelch, and Taylor 2004; Hsieh 2002), the role of
cultural differences remains unclear. In this study, we
analyzed four different brand management decision ele-
ments that global brand managers can develop and
emphasize to increase customer brand commitment. The
findings of this study show that the effectiveness of each
of these elements is strictly dependent on the type of cul-
ture in which the brand operates.

From a theoretical viewpoint, these results point out
that companies must make different brand management

decisions in different countries to enhance customer
commitment to their brands. Firm resources may well be
wasted when a brand invests in characteristics that have
no influence on customer commitment in a given cul-
tural context. In particular, our findings reveal that there
are brand elements that have no significant impact on
customer commitment in some cultures. Our analysis
reveals that creating an aura of brand innovativeness
and creating brands that are relevant to consumers’ self-
image are more effective ways to strengthen consumers’
commitment in countries whose cultures are individual-
ist, short-term oriented, and low on power distance than
in cultures with opposite traits.

The results also show that being customer oriented and
socially responsible increases brand commitment in
countries with cultures that are collectivist, long-term
oriented, and high on power distance. In contrast, these
branding activities have no effect in countries with cul-
tures that are individualist, short-term oriented, and low
on power distance. Therefore, this study makes an
important contribution to the literature on international
marketing and brand management in particular. Build-
ing on prior research on international marketing and
brand management, we show that an assessment of 
customer–brand relationship strategies needs to account
for the cultural context in which brands aim to build
deeper connections with their customers (Aaker and
Joachimsthaler 1999; Cayla and Arnould 2008; Eckhardt
2005; Holt, Quelch, and Taylor 2004; Hsieh 2002).

Managerial Implications

This study also helps resolve some limitations of prior
work. For example, Sen and Bhattacharya (2001) find
that social responsibility initiatives can reduce con-
sumers’ intentions to purchase a firm’s products. We
argue that firms can reduce this risk by considering the
cultural context in which brands are positioned and
sold. Furthermore, although only bold marketers would
suggest that customer orientation does not matter, we
demonstrate that customer orientation does not always
significantly affect customers’ commitment to a brand.
This aspect has not been fully explored in the current lit-
erature on managing customer–brand relationships.
Our findings suggest that the most successful global
brands account for differences in cultural dimensions
and are managed accordingly.

Managerially, this study makes a critical contribution to
brand managers by empirically demonstrating which
brand-related activities are more effective in which cul-



tural context. We compared two unique cultures along
the traits of individualism, long-term orientation, and
power distance. Our research illuminates ways of man-
aging brands more effectively across cultures. The
analysis revealed that in individualist, short-term-
oriented and high-power-distance cultures, brand man-
agers should just emphasize the innovativeness of their
brands and work to establish the brands’ relevance for
consumers; they can be less concerned about customer
orientation and socially responsible actions, because
they have no influence on consumer commitment. On
the basis of the findings, we encourage brand managers
active in countries such as the United Kingdom, Ger-
many, the United States, Norway, New Zealand, the
Netherlands, Sweden, and Australia to develop an inno-
vative image for their brands and work to increase the
extent to which their brands are self-relevant for 
customers.

In contrast, brand innovativeness, customer orientation,
self-relevance, and social responsibility equally con-
tributed to brand commitment in China. On the basis
the findings, we encourage brand managers active in
countries such as China, Japan, South Korea, and India
to adopt a more balanced approach and emphasize all
four brand management elements because each of them
contributes to customer commitment.

Limitations and Further Research

The findings of this study are subject to the following
limitations, which provide promising avenues for fur-
ther research: First, we studied culture at the nation-
state level, thereby linking national culture to individual
countries. Further research could extend this study’s
findings by measuring cultural variables at the indi-
vidual or regional level. Countries may be considered
surrogates for culture; however, Hofstede’s (1980) work
defining cultural contexts may also be questioned. For
example, within each country, there might be variations
among citizens and regions along each cultural dimen-
sion. Thus, greater insights into the effectiveness of dif-
ferent branding activities may be gained by examining
culture at the individual and regional levels.

Second, we collected data from two countries, and thus
it would be worthwhile to test our model with a larger
sample of countries with intermediate values on the cul-
tural dimensions we studied to strengthen the confi-
dence in the generalizability of the results. Finally, we
relied on exchange and brand–self connection theory to
identify and test key brand measures in customer–brand

relationships across different cultural contexts. We
invite researchers to extend the current model by
employing a different framework. Such research has the
potential of deepening understanding about how brands
create value for customers and how culture influences
the value equation. A refined understanding of 
customer–brand relationships across cultures would
provide useful guidance to firms’ global brand manage-
ment activities and make a significant contribution to
the marketing literature.
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