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Abstract

Purpose – This study aims to develop and test a theoretical model to delineate the effects of target
market characteristics, firm characteristics and strategic resources, and product characteristics on
standardization decisions in brand management of emerging market firms. The effects of
standardization on brand performance in international markets are also to be explored.

Design/methodology/approach – The study develops a model based on the extant literature and
tests its relevance through a survey of eligible managers in charge of international brand operations of
94 strategic business units in Turkey.

Findings – The empirical findings indicate that several factors exist as significant drivers of
standardization decisions at various levels of brand management. Interestingly, even though firm
characteristics and strategic resources were found to be the most critical drivers of brand performance,
standardization versus adaptation approaches did not have any significant impact on strategic brand
performance.

Originality/value – The study takes a standardization perspective to strategic brand management
in international markets and tests it from the perspective of emerging markets.

Keywords Strategic management, Brand management, International marketing, Emerging markets,
Turkey

Paper type Research paper

Introduction
Recent advances in global markets have resulted in the internationalization of formerly
less developed economies. As a result of this globalization process, a growing
congruence has taken place across more and less developed economies in terms of
income levels, consumption patterns, and institutional structures (Narula and
Dunning, 2000). Firms from rapidly developing emerging nations are now taking
active roles in the international arena, and many people believe that firms originating
from emerging markets will act as key swing factors in the future growth of world
trade (Garten, 1997).

Emerging market firms are now competing actively in the international arena
against established multinational corporations (MNCs). Furthermore, consistent with
the strategic propositions in the extant literature (e.g. Brouthers and Xu, 2002;
Brouthers et al., 2005), many of these firms are pursuing aggressive and proactive
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strategies such as developing their own brands in international markets (Dawar and
Frost, 1999). Indeed, there are numerous success stories of emerging market
companies and brands challenging big MNCs in international markets (Anholt,
2003; Bilgin et al., 2004; Chao et al., 2004; Dawar and Frost, 1999; Temporal, 2001).
Most of these successful firms originate from China and Southeast Asia, followed by
Latin America, Russia, Turkey, and Egypt (Luo, 2007; Boston Consulting Group,
2006). Prominent examples include Lenovo (China), Tata Motors (India), Ulker
(Turkey), and Natura (Brazil). Interestingly, however, despite the increasing
scholarly interest in their ways of doing business and drivers of success (Cavusgil
et al., 2002; Chao et al., 2004), the existing literature provides little guidance about
the international branding efforts of emerging market firms (Chao et al., 2004;
Dawar and Frost, 1999; Mitchell, 2002).

Firms from emerging markets aspiring to compete in international markets face
different conditions from those described in the literature. They spring from different
local conditions, such as large and fast-growing markets, political and economic
uncertainty, rapidly changing consumer preferences, price-sensitive consumers,
increasing purchasing power, and weaker infrastructures (Cavusgil et al., 2002; Boston
Consulting Group, 2006). Further, emerging market firms face challenging conditions,
since most international markets are now highly saturated and consumers are more
experienced. These firms also differ from those covered in the literature in terms of
several of their own characteristics, such as limited but low-cost resources, products
that appeal to price-sensitive consumers, relatively modern and efficient plants and
equipment, and slow rate of innovation. In addition, these emerging firms also suffer
from a lack of strong brands, limited access to international distribution channels, a
shortage of managers with international experience, and poor international reputation
(Chao et al., 2004; Hussain and Jian, 1999). As a result, a detailed focus on the way
emerging market firms develop and manage international branding strategies is timely
and warranted.

The present paper aims to examine international brand management practices of
firms from an emerging market, i.e. Turkey. In particular, the study revisits the
literature on international brand management, specifically on the standardization of
branding strategies, and examines the antecedents and consequences of the
standardization process. Given the fact that emerging market firms are still at the
growth stage of their internationalization, standardization of brand strategies is
generally considered a viable strategic option for international success (Zou and
Cavusgil, 2002). Whereas standardization is a well-discussed topic in the literature, in
the light of the aforementioned conditions there still exists a need for further empirical
inquiries on the subject (Theodosiou and Leonidou, 2003). It is also important to note
that prior research conducted in Turkey on this topic has focused on the
standardization strategies of incoming MNCs only (see Ozsomer et al., 1991), and the
current research is the first attempt to reveal the standardization strategies of Turkish
firms investing abroad.

Background
Regional integrations and technological advancements facilitating diffusion of
information have contributed to the globalization of markets and the emergence of
homogenous inter-market segments (e.g., Levitt, 1983; Ohmae, 1985). Thus, the
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so-called Levitian argument suggests that global companies can achieve long-term
success only through standardization (Vrontis and Kitchen, 2005). Accordingly, the
emphasis of this paper is on the standardization dimension of global marketing. Unlike
prior research, however, which has focused on standardization strategies from the
practices of established MNCs, the present study approaches the topic from the
perspective of firms from a big emerging market, i.e. Turkey. We believe this empirical
setting offers grounds to test Western-based theories in emerging markets.

Over the last decade, particularly after the establishment of a customs union with
the European Union, there has been considerable attention given to the globalization
process of Turkey. The country is a major player in Middle Eastern politics and the
only Muslim candidate for the European integration process. Throughout the late
twentieth century and early twenty-first century, Turkey moved away from
inward-oriented import substitution policies to outward-oriented industrialization
and export-led growth. In between 1984 and 2007, for instance, exports increased
roughly from $7m to $107m (State Statistics Institute, 2007). The country has excelled
in exporting, particularly in the textile, clothing, durables, and automotive sectors.
Additional measures were taken to accelerate Turkish firms’ pace in international
markets after a series of economic crises in the late 1990s and early 2000s (State
Planning Organization, 2007). Most of these measures focused on improving the
willingness and skills of Turkish firms in establishing global brands. Specifically, the
Turkish government provided incentives for firms to internationalize actively and
compete in foreign markets through branded operations.

Turkish firms are in the early stages of internationalization according to Johanson
and Vahlne’s (1977) Uppsala Stages Model. Their involvement in international markets
is limited mostly to exporting. It is no surprise then that most Turkish firms will be
tempted to depend on standardization strategies in their international operations
(Cavusgil and Zou, 1994; Terpstra and Sarathy, 2000), given that standardization may
yield several benefits including economies of scale (Baalbaki and Malhotra, 1993;
Chung, 2003; Jain, 1989; Levitt, 1983), cost savings (Buzzell, 1968), ability to attract
common cross-national market segments, message consistency (Levitt, 1983), product
consistency, and planning and controlling uniformity (Buzzell, 1968; Quelch and Hoff,
1986).

The debate over standardization versus adaptation has influenced the international
marketing literature since Elinder’s (1961) work on standardization of advertising.
While advertising appears to be the most attractive marketing mix element for
standardization ( Jain, 1989; Leonidou et al., 2002), standardization of product elements,
especially of the brand, which refers to undifferentiated brand management
applications across various international markets, has also attracted considerable
attention among researchers (de Chernatony et al., 1995; Kapferer, 1997; Medina and
Duffy, 1998).

Prior research (e.g. de Chernatony et al., 1995) has examined branding strategies
generally in two sequential stages consisting of positioning of the brand’s core essence
and brand benefits. Based on Keller’s (2003) strategic brand management framework,
the brand benefits stage can be further classified as brand elements (name, logo,
slogan, and character, etc.) and brand marketing strategies. Thus, the ultimate
challenge in standardization of branding includes decisions on:
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. brand positioning and core values – that is, unique and distinct values that are
specifically emphasized in brand positioning to differentiate it from competitors;

. visible brand elements such as name, logo, package, label, and product design
and features; and

. brand peripherals – that is, aspects of branding strategy that transcend beyond
core branding issues and relate more closely to general marketing strategy such
as warranties and after-sales services (cf. Medina and Duffy, 1998).

In the present study, the standardization practices of Turkish firms in international
markets are examined separately in terms of all three levels. This is because
standardization decisions at each level are expected to emerge through different
mechanisms. Specifically, core brand elements should relate more closely to marketing
communication activities, whereas visible brand elements should involve tangible
brand components such as design and features, and brand peripherals would concern
infrastructural investments and long-term strategies. It is important to note that, most
of the times, core and visible levels of the brand can be kept standardized across
countries, whereas the brand peripheral level is more frequently localized to appeal to
domestic differences. In support of this view, de Chernatony et al.’s (1995) study on
international branding and Kapferer’s (1997) work on branding in the European Union
reveal that core essences of brands are generally standardized while the execution of
brand benefits through the marketing mix elements (i.e. peripheral brand aspects) are
largely adapted.

Model and research hypotheses
The conceptual model on standardization of branding is presented in Figure 1. The
central focus of the model is on standardization of branding strategies at three distinct
levels:

(1) brand positioning and core values;

(2) visible brand elements; and

(3) brand peripherals.

Figure 1.
Model of standardization

in brand management
across international

markets
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The antecedents of standardization of branding strategies are based upon postulations
of two different but complementary theories, i.e. the industrial organization and the
resource-based perspectives. According to the industrial organization (IO) theory,
external environment, market, and industry characteristics drive a firm’s strategies
(Conner, 1991; Porter, 1991; Zou and Cavusgil, 2002), which then determine its
performance (Hout et al., 1994). The resource-based (RB) theory, on the other hand,
focuses on the firm’s internal strengths and resources as sources of strategy and
performance (Grant, 1991; Penrose, 1959). Following Craig and Douglas (2000) and Zou
and Cavusgil (2002), the main theoretical underpin of this paper adopts a holistic
approach to the fit between strategy, environment, and organization (Conner, 1991;
Venkatraman and Prescott, 1990). Hence, the four antecedent factors that are posited to
influence standardization in the proposed model are convergence of customer behavior
and competitive intensity in target markets (drawn from the IO perspective), product
characteristics, and firm characteristics and strategic resources (drawn from the RB
perspective). Although prior research focuses on several other environmental
characteristics such as marketing infrastructure and political environment, this
study focuses specifically on the aforementioned factors based on the fact that the
internationalization of Turkish firms is still at the stage of exporting, which requires a
lower commitment of resources to foreign market activities. Therefore, the broader
environmental aspects of host markets are less relevant to their branding decisions.
The model also includes performance measures to understand which strategy, i.e.
standardizing versus adapting branding, outperforms the other. Furthermore, direct
effects of market factors, product characteristics, and firm characteristics and strategic
resources on brand performance outcomes are examined. Finally, firm size and market
diversification are included as covariates of standardization strategies and resulting
performance outcomes.

A model of standardization in brand management across international markets is
shown in Figure 1.

Antecedents of standardization
Many authors identify the international marketing environment as affecting
standardization decisions (Baalbaki and Malhotra, 1993; Chung, 2003, 2005; Hill and
Still, 1984; Jain, 1989; Johansson and Yip, 1994; Roth, 1992). Among the environmental
variables discussed in the literature, target market characteristics appear to be the
most prominent factor for standardization decisions. Specifically, the emergence of
cross-cultural market segments and intensity of competition are studied very
frequently in literature (Craig and Douglas, 2000; Douglas et al., 2001; Levitt, 1983).
Global market segments that share the same demographic and social-cultural
characteristics with homogenous needs and similar media habits – that is,
convergence of customer behavior in target markets – is considered an important
factor driving standardized brand practices (Craig and Douglas, 2000; Ozsomer and
Simonin, 2004; Samiee and Roth, 1992). To the extent that customer responses to the
marketing efforts of firms are similar across different international markets, using a
standardized marketing strategy and brand management approach is more viable.
Another target market characteristic that is frequently discussed as affecting practices
of standardization is intensity of competition in target markets. Competitive pressures
may necessitate adaptation so that local conditions are matched and competitive
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advantage is gained over rivals (Baalbaki and Malhotra, 1993; Cavusgil and Zou, 1994;
Cavusgil et al., 1993; Hill and Still, 1984; Johnson and Arunthanes, 1995; Samiee and
Roth, 1992). Factors such as the number of firms in the industry, relative sizes of the
firms, the presence of a dominant price leader, the availability and prices of substitutes,
and the strength of local and multinational competitors may necessitate brand
adaptation (Baalbaki and Malhotra, 1993; Birkinshaw et al., 1995; Kapferer, 1997;
Samiee and Roth, 1992; Sorenson and Wiechmann, 1975; Zou and Cavusgil, 2002).
Therefore:

H1a. The higher is the convergence of customer behavior in target markets, the
higher are the level of standardization in (1) brand positioning and core
values, (2) visible brand elements, and (3) brand peripherals.

H1b. The higher is the intensity of competition in target markets, the lower is the
level of standardization in (1) brand positioning and core values, (2) visible
brand elements, and (3) brand peripherals.

Firm characteristics and strategic resources are also theorized to influence
standardization of branding. Whereas it is a fact that company dynamics must back
up and align with the standardization process, certain firm characteristics and
resources that relate strongly to improved learning are likely to inhibit such processes
(Cavusgil and Zou, 1994; Collis, 1991; Craig and Douglas, 2000). Specifically, we focus
on three major firm characteristics and strategic resources:

(1) innovativeness;

(2) quality focus; and

(3) customer focus.

Two pillars that many firms consider as important for building global brands are
innovativeness, i.e. the ability of the organization to adopt or implement new ideas,
processes, and products successfully (Thompson, 1965); and quality focus, i.e.
increased attention to quality to reach international competitiveness (Qualls and Rosa,
1995). Both competences require flexibility, openness to new ideas, tendency for
change, and sensitivity to external environment. Therefore, firms with higher levels of
innovativeness and quality focus are expected to have a greater inclination for
adapting to local markets. Similarly, customer focus, which relates to sufficient
understanding of target buyers to create superior value (Narver and Slater, 1990), is
also a critical factor in achieving international success. Numerous studies indicate that,
in addition to an external orientation, customer focus requires individualization and
customization of marketing practices (e.g. Leonidou et al., 2002), thus resulting in
implementation of brand management adaptations. Hence:

H2. The more (a) innovative, (b) quality focused, and (c) customer focused is a
firm, the lower is the level of standardization in (1) brand positioning and core
values, (2) visible brand elements, and (3) brand peripherals.

Next, the extant literature focuses most prominently on three product characteristics as
affecting standardization. Several authors have noted that it may be easier to
standardize branding strategies when products entail such characteristics as
technological intensity (Cavusgil et al., 1993; Cavusgil and Zou, 1994; Zou and
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Cavusgil, 1996), universal appeal, i.e. the extent to which the product caters to the
specific needs of people regardless of their culture (Britt, 1974; Cavusgil et al., 1993;
Craig and Douglas, 2000; Quelch and Hoff, 1986), and luxuriousness, i.e. the extent to
which a product is conducive to sumptuous living rather than necessity, entailing
delicacy, elegance, or refinement (Kapferer, 1997; Moore et al., 2000; Wind, 1986). All
three characteristics are associated positively with internationalization and
globalization. High-tech products are generally in the early phases of their product
life cycles and they mostly appeal to the same consumer profiles worldwide (i.e. global
segments). Similarly, products with a universal appeal are by definition not culturally
embedded. In the case of luxurious products, it is important to that all around the world
these items are demanded by affluent and well-off consumers who essentially display
the same lifestyles and preferences. Therefore:

H3. The more (a) technologically intensive, (b) universally appealing, and (c)
luxurious is the market offerings of a company, the higher is the level of
standardization in (1) brand positioning and core values, (2) visible brand
elements, and (3) brand peripherals.

Standardization and performance outcomes
The extent to which standardization relates to brand performance is a key component
of the hypothesized model. Brand performance is critical, since what matters
eventually is whether or not the brand performs well in the marketplace. In effect, the
ultimate measure of the appropriateness of selected strategies is always their impact on
performance (e.g. Cavusgil and Zou, 1994; Chung, 2005; Quelch and Hoff, 1986).
However, Theodosidou and Leonidou (2003) assert that, despite its theoretical
importance, the relationship between standardization and performance has generally
been treated as a secondary issue in the extant literature. In the few empirical studies
that examined the association, findings as to whether standardization leads to better or
worse performance outcomes are mixed (Chung, 2005; Ogunmokun and Wong, 2004;
Ozsomer and Simonin, 2004; Sorenson and Wiechmann, 1975). Still, based largely on
advantages related to economies of scale, pursuing a standardized approach is
generally considered to have a direct positive influence on firm performance (Baalbaki
and Malhotra, 1993; Chung, 2003; Jain, 1989; Levitt, 1983; Yip, 1995). Specifically,
standardization in brand management is expected to yield cost advantages in
marketing communications and brand building efforts. Furthermore, a worldwide,
consistent brand image can be maintained as a result of standardization, which
facilitates customer recognition and perceived credibility of the firm amongst
customers and intermediaries. Therefore:

H4. The higher is the level of standardization in (a) brand positioning and core
values, (b) visible brand elements, and (c) brand peripherals, the higher is
international brand performance.

We also posit direct effects of the hypothesized antecedents of standardization on
brand performance. Convergence of customer behavior in target markets, due to cost
savings in marketing and learning effects, may enhance performance; whereas
increased competition in the target markets is likely to have negative performance
implications. Similarly, firm characteristics and strategic resources are probably the
strongest sources of global business success (Grant, 1991; Zou and Cavusgil, 2002), and
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product characteristics are much likely to play a critical role in determining
competitive processes in international markets. Indeed, the effects of target market
characteristics, firm characteristics and strategic resources, and product
characteristics examined in this study on firm-level performance outcomes are so
well established in the extant literature that there is no need here for an extensive
theoretical discussion.

H5. (a) The greater is the degree of convergence of customer behavior in target
markets and (b) the less intense is competition in target markets, the higher is
international brand performance.

H6. The more (a) innovative, (b) quality focused, and (c) customer focused is a
firm, the higher is its international brand performance.

H7. The more (a) technologically intensive, (b) universally appealing, and (c)
luxurious are the market offerings of a firm, the higher is its international
brand performance.

Data collection and sampling
Data collection was carried out through the administration of structured
questionnaires with managers in charge of the international operations of eligible
Turkish firms. The strategic business unit is taken as the unit of analysis, since each
business unit in a firm has its own environment, internal organizational structure,
product/industry characteristics, strategies, and performance (Daft, 1997). Following
Roth (1995), if a strategic business unit marketed more than one brand, then the brand
with the greatest geographic extension was included.

The original English version of the questionnaire was first translated into Turkish.
The variables and scales were then pre-tested through a series of in-depth face-to-face
interviews with five managers in international marketing and branding. Based on their
opinions and feedback, the Turkish version of the questionnaire was revised and
finalized. Finally, the questionnaire was back-translated into English to make sure that
the questions coincided with the original English version.

The sampling frame is compiled from lists provided by organizations such as
Brands Union Association, the Istanbul Chamber of Commerce, the Undersecretariat of
the Prime Ministry for Foreign Trade, and the Export Promotion Center of Turkey.
After an elimination process based on judgments of experts from the Brands Union
Association, the final sampling frame included 110 firms with branded operations in
international markets. Thus, our sampling frame represents the best effort towards
and the closest frame to a census of all eligible respondents.

Several researchers have stressed the difficulties related to collecting primary data
in emerging markets, which ultimately result in relatively low response rates
(Hoskisson et al., 2000; Brouthers et al., 2005; Brouthers and Xu, 2002). These
difficulties can be listed as managers’ suspicion about the motives of researchers and
the intended purposes of the study, lack of perceived benefits, as well as
(over)emphasis on confidentiality. In addition, Li and Atuahene-Gima (2001) note the
lack of reliable archival data and inadequate postal systems in most emerging markets
as potential challenges for data collection. These authors suggest that on-site data
collection might be the best method to reach the right respondents, to ensure the correct
use and understanding of terms, and to increase response rates in such contexts.
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Accordingly, we adopted an on-site data collection process. To overcome the
aforementioned challenges and to address the issues of distrust and data sensitivity in
a personal context, at least one representative from each firm was contacted
face-to-face by one of the researchers. As a result of this process, 94 of the 110 firms
agreed to participate in the study and provided responses to our questionnaire (85
percent response rate). Given the relatively smaller sampling frame, a high response
rate was particularly critical for the present study.

Measures
All measurement items and their assessments are provided in Table I. Also provided in
Table I are the factor loadings of the items of the constructs in the model, obtained
from exploratory factor analysis of target market characteristics, firm characteristics
and strategic resources, standardization in brand management, and strategic brand
performance, separately.

Target market characteristics
Measures for each of the two target market characteristics – i.e. convergence of
customer behavior in target markets and intensity of competition – are developed
based on prior works (e.g. Samiee and Roth, 1992; Baalbaki and Malhotra, 1993).
Convergence of customer behavior in target markets is measured using two items, and
intensity of competition is measured using three items. All five items are Likert-type
statements anchored by a six-point scale ranging from “strongly disagree” (1) to
“strongly agree” (6). The internal consistency estimates (we use zero-order correlations
for two-item scales and Cronbach’s a for scales with three or more items) for the two
constructs are r ¼ 0:50, and a ¼ 0:62, respectively.

Firm characteristics and strategic resources
Firm characteristics and strategic resources are measured by three dimensions:

(1) innovativeness (two items, r ¼ 0:46);

(2) quality focus (two items, r ¼ 0:45); and

(3) customer focus (two items, r ¼ 0:50) (based on prior works, e.g., Desphande et al.,
1993). All managers are asked to state their degree of agreement on a six-point
Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (6).

Product characteristics
Three important characteristics of products – i.e. technological intensity, universal
appeal, and luxuriousness – are posited as affecting standardization decisions. Single
item, six-point bipolar scales are used to measure product characteristics, following
Cavusgil et al. (1993). As Rossiter (2002) asserts, using single items is acceptable when
the domain definitions of the constructs of interest have “concrete singular” – i.e. easily
and uniformly imagined – objects and attributes. The scales measure the product’s
technological intensity, ranging from “not technology intensive” (1) to “technology
intensive” (6); universal appeal, ranging from “culturally embedded” (1) to “universal”
(6); and luxuriousness, ranging from “not luxurious” (1) to “luxurious” (6).
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Scale Factor loading a/r Variance Extracted

Target market characteristics a

In our international markets:
Convergence of customer behavior in target markets 0.50 0.27
1. Standardized purchasing habits exist worldwide 0.608
2. Customer (end user) needs are standardized

worldwide 0.547
Intensity of competition 0.62 0.13
1. The competition is very intense at the international

level 0.897
2. Most of our competitors are multinational

companies 0.546
3. The competition is very intense in each target

country 0.480

Firm characteristics and strategic resources b

Innovativeness 0.46 0.22
1. We make use of the latest innovations in products

and production technologies 0.738
2. Creativeness and design are core principles of our

products 0.838
Quality focus 0.45 0.31
1. We have international quality standards in our

products 0.900
2. Quality is very important to us 0.790
Customer focus 0.50 0.18
1. The customers’ interest should always come first. 0.865
2. This business exists primarily to serve customers. 0.850

Standardization in brand management b 0.77 0.29
Brand positioning and core values
1. Positioning 0.893
2. Core values 0.886
3. Brand personality 0.706
4. Target market 0.648
Visible brand elements 0.56 0.14
1. Product line 0.837
2. Product design and features 0.719
Brand peripherals 0.60 0.20
1. After-sales 0.751
2. Warranties 0.701
3. Price 0.598
4. Distribution 0.531

Strategic brand performance a 0.82 0.62
In comparison to competition:
1. How do you consider your brand’s market share? 0.704
2. How do you consider your brand’s strategic position? 0.775
3. How successful do you consider your brand? 0.875

Notes: aThe estimation method used for the factor analyses is principal axis factoring with Varimax
rotation. bThe estimation method used for the factor analyses for these set of constructs is the principle
components analysis with Varimax rotation, since the principal axis factoring estimation process
produced Heywood case solutions

Table I.
Measures and

psychometric properties
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Standardization in brand management
An inter-market market scenario rather than a home-host scenario is used in the
operationalization of standardization (Baalbaki and Malhotra, 1993; Chung, 2003;
Sorenson andWiechmann, 1975). Marketing standardization is defined as the degree of
similarity in the policies and practices of an international firm across markets – – that
is, the ability to apply a uniform strategy in all foreign markets targeted (Boddewyn
and Grosse, 1996). Related to this definition, respondents compared the
similarity/dissimilarity of their positioning and core brand values (four items,
a ¼ 0:77), visible brand elements (two items, r ¼ 0:56), and brand peripherals (four
items, a ¼ 0:60) across the target markets they operated in. Following Sorenson and
Wiechmann (1975), six-point rating scales are used to measure similarity across
markets with anchors ranging from “very different” (1) to “very similar” (6).

Strategic brand performance across international markets
This study follows Zou and Cavusgil’s (2002) and Solberg’s (2002) works and
operationalizes brand performance with subjective measures. Subjective evaluations of
performance have been utilized in numerous studies (Leonidou et al., 2002). Strategic
management literature supports that self-reported performance data are generally
reliable (Birkinshaw et al., 1995; Venkatraman and Ramanujam, 1986; Zou and
Cavusgil, 2002). Hence, rather than absolute measures of performance, subjective data
on performance of a brand relative to its competitors is viewed as more relevant.
Multi-item treatment of performance was preferred so that a thorough understanding
of when and where the rewards of standardization versus adaptation emerge. The
items are designed to tap into critical strategic brand performance outcomes such as
perceived market share of the brand, strategic position, and brand success (a ¼ 0:82)
in major markets with respect to competitors. Managers are asked to evaluate their
firms’ strategic brand performance in comparison to competition on a six-point scale
ranging from “much worse” (1) to “much better” (6).

Findings
Table II displays the zero-order correlations across the study constructs, construct
means, and standard deviations, in order to provide a broad picture of the relationships
of interest. As the figures in Table II indicate, all significant bivariate correlations
among the constructs are modest. Concerning the antecedents of standardization,
amongst all variables explored, the three firm characteristics and strategic resources
appear to have stronger correlations with standardization dimensions. In addition,
convergence of target markets, technological intensiveness, and luxuriousness of
products also appear to be related to some of the standardization dimensions. Brand
performance is correlated solely with the three firm characteristics and strategic
resources.

Next, the hypothesized model is tested using hierarchical regression analysis. In
comparison to a “simultaneous entry” model, the hierarchical regression analyses
provide several additional insights regarding the research issues investigated. The
reason for using such a hierarchical process is to reveal the incremental variance
explained in the dependent variables independently by each set of factors. The
hierarchy among the independent blocks is based on theory, research relevance, and
causal priority (Cohen et al., 2003). The effects of target market characteristics, firm

EJM
44,9/10

1420



www.manaraa.com

P
ea
rs
on

co
rr
el
at
io
n

1
2

3
4

5
6

7
8

9
10

11
12

13
14

M
ar
k
et

d
iv
er
si
ty

(1
)

1.
00
0

F
ir
m

si
ze

(2
)

0.
41
3
*
*

1.
00
0

In
te
n
si
ty

of
co
m
p
et
it
io
n

(3
)

2
0.
10
0

0.
06
9

1.
00
0

C
on
v
er
g
en
ce

of
cu
st
om

er
b
eh
av
io
r
in

ta
rg
et

m
ar
k
et
s
(4
)

2
0.
22
8
*

2
0.
33
0
*
*

0.
09
8

1.
00
0

In
n
ov
at
iv
en
es
s
(5
)

0.
08
6

0.
06
2
*

0.
02
4

2
0.
02
1

1.
00
0

Q
u
al
it
y
fo
cu
s
(6
)

0.
09
2

0.
04
8

0.
09
4

0.
16
1

0.
15
2

1.
00
0

C
u
st
om

er
fo
cu
s
(7
)

2
0.
03
9

2
0.
00
3

0.
02
9

0.
18
8

0.
14
6

0.
32
6
*
*

1.
00
0

T
ec
h
n
ol
og
ic
al

in
te
n
si
v
en
es
s
of

p
ro
d
u
ct

(8
)

0.
05
2

0.
19
8

2
0.
05
8

2
0.
20
7

0.
04
7

0.
06
1

2
0.
05
0

1.
00
0

U
n
iv
er
sa
l
ap
p
ea
l
of

p
ro
d
u
ct

(9
)

2
0.
14
7

2
0.
13
9

0.
09
8

0.
20
1

0.
16
4

0.
09
1

0.
19
9

0.
01
0

1.
00
0

L
u
x
u
ri
ou
sn
es
s
of

p
ro
d
u
ct

(1
0)

2
0.
23
2
*

2
0.
18
7

2
0.
11
0

0.
20
5
*

0.
11
4

0.
13
9

0.
03
2

2
0.
11
2

0.
19
4

1.
00
0

S
ta
n
d
ar
d
iz
at
io
n
of

b
ra
n
d
p
os
it
io
n
in
g
an
d

co
re

v
al
u
es

(1
1)

0.
01
0

0.
07
2

0.
09
1

0.
34
7
*
*

0.
28
2
*

0.
23
0
*

0.
21
0
*

2
0.
26
1
*

2
0.
08
8

0.
29
5
*
*

1.
00
0

S
ta
n
d
ar
d
iz
at
io
n
of

v
is
ib
le
b
ra
n
d

el
em

en
ts

(1
2)

2
0.
11
1

2
0.
11
1

2
0.
05
3

0.
13
6

2
0.
11
8

2
0.
04
6

0.
25
0
*

2
0.
08
5

0.
07
5

2
0.
24
9
*

0.
06
4

1.
00
0

S
ta
n
d
ar
d
iz
at
io
n
of

b
ra
n
d
p
er
ip
h
er
al
s
(1
3)

0.
04
0

2
0.
15
9

0.
15
9

0.
14
5

0.
23
5
*

0.
11
8

0.
16
6

2
0.
20
1

0.
11
0

2
0.
14
0

0.
26
2

0.
26
8

1.
00
0

S
tr
at
eg
ic
b
ra
n
d

p
er
fo
rm

an
ce

(1
4)

0.
25
4

0.
13
2

2
0.
07
8

2
0.
00
8

0.
32
8
*
*

0.
32
5
*
*

0.
36
9
*
*

0.
06
8

0.
20
0

0.
04
7

0.
14
7

2
0.
06
6

0.
13
2

1.
00
0

N
o
te
s
:
* p

,
0:
10
;
*
* p

,
0:
05

Table II.
Pearson correlation

results

International
strategies of

firms

1421



www.manaraa.com

characteristics and strategic resources, along with product characteristics are
examined in a sequential order, from a macro to micro perspective. Also, note that the
theoretical model displayed in Figure 1 implicitly postulates a partially mediating role
of standardization dimensions in the relationships between market, firm, product
characteristics and brand performance. The use of hierarchical regression provides
evidence regarding the extent of such mediation as well.

Effects on standardization in brand positioning and core values
The hierarchical regression results for standardization in brand positioning and core
values are shown in Table III. Each group of independent variables entered in the
analysis, except for the control group, are capable of explaining a significant variance,
and the overall proportion of variance explained in the dependent variable is 35.3
percent (p , 0:05). Regarding the effects of target market characteristics, which were
included in the analysis prior to firm and product characteristics, convergence of
customer behavior in target markets is found to be positively related to standardization
in brand positioning and core values (standardized regression coefficient=b ¼ 0:357,
p , 0:05), and thus, H1a(1) is supported. Similarly, regarding the effects of product
characteristics, as the product becomes more luxurious (b ¼ 0:248, p , 0:05),
standardization in brand positioning and core values increases (and thus H3c(1) is
supported). Contrary to those hypothesized, however, firm-level innovativeness
(b ¼ 0:227, p , 0:10) is found to relate positively to standardization in brand
positioning and core values, and technological intensiveness of the product
(b ¼ 20:232, p , 0:05) is found to relate negatively to standardization in brand
positioning and core values.

Effects on standardization in visible brand elements
The hierarchical regression results for standardization in visible brand elements are
presented in Table IV. The results suggest that firm characteristics and strategic
resources, along with product characteristics, are capable of explaining significant
incremental variance in the dependent variable; whereas target market characteristics
are not. The overall proportion of variance explained in the dependent variable is 21.8
percent (p , 0:05). It is interesting to note that of the eight predictor variables and the
two control variables investigated, only two appear to have a significant effect on
standardization in visible brand elements, and the directions of their effects are
contrary to those hypothesized. Specifically, the results indicate a positive relationship
between a firm being customer focused (b ¼ 0:245, p , 0:05) and a negative
relationship between luxuriousness of a product (b ¼ 20:348, p , 0:05) and
standardization in visible brand elements across countries.

Effects on standardization in brand peripherals
Table V shows hierarchical regression results for standardization in brand peripherals.
It appears that only target market characteristics explain significant incremental
variance in the dependent variable. The inclusion of firm characteristics and strategic
resources, along with product characteristics, do not seem to explain significant
variance. Regarding individual effects of predictors, however, there exist variables
within each block that have significant impacts on standardization in brand
peripherals. Overall, the proportion of variance explained in the dependent variable is
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21.8 percent (p , 0:05). There is a significant positive relationship between intensity of
competition in international markets and standardization in brand peripherals
(b ¼ 0:194, p , 0:1). As the competition becomes more intense, contrary to our
expectations, standardization in brand peripherals increases. Similarly, whereas
customer focus is positively related to standardization (b ¼ 0:194, p , 0:1), luxury in a
product is found to negatively influence standardization of brand peripherals
(b ¼ 20:190, p , 0:1).

Effects on strategic brand performance
As shown in Table VI, the antecedents of standardization explain a significant portion
of the variation in strategic brand performance (R 2 ¼ 0:360, p , 0:05). Contrary to our
expectations, on the other hand, as standardization variables are entered into the
analysis, the incremental variance explained in performance outcomes appear to be
non-significant (DR 2 ¼ 0:021). The overall model that includes all the blocks of
variables is still capable of explaining a significant variance (R 2 ¼ 0:381, p , 0:05).
Regarding the effects of individual predictors, intensity of competition (b ¼ 20:185,
p , 0:10), innovativeness (b ¼ 0:255, p , 0:05), quality focus (b ¼ 0:199, p , 0:10),
customer focus (b ¼ 0:176, p , 0:10), and the product characteristic of universal
appeal (b ¼ 0:417, p , 0:05) significantly explain strategic brand performance (and
thus H5b, H6a, H6b, H6c, and H7b find support). None of the standardization
dimensions appear to have significant effects on strategic brand performance
(therefore H4a, H4b, and H4c are not supported). That is, market, firm, and product
characteristics, as a group, are capable of explaining a statistically significant
proportion of variance in brand performance (Model 1); whereas, after their inclusion,
standardization dimensions are not capable of explaining additional (incremental)
variance in performance either any single one of them individually or as a group. Thus,
the observed data fails to support the postulate that standardization mediates the
effects of market, firm, and product characteristics on international brand
performance.

Discussion
The focal objective of this research was to examine strategic brand management
decisions of emerging market firms in international markets. The main premise of the
study was based on the fact that emerging market firms have different characteristics
and encounter different conditions to those faced by global firms in the international
marketplace. Specifically, these emerging competitors of the international marketplace
are in the initial phases of the internationalization process; they have limited
experience, and they have to struggle in established competitive environments.

The study examined standardization practices from a brand management
perspective. Here, brand names and logos were kept standardized across markets,
but the question was whether other strategies such as positioning and core values,
visible brand elements, and brand peripherals were standardized or adapted. Several
dimensions of target market characteristics, firm characteristics and strategic
resources, and product characteristics were investigated in terms of their effects on
standardization decisions and on international brand performance. The effects of
antecedent factors (target market characteristics, firm characteristics and strategic
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resources, and product characteristics) on international brand management
standardization were investigated at three different brand levels:

(1) brand positioning and core values (brand values, target markets, etc.);

(2) visible brand elements (product design and features, product line); and

(3) brand peripherals (warranties, distribution, after sales, etc.).

Standardization was examined in terms of these three levels based on the expectations
that each antecedent may have a differing effect on each level. For instance, core brand
elements would relate more closely to global brand communications and advertising
activities, whereas visible brand elements would involve tangible brand components
and brand peripherals would concern infrastructural investments and relatively costly
and long-term strategic imperatives. Finally, the study also considered the
relationships between the degree of standardization in brand management at all
three levels and strategic brand performance.

A brand-level perspective was adopted in the study to explore global marketing
strategy and standardization decisions of emerging market firms. This is because
branding is considered critical for successful internationalization of emerging market
firms in the era of globalization. As early as 1985, Hamel and Prahalad noted the fact
that global war was about world brand dominance. Similarly, Craig and Douglas (2000)
asserted that the biggest challenge facing companies in the twenty-first century is
establishing global brands. With global/international branding, emerging market
companies can position themselves strategically for the future, and compete effectively
against global giants. Should they be successful in developing global or international
brands, emerging market firms will gain worldwide recognition, reduce dependence on
contract manufacturing, access and penetrate new markets and industries, reduce
costs, increase value, secure long-term profits and growth, survive hard times, break
parity, and stand out from the crowd (Temporal, 2001).

The results of this study provide several valuable insights. First and foremost, the
results indicate that standardization versus adaptation approaches, regardless of the
specific brand level of application, do not have any significant impacts on strategic
brand performance indicators of the emerging market firms in the present sampling
context. Considering the fact that standardization has been suggested particularly as a
viable strategic option for firms at the initial phases of their internationalization
process, this rather unexpected finding might be indicative of a very distinctive aspect
of emerging market firms’ approaches to internationalization. One plausible
explanation for this unexpected finding could concern target market selection
approaches of a considerable proportion of the firms in the sampling frame. Rather
than selecting their target markets on the basis of growth and profitability criteria for
instance, these firms might be targeting only specific international marketplaces that
are suitable for their extant market offerings and strategies, i.e. places where things are
similar to local market conditions and therefore specialized and sophisticated
marketing programs need not be developed. We suppose such a naive strategic
approach would be common across emerging market firms that are just
“experimenting” with their international competitiveness. Indeed, recent research
(e.g. Viswanathan and Dickson, 2007) suggests that transferability of already acquired
competitive advantages is a strong predictor of degree of standardization even for
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more established firms. The degree of standardization versus adaptation, therefore,
does not appear to have a direct impact on international success in the present study.

The results further indicate that just a few factors exist as significant drivers of
standardization decisions at various levels of brand management. Figure 2 provides a
summary illustration of factors affecting standardization in our findings. Concerning
brand positioning and core brand values, consistent with our hypotheses, convergence
of customer behavior in target markets and luxuriousness of market offerings are both
found to be positively related to standardization. Positioning based on core values is
kept standardized when target markets are similar and products are luxury ones, so
that a universal image that is consistent over the markets can be created. Convergence
of customer behavior across markets is a widely discussed subject in previous studies
affecting standardization practices (e.g. Chung, 2005; Craig and Douglas, 2000; de
Chernatony et al., 1995; Onkvisit and Shaw, 1987; Ozsomer et al., 1991; Ozsomer and
Simonin, 2004). It is quite easy to apply the same positioning strategy across countries
as long as the behaviors of customers in target markets resemble each other. Luxurious
products are also generally positioned similarly across international markets, since
they appeal to high-income groups who have similar lifestyles and cultures (Kapferer,
1997). This wealthy segment is one of the oldest cross-cultural groups in the global
marketplace (Domzal and Kernan, 1993; London and Hart, 2004). On the other hand,
contrary to that hypothesized, firm characteristics and strategic resource of innovation
exert a significant positive effect on standardization in brand positioning and core
values. As firms prove to be more capable of producing improved and creatively
designed products, it seems that they also want to position themselves as world brands
with a uniform image. Likewise, despite the contrary findings in the literature (e.g.
Cavusgil et al., 1993; Cavusgil and Zou, 1994; Zou and Cavusgil, 1996), technological
intensiveness and standardization in brand positioning and core values has a negative
relationship. One plausible explanation for this finding could be based on the context of
the study. Unlike prior research, which considered developed and industrialized

Figure 2.
Modified model of factors
affecting standardization

in brand management
across international

markets
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countries that lead technological transformation, this study considered the context of
emerging markets where the industries are not technologically intensive at all. There
are only a few Turkish brands in high-technology sectors where “born globals” are
likely to occur. Those firms in the sampling frame with products that are somehow
(moderately) technologically intensive either have superior competitive capabilities or
face more sophisticated and diversified competitive environments in international
markets, or both, which appears to result in higher levels of adaptation.

Standardization in visible brand elements and brand peripherals are found to be
unrelated to target market characteristics, but driven mainly by firm characteristics and
strategic resource of customer focus and product characteristic of luxuriousness. These
findings are contrary to expectations, however, because customer focus is found to
facilitate and the degree of luxuriousness in products is found to inhibit standardization
at the visible brand level. As firms become more customer-oriented, their strategies on
product line, design, features, pricing, distribution, after-sales and warranties become
more standardized across countries. Given that a majority of the firms appear to have a
tendency to target a homogeneous set of international markets all similar to their local
conditions, increased customer insight possibly provides deeper information about
international marketplaces, thus facilitating homogeneity in targets and thereby
standardization. Luxuriousness, which was found to positively impact standardization
at the core level, appears to be negatively related to standardization at both the visible
and brand peripheral levels. Products that are perceived to be high in luxuriousness in
emerging markets may not be perceived as such in global markets. In addition, customer
preferences, expectations and habits in terms of design attributes, distribution outlets,
and after-sales conditions are more likely to differ across international markets,
particularly for luxury items, thus requiring adaptations. Also note that the luxurious
products under investigation are of emergingmarket origin and might need some kind of
differentiation to compete with similar products of established multinationals.

Next, even though some form of differentiation and customization according to the
local market conditions is expected when there is intense competition, firms in our
sampling context chose to keep the service levels, pricing and distribution strategies (i.e.
brand peripherals) standardized as international competitive intensity increased.
Because these firms are in the initial stages of internationalization, and thus are mainly
exporters and are relatively inexperienced, they probably prefer a risk minimization
approach and standardize their pricing, distribution, and servicing strategies. These
firms rely largely on cost-based competitive advantages in the international arena. Since
standardization brings cost-saving advantages, most of these firms seem to implement
standardized strategies when competition increases. The results are consistent with the
findings of Melewar and Saunders (1999, 2000), who stated that standardization provide
greater effectiveness by creating a unified image in times of severe competition.

It is interesting to note that, according to our findings, what matters for strategic
brand performance is not standardization, but operating in less competitive
environments, having firm characteristics and strategic resources which lead to
innovation, quality focus, and customer focus, as well as offering a universally
appealing product. Contrary to our expectations, critical product characteristics such
as technological intensiveness and luxuriousness were not found to have significant
effects on strategic brand performance. Quality focus, innovation, and customer focus
are frequently noted as critical drivers of global business success for emerging market
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firms. Indeed, quality was found to be one of the most important factors that drive
consumer preference for global brands (Leonidou et al., 2002; Steenkamp et al., 2003).
Firms can only succeed in the international business world when they do not
compromise on quality. Customer focus is another critical factor for firm and brand
success in the marketing era. Motivation to understand customers reflects dedication to
offer them higher quality with superior strategic orientations. Especially in the era of
globalization, organizations must keep closer relationships both with customers and
business partners (Bergeron et al., 2004). Additionally, innovativeness – i.e. producing
improved and creatively designed products – increases chances of brand success in
international markets (Czinkota and Ronkainen, 2001). In the era of intense global
competition, the need to adapt, develop, and innovate continuously has become a
building block for better performance (Dierickx and Cool, 1989; Guan, 2002; Hurley and
Hult, 1998; Yam et al., 2004). Greater profitability comes from a firm’s ability to
introduce new products of creative and innovative thinking (Czinkota and Ronkainen,
2001; McGuiness and Little, 1981). Furthermore, according to the results, universal
appeal of the product has a positive effect on its international performance. This was
also no surprise given the fact that universal products, appealing to the similar needs
across countries, have better chances of acceptance and success in international
markets (Craig and Douglas, 2000; Quelch and Hoff, 1986). Finally, other than firm
characteristics and strategic resources, the intensity of international competition was
also found to be significantly affecting brand performance in international markets in
the proposed direction. When competitive intensity in the international markets is
high, strategic brand performances of companies are naturally lower.

Limitations and suggestions for future research
Despite this study’s contribution to our understanding of key issues in the
standardization of branding strategies of emerging market firms, there exist several
limitations of the study that should be noted. Turkish firms in the international arena in
are many ways similar to those originating from other emerging nations. All these new
players are in the early stages of internationalization, are smaller in size than developed
nation MNCs, enjoy low labor and production costs, and suffer from lack of branded
operations and mature products. In addition, they all have similar historical development
patterns in international operations and are comparable to each other in terms of
managerial sophistication. Still, however, replications of the study in different emerging
market settings could improve our understanding of international brand management
and standardization strategies. Next, note that the study follows a cross-market rather
than a home-host country approach to test the model. A home-host country approach
could be followed in future research in order to examine, specifically, the effects of
environmental variables on branding and marketing strategy performance.

Due to concerns about respondent fatigue, refusals, and carelessness, we tried to
minimize the number of items in each measurement scale used in the study. Future
research should focus on developing more rigorous and sensitive measures of the
constructs studied. The fact that self-report data obtained from single informants are
used could also be considered as a limitation. However, based on Harman’s
methodology, the results of a factor analysis including all the variables used in the
questionnaire yielded 11 factors, with the largest explaining only 14.6 percent of the
variance. In addition, the fact that the observed correlation coefficients linking our
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ultimate dependent variable, i.e. performance, and several of its predictors vary from
20.078 and 0.328 is another indicator that significant common method variance does
not exist in our data.

Conclusion
The continued internationalization of business operations has led the researchers to
think that marketing theories and models can be transportable across national and
cultural borders (Sin et al., 2005). However, this is questionable. The present study
contributes to our understanding of international brand management in the context of
a specific emerging market’s firms by studying the determinants and outcomes of
standardized brand management strategies. Nonetheless, further comparative studies
of strategic brand management of Western multinationals and multinationals from
other regions of the world would be interesting and will advance the understanding of
international brand management strategies of emerging market firms.

References

Anholt, S. (2003), Brand New Justice: The Upside of Global Branding, Butterworth-Heinemann,
Stoneham, MA.

Baalbaki, I.B. and Malhotra, N.K. (1993), “Marketing management bases for international market
segmentation: an alternate look at the standardization/customization debate”,
International Marketing Review, Vol. 10 No. 1, pp. 19-44.

Bergeron, F., Raymond, L. and Rivard, S. (2004), “Ideal patterns of strategic alignment and
business performance”, Information and Management, Vol. 41, pp. 1003-20.

Bilgin, F.Z., Sriram, V. and Wührer, G. (2004), Drivers of Global Business Success, Palgrave
Macmillan, London.

Birkinshaw, J., Morrison, A. and Hulland, J. (1995), “Structural and competitive determinants of a
global integration strategy”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 16 No. 8, pp. 637-55.

Boddewyn, J.J. and Grosse, R. (1996), “American marketing in the European Union”, European
Journal of Marketing, Vol. 29 No. 12, pp. 23-42.

Boston Consulting Group (2006), “The new global challengers: how top 100 companies from
rapidly developing economies are changing the world”, available at: www.bcg.com/
publications/files/New_Global_Challengers_May06.pdf (accessed May 20, 2007).

Britt, S.H. (1974), “Standardizing marketing for the international market”, Columbia Journal of
World Business, Winter, pp. 39-45.

Brouthers, L.E. and Xu, K. (2002), “Product stereotypes, strategy, and performance satisfaction:
the case of Chinese exporters”, Journal of International Business Studies, Vol. 33 No. 4,
pp. 657-77.

Brouthers, L.E., O’Donnell, E. and Hadjimarcou, J. (2005), “Generic product strategies for
emerging market exports into triad nation markets: a mimetic isomorphism approach”,
Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 42 No. 1, pp. 225-45.

Cavusgil, S.T. and Zou, S. (1994), “Marketing strategy-performance relationship: an investigation
of the empirical link in export market ventures”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 58 No. 1,
pp. 1-21.

Cavusgil, S.T., Ghauri, P. and Agarwal, M.R. (2002), Doing Business in Emerging Markets: Entry
and Negotiation Strategies, Sage Publications, London.

EJM
44,9/10

1432



www.manaraa.com

Cavusgil, S.T., Zou, S. and Naidu, G.M. (1993), “Product and promotion adaptation in export
venture: an empirical investigation”, Journal of International Business Studies, Vol. 24
No. 3, pp. 479-506.

Chao, P., Samiee, S. and Yip, L.S. (2004), “Guest editorial: international marketing in the Asia
Pacific region”, International Marketing Review, Vol. 21 No. 3, pp. 243-6.

Chung, H.F.L. (2003), “International standardization strategies: the experiences of Australian and
New Zealand firms operating in the Greater China markets”, Journal of International
Marketing, Vol. 11 No. 3, pp. 48-82.

Chung, H.F.L. (2005), “An investigation of cross-market standardization strategies”, European
Journal of Marketing, Vol. 39 Nos 11/12, pp. 1345-71.

Cohen, J., Cohen, P., West, S.G. and Aiken, L.S. (2003), Applied Multiple Regression/Correlation
Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences, 3rd ed., Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Mahwah, NJ.

Collis, D.J. (1991), “A resource-based analysis of global competition: the case of rose bearings
industry”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 12 No. (Special Issue, pp. 46-98.

Conner, K.R. (1991), “A historical comparison of resource-based theory and five schools of
thought within industrial organization economics: do we have a new theory of the firm?”,
Journal of Management, Vol. 17 No. 1, pp. 121-54.

Craig, S.C. and Douglas, S. (2000), “Building global brands in the 21st century”, Japan and the
World Economy, Vol. 12, pp. 273-83.

Czinkota, M.R. and Ronkainen, I.A. (2001), International Marketing, Dryden Press, Hinsdale, IL.

Daft, R. (1997), Management, 4th ed., Dryden Press, Orlando, FL.

Dawar, N. and Frost, T. (1999), “Competing with giants: survival strategies for local companies in
emerging markets”, Harvard Business Review, March/April, pp. 119-29.

de Chernatony, L., Halliburton, C. and Bernath, R. (1995), “International branding: demand- or
supply-driven opportunity”, International Marketing Review, Vol. 12 No. 2, pp. 9-19.

Desphande, R., Farley, J.U. and Webster, F.E. (1993), “Corporate culture, customer orientation,
and innovativeness in Japanese firms: a quadrad analysis”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 57
No. 1, pp. 23-37.

Dierickx, I. and Cool, K. (1989), “Asset stock accumulation and sustainability of competitive
advantage”, Management Science, Vol. 35, pp. 1504-11.

Domzal, T.J. and Kernan, J.B. (1993), “Mirror, mirror: some postmodern reflections on global
advertising”, Journal of Advertising, Vol. 22 No. 4, pp. 1-20.

Douglas, S.P., Craig, C.S. and Nijssen, E.J. (2001), “Integrating branding strategy across markets:
building international brand architecture”, Journal of International Marketing, Vol. 9 No. 2,
pp. 97-114.

Elinder, E. (1961), “International advertisers must devise universal ads, dump separate national
ones, Swedish adman avers”, Advertising Age, Vol. 27, November, p. 91.

Garten, J.E. (1997), The Big Ten: The Big Emerging Markets and How They Will Change Our
Lives, Basic Books, New York, NY.

Grant, R.M. (1991), “The resource-based theory of competitive advantage: implications for
strategy formation”, California Management Review, Spring, pp. 114-33.

Guan, J. (2002), “Comparison study on industrial innovation between China and some European
countries”, Production and Inventory Management Journal, Vol. 43, pp. 3-4.

Hamel, G. and Prahalad, C.K. (1985), “Do you really have a global strategy?”, Harvard Business
Review, Vol. 63, pp. 139-48.

International
strategies of

firms

1433



www.manaraa.com

Hill, J.S. and Still, R.R. (1984), “Adapting products to LDC tastes”, Harvard Business Review,
Vol. 62, March/April, pp. 92-101.

Hoskisson, R.E., Eden, L., Lau, C.M. and Wright, M. (2000), “Strategy in emerging economies”,
Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 43, pp. 249-67.

Hout, T., Porter, M.E. and Rudden, E. (1994), “How global companies win out”, in Kanter, R.M.
(Ed.), Global Strategies: Insights from the World’s Leading Thinkers, Harvard Business
School Press, Boston, MA, pp. 29-46.

Hurley, R.F. and Hult, G.T.M. (1998), “Innovation, market orientation, and organizational
learning: an integration and empirical examination”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 62 No. 3,
pp. 42-54.

Hussain, A. and Jian, C. (1999), “Changes in China’s industrial landscape and their implications”,
International Studies of Management and Organization, Vol. 29 No. 3, pp. 5-20.

Jain, S.C. (1989), “Standardization of international marketing strategy: some research
hypotheses”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 53, pp. 70-9.

Johanson, J. and Vahlne, J. (1977), “The internationalisation process of the firm - a model of
knowledge development and increasing market commitment”, Journal of International
Business Studies, Vol. 8, pp. 23-32.

Johansson, J.K. and Yip, G.S. (1994), “Exploiting globalization potential: US and Japanese
strategies”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 15 No. 8, pp. 579-601.

Johnson, J.L. and Arunthanes, W. (1995), “Ideal and actual product adaptation in US exporting
firms”, International Marketing Review, Vol. 12 No. 3, pp. 31-46.

Kapferer, J.-N. (1997), Strategic Brand Management, 2nd ed., Kogan Page, London.

Keller, K.L. (2003), Strategic Brand Management: Building, Measuring, and Managing Brand
Equity, Pearson, Englewood Cliffs, NJ.

Leonidou, L.C., Katsikeas, C.S. and Samiee, S. (2002), “Marketing strategy determinants of export
performance: a meta analysis”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 55, pp. 51-67.

Levitt, T. (1983), “The globalization of markets”, Harvard Business Review, May/June, pp. 92-102.

Li, H. and Atuahene-Gima, K. (2001), “Product innovation strategy and performance of new
technology ventures in China”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 44 No. 6,
pp. 1123-34.

London, T. and Hart, S.L. (2004), “Reinventing strategies for emerging markets: beyond the
transnational model”, Journal of International Business Studies, Vol. 35 No. 2, pp. 350-70.

Luo, Y. (2007), “From foreign investors to strategic insiders: shifting parameters, prescriptions
and paradigms for MNCs in China”, Journal of World Business, Vol. 42, pp. 14-34.

McGuiness, N.W. and Little, B. (1981), “The influence of product characteristics on the export
performance of new industrial products”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 45, Spring, pp. 110-22.

Medina, J.F. and Duffy, M.F. (1998), “Standardization vs. globalization: a new perspective of
brand strategies”, Journal of Product & Brand Management, Vol. 7 No. 3, pp. 223-43.

Melewar, T.C. and Saunders, J. (1999), “International corporate visual identity: standardization or
localization?”, Journal of International Business Studies, Vol. 30 No. 3, pp. 583-98.

Melewar, T.C. and Saunders, J. (2000), “Global corporate visual identity systems: using an
extended marketing mix”, European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 34 Nos 5/6, pp. 538-50.

Mitchell, A. (2002), “Few brands can achieve a truly global presence”,Marketing Week, February
7, pp. 32-3.

Moore, C.M., Fernie, J. and Burt, S. (2000), “Brands without boundaries: the internationalization of
the designer’s brand”, European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 34 No. 8, pp. 919-37.

EJM
44,9/10

1434



www.manaraa.com

Narula, R. and Dunning, J.H. (2000), “Industrial development, globalisation and multinational
enterprises: new realities for developing countries”, Oxford Development Studies, Vol. 28
No. 2, pp. 123-43.

Narver, J. and Slater, S. (1990), “The effect of market orientation on business profitability”,
Journal of Marketing, Vol. 54, October, pp. 20-35.

Ogunmokun, G. and Wong, J. (2004), “Determinants of marketing adaptation/globalization
practices of australian exporting firms”, World Review of Science, Technology and
Sustainable Development, Vol. 1 No. 1, pp. 81-92.

Ohmae, K. (1985), Triad Power. The Coming Shape of Global Competition, Macmillan, New York,
NY.

Onkvisit, S. and Shaw, J.J. (1987), “Standardized international advertising: a review and critical
evaluation of the theoretical and empirical evidence”, Columbia Journal of World Business,
Fall, pp. 43-55.

Ozsomer, A. and Simonin, B.L. (2004), “Marketing program standardization: a cross-country
exploration”, International Journal of Research in Marketing, Vol. 21 No. 4, pp. 397-419.

Ozsomer, A., Bodur, M. and Cavusgil, S.T. (1991), “Marketing standardization by multinationals
in an emerging market”, European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 25 No. 12, pp. 50-64.

Penrose, E.T. (1959), The Theory of the Growth of the Firm, Wiley, New York, NY.

Porter, M.E. (1991), “Towards a dynamic theory of strategy”, Strategic Management Journal,
Winter, pp. 95-117.

Qualls, W. and Rosa, J.A. (1995), “Assessing industrial buyers’ perceptions of quality and their
effects on satisfaction”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 24 No. 5, pp. 359-68.

Quelch, J.A. and Hoff, E.J. (1986), “Customizing global marketing”, Harvard Business Review,
Vol. 64, May/June, pp. 59-68.

Rossiter, J.R. (2002), “The C-OAR-SE procedure for scale development in marketing”,
International Journal of Research in Marketing, Vol. 19, pp. 305-35.

Roth, M.S. (1992), “Depth versus breadth strategies for global brand management”, Journal of
Advertising, Vol. 21 No. 2, pp. 25-37.

Roth, M.S. (1995), “Effects of global market conditions on brand image customization and brand
performance”, Journal of Advertising, Vol. 24 No. 4, pp. 55-76.

Samiee, S. and Roth, K. (1992), “The influence of global marketing standardization on
performance”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 56 No. 2, pp. 1-17.

Sin, L.Y.M., Tse, A.C.B., Yau, O.H.M., Chow, R.P.M. and Lee, J.S.Y. (2005), “Market orientation,
relationship marketing orientation and business performance: the moderating effects of
economic ideology and industry type”, Journal of International Marketing, Vol. 13 No. 1,
pp. 36-57.

Solberg, C.A. (2002), “The perennial issue of adaptation or standardization of international
marketing communication: organizational contingencies and performance”, Journal of
International Marketing, Vol. 10 No. 3, pp. 1-21.

Sorenson, R.Z. and Wiechmann, U.E. (1975), “How multinationals view marketing
standardization”, Harvard Business Review, May/June, pp. 38-54.

State Planning Organization (2007), “Ninth Development Plan (2007-2013)”, State Planning
Organization, Prime Ministry, available at: http://ekutup.dpt.gov.tr/plan/ix/
9kalkinmaplani20061208.pdf (accessed May 20, 2007).

State Statistics Institute (2007), “Foreign trade by months and years”, available at: www.tuik.
gov.tr/PreHaberBultenleri.do?id¼1967&tb_id¼1 (accessed May 20, 2008).

International
strategies of

firms

1435



www.manaraa.com

Steenkamp, J.-B.E.M., Batra, R. and Alden, D.L. (2003), “How perceived globalness creates brand
value”, Journal of International Business Studies, Vol. 34 No. 1, pp. 53-65.

Temporal, P. (2001), Branding in Asia: The Creation, Development, and Management of Asian
Brands for the Global Market, Wiley, Singapore.

Terpstra, V. and Sarathy, R. (2000), International Marketing, 8th ed., Holt Rinehart & Winston,
New York, NY.

Theodosiou, M. and Leonidou, L.C. (2003), “International marketing strategy standardization
versus adaptation: an integrative assessment of the empirical research”, International
Business Review, Vol. 12 No. 2, pp. 141-71.

Thompson, V.A. (1965), “Bureaucracy and innovation”, Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 5,
June, pp. 1-20.

Venkatraman, N. and Ramanujam, V. (1986), “Measurement of business performance in strategy
research: a comparison of approaches”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 11 No. 4,
pp. 801-14.

Venkatraman, N. and Prescott, J.E. (1990), “Environment-strategy coalignment: an empirical test
of its performance implications”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 11 No. 1, pp. 1-23.

Viswanathan, N.K. and Dickson, P.R. (2007), “The fundamentals of standardizing global
marketing strategy”, International Marketing Review, Vol. 24 No. 1, pp. 46-63.

Vrontis, D. and Kitchen, P.J. (2005), “Entry methods and international marketing decision
making: an empirical investigation”, International Journal of Business Studies, Vol. 13
No. 1, pp. 87-110.

Wind, Y. (1986), “The myth of globalization”, Journal of Consumer Marketing, Vol. 3, Spring,
pp. 23-6.

Yam, R.C.M., Guan, J.C., Pun, K.F. and Tang, E.P.Y. (2004), “An audit of technological innovation
capabilities in Chinese firms: some empirical findings in Beijing, China”, Research Policy,
Vol. 33, pp. 1123-40.

Yip, G.A. (1995), Total Global Strategy: Managing for Worldwide Competitive Advantage,
Pearson, Englewood Cliffs, NJ.

Zou, S. and Cavusgil, S.T. (1996), “Global strategy: a review and an integrated conceptual
framework”, European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 30 No. 1, pp. 52-69.

Zou, S. and Cavusgil, S.T. (2002), “The GMS: a broad conceptualization of global marketing
strategy and its effect on firm performance”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 66, October,
pp. 40-56.

Further reading

Zou, S., Andrus, D.M. and Norvell, D.W. (1997), “Standardization of international marketing
strategy by firms from a developing country”, International Marketing Review, Vol. 14
No. 2, pp. 107-23.

Corresponding author
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