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ABSTRACT
Objective — This article aims to identify differences between country
brand equities in the USA and China.

Design/methodology/approach — The research was descriptive and
quantitative, using as survey method self~administered questionnaires
applied to 386 Brazilian respondents who are students from a public

university in the Brazilian state of Sdo Paulo.

Theoretical foundations — Marketing and brand techniques may be
applied to countries, and it is even possible to improve a country’s
competitive position in the global market in this way. Research about
the value of country brand equities is recent and there is no consensus

in literature concerning the nature of this value.

Findings — We found that the USA’s country brand equity is greater
than China’s; the USA presented higher averages than China in all

dimensions as well as in the global value.

Contributions — The results represent a contribution to studies about
country brand equity, which are new and scarce. From a practical
point of view, the results may be used as a source of information in
projects and international marketing activities by countries that possess
automotive industries; by countries that have invested or want to invest
in Brazil, in its automotive industry; and by countries that export cars

to Brazil.

Keywords — Country image; country brand; country brand equity
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1 INTRODUCTION

New global economic order, globalization,
and trade liberalization have turned the economic
development of countries into a significant
challenge. Markets are increasingly globalized,
and a country’s positive image can have a positive
impact on consumers assessment of products
from different countries, influencing their
purchase decisions (Roth & Diamantopoulos,
2009), as well as their choices concerning visits
to a country for tourism (Pike, 2008).

Therefore, over recent decades, interest in
the marketing of countries has grown substantially
among academic researchers, formulators of public
policies and businessmen (Elliot; Papadopoulos;
& Kim, 2011). The relevance of research on
country of origin is even more evident when one
considers the trend of increasing free trade among
nations and the pace at which national economies
have become increasingly global (Laroche,
Papadopoulos, Heslop, & Mourali, 2005).

Anholt (2002) noticed that applying
marketing and branding techniques to countries
can be a powerful force for distributing global and
cultural wealth, as well as economic development.
Strategic marketing of places refers to improving
the competitive position of a country in the
global market by understanding the forces of
the internal and external environments and a
country’s strengths and weaknesses (Kotler &
Gertner, 2002).

Therefore, an effective branding strategy
can provide a means of strong differentiation for
countries (Pike, 2008). According to Kotler and
Gertner (2002), country branding activities are
significant not only for export markets, burt also
for attracting tourists, direct investments, and
talents to work in the country. To Fetscherin
(2010), studies on country branding (or nation
branding) emerged from the field of marketing,
and its foundations come from different fields of
research: country of origin, destination branding,
country image, and country identity. Research on

country branding is still preliminary, attracting
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the attention of many academics and practitioners
in the years 2000s.

The field of study on country branding
can figure as part of two other broader fields:
country image and tourism destination image
(Nadeau, Heslop, O’Reilly, & Luk, 2008).
According to Nadeau er a/. (2008), those two
research fields have evolved separately, although
developments in the former may contribute
significantly to the latter.

Studies on country branding can help
different organizations (such as the ones in the
tourism industry) to add value to their offerings.
This added value (equity) is referred to as country
brand equity, or nation brand equity (Zeugner-
Roth, Diamantopoulos & Montesinos, 2008).
Country brand equity (CBE) is a recent but highly
relevant field of study for providing countries
with crucial information on how to direct their
strategies towards generating value for the nation.

Zeugner-Roth et al. (2008) proposed a
conceptual definition of country brand equity as
the value added by the association of a product
or brand to the name of a given country and
to the perception of individual consumers. We
observe that country brand equity is based on the
assessments of individual buyers on a country’s
brands, and that different customers may have
different assessments (Zeugner-Roth ez a/., 2008).

It is noteworthy that the value of a brand
can be conceptualized from the standpoint of
individual consumers (Keller, 1993) or seen from
a financial standpoint (Dinnie, 2008). The Brand
Finance report (Top 100 nation brands 2012,
2012) provides ranking of the financial values
of the brands of 100 (one hundred) countries,
presenting the impact of the image and reputation
of a country to consumers and foreign investors.
Each country received ratings for its national
brand, based on strength, risk, future potential of
the brand, and to the value of the brand, measured
financially (Top 100 nation brands 2012, 2012).

The USA has the most valuable country
brand from the financial perspective (Top 100
nation brands 2012, 2012), and was chosen to

be assessed in this study. Moreover, the country
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boasts significant representativeness in the
manufacturing of automobiles and commercial
vehicles (the product analyzed in the present
paper). China has the second most valuable
country brand in Brand Finance ranking and
is the largest car manufacturer in the world.
Considering the differences in the brand equity
of these two countries, as verified from a financial
perspective the report above, the question of this
research is: What are the differences between the
brand equities of these countries from consumers’
point of view? Thus, the aim of this paper is to
verify whether there are differences between
country brand equities belonging to the USA
and China, from a consumer-based perspective,
comparing between the dimensions that comprise
this construct, as proposed by Pappu and Quester
(2010). In research about the country of origin
effect, many researchers (Fetscherin & Toncar,
2010; Han, 1989; Pappu & Quester, 2010) used
cars manufactured in different countries as objects
of study. The same choice was made in this study.

In this paper, the brand equities of the two
countries were compared through descriptive and
quantitative research, by applying questionnaires
to Brazilian students. In this way, we expect to
contribute to foster studies on country brand
equity from an empirical approach, considering
consumers’ point of view, for studies that are novel
and scarce. The basis of this paper’s theoretical
background consists of presenting the definition
and evolution of discussions on the theme
“country brand”, and methods for assessing the

value of that concept.

2 COUNTRY BRAND EQUITY

Countries have faced the continuous
challenge of establishing and managing their
national brands. A country that fails to care
adequately for its image and with management
of its brand jeopardizes its position facing its
competitors, making control of its economic
destiny even more difficult (Gilmore, 2002).
A poorly managed image may be impaired by

Country brand equity: a comparison between the USA and China

existing stereotypes concerning the country, such
as occurs in the case of the Brazil brand (Strehlau
& Bacha, 2008). A reputable country brand can
stimulate exports, attract tourism, investment, and
immigrants. Consequently, to remain competitive
in the global economy, countries are turning to
branding techniques to pursue differentiation
in the world market — since they believe that a
strong country brand can contribute to a country’s
sustainable development (Fetscherin, 2010).

Any country can be seen as a brand,
being made up of a blend of historical and
contemporary associations which is relevant
to the marketing of its products and services.
From consumers’ perspective, a country is seen
as a brand through the combination of beliefs,
of its people’s image, and of current political,
economic, and social conditions (O’Shaughnessy
& O’Shaughnessy, 2000).

According to Kotler and Gertner (2002),
even when a country fails to manage its name as
a brand, people have images that can be recalled
simply by mentioning the country’s name — and
these images may influence people’s decisions
regarding purchases, investments, transfer of
residence and tourism. If the image of the country
is inadequately managed, a negative image or
stereotype may undermine the country brand
(Gilmore, 2002). Thus, a well-established image
can be a beneficial tool for the branding of nations
(Hakala, Lemmetyinen, & Kantola, 2013).

Kotler, Haider and Rein (1993) define
a place’s image as the sum of the beliefs, ideas
and impressions that one has regarding a place.
This image represents a simplification of the
associations and information that refer to a
certain location. The term “country brand”
refers to the combined efforts of countries and
of industrial groups aiming at the marketing of
places and sectors of a country to achieve one of
the following goals: 1) increasing the country’s
exports; (2) protecting domestic production from
foreign competition; (3) attracting or maintaining
development factors, and chiefly (4) positioning
the country to gain an international competitive

advantage in economic, political, and social terms
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(Papadopoulos, 2004). Therefore, the notion of
“place brand” or “country brand” has become a
fairly common issue among government circles
worldwide, as well as among trade associations
executives (Papadopoulos, 2004).

According to Pappu and Quester (2010),
country branding refers to the strategy of
using the name, logo and other elements of
the brand to create a distinct identity for the
country involved, so as to differentiate it and
what it offers in target markets worldwide. To
Fetscherin (2010), a country brand belongs to
public domain, is complex and includes various
levels, components and subjects. It refers to
the entire image of a nation, encompassing
economic, political, social, environmental,
cultural and historical aspects. The primary
goals of country branding are to attract tourism,
stimulate the country’s exports, and attract foreign
investment and immigration, as well as to create

positive international perceptions and attitudes.

3 COUNTRY BRAND EQUITY
ASSESSMENT

Shimp, Saeed & Madden (1993) extended
the notion of brand equity and proposed the
concept of country equity. The authors use the
term country equity to refer to the emotional
value resulting from the association of a brand
with a country from consumers’ point of view.
Thereafter, several researchers have used the term
country equity, including Pappu and Quester
(2001), who defined country equity as the value
a country’s name adds to goods.

In turn, Kleppe, Iversen and Stensaker
(2002) suggested that country equity refers to
the influence of a country’s name on the brands
and goods from that country. These authors
indicate that the management of this value could
bring significant benefits to a country, since it
can be transferable to other products and brands
that come from that country. Papadopoulos
and Heslop (2002), on the other hand, state

that country equity refers to the value that can
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be incorporated into different target markets’
perceptions of a country, and the way in which
these perceptions can be used to promote its
interests and those of its constituents.

Zeugner-Roth et al. (2008) used the term
country brand equity to refer to the notion of
country equity from individual consumers’ point
of view. The authors conceptually define country
brand equity as the added value brought by the
association of a product or brand with the name
of a given country, as perceived by individual
consumers.

According to Pappu, Quester and Cooksey
(2007), country brand equity, unlike individual
brand equity, refers to intangible assets and
liabilities shared with the brands of one same
country. Zeugner-Roth ez 2/. (2008) realized that
certain brands that are unknown can benefit from
country brand equity through the association
with a country image that is perceived positively
by consumers, possibly increasing brand equity
based on individual consumers.

The term country brand equity is also
referred to in literature as nation brand equity.
Dinnie (2008) defines nation brand equity as
the tangible and intangible, internal and external
assets (or liabilities) of a nation. These internal
and external assets (or liabilities) are the sources
for creation of nation brand equity. Internal
assets are described as innate (iconography,
landscape, and culture) or nourished (domestic
purchases, supporting the arts, and loyalty levels),
and external assets are described as vicarious
(perception of a country’s image and external
representation of popular culture) or disseminated
(brand ambassadors, diaspora, and brand exports).

Also to Papadopoulos and Heslop (2003),
country equity refers to a set of assets and
liabilities referring to a country, its name,
and its symbols. These intangible assets and
liabilities affect the value perceived by consumers
concerning products from a country (Zeugner-
Roth et al., 2008). Papadopoulos (2004) states
that country equity reflects the real or perceived
assets and liabilities associated with a country.

Thus, literature suggests that country equity is a
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multidimensional concept. However, the number
and nature of dimensions comprising country
equity are unclear (Pappu & Quester, 2010).

Zeugner-Roth et al. (2008) suggest three
dimensions to measure these assets and liabilities,
i.e., country brand equity (loyalty, quality
perception, awareness /association). Pappu and
Quester (2010) confirmed the dimensionality
of country brand equity, demonstrating that
this construct features five dimensions (country
awareness, macro country image, micro country
image, perceived quality, and country loyalty).
Nevertheless, Ebrahimi, Kashani and Shojael
(2012), after replicating the model of Pappu
and Quester (2010), indicate that country brand
equity holds six dimensions (awareness, macro
image, micro image perceived quality, loyalty, and
sense of social approval).

Despite great interest concerning the
topic country brand assessment in the academic
field of international marketing and tourism,
attempts at measurement are scarce. According
to Pappu and Quester (2010), the only empirical
study involving this topic, so far, was carried
out by Zeugner-Roth et al. (2008). The study
by Pappu and Quester (2010) helped confirm
the dimensionality of the country brand equity
construct, providing greater clarity as to the
amount and nature of the dimensions involved. In
Brazil, there is the work of Yamanaka and Giraldi
(2013), focused on assessing the components of
brand equity in Brazil, from the perspective of a
group of Canadian students. The authors designed
a measurement tool based on the dimensions of
Zeugner-Roth ez al. (2008), and concluded that
female students from Canada rated Brazil more
positively than their male counterparts, with a
strong influence of knowledge about Brazil in the
brand equity assessment.

Pappu and Quester (2010) provided
a way to measure country brand equity based
on consumers perspective, considering the
limitations of studies and earlier approaches. This
research was based on the measurement model
used by these authors. Pappu and Quester (2010)

conceptualized country equity based on memory
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and associations of consumers, through five
dimensions: country awareness, macro country
image, micro country image, perceived quality,
and country loyalty. The study by Pappu and
Quester (2010) was carried out with consumers in
a shopping mall in Australia, testing two product
categories (cars and TVs) from Japan, the USA,
and South Korea.

The country awareness dimension of
Pappu and Quester (2010) refers to the ability
of consumers to remember a country, through
questions adapted from literature on brand equity
(Aaker, 1991; Yoo & Donthu, 2001) and about
the effects of the country of origin (Nagashima,
1970, 1977). The macro country image dimension
of a country captures the level of associations made
by buyers concerning it, and its measurements
were adapted from the work of Martin and Eroglu
(1993). These associations refer to the political,
technical and developmental aspects of a country. A
country’s micro image dimension captures the level
of consumer connection with the country’s products,
through items adapted from branding literature,
especially by Aaker (1991) — an author who was
also used as a basis for creating the perceived quality
dimension (which reflects the precise assessment of
products). Finally, the country loyalty dimension
was adjusted by Pappu and Quester (2010) from the
brand loyalty measurements proposed by Yoo and
Donthu (2001), which were adapted to the context
of country loyalty.

4 METHODOLOGY

The aim of the present study is to verify
whether there are differences between the country
brand equities of the USA and China. To this end,
adjustments were made to the original questions
of the five dimensions of Pappu and Quester
(2010): country awareness, macro country image,
micro country image, perceived quality, and
country loyalty.

In this descriptive and quantitative
research, two self-administered structured

questionnaires with questions involving the
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measurement of the dimensions of brand equity
in a country in a nine-point Likert type scale
were used, adapted to approach an interval scale.
The assessment of the five dimensions used 35
questions. Respondents were requested to indicate
their level of agreement on a one-to-nine scale
— 1 meaning “Totally Disagree” and 9, “Torally
Agree”. The statements used to characterize each
of the five dimensions are shown in Tables 2 and
4 and are presented in the results.

As to the hypothesis of this research, we
can infer that the value of the USA, based os
consumers, will be higher than China’s value, since
its financial value is higher, according to Brand
Finance (Top 100 nation brands 2012, 2012).

Thus, our core hypothesis is as follows:

Research hypothesis: the USA’s country
brand equity is higher than China’s
country brand equity.

The target population were the
undergraduate students from all courses of a
public college in the state of Sao Paulo, adding
up to 1459 people. Studies concerning the image
of countries reveal that samples that include
college students can be representative (Verlegh
& Steenkamp, 1999). On the one hand, students
are younger and more educated than the general
population, making country assessment more
objective. On the other hand, students are a more
homogenous group, which makes this type of
sample present smaller variance in answers.

A non-probabilistic sample was obrained,
per share of country and gender, and respondents
were selected through convenience criteria.
According to Moscarola (1990), to increase
the chance of obtaining results that are more
in line with reality, one should gather at least
100 observations or, ideally, 300. As stated by
Malhotra (2006), so as to establish the size of
the sample, one should verify the average size of
related research samples. The research of Pappu
and Quester (2010) was carried out using a sample
of 719 participants, and research by Ebrahimi ez
al. (2012) was carried out with 389 participants.

1198

However, other studies also related to the
assessment of country equity have used samples
containing approximately 300 participants (Elliot
et al.; Zeugner-Roth ez al, 2008).

Another factor to be taken into account
in the choice of sample size refers to the
statistical technique to be used. In this research,
the technique employed was exploratory factor
analysis. and, according to Hair, Anderson,
Tatham and Black (2005), the researcher must
have a minimum sample that is at least five times
the number of analyzed variables. Since 35 (thirty-
five) questions were analyzed by this research,
the minimum sample size should be made up
of 175 people. Considering all these criteria, we
established the sample size of 200 participants for
each country, totaling 400 respondents.

We opted for this research application
procedure (separate samples for the assessment
of China and the USA) to avoid the so-called
“test effect”, when an earlier observation affects
a later one. Thus, if the questions about China
and the USA were presented to all respondents,
the assessment of a country could be influenced
by grades given to the other country. Therefore,
we chose to use two samples, similar to “between-
subjects” research, in which participants take
positions as to one single object. Additionally, we
emphasize that, in agreement with Verlegh and
Steenkamp (1999), “between-subject” studies lead
to fewer influences from the country of origin
effect when compared to “within-subject” type
studies. In the latter, respondents provide reviews
of various objects. Hence, one can observe the
possible existence of a test-effect in concepts such
as “within-subjects”, avoided in this research.
Finally, since there is certain homogeneity in the
total sample, because the survey was conducted
with students in similar age groups and courses,
we expect that the differences in the answers are
due to differences in country brand equity, and
not to sample differences.

Data analysis included exploratory factor
analysis and comparison of averages. Exploratory
factor analysis was used to verify whether the

variables that make up the dimensions originally
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proposed by Pappu and Quester (2010) are
grouped in the same way. It was necessary to carry
out two distinct analyzes: one for the sample that
assessed the USA and another for the sample that

assessed China.

5 PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF
RESULTS

Data was collected by means of the survey
method, by applying self-administered in-person
questionnaires. Altogether, 400 completed
questionnaires were gathered in the first semester
of 2013; 200 for the USA and the other 200 for
China. Students were invited to take the survey
at classes during the day or at night, in different
semesters and courses referring to the fields of
Management, Accounting and Economics. The
average response time was 7 minutes. After
collection, data was tabulated and analyzed using
the SPSS version 17 software.

The majority of the USA (52.91%) and
China (55.33%) samples respondents were male.
The average age of USA questionnaire respondents
was 22.5 years old, while the average age of the
China sample was 23.6 years old.

The Mahalanobis distance was calculated,
in order to detect outlier values in the research
database. Eleven individuals were excluded from
the USA database, because they were considered
too discordant from the other elements, resulting
in 189 people left. In the China database, three

subjects were excluded, leaving 197 people.
5.1 China factor analysis

The Bartlett sphericity test was used to

determine the statistical probability of significant

Country brand equity: a comparison between the USA and China

correlations existing in at least some of the sample
variables. As shown in Table 1, the significance
value found is less than 5%. Hence, data from the
China sample are suitable for the factor analysis
method. Besides, the value of the KMO test was
equal to 0.906, which is considered by Hair ez
al. (2005) a remarkable result.

The extraction method used in factor
analysis was principal component analysis.
Regarding the number of factors extracted, we
used the criterion of eigenvalues greater than 1,
alongside fixation of the number of factors in five,
to reach a conceprually logical solution, verifying
whether the five dimensions proposed by Pappu
and Quester (2010) are identified in this sample.

TABLE 1 — Bartlett’s sphericity test and KMO
in the China sample

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 0.906

measure of sampling adequacy

Bartlett’s sphericity test ~ Chi-square 3839.211
approximation
Degree of freedom 595
Significance 0.000

Five factors with eigenvalues greater than 1
were obtained, which, together, explain 55.45%
of the total variance of the elements. The value is
acceptable, according to Hair er /. (2005). The
rotation of factors obtained was performed using
the orthogonal Varimax method. Table 2 shows
the rotated solution, showing that factor loadings
have values greater than 0.50, except for the
relative load to the correlation between variable
CBE 35 and Factor 1. However, this variable was
kept in the factor to carry out subsequent analyzes,

because the value is close to 0.50.
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TABLE 2 — Rotated component matrix — China sample

Variables Components
1 2 3 4 5
Cars made in China are of very good quality (CBE16) 0.911
Cars made in China are very reliable (CBE 11) 0.854
Cars made in China are very durable (CBE 17) 0.845
Cars made in China have excellent features (CBE 13) 0.830
Cars made in China are safe (CBE 3) 0.825
Cars made in China have quality finish (CBE 4) 0.813
Cars made in China are of very consistent quality 0.788
(CBE 24)
China is a high-quality car maker (CBE 31) 0.780 0.260
I rely on China as a car maker (CBE 33) 0.735 0.277
Cars made in China are technically advanced (CBE 30) 0.682 0.343
I(:vg;)nlil(gcl?]; ][E)ré))ud to have a car that was made in 0.641 0.274
Cars made in China offer high social prestige (CBE 19) 0.619 0.322 0.339
China would be my preferred choice for cars (CBE 5) 0.534 0.403 0.262
(Célr%sEmzai(ie in China offer a good cost/benefit ratio 0.534 0.398
Cars made in China are luxurious (CBE 28) 0.527 0.469
Cars made in China are innovative (CBE 35) 0.487 0.351
I like China (CBE 2) 0.290 0.225
China offers the population a high standard of living 0.728
(CBE 29)
China’s population is highly educated (CBE 15) 0.692 0.247
China has a welfare state (CBE 27) 0.596 0.294
Cars made in China are expensive (CBE 25) 0.466 0.522
Labor costs are high in China (CBE 6) 0.492 0.309
China is a democratic country (CBE 18) 0.660
Ecc%rllgslglz)r myself loyal to buying cars from China 0.350 0.633
?é)]; grszth)hoice would be to buy cars made in China 0.346 0367 0.591
ok et e mciflonty
China has a non-military government (CBE 23) 0.504
I have heard about China (CBE 1) 0.248 -0.305
China has a high level of industrialization (CBE 7) 0.799
China has a highly developed economy (CBE 12) 0.206 0.778
China has a free market economy (CBE 10) 0.319 0.571
(Cél[i;glzhoa)s a high level of technological research 0.453 0516
I can recognize brand names of cars from China 0.817
(CBE 14)
Cars made in China are widely advertised (CBE 22) 0.272 0.737
When I think of China some images of that country 20258 0.334

come to my mind quickly (CBE 32)
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We found that the variables CBE 1, CBE
2, CBE 25, and CBE 32 carry very similar values
on two factors. Thus, these variables were excluded
from further analyzes, in line with the literature
of Hair i (2005). Nest, we present the results
of each factor reliability analysis, as well as the
interpretation of what they represent conceptually.
Also, suggestions on how they should be named
are displayed.

Factor 1, which comprises the variables
CBE 16,CBE 11, CBE 17, CBE 13, CBE 3, CBE
4, CBE 24, CBE 31, CBE 33, CBE 30, CBE 8,
CBE 19, CBE 5, CBE 21 CBE 28, and CBE 35
(in descending order of factor loadings), explains
32.74% of the total variance of the elements.
This factor has internal consistency, according
to the alpha coeflicient equal to 0.949, which
is considered reliable by Hair ez /. (2005) and
Malhotra (2006). As one can observe, Factor 1
encompassed 16 variables, mostly belonging to
the original dimensions “Perceived quality” and
“Micro country image” from the study of Pappu
and Quester (2010). As these variables relate to
the attributes, characteristics, and perception
of quality of cars manufactured in China,
besides grouping many two original dimensions
variables, this factor was named “Perceived
quality of the cars.”

It should be noted that the formation of
this dimension is not equal to only one of the
dimensions of the research of Pappu and Quester
(2010). The result of joining the variables of the
dimensions “Perceived quality”, “Macro country
image”, “Micro country image” and “Country
loyalty.” According to the study of Pappu and
Quester (2010), Ebrahimi ez 2/ (2012) grouped
the same variables in the dimension “quality”
and the same variables in the “Micro image”
dimension.

Factor 2 explains 7.82% of the total
variance of the data and is composed of the
variables CBE 29, CBE 15, CBE 27, and CBE
6 (in descending order of factor loadings), and
has internal consistency equal to 0.713, can be
considered reliable. Factor 2 comprised four

variables belonging to the original dimension

Country brand equity: a comparison between the USA and China

“Macro country image” of the study of Pappu
and Quester (2010). Since these variables relate
to certain benefits or services provided to the
population, this factor was named “Macro
population image.”

Notably, this new dimension is also not
exactly equal to the original dimension, but
all variables belong to the dimension “Macro
country image.” This dimension was represented
by eleven variables in the study of Pappu and
Quester (2010), to involve the country’s political,
economic, and technological spheres. Hence, this
dimension can be subdivided into two more,
in the dimensions “Macro population image”
and “Macro technical and economic image”,
as explained below in Factor 4. In line with the
study of Pappu and Quester (2010), Ebrahimi ez
al. (2012) grouped the same variables within the
dimension “Macro image.”

Factor 3 explains 5.92% of the total
variance and is made up by variables CBE
18, CBE 34, CBE 26, CBE 9, and CBE 23
(in descending order of factor loadings), with
internal consistency equal to 0.674. However,
the exclusion of the item CBE 23 from Factor 3
(“China has a non-military government”) results
in an improvement in internal consistency. Thus,
the variable CBE 23 was excluded, and the new
alpha coefficient changed to 0.713, which makes
Factor 3 reliable.

It is noticed that Factor 3 is composed of
five variables belonging to the original dimensions
“Country loyalty” and “Macro country image”
from the study by Pappu and Quester (2010).
After excluding variable CBE 23 from this
factor, three of the remaining variables belong
to original dimension “Country loyalty” and
the other variable belongs to “Macro country
image.” Therefore, we decided to name Factor 3
as “Country loyalty.” The study by Ebrahimi ez
al. (2012) grouped the same variables into the
dimension “Loyalty.”

Factor 4 explains 4.62% (near the
minimum of 5%) of the total variance of the
data and is composed of the variables CBE 7, CBE
12, CBE 10, and CBE 20 (in descending order of
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factor loadings). It has internal consistency equal
to 0.702 and is reliable. Factor 4 included four
variables concerning to the original dimension
“Macro country image” from the study of Pappu
and Quester (2010). Since these variables relate
to the technical and economic activities of the
country in question, this factor was named
“Macro technical and economic image.”

Factor 5 explains 4.34% (near the
minimum of 5%) of the total variance of the
data and consists of the variables CBE 14 and
CBE 22 (in descending order of factor loadings).
At first, Factor 5 could not be considered reliable
because the minimum value for the alpha is 0.70.
However, the fact of having only two variables in
the factor may have influenced the alpha value. As
stated by Cortina (1993), the Cronbach’s alpha
decreases as the number of variables within a
factor also decreases, for this calculation shall be
directly proportional to the number of variables.
Also, George and Mallery (2003) assert that only
one Cronbach’s alpha below 0.50 is unacceptable.
Therefore, Factor 5 was maintained in the analysis.
The variables CBE 14 (“I can recognize brand
names of cars from China”) and CBE 22 (“Cars
made in China are widely advertised”) belong to
the original dimension “Country awareness” by
Pappu and Quester (2010). Since they are only
two variables and belong to the same original
construct, we decided to maintain the name of
this dimension (Factor 5) as “Country Awareness.”
It is noteworthy that the other two variables that
make up the original dimension were excluded
from this study for carrying quite similar values

in two distinct factors.
5.2 USA factor analysis

Through the analysis of Bartlett’s sphericity
test (Table 3), the data of the USA sample are
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suitable for treatment with the factor analysis
method. Furthermore, the amount of KMO test
was equal to 0.893, considered by Hair ez al.
(2005) a remarkable result.

TABLE 3 — Bartlett’s sphericity test and KMO
in the USA sample

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 0.893
(KMO) measure of sampling adequacy

Bartlett’s sphericity test Chi-square 3646.339
approximation
Degree of freedom 595
Significance 0.000

The extraction method used in the factor
analysis was also the principal component analysis.
Regarding the number of factors extracted, we first
used the ecigenvalues greater than one criterion,
and the attempt to force five factors, to base on
the study of Pappu and Quester (2010). However,
as the solution through five had no theoretical
consistency factors, other solutions have been
attempted, with the following final results with
six factors.

Six factors were obtained with eigenvalues
greater than 1, which together explain 58.40%
of the total variance of the elements. This value
is acceptable. As stated by Hair ez 2/. (2005a), in
social science research, it is common to consider
a solution that explain less than 60% of the total
variance as satisfactory. Then, the rotation of the
six factors obtained was performed using the

orthogonal Varimax method (Table 4).
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TABLE 4 — Rotated component matrix — USA sample

Variables Components
1 2 3 4 5 6
The USA is a high-quality car maker (CBE 31) 0.800  0.246
Cars made in the USA are of very good quality (CBE 16) 0.799 0.287
Cars made in the USA has quality finish (CBE 4) 0.783 0.264
Cars made in the USA have excellent features (CBE 13) 0.746 0.321
Cars made in the USA are technically advanced (CBE 30) 0.745 0.244 0.204
Cars made in the USA are of very consistent quality (CBE 24) 0.741 0.210 0.264
Cars made in the USA are safe (CBE 3) 0.727 0.280
I trust in the USA as a car maker (CBE 33) 0.716 0.310 0.314
Cars made in the USA are very reliable (CBE 11) 0.709 0.211 0.253 0.230
Cars made in the USA have high social prestige 0.663 0.333
(CBE 19) 0.635 0.258 0.300
Cars made in the USA are widely advertised (CBE 22) 0.586 -0.213
Cars made in the USA offer a good cost/benefit ratio (CBE 21) 0.559 0.299 0.266 -0.332
I can recognize brand names of cars from the USA (CBE 14) 0.545 -0.478
My first choice would be to buy cars made in the USA (CBE 26) 0.822
The USA would be my preferred choice for cars (CBE 5) 0.250 0.767
I will not buy a car made in other countries if I can buy the same 0.720
product made in the USA (CBE 9)
I would be proud to have a car that was made in the USA (CBE 8) 0.325 0.682
I consider myself loyal to buying cars from the USA (CBE 34) 0.646
Cars made in the USA are innovative (CBE 35) 0.402 0.428  0.306 -0.355
I like the USA (CBE 2) 0.222 0.348 0.271  0.241
The USA population has a high educational level (CBE 15) 0.289 0.705
‘The USA offers the population a high standard of living (CBE 29) 0.266  0.681
The USA is a democratic country (CBE 18) 0.286 0.659  0.206
The USA have a welfare state (CBE 27) 0.627 0.304
The USA has a high level of technological research (CBE 20) 0.338 0.513 0.277
The USA has a high level of industrialization (CBE 7)
‘The USA has a highly developed economy (CBE 12) 0.713 0.218
I have heard of the USA (CBE 1) 0.267 0.310 0.555 0.282
Cars manufactured in the USA are expensive (CBE 25) 0.458
The USA has a free market economy (CBE 10) 0.783
Cars manufactured in the USA are luxurious (CBE 28) 0.222  0.352 0.459
Labor costs are high in the USA (CBE 6) 0.344 0.399  0.214 0.434
When I think of the USA, some images of that country come to my 0.334 0.428
mind quickly (CBE 32)
'The USA has a non-military government (CBE 23 0.696
I like the USA (CBE 2) 0.510
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The factor loadings resulting from this
analysis of the USA sample have values above 0.50,
except the loading on the correlation between
the variable CBE 1 and Factor 4. However, this
variable is maintained to perform the analyzes;
the load factor is close to 0.50. The evidence is
that the variables CBE 2, CBE 6, CBE 10, CBE
28, and CBE 35 carry quite similar values on two
factors. Therefore, these variables were excluded
from the analyzes; the decision was based on the
literature of Hair ez 2/. (2005).

Factor 1, which comprises the variables
CBE 31, CBE 16, CBE 4, CBE 13, CBE 30, CBE
24, CBE 3, CBE 33, CBE 11, CBE 19, CBE 17,
CBE 22, CBE 21, and CBE 14 (in descending
order of factor loadings), explains 32.93% of the
total variance of the elements and has internal
consistency equal to 0.934 (reliable). Still, if
the EBC 14 variable (“I can Recognize brand
names of cars from the USA”) is excluded, there
is an improvement in the internal consistency.
Therefore, we decided to exclude that variable,
and Cronbach’s alpha changed to 0.944.

Factor 1 consists of fourteen variables
belonging to the original dimensions “Country
Awareness,” “Macro country image” and especially
the dimensions “Micro country image” and
“Perceived quality” from the study by Pappu and
Quester (2010). As all the variables refer to the
attributes, characteristics and perceived quality of
the cars manufactured in the USA, this factor was
named “Perceived quality of cars,” just as one of
the factors in China’s sample.

However, it is noteworthy that the
formation of this new dimension is not exactly
equal to the dimension created in China sample
and of the dimensions of the research of Pappu
and Quester (2010). It is a junction of variables
of the dimensions “Perceived quality,” “Micro
country image,” “Macro country image” and
“Country Awareness.”

Factor 2 explains 8.15% of the total

variance of the data and is composed of the
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variables CBE 26, CBE 5, CBE 9, CBE 8, and
CBE 34 (in descending order of factor loadings)
having internal consistency equal to 0.829
(reliable). For instance, Factor 2 comprises
five variables, four of which belong to original
dimension “Country loyalty,” and the other
belongs to the dimension “Micro country image”
of Pappu and Quester (2010). Thus, it was
decided to name it “Country loyalty.” Ebrahimi
et al. (2012) grouped the same variables within
the dimension “Loyalty.”

Factor 3 explains 5.24% of the total
variance of the data and consists of the variables
CBE 15, CBE 29, CBE 18, CBE 27, and CBE
20 (in descending order of factor loadings), with
internal consistency equal to 0.746 (reliable).
Factor 3 comprises five variables related to some
benefits or services provided to the population.
Therefore, this factor was named “Macro
population image”, as one of the dimensions of
the country brand equity of China. All variables
belong to original dimension “Macro country
image” by Pappu and Quester (2010). Ebrahimi
et al. (2012) grouped the same variables in the
dimension “Macro image.”

Factor 4 explains 4.26% of the total
variance (close to the minimum of 5%). This
factor grouped the variables CBE 7, CBE 12, and
CBE 1 (in descending order of factor loadings)
and had low internal consistency, according to
the alpha coefhicient (equal to 0.546). However,
if the CBE 1 item (“I've heard of the USA”) is
excluded, there is a significant improvement in
the internal consistency of this factor, with the
alpha coefficient going to be equal to 0.713. After
excluding the CBE 1 variable, the Factor 4 was
left with only two variables. These variables belong
to original dimension “Macro country image” by
Pappu and Quester (2010). How these variables
relate to the economic and technical activities of
the country concerned, this factor was named

“Macro technical and economic image.”
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Factor 5 includes only the variable CBE
35 with high factor loading; the others were
disregarded for carrying very similar values on
two factors. The variable CBE 35 originally
belonged to the dimension “Micro country
image” by Pappu and Quester (2010). However,
this dimension had already been covered in Factor
1, being grouped with the variables of the original
dimension “Perceived quality” to form the new
dimension “Perceived quality of the cars.” Hence,
Factor 5 was disregarded in these analyzes due to
the lack of theoretical consistency.

Factor 6 explains 3.76% (slightly below
the minimum of 5%) of the total variance of the
data, constituted of variables CBE 32 and CBE
23 (in descending order of factor loadings). In
analyzing the alpha coeflicient of this factor, the
0.284 value was found, which does not ensure
an internal consistency. The variable CBE 32
(“When I think of the USA, some images of that
country come to my mind quickly”) belongs
to original dimension “Country awareness” by
Pappu and Quester (2010); the variable CBE
23 (“The USA has a non-military government”)
belongs to the dimension “Macro country image.”
Since the dimension “Macro country image” has
been represented in two other new dimensions
in this research, we opted to exclude the variable
CBE 23 and keep variable CBE 32 only, since it

Country brand equity: a comparison between the USA and China

is regarded as a representation of the dimension
“Country awareness.”

Overall, we conclude that the dimensions
of the samples derived from the USA and China
are conceptually similar to those of the study by
and Pappu Quester (2010), revealing a theoretical
support for the empirical results of the present
study. The study by Pappu and Quester (2010) was
carried out with consumers at a shopping mall in
Australia, testing two product categories (cars and
television sets) and the results confirmed the five-
dimensional structure proposed for them. In turn,
this research used as a sample Brazilian students.
In agreement with Zeugner-Roth et al. (2008)
since the country brand equity is the perception of
the individual consumer, different consumers can
evaluate the brands of one country in a different
way. In fact, there are differences between the
dimensions found in this study and the differences
between these dimensions to the original Pappu
Study and Quester (2010).Therefore, according
to the perceptions of the individual consumer
and depending on the country where the study is
conducted, there may be some differences in the
composition of the dimensions of the Country
Brand Equity. However, the theoretical meaning
of each dimension remains similar. The differences

above are shown in Table 5.
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TABLE 5 — Comparison between the dimensions of country brand equity by Pappu and Quester (2010)

and the dimensions of country brand equity for China and the USA

Variables that Dimensions Variables that Dlmensu.)ns Variables that
Pappu and comprise created in this comprise the created in comprise the
Construct Quester (2010) P . : P ) this research : P )
study dimensions the original research for dimensions of for USA dimensions of
dimensions China Equity China Equity the USA
CBE 1
CBE 14 Country CBE 14 Country
Country Awareness CBE 22 Awareness CBE 22 Awareness CBE 32
CBE 32
CBE 7 CBE 15
CBE 12 . CBE G Macro CBE 18
Macro Population CBE 15 .
CBE 15 Im CBE 27 Population CBE 20
CBE 10 ase CBE 29 Image CBE 27
M Count CBE 18 CBE 29
aCfI‘I’na;:“ 2 CBE 20
CBE 31 M Technical CBE7 Macro
CBE 29 a;r(é ce mf:a CBE 10 Technical and CBE 7
CBEG e onomie CBE 12 Economic CBE 12
CBE 27 mage CBE 20 Image
CBE 23
CBE 3 CBE 4 CBE 3
COuhfltl‘y Bl‘al’ld CBE 4 CBE 5 CBE 4
Equity CCI;SEE 8 CBE 8 CBE 11
Micro Country 19 CBE 11 CBE 13
Image CBE 21 CBE 13 CBE 16
CBE 25 CBE 16 Perceived CBE 17
CBE 28 Perceived Quality CBE 17 Qc clci Ve ¢ CBE 19
CBE 30 of The Cars CBE 19 vality o CBE 21
CBE 33 CBE 21 The Cars CBE 22
CBE 35 CBE 24 CBE 24
CBE 11 CBE 28 CBE 30
CBE 13 CBE 30 CBE 31
Perceived Quality CBE 16 CBE 31 CBE 33
CBE 17 CBE 33
CBE 24 CBE 35
CBE 5 CBE9 %]?3}?3256
CBE 9 CBE 18 Country
Country Loyalty CBE 26 Country Loyalty CBE 26 Loyalty gﬁg z
CBE 34 CBE 34 CBE 34

It emerges that, although the composition

5.3 Comparisons between brand equities

of the dimensions of Country Brand Equity for
the sample evaluating China and for the one that
assessed the USA are not specifically the same,
there is a theoretical convergence, considering
the original study by Pappu and Quester (2010).
Thus, the next section shows a comparison

between the ordinations of those dimensions.
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As to verify the hypothesis of the research,
it is necessary to compare the ordering of the
dimensions of Country Brand Equity for both
China and the USA. To this end, new variables
are created, from the means of the responses

regarding the questions that comprise the factors,
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except for the dimension “Country Awareness” of
the USA sample, which is represented only by the
variable CBE 32. Table 6 shows the ordination
of the dimensions of country brand equity. It is
noted at first, that the ranking of those dimensions
is similar for the two countries, although the

means are different. However, the means of each

Country brand equity: a comparison between the USA and China

dimension will not be directly compared between
the sample that assessed China and the other that
assessed the USA, because they are not made up
of entirely identical statements. What matters in
this analysis is to observe whether the ordinations
are different between countries, not the direct

comparison between the means.

TABLE 6 — Average of country brand equity dimensions of China and the USA

Countries Dimensions N Minimum Maximum Average g:t'l::tt‘:l
Macro technical and economic image 197 1.50 9.00 5.6789 1.48462
Country awareness 197 1.00 9.00 4.4315 2.00169

China Perceived quality of cars 197 1.00 6.88 3.5761 1.34691
Macro population image 197 1.00 7.50 2.9784 1.36295
Country loyalty 197 1.00 6.75 2.0038 1.09220
Macro technical and economic image 189 2.00 9.00 8.1111 1.08708
Country awareness 189 2.00 9.00 8.0159 1.44574

The USA Macro population image 189 1.80 9.00 6.8921 1.13970
Perceived quality of the cars 189 3.08 9.00 6.4253 1.17904
Country loyalty 189 1.00 7.80 4.1767 1.66781

We can observe that the best-assessed
dimension by respondents of both samples (China
and the USA) refers to “Macro technical and
economic image.” That dimension had the highest
average in the China sample. However, since the
midpoint of the scale is 5, the assessment was not
very positive. The dimension that received the
worst ratings by the China sample was “Country
loyalty.” That demonstrates that respondents in
this sample are not loyal to purchasing cars made
in China; they prefer to buy cars manufactured
in other countries rather than Chinese cars.
Moreover, respondents did not have as their first
option to purchase cars made in that country.
Other dimensions also received scores below the
midpoint. Therefore, for Chinese cars to be more
accepted in the Brazilian market, it is crucial that
manufacturers, exporters, importers, government,
industrial groups, individual companies and other
members are organized to invest in improving the
communication of the attributes and qualities of

those products.

Table 6 shows that the dimension “Macro
technical and economic image” in the USA
sample is the higher dimension, demonstrating
that the respondents agree that the USA has a high
level of industrialization and a highly developed
economy. As observed in the sample of China,
the dimension that received the worst rating
was the “Country loyalty.” That is evidence that
respondents in this sample are also not loyal to
purchasing cars made in the USA; they would
rather buy cars manufactured in other countries
instead of American cars. Respondents also did
not have as their first option to buy cars made in
that country. Compared to the assessment of the
dimensions of China, the dimensions of the USA
received more positive assessments indicating
confirmation of the Research Hypothesis (the
country brand equity of the USA is higher than
the country brand equity of China).

The confirmation of this result requires
finding the overall value of the country brand

equity of the USA and China, by calculating the
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overall mean of the dimensions of value. Here,
the values are directly compared, because it is

an average rating of evaluative dimensions of

the countries. Table 7 contains the results of the

means of each country.

TABLE 7 — Average country brand equity of the USA and China

N Minimum Maximum Average Star}d:frd

Deviation
Country Brand Equity of China 197 7.13 3.7338 0.93147
Country Brand Equity of the US 189 8.46 6.7242 0.83928

In considering the composite measure of the
country brand equity in China, brings the value
of 3.73, standing below the point considered
intermediate. For the sample of the USA over
the composite measure delivers the value of 6.72,
rising above the point considered intermediate.
One can conclude that the value of the USA
country brand is certainly higher than the value
of the country brand in China, thus confirming

the hypothesis of the research.

6 CONCLUSIONS

This research aimed to evaluate the
country brand equity of the USA and China
using a study involving Brazilian students. The
assessment of the country brand equity of these
two countries was performed by replicating
the original questions of the five dimensions
comprising the country brand equity of Pappu
and Quester (2010). The countries chosen for
this study were the USA and China. The first, for
being the most valuable country brand, financially,
and having a large representativeness as car and
commercial vehicle producer. The second, for
being the largest carmaker worldwide and being
the second economically valuable country brand.

We found that there was a similarity in
the composition of the five dimensions of the
country brand equity of the USA and China, but
there are some differences in their compositions.
The resulting dimensions in both samples received
the same names, namely “Country awareness,”

“Perceived quality of cars,” “Macro image of the
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population,” “Macro technical and economic
image,” and “Country loyalty.”

It was found that the original dimension
“Macro country image” as compared to the
original study was, here, divided into two new
dimensions: “Macro image of the population” and
“Macro technical and economic image.” Also, we
realize that in this study, in both samples (USA
and China) the two original dimensions “Micro
country image” and “Perceived quality” were
grouped into a single dimension: “Perceived quality
of the cars.” The results demonstrated a theoretical
support regarding the multidimensionality of the
construct country brand equity.

The research hypothesis was confirmed,
i.e., it was found that the country brand
equity of the USA is greater than the country
brand equity of China, both between the
ordination of dimensions and the overall average
of brand equity. Besides, it is noteworthy that the
respondents that assessed either China or the USA
gave them both rather poor scores to the variables
that comprise the “Country loyalty” dimension.
This implies that respondents have shown little
loyalty in buying cars from those countries and
that cars manufactured in those countries would
not be the first choice for such respondents. For
both the Chinese and American cars to be more
accepted in the Brazilian market, manufacturers,
exporters, importers, governments, industrial
groups, individual companies and other members
organize must improve the communication
regarding the attributes and qualities of those

products, especially concerning the Chinese cars.
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The conclusions from this research can
be used as a source of information on projects
and international marketing actions concerning
countries that have car industries, countries that
have invested or plan to invest in Brazil in the
automotive industry, and exporters of cars to
Brazil. Through the assessment of the results and
the differences in the dimensions of country brand
equity, interested parties can identify the aspects
to be dealt to improve the image of both the
country and the product on the Brazilian market.

It is worth mentioning that the
respondents of this research are university
students, representing a potential target audience
because they are prospective car buyers. According
to those respondents’ ratings on the questions
that estimated the country brand equity, it is
possible to verify at which points the industry and
governments can work to improve those aspects.

Considering that empirical studies on the
value of country brand are scarce, this research
contributes to the expansion of knowledge on
this subject. Moreover, this work may help other
researchers who want to delve into the assessment
of country brand equity. Future research may use
other target publics and other products, to check
the consistency of the results. A further suggestion
is to include other countries in the assessment,
such as Brazil, which, at the present time, carries

scarce studies regarding its image.

REFERENCES

Aaker, D. A. (1991). Managing brand equity. New
York: The Free Press.

Anbholt, S. (2002). Nation branding: a continuing
theme. Journal of Brand Management, 10 (1), 59-60.

Brand Finance (2012). The 100 nation brands
2012. Brand Finance Journal, p. 1-68. Retrieved
Oct. 29, 2012 from: http://brandfinance.com/images/
upload/bfj_nation_brands_100_2012_dp.pdf

Cortina, J. (1993). What is coeflicient alpha? An
examination of theory and application. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 78(1),98-104.

Country brand equity: a comparison between the USA and China

Dinnie, K. (2008). Nation branding: concepts,

issues, practice. Oxford: Butterworth-Heinemann.

Ebrahimi, A., Kashani, F. H. & Shojaei, S. (2012).
Country equity-retesting and improving the
model of country equity: comparing Japan and
South Korea equity in electronics. Afvican Journal
of Business Management, 6(32), 9265-9273.

Elliot, S., Papadopoulos, N. & Kim, S. S. (2011).
An integrative model of place image: exploring
relationships between destination, product, and
country images. Journal of Travel Research, 50(5),
520-534.

Fetscherin, M. (2010). The determinants and
measurement of a country brand: the country

brand strength index. International Marketing
Review, 27(4), 466-479.

Fetscherin, M. & Toncar, M. (2010). The effects
of the country of brand and the country of
manufacturing of automobiles: an experimental
study of consumers’ brand personality perceptions.
International Marketing Review, 27(2), 164-178.

George, D. & Mallery, P. (2003). SPSS for
Windows step by step: a simple guide and reference.
4. ed. Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Gilmore, F. (2002). A country - can it be
repositioned? Spain - the success story of country
branding. Journal of Brand Management, 9(4-5),
281-293.

Hair, Jr., J. E, Anderson, R. E., Tatham, R. L.
& Black, W. C. (2005). Andlise Multivariada de
dados. Porto Alegre: Bookman.

Hakala, U., Lemmetyinen, A. & Kantola, S.
(2013). Country image as a nation-branding
tool. Marketing Intelligence ¢ Planning, 31(5),
538-556.

Han, C. M. (1989). Country image: halo or
summary construct? Journal of Marketing Research,
26(2), 222-229.

| 1209

Rev. bus. manag,, 3o Paulo, Vol. 17, No. 57, pp. 1193-1211, Jul./Sept. 2015

@oe0/



Livia de Queiroz / Janaina de Moura Engracia Giraldi

Keller, K. L. (1993). Conceptualizing, measuring,
and managing customer-based brand equity.
Journal of Marketing, 57(1), 1-22.

Kleppe, I. A., Iversen, N. M., Stensaker, 1. G.
(2002). Country images in marketing strategies:
conceptual issues and an empirical Asian

illustration. Journal of Brand Management, 10(1),
61-74.

Kotler, P & Gertner, D. (2002). Country as
brand, product, and beyond: a place marketing

and brand management perspective. Journal
Brand Management, 9(4-5), 249-261.

Kotler, P, Haider, D. H. & Rein, 1. J. (1993).
Marketing places: attracting investiment, industry,
and tourism to cities, states, and nations. New York:
Free Press.

Laroche, M., Papadopoulos, N., Heslop, L. A.
& Mourali, M. (2005). The influence of country
image structure on consumer evaluations of

foreign products. International Marketing Review,
22(1), 96-115.

Malhotra, N. (20006). Pesquisa de marketing: uma
orientagdo aplicada. 4. ed. Porto Alegre: Bookman.

Martin, I. M. & Eroglu, S. (1993). Measuring
a mult-dimensional construct: country image.

Journal of Business Research, 28(3), 191-210.

Moscarola, J. (1990). Enquétes et analyse de
données. Paris: Vuibert.

Nadeau, J., Heslop, L., O’Reilly, N. & Luk, P.
(2008). Destination in a country image context.
Annals of Tourism Research, 35(1), 84-106.

Nagashima, A. (1970). A comparison of Japonese
and U.S. attitudes towards foreign products.
Journal of Marketing, 34, 68-74.

Nagashima, A. (1977). A comparative product
“made in” image survey among Japanese

businessmen. Journal of Marketing, 41(2), 95-100.

O’Shaughnessy, J. & O’Shaughnessy, N. ]J.
(2000). Treating the nation as a brand: some

1210

neglected issues. Journal of Macromarketing,
20(1), 56-64.

Papadopoulos, N. (2004). Place branding:
evolution, meaning and implications. Place

Branding, 1(1), 36-49.

Papadopoulos, N. & Heslop, L. A. (2002).
Country equity and country branding: problems

and prospects. Journal of Brand Management,
9(4/5), 294-314.

Papadopoulos, N. & Heslop, L. A. (2003).
Country equity and product-country images: state-
of-the-art in research and implications. In: Jain
SC, editor. Handbook of research in international
marketing. Cheltenham, Northampton: Edward
Elgar; p. 402-433.

Pappu, R. & Quester, P. G. (2001). Conceptualizing
country equity. In Marketing Science: a two way
to street linking theory and practice. Book of
abstracts of INFORMS’ Marketing Science
Conference, p. 257-258.

Pappu, R. & Quester, P. G. (2010). Country

equity: conceptualization and empirical evidence.
International Business Review, 19, 276-291.

Pappu, R., Quester, P G. & Cooksey, R. W.
(2007). Country image and consumer-based
brand equity: relationships and implications for

international marketing. Journal of International

Business Studies, 38(5), 726-745.

Pike, S. (2008). Destination marketing: an

integrated marketing communication approach.

Oxford: Elsevier.

Roth, K. P. & Diamantopoulos, A. (2009).
Advancing the country image construct. Journal
of Business Research, 62, 726-740.

Shimp, T. A., Saeed, S. & Madden, T. J. (1993).
Countries and their product: a cognitive structure

perspective. Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, 21(4), 323-330.

Strehlau, V. I. & Bacha, M. L. (2008). Identidade

e Imagem de marca pais: uma breve andlise

[@loee)

Rev. bus. manag,, Sao Paulo, Vol. 17, No. 57, pp. 1193-1211, Jul./Sept. 2015



semidtica da marca Brasil. In: AMATUCCI,
M.. (Org.). Internacionalizacio de Empresas:
Teoria, Problemas e Casos. 1 ed. Sao Paulo:
Atlas, 161-176.

Verlegh, P. W. J. & Steenkamp, J. E. M. (1999).
A review and meta-analysis of country-of-origin
research. Journal of Economic Psycology, 20(5),
521-546.

Yamanaka; G. A. & Giraldi, J. M. E. (2013).
Country brand equity: avaliacio dos componentes
do valor do Brasil por estudantes canadenses.

Turismo: Visdo e Acio, 15(1), 34-56.

Country brand equity: a comparison between the USA and China

Yoo, B. & Donthu, N. (2001). Developing
and validating a multidimensional consumer-

based brand equity scale. Journal of Business
Research,52(1), 1-14.

Zeugner-Roth, K. P, Diamantopoulos, A. &
Montesinos, M. A. (2008). Home country image,
country brand equity and consumers’ product
preferences: an Empirical Study. Management
International Review, 48(5), 577-602.

| 1211

Rev. bus. manag,, 3o Paulo, Vol. 17, No. 57, pp. 1193-1211, Jul./Sept. 2015

@oe0/



