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1. Introduction

Chapter outline

The first chapter comprises five subjects. First, a concise overview on the inspirational and founding literature for this thesis will be given. 

Second, the roadmap for reading this thesis is sketched, after which the research question and  the associated sub-questions will be formulated.

The demarcation of the data, both imposed and chosen boundaries, will be the third topic of the introduction.

Fourth, the selected plan and procedure to accomplish this research will be clarified. Finally, the thesis format will be put out to provide a clear idea of what can be expected.

Overview

Much has been written on the so called shrinking world. In 1983 Theodore Levitt, famous for his Marketing Myopia (1960), wrote ‘the globalization of markets.’ In this article he stresses the importance for companies to consider the world as one immense market, where superficial differences  between countries and regions should be ignored (Levitt, 1983). Initially, one might argue this is correct since consumers consider the present possibilities for buying goods and services from all over the world as one huge shopping mall. Thanks to communication technology one can find everything, contact everybody and buy anything imaginable over the internet. The radical improvements of transportation in the last century made it possible for both goods and people to be at the other side of the world within 24 hours. When travelers get back home they can buy the exotic products they have encountered during their trips to faraway place, in stores around the corner or over the internet.

Numerous studies have been conducted on the decreasing distances within the world we are currently living in and the global expansion of brands. Generally, these studies focus on answering questions like whether distance is truly decreasing, which types of distance exist, and how to analyze these distances to identify lucrative potential markets (Ghemawat, 2001). Ghemawat has examined and questioned the commonly used tools to identify these markets. He has suggested the presence of different types of distance that influence the attractiveness of a market. Focusing on Europe, this viewpoint becomes more clear. Increasingly, through several governmental bodies, Europe is governed and regulated as one whole. European regulations  concern, amongst other things, environmental issues, financial matters, and open borders. Nevertheless, countless differences still, and most likely will always remain between the behaviour of consumers from, for example, the Nordics versus the consumer behaviour of residents of the Garlics (Greece, Italy, Spain, Portugal).

In line with studies regarding globalization and, consequently, global brands conquering the world, Holt et al (2004) have conducted a research on answering questions related to consumer perceptions and behaviour towards global brands.

Another interesting topic is which type of consumers, across cultures,  prefer branded products over generic products or vice versa, and how this preference can be explained. Even though this issue has, to certain extent, been answered by Kim and Drolet (2010) and while their explanation provides insights in this study, at least one question remains: is a generic product really an unbranded product?

A general recurring theme in all of these articles is cultural difference or in other words the differences and similarities between consumers and their behaviour cross-nationally. 

Various frameworks have been formulated to identify and explain differences between cultures. The cultural dimensions, developed by Geert Hofstede, are probably the most commonly used tools/indices to explain why differences occur across cultures and countries.

Hofstede (1980) identified five cultural dimensions through which countries can be classified, identified and compared: power distance, individualism, masculinity, uncertainty avoidance, and long-term orientation.

The above mentioned studies are both the primary source of inspiration and the foundation for this study. In fact, the topics these studies embrace; Globalization, distance, (cultural) differences, consumers’ choice behaviour are in one way or the other related and determining this study’s playing ground.

Problem statement

Purchasing is all about making choices, consumers do not just buy the product anymore. Consumers need to make choices with respect to the brand, the product features, the design, etc. Thus, all these purchases are represented by a broad number of criteria by which consumers make choices. Even the most banal purchases are influenced by more than the direct past, but also by the entire life, the attitudes of relatives and many other influences related to the purchaser (Brown, 1949).

Both for marketing theorists and practitioners it is interesting and useful to identify the criteria through which consumers choose a brand. Decided to buy, for instance, a soft-drink, a pair of sneakers or an ice-cream, why does one choose Converse over Nike over Adidas, Pepsi over Coca-Cola or vice versa, and OLA over Ben & Jerry’s over Häagen-Dazs? In addition, these choices for a particular brand can be the same across nations, but the reasons why this brand is chosen is likely to differ. These issues lead to one primary research question:

Why and how do consumers choose a specific brand across nations?

This question leads to several sub-questions which also need to be answered:

Which criteria play a role in consumer brand choice and how important are these criteria? How do these choice criteria differ across cultures? Can, and if yes, how can the cultural dimensions, identified by Hofstede, explain differences in the way consumers choose a brand across nations? Which differences exist between consumers’ brand choice behaviour in developed and developing countries?

Most studies on consumer brand choice research consumers’ actual behavior. In this study we will investigate consumers’ stated preference of choice criteria, e.g. what they say to be important for their brand choice. This study will try to identify differences in consumer brand choice criteria between comparable groups (students)  in the Netherlands and a variety of other countries in Europe, Asia, and Central America.

Boundaries

As in all studies, this study is restricted by both forced and chosen boundaries. Since it is practically impossible to investigate countless product categories, the first boundary is imposed by the choice for three product categories, being soft-drinks, sneakers, and ice-cream. The choice for these categories has also been influenced by the possibility to discuss this research with marketing professionals working for companies operating with these categories and by the choice of university students to be interviewed in different countries.

For a cross-national study to be reliable, it is essential that the groups to be interviewed in the different countries can actually be compared. University students have been chosen to compare for this study for two reasons. First, students are fairly easy to contact in the Netherlands through both personal contacts of the author and the possibility to post messages, e.g. the survey, on the information channel of the Erasmus University Rotterdam.

Second, groups of students are roughly/virtually the same across countries. Even though there are some differences with respect to the age range of students in different nations, in general students are to more or lesser extent in the same age group. By definition, students have similar educational backgrounds. In addition, students receive, proportionally to the overall welfare in their home country,   similar welfare.

Returning to the choice of product categories, it can safely be assumed that students in different countries are familiar with ice-cream, soft-drinks, and sneakers and with different brands.

A final restricting factor is imposed by the choice to compare consumers in several countries. Obviously, it was not possible to choose all countries in the world. Through acquaintances of the author’s family several Professors over the world have been contacted with the question to have students answer the survey. At the end, answers were obtained from fourteen different countries, with five countries with satisfactory or even pretty large sample sizes. 
Research Process

This research started by reiterating information and inspiration gained during courses on Branding and Advertising, International Marketing, an internship and many discussions with Professors, friends, and family. The writing of a MSc Marketing Thesis at the EUR is bounded to several strict deadlines. As a, fortunate, consequence the process of writing has become very structured and can be followed accurately. First a thesis proposal, based on initial literature research, has been written, presented and approved for the continuation of the research. The second step of this study was to continue the exploration of existing theories and literature. Thirdly, since the questions to be answered in this thesis could not be answered by exploring and analyzing existing databases, a standalone survey had to be generated. Several marketing professionals have been interviewed to discuss the issues addressed in this thesis and to gain insights of consumer perceptions from marketing professionals’ points of view through which the survey has been adapted. The fourth to sixth step were occurring simultaneously: conducting the survey, writing the actual text, and analyzing the data.

Structure
This thesis consists of six chapters, of which this introduction is Chapter one. In Chapter two the theoretical framework will be discussed as a review of existing literature will be given on, amongst other topics, consumer brand choice (behaviour), cultural differences and the possible relation between these theories. In addition this chapter will also describe the models constructed and hypotheses formulated for this thesis. Chapter three provides information on the research methodology, data collection and data adjustments. The empirical results of this study will be presented in  Chapter four. In Chapter five, the empirical results will be in the light of the hypotheses. In Chapter six, a concluding word will be accompanied by several managerial implications and suggestions for future research.

2. Theoretical Framework and Literature Review

Chapter outline

The second chapter will comprise of a review of existing literature for this thesis and the presentation of a conceptual theoretical framework for the empirical study. A number of hypotheses will be formulated while discussing the literature. The remaining hypotheses, that have a more quantitative statistical nature will be formulated after the presentation of the conceptual framework.

Since the accelerating globalization can be seen as an important corner-stone for the increasing importance to take cultural differences into account, an overview is in place. 

Globalization will first be discussed in general, after which the findings on global market segments, and the potential pitfalls of going global will be reviewed. 

In the second part, the different stages of marketing globalization and different global marketing strategies will be discussed. 

Third, the Brand Choice Criteria influencing consumers’ brand preference are summarized. In this part, we will formulate four hypotheses relating to the discussions in literature on brand choice criteria. 

Consumer characteristics are the important indicators of cross-national similarities and differences which will be reviewed in the fourth part of this chapter. In this part, we will formulate two more hypotheses relating to the discussions in literature on consumer characteristics.

Fifth, the combination of certain individual criteria to focus criteria clusters (FCCs) will be clarified. 

Finally, a model will be presented which will provide insights into which brand choice criteria could define consumer brand preference, and how these criteria are influenced by consumer characteristics. 

The Focus Criteria Clusters, the consumer characteristics based on Hofstede and the other consumer characteristics we tried to control for, together lead to the consumer’s brand choice intention. Clearly, the FCCs themselves are influenced by cultural dimensions. In a more formal and quantitative analysis, we will formulate a group of hypotheses, in which we postulate that each of the five FCC scores can be explained partly by the cultural dimensions as formulated by Hofstede and partly by Gender.

Globalization

The term globalization was used long before Theodore Levitt wrote ‘The globalization of markets’ in 1980. Nevertheless he has been widely credited for coining the term. Using his article people have been formulating several definitions of which the following definition provides a distinct understanding of the concept: “Globalization is the increasing interdependence, integration and interaction among people, companies, and governments of different nations around the world. The increasing interdependence leads to converging commonalities across the globe (Lemmens, 2010).”

Technological improvements have been, and still are, shrinking the world into a sole marketplace. These improvements have also made communication, goods, and transport available to almost everyone, everywhere.  A consequence is that people also want to benefit from these opportunities. Companies that want to compete on this global marketplace are, inevitably, forced to standardize processes. This standardization can generate, for example, tremendous benefits through economies of scale for different departments in a company (Levitt, 1983). According to Levitt’s findings differences in cross-national preferences are disappearing, it is less possible to sell older versions in countries which are less developed, and profits and margins are not prevalently higher abroad. In addition products are standardized and sold in similar manners across the world. Another interesting statement is that multinationals and global corporations are different things. “The multinational corporation operates in a number of countries, and adjusts its products and practices in each – at high relative costs. The global corporation operates with resolute constancy – at low relative cost – as if the entire world were a single entity; it sells the same things in the same way everywhere (Levitt, 1983).” Levitt’s article focuses on the globalization of markets, and not directly on marketing globalization. However, multinationals and global corporations are, correctly, associated with their accompanying strategy. This association is both a transition to marketing globalization, and a possible argument that multinationals and global corporations can be one and the same, just with a different strategy at that time.

Technology and technological improvements are likely to be the most important, but surely not the only drivers of globalization. Globalization is also catalyzed by four other drivers, namely (1) political agreements and unification processes, (2) legal globalization, (3) economic and trade globalization, and (4) financial globalization (Lemmens, 2010). In other words, global market unity is also accelerated by the unification of regions (e.g. EU, NAFTA, and ASEAN), disappearing borders, standardization of production processes, increasing number of globe-trotters, decreasing numbers of illiterates and increased levels of schooling, free flow of information (www, telecommunication, and global media), labor, money, and technology across countries, urbanization in developing nations, sophistication of consumers, and increasing levels of purchasing power. Companies may decide to target their home market only. However, they cannot ignore globalization since they may find competition on their home market from foreign companies which are using a global strategy and thus are involved on the global market. The behaviour of consumers transcends national borders due to globalization. Consumer groups across nations might have more shared desires than consumers in one country. Consumer brands, in different product categories, have been accepted globally. Amongst these product categories are food and beverages, household and consumer care, electronics and cars. Therefore, an important challenge for global brand marketers is the identification of global consumer segments. Subsequently, the products and marketing efforts must answer the needs and desires of these global consumer segments (Ter Hofstede et al., 2002). 

Returning to the drivers of globalization, which are indeed inflicting globalization, many mistakes are made by exaggerating the possible profitability of foreign markets. The attractiveness of foreign markets is often misjudged due to obsolete analytical tools. The costs of doing business globally are often miscalculated. The most commonly used tool to identify foreign market potential is the country portfolio analysis (CPA). However, the CPA tool leaves the costs and risks of foreign markets out of the calculations by merely focusing on potential sales through GDP, consumer wealth, and propensity to consume (Ghemawat, 2001). In addition globalization effects may facilitate the entry of foreign markets, but barriers remain due to forgotten sources of distance. Authors, like Levitt and Ter Hofstede et al., do not write about globalization as if globalization only concerns decreasing geographic separation. Instead and on the contrary they emphasize a global citizen and a global corporation. In addition, they pay little to no attention to different forms of distance between countries or regions. 

Ghemawat (2001) emphasizes that distance still matters. Four dimensions can demonstrate distance between countries, namely, cultural, administrative, geographic, and economic distance. He has formulated a cultural, administrative, geographic, and economic (CAGE) distance framework. This framework addresses both apparent and subtle factors belonging to these dimensions. The CAGE distance framework provides managers with a tool to identify and evaluate potential foreign markets. The framework lists a number of fundamental attributes, underlying the four dimensions, and their influence on products and industries.

Cultural distance. Cultural attributes define how consumers, companies, and institutions interact with one and another. Cultural aspects influence consumers’ choice with respect to their preferences towards products due to the particular features they prefer (Ghemawat, 2001). 

Administrative or political distance. Countries which have historical or political ties have a positive influence on the trade between the countries in question. Trade increasing associations are, for example, a colony-colonizer link, a common currency, and preferential trading agreements. Unilateral measures, by both domestic governments and the target market’s governments, may create administrative and political distance. (Ghemawat, 2001). 

Geographic distance. Obviously, it is harder to do business with countries that are at the other side of the world than with neighboring countries. Besides distance in a spatial sense, geographic distance also includes the size of a country, the distances to borders, access to waterways, but also transportation and communication infrastructures. These less definite forms of geographic distance are important to keep in mind since recent studies have indicated that intangible products are influenced by geographic distance. In fact, geographic distance has a negative effect on both investment and trade flows. 

Economic distance. The levels of trade and the types of trading partners is strongly influenced by consumer wealth. Rich countries have more cross-national trading activity and simultaneously this trade is most often with other rich countries. In addition, poor countries also have more trading activity with richer countries than with their poor brothers. 

The risks and pitfalls, with respect to the different types of distance (CAGE), identified by Ghemawat (2001) puts one to think about globalization, the global consumer, global market segments and the subsequent standardization of production processes and marketing strategies. Important to recognize is the present difference between globalization as such and marketing globalization. 

The different findings of Levitt (1983), Ter Hofstede et al.(2002), and Ghemawat (2001), provide insights on how to make use of these complementary views of globalization to target today’s global market. The first two tell us that consumer groups can and should be targeted globally, through standardization of production and marketing strategies. The latter adds the important emphasize that distances, by that differences and barriers remain. 

Marketing globalization and global marketing strategies

Levitt (1983) states in his article that it is not a matter of opinion, but a matter of necessity which strategy should be followed. The choice for a certain marketing strategy is influenced by globalization, industry, and change of consumer preferences, which makes adaption necessary. This can best be clarified by providing insights of the three stages of marketing globalization in the previous century. 

The first stage, 1950s – 1960s, is characterized by U.S. supremacy. American multinationals use country segmentation by providing ‘Originals’ to the world. In addition, Kotler’s marketing mix (product, promotion, price, and place), arises and becomes commonly used. Multinationals supply globally, but produce locally. The second stage, led by Levitt’s The Globalization of Markets (1983), characterizes the 1970s and 1980s with standardization and integration. U.S. multinationals receive increasing competition from both Asia and Europe. Education is increasingly becoming available, which also catalyzes the high-tech era. Economies of scale (EOS), through standardization , provide supreme quality-to-price ratios. The trend towards standardization is found in the rise of global, standardized brands and a homogenization of consumer preferences. 

The period from the 1990s until today represents the third phase. In this latest stage some important recognitions are made: homogenization of consumer preferences, and EOS through standardized processes are desirable. Even though EOS seems to be desirable, evidence is found that cross-national distances remain. In addition, the Asian crisis proves the importance and possibly large impact of cross-national interactions. These finding point out that economies of scope could become the strategy to use, which is guided by glocal strategies (Lemmens, 2010). 

Clarification is needed on the difference between global, multinational, and the current trend of glocal strategies. Ultimately three different views of global marketing strategies (GMS) are at hand. 

Companies with a global strategy standardize their marketing efforts across countries. This strategy is best applicable for global markets with homogeneous needs and wants, in other words, customer segmentation. Consequently, this type of strategy requires homogeneous or similar demand across countries. Multinationals usually adapt and localize their marketing efforts, in correspondence with the multi-domestic markets with local specificities, thus requiring country segmentation. Figure 2.1 provides an overview of how the strategies of multinational and global companies become manifest in marketing practices. An emerging strategy is called the glocal strategy or glocalization. This is differentiated globalization, which is a combination of the global and multinational strategy. On the one hand, the marketing mix is standardized, which represents the global strategy. On the other hand, a part of the marketing mix is adapted to local preferences. This represents the localization (multinational) strategy (Lemmens, 2010).
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These concepts already lift the veil of global marketing strategies, but can be separated in three views. The first view, corresponding with Levitt’s (1983) findings is the standardization perspective. This is divided in two streams: standardization and localization. The first operates as if the world is one market and with a constant number of markets. Benefits arise from economies of scale reducing costs, which lead to higher quality at lower prices. Companies target global customers are dealt with consistency who perceive through country of origin signals. Localizing companies, on the contrary, adjust their products and services in all countries they are operating in. This brings relatively high prices with production facilitations in foreign markets. Localization allows to answer the needs and wants of local markets, creates uniqueness, local production can avoid trade barriers, and does not dampen the company’s entrepreneurial spirit (Lemmens, 2010). The second view, building on Porter (1986), is the configuration of the firm’s value chain. In this view specialization should generate the best possible configuration to benefit from local comparative advantages. Important is to maintain cross-national coordination to benefit from gained knowledge and EOS.  This view allows for centralization of decision making at the headquarters, which leads to global consistency of processes (Lemmens, 2010). The integration perspective is the third view. This view presumes that markets and countries depend on each other. Commodities and resources can be gained in one country, while used in another country. Competition on one market can be counteracted by attacking on other markets. This demands competitive advantage on a global level, which relies on (1) the effective integration of strategic decisions across markets and (2) a participation requirement on all major markets.

The previous sector has provided an overview of issues global businesses encounter with respect to globalization. A pivotal role has been set aside for the preferences of consumers. Accordingly, this study focuses on consumer brand choice, and in particular on the criteria consumers state to be important. Using the findings of this research, this study will try to provide further insights on which criteria could be standardized, or  which criteria should be left open for change, cross-nationally. 
Brand Choice Criteria

Consumer brand choice and preference is affected by a vast  number of criteria. How and why the following criteria were selected for this study will be discussed in chapter three. Consumer behaviour  reflects more than the immediate past of the consumer, but it also reflects, amongst other things, how he has been raised, how relatives and friends behave and the history of his country (Brown, 1949). These background criteria are, to certain extent, components of culture, which will come forward in the following paragraph on consumer characteristics. 

This paragraph, however, refers to the possible criteria through which consumers can choose a brand. Since several of the criteria influencing brand preference speak for themselves, it would be, in the context of this thesis, overdone to emphasize them all. The criteria that will be stressed are the ones emerging from existing literature, criteria which are stated to be most and least important by respondents, and  criteria which were stated to be most important by marketing professionals. An overview of all criteria can be found in the survey, Appendix A. 

Holt et al. (2004) investigated, in their article ‘How Global Brands Compete’, how consumers perceive global brands. They have identified several dimensions which consumers might associate with global brands, being perceived quality, global myth, and social responsibility. Their study reveals around 60% of the variation for global brand preferences. However, this study merely investigates for what reasons global brands are chosen and not whether they are actually chosen at all. In addition, still 40% of the variation for global brand preferences remains unexplained (Holt et al, 2004). 

Perceived quality, is found to be important by marketing professionals and consumers, and with that, logically, emerges often in literature. Indeed, today’s consumers have access to countless sources to verify the quality of products. Even when consumers are not looking for quality data in their own interest, they will be notified trough the different available media when products are failing or lacking quality. In other words, consumers are continuously confronted with the quality battles of (transnational) companies. In addition, perceived quality is said to be elevated to a brand asset for the following reasons: (1) it has been shown to be the only brand association that drives financial performance, (2) it often is one of the most important strategic thrusts of a company, and (3) it drives other factors through which a brand can be perceived (Aaker, 2009). 
From the previous discussion and the reviewed effects of globalization, a first hypothesis emerges. EOS increases the quality of products. Due to the rise of the information technology era people are notified about the increased levels of quality (or the lack of quality) they may expect and demand. This subsequently ignites the trend towards increased quality demand. In addition, consumers across nations have similar knowledge and expectations with respect to quality. This leads to the following hypothesis:

H1: Quality is perceived as having very much influence on brand choice across nations.

Country image and country of origin effects have widely been studied since the middle of last century. These studies jointly agree that products made in different countries are differently perceived by consumers. The perceptions with respect to country image are directly linked to quality. The perception of a certain country has a significant effect on consumers preferences towards products from that country (Han, 1989). 

Why consumers prefer certain countries and products from those countries is an interesting question. Indeed, country of origin may have a direct effect on the evaluation or product quality (Verlegh et al., 2005). Positive country of origin effects play a particular role for German cars, Swiss watches, Italian clothing, French Champagne, or Belgian chocolate. Negative country of origin effects can also occur such as American cars and English food. These examples indicate that country of origin effects also apply for lower involvement products.  In addition, previous research suggests that the effects of country image differs per product category (Jun, 2007). Therefore, it is interesting to identify the effects of country image on soft-drinks, sneakers and ice-cream as well. Han (1990) emphasizes, however, that consumers “do not rely on country image when they are familiar with the products.” The following hypotheses arises:

H2: Country of origin should have no to little influence on the respondents preference since the questions have been answered while respondents had their favourite brand in mind.

Price signal is another factor used as an (in)direct signal for product quality. Evidence, though little,  has been found that price signals have a positive influence on perceived quality. According to all interviewed marketing professionals price signal is a very important factor for consumers to choose a brand. A difference occur between soft-drinks and ice-cream versus sneakers. The professionals are of the opinion that for soft-drink and ice-cream lower price signals influence consumers to buy that product instead of their more expensive competitors. In the case of sneakers, a higher price signal would be associated with higher quality. 

We like to point out that the fact that consumers react on price signals does not necessarily mean that they do that exclusively because of quality. For instance, consumers may choose a cheaper soft-drinks, while they may see a more expensive soft-drink with higher perceived quality. The reason may be that they consider the price difference too big to justify the perceived quality difference.

Holt et al. (2004) identified another dimension, explaining 12% of the variance for global brand preferences, namely global myth. They state that global brands can be considered as symbols of cultural ideals. Consumers may use global brands to present themselves with a global identity. In this, businesses need to provide the highest valued products, but also a (global) cultural myth. As global products are not the only products available on markets and myth can be interpreted in many different ways and thus to cover the different aspects of global myth, this factor has been separated in three criteria, namely (1) myths and rumors, (2) global nature, and (3) local nature of a brand. Myths and rumors represent, for example, consumers’ chosen knowledge about the brand which often circulates through word of mouth. In other words, myths and rumors may represent stories how consumers feel about the brand. These feelings can be consciously imposed by the brand’s positioning, but they may also be devised by consumers themselves. The global and local nature of a brand render, in this study, the brand’s global or local availability. Indeed, it is true that a particular local available brand could be purchased at the other side of the world. Typical Thai or Indonesian branded ingredients may, for example, be bought in specialty stores. However, in such a small quantity, and without any conscious influence of the producer that we can still consider them as local Thai and Indonesian brands. It is recognized that a brand’s global or local availability may affect other criteria such as perceived quality or myths and rumors. Though they will merely be regarded as criteria for availability. The difference between global and local attributes will be addressed under the discussion on the availability FCC.

Social responsibility is one of the main concerns companies need to take into account nowadays. Concerns for the environment, quality of life, employees, sustainability, citizenship, and ethics are all examples of a growing social trend. This trend is (said to be) reflected in both consumers and corporations (Keller, 2008). Holt et al. (2004) state that consumers, indeed, opine that global corporations have both negative and positive influences on society. In addition, consumers expect that (global) companies confront social issues associated to their businesses. Companies which do not take public health, worker rights, and the environment into account will generate lower revenues. Another interesting statement is that consumers may turn a blind eye when local companies take advantage of employees, but take actions when large multinationals execute similar strategies. Contiguously, consumers opine that problems with respect to social responsibility should be tackled by multinational giants, whereas local companies are not required to resolve global warming (Holt et al., 2004). Indeed, it can be said that global companies could and should contribute and try to solve social issues more than local companies. However, it would be over-simplified to emphasize that consumers turn a blind eye when local companies treat their employees badly, endanger environment or defy any other social issues. Especially when one takes the growing trend towards social awareness and the digital availability of companies’ information. 

H3: the growing recognition for the importance of social responsibility, both for global and local brands, suggests that social responsibility has much influence on consumer behaviour.

The possibility to use a brand as a part of your identity emerged from the ‘brand engagement in self-concept (BESC). “BESC is a generalized view of brands in relation to the self, with consumers varying in their tendency to include important brands as part of their self-concepts (Sprott et al., 2009).” This study does not use the full BESC scale, but merely uses the possibility to use a brand as a part of your identity. Consumers who use a certain brand as part of their identity are likely to choose this brand over other brands and vice versa. However, a difference exists between low- and high-involvement products and their use for identity. Products which receive high-involvement are most likely to be used more often for a person’s self-concept over low-involvement products. The survey has been answered with respect to respondents’ favourite brands. Simultaneously, two product categories receive low-involvement (soft-drinks and ice-cream), whereas sneakers receive high- or at least higher-involvement. This brings us at the following hypothesis:

H4: respondents find the possibility to use a brand as a part of their identity more important for high involvement products such as sneakers than for low involvement products such as ice-cream and soft-drinks.
Focus Criteria Clusters

The focus criteria clusters (FCC) combine the individual criteria in several groups. The criteria have been combined to the following groups in the survey: (1) product and brand characteristics, (2) brand image, (3) availability, (4) promotion, and (5) consumer identity. Thus, the criteria of a FCC jointly provide insights in their parent criterion. 

Product and brand characteristics is the first focus cluster. This cluster provide insight how consumers’ preferences are influenced by the general criteria. Criteria in this cluster form the core properties of products or, in other words, they represent the points of parity. Products without sufficient presence of these criteria are not likely to be considered by consumers at all. 

A possible sixth cluster emerges from several core criteria and perceived price. Brand performance provide information how well consumers’ functional desires are fulfilled in the product (Keller, 2008). Brand performance is represented by perceived price, style and design, packaging, reliability (performance consistency), durability (expected economic life), serviceability (ease of repairing), and product features. Customers have certain expectations which these criteria must meet. The rating of brand performance is covered by the rating for perceived quality. However, the combined rating of the criteria for brand performance should approach the rating for quality and possible provides a more objective rating for quality.

The criteria (associations) representing brand image foresee the brand with a face and personality. This personality connects the brand’s meaning to the consumers’ memory (Salciuviene et al., 2009). They may either be imposed through the strategy of the brand, by the origin of the brand or trough subjective interpretations of consumers themselves. Brand image is also a very important tool to distinguish yourself from other competitive brands with similar functional features. 

Consumers may sometimes be very eager to try new products and brands or be, just the opposite, very reluctant to try new things. The only way that consumers can try, purchase and purchase repetitively is through a good availability of the brand. Trial is the sequential step after awareness and interest, which may be generated through promotion, the following FCC. Undoubtedly, a brand can only be purchased when it is one of the options to choose from. The purchase situation or location may have influence on consumer behaviour. People are, for example, restricted by the availability of soft-drinks in a restaurant. Whereas they can choose from a wide variety of soft-drink brands in a supermarket. With respect to sneakers similar situations might occur. However, it is likely that consumers will go elsewhere if they cannot find their desired pair of sneakers in a particular store. In contrast, most consumers will not go to another location when their desired soft-drink is not available. This influence and difference of ease of purchase emerges from low- versus higher-involvement products. Actually, one might even go to a special location to buy a unique pair of sneakers, whereas the location to consume a soft-drink is not likely to be chosen for the available assortment. 

The visibility of a brand is likely to influence consumers more profoundly with respect to low- versus high-involvement products. In addition, consumers might prefer global brands over local brands or vice versa. Global brands may provide a guarantee for safety, desire and belonging. Local brand may be more exclusive, or perhaps are preferred on journeys to try something new and different.

Promotion and the associated promotional tools create awareness and interest for the brand. Promotion as FCC covers many more tools than used in the survey. Consistent with marketing professionals’ feedback, this study investigates the influence of the most commonly used and influential promotional tools: (sales) promotion, premium, advertising, word of mouth, and endorsement. 

“Sales promotion are short-term incentives to encourage trial or usage of a product or service (Keller, 2008).” This may be a reduction of the usual price or a larger quantity for the same price. A premium has the same purpose as a promotion, however consumers receive a gift in addition to their purchase. Advertising is used to provide people with information about the brand and a reason to buy that brand. Endorsers may be used in advertising or sponsoring, who may persuade consumer to try or buy the product. Brands can be recommended by the people you daily encounter, family, friends and colleagues. Commonly these people are trusted, which increases the possibility that the brand will be tried or purchased. These criteria together form the core of a brand’s promotion. It clearly is important that consumers are aware of and are stimulated to buy the brand (repetitively). However, it is likely that consumers become less influenced by these criteria when they concern their favourite brand(s).

Consumer identity is the final FCC. Previously we have discussed the possibility to use a brand as a part of one’s identity. Clearly this is a primary factor for consumer identity. In addition, this is strongly influenced by the possible emotional values a brand may invoke with consumers. However, emotional values may also influence consumers’ preference for a certain brand individually. A final factor associated with a consumer’s identity is the experience they have with a brand, in other words, consumers’ often purchase a brand out of habit.

Consumer characteristics 

The primary characteristics of consumers are influenced by their culture. The different definitions of culture, individually, do not identify the essence of culture. Ghauri and Cateora (2006) provide insights in previously formulated definitions of culture. How people consume, prioritize their needs, try to obtain their desired products, services, and brands is influenced by their culture. Culture is  the man-made part of a social group. It is the total sum of capabilities and habits obtained as a member of society, such as beliefs, morals, laws, customs, and many others. In addition, Hofstede emphasizes that culture is a joint apparition, since it is learned by and shared with others from the same environment. Adherents from one group or category can be identified over members from others through collective programming, the indoctrinating of groups of people with certain values.

Ghauri and Cateora (2006) state that the essence of culture is captured through these definitions and that this concept is valid when: “the members of a group share a set of ideas and values; these are transmitted by symbols from one generation to another; culture is an outcome of past actions of a group or its members; culture is learned; culture shapes behaviour and our perception of the world; it is reinforced by components such as language, behaviour and ‘nation’ (Ghauri and Cateora, 2006).”

Since this study analyzes the behaviour of consumers from different cultures it is important to provide an overview of the indices which give possible explanations for occurring differences in consumer behaviour between cultures.  

Power Distance Index (PDI) is the level to which the less powerful members of society accept and expect there are differences in the distribution of power. This disparity has been defined from the bottom and not from the top. The level of disparity in a social group is endorsed by both the followers and the leaders. Power and its (unequal) distribution is very important for society, and anyone with, even a little, international knowledge/awareness recons the presence of unequal power distribution, but in some societies power is distributed more unequal than in other (Hofstede 1967 – 2009). 

Individualism (IDV) is the opposite of collectivism, which is the degree to which individual persons belong to a group and thus has no political meaning whatsoever. In individual cultures the relationship between people is loose. In other words, individuals are supposed to look after themselves and their immediate family. Individuals, on the other side, in collectivist cultures, in exchange for undisputed allegiance, receive protection from strong, cohesive groups (extended family) from the day they are born (Hofstede 1967 – 2009).

Masculinity (MAS) is another important issue in societies and, obviously, is the opposite of femininity. MAS demonstrates the distribution of tasks between genders. An interesting revelation, with respect to MAS, in Hofstede’s study is that (a) women’s values differ less among societies than men’s values; (b) men’s values from one country to another contain a dimension from very assertive and competitive and maximally different from women’s values on the one side, to modest and caring and similar to women’s values on the other (Hofstede 1967 – 2009).

The assertive and competitive side is appointed as ‘masculine’ and the more modest and caring side is appointed as ‘feminine’. In feminine cultures, women have similar values as the men and in more masculine cultures they are, to a lesser extent than the men, a little assertive and competitive, which implicates a wider gap between men and women (Hofstede 1967 – 2009). From the discussion on the masculinity dimension we derive the following hypothesis:

H5a: The difference in answers across different countries is bigger for man than for woman.

H5b: The difference in answers between man and woman is bigger in masculine cultures than in feminine countries.
Uncertainty Avoidance Index (UAI) reflects the level of uncertainty a social group accepts. This index provides insights whether the individuals in a society feel comfortable or uncomfortable in new, unfamiliar, unusual situations which are not structured. 

The population of societies which are uncertainty avoiding will attempt to avoid these unusual circumstances through laws, regulations, safety and security measures. These cultures also believe in an absolute truth, e.g. there is only one truth.  Individuals in these countries with a higher degree of UAI express their emotions more intensively, and simultaneously have higher levels of nervousness. Individuals in uncertainty accepting cultures, on the contrary, accept different opinions easier. This is also reflected by less rules and regulations, are more relativistic, and have a more open attitude towards different religious believes. In low UAI countries, individuals are calmer and observing and express their emotions in a much lesser [image: image12.png]Figure 2.2: Cultural dimension characteristics
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extent to not at all (Hofstede 1967 – 2009).

Long-Term Orientation (LTO) is the fifth dimensions formulated by Hofstede, and represents the opposite of short-term orientation. Long-term oriented cultures show values of thrift and persistence. Short-term oriented cultures attach value to traditions, meeting social duties, and protect the self. The values in the teachings of Confucius, a philosopher from China who lived around 500 B.C., are quite similar to the values of this cultural dimension. Although this dimension applies particularly to countries with a Confucian heritage, the dimension can also be found in countries without this heritage (Hofstede 1967 – 2009). 

In addition to Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, other consumer characteristics can influence consumer brand choice. This study has tried to either control for  the additional and most important factors representing these ‘other’ consumer characteristics or investigate and explain their possible leverage. By comparing groups of students, instantaneously some important factors are more or less controlled for. First, being a student implies that the respondents have, to certain extent, a comparable educational background. The second factor, wealth, is assumed to be proportionally the same. This assumption is made, since it is likely that, in most societies, students receive higher wealth than individuals which are not going to college. Third, students are in the same age group across nations. Indeed, arguments may arise with regards to the boundaries of students’ age range across nations, nevertheless these differences are negligible.

Several other factors are likely to have influence on consumer behaviour such as living situation, conscious purchase behaviour and level of loyalty toward favourite brand. These criteria cannot be controlled for, though they are included in the survey to offer possible explanation for arising differences in consumer preferences. The previous section does not directly brings us to the following hypothesis, however it could provide useful information for subsequent analysis.
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H6: Within a country the perceived importance of soft-drinks and ice-cream are more alike than the perceived importance of (a) soft-drinks and sneakers, and (b) ice-cream and sneakers. 

Conceptual theoretical framework

The Focus Criteria Clusters, the consumer characteristics based on Hofstede and the other consumer characteristics we tried to control for, together lead to the consumer’s brand choice intention. This is summarized in Figure 2.3. Clearly, the FCCs themselves are influenced by cultural dimensions. That leads us to the following hypotheses, which will be investigated by means of a more formal and quantitative analysis.

Hypothesis 7 actually stands for a group of hypotheses, in which we postulate that each of the five FCC scores can be explained partly by the cultural dimensions as formulated by Hofstede and partly by Gender. These five hypotheses are made for each of the three product categories adopted in this study. This total of 15 hypotheses is formulated (1) at the country level (i.e. for the five countries with a sufficient number of respondents), (2) at the individual respondent level for all (valid) individual responses of 15 countries and (3) at the individual respondent level for all (valid) individual responses from the ‘big 5’ countries, being in this case Costa Rica, Finland, Indonesia, the Netherlands, and Portugal.

In Figure 2.3, an overview is given of ‘low’ and ‘high’ values of the cultural dimensions characteristics. This and the descriptions of the Hofstede dimensions inspire for making the 3 x 15 hypotheses more concrete in terms of the direction of the relation between a particular FCC score and the various cultural dimensions. We will hypothesize that each of the cultural dimensions has a specific (positive, neutral  or negative) effect on each of the FCC scores. The theoretical reasons behind will be discussed below, for each of the cultural dimensions separately.

Hypotheses 7.1a,b,c,d,e relate to the effect of the PDI values on the perceived importance of the brand choice criteria
A high PDI-value stands for acceptance of power inequality, privileges for power holders, high dependence needs, and so on. We believe it to be realistic to assume that the students who have been interviewed will be the power holders of the future and or aspire to become so.  One natural step further is to assume that students with a high PDI value aspire the privileges that come with power. That leads to the hypotheses that they aspire good quality products, with a good brand image, that are readily available, that are promoted properly and which contribute to their identity. So:

H7.1a: The PDI-value has a positive influence on the FCC- score Product and Brand Characteristics.

H7.1b: The PDI-value has a positive influence on the FCC- score Brand Image.

H7.1c: The PDI-value has a positive influence on the FCC- score Availability.

H7.1d: The PDI-value has a positive influence on the FCC- score Promotion.

H7.1e: The PDI-value has a positive influence on the FCC- score Consumer Identity.
Hypotheses 7.2a,b,c,d,e relate to the effect of the IDV values on the perceived importance of the brand choice criteria

A high IDV-value stands for high I-conscience, in contrast with a high We-conscience with a low IDV-value. High IDV comes with private opinion, striving for self-realization, and so on.  With the low IDV-values one can associate relationships having priority over tasks and fulfillment of obligations with respect to the group, family and so on. So students with a low IDV will identify with their group and we may assume that the student’s families and groups are aspiring quality, good image and good promotion. So we hypothesize that a higher IDV value has a lower effect on these FCC’s than lower IDV values. For the FCC scores on Availability and on Consumer identity we assume no effect because we cannot discover any reason why the Availability cluster or the Consumer identity would be of different importance for students from countries with different IDV-values. Therefore, we formulate:    

H7.2a: The IDV-value has a negative influence on the FCC- score Product and Brand Characteristics.
H7.2b: The IDV -value has a negative influence on the FCC- score Brand Image.

H7.2c: The IDV-value has a negative influence on the FCC- score Availability.

H7.2d: The IDV-value has a negative influence on the FCC- score Promotion.

H7.2e: The IDV-value has a negative influence on the FCC- score Consumer Identity.

Hypotheses 7.3a,b,c,d,e relate to the effect of the MAS values on the perceived importance of the brand choice criteria

A high MAS-value stands for assertive behaviour, competition, decisiveness and so on while a low MAS-value comes with serving others, consensus, intuition and sympathy for the unfortunate. It seems that low MAS-values lead to conformity (‘do as the others do’), to go for good quality and not to take risks (see also the discussion under UAI-values) and almost naturally for good brands and products that are well promoted and available and at the same time part of the identity. Thus, we formulate:
H7.3a: The MAS-value has a negative influence on the FCC- score Product and Brand Characteristics.

H7.3b: The MAS -value has a negative influence on the FCC- score Brand Image.

H7.3c: The MAS -value has a negative influence on the FCC- score Availability.

H7.3d: The MAS -value has a negative influence on the FCC- score Promotion.

H7.3e: The MAS -value has a negative influence on the FCC- score Consumer Identity.

Hypotheses 7.4a,b,c,d,e relate to the effect of the UAI-values on the perceived importance of the brand choice criteria

A high UAI-value stands for the need to avoid failure, need for agreement  and the need for laws and rules. A low UAI-value stands for acceptance of dissent, conflict and competition, flexibility and less need for rules. This leads to the  hypotheses that students from countries with high UAI-scores aspire good quality products, with a good brand image, that are readily available, that are promoted properly and which contribute to their identity. So:

H7.4a: The UAI -value has a positive influence on the FCC- score Product and Brand Characteristics.

H7.4b: The UAI -value has a positive influence on the FCC- score Brand Image.

H 7.4c: The UAI -value has a positive influence on the FCC- score Availability.

H 7.4d: The UAI -value has a positive influence on the FCC- score Promotion.

H7.4e: The UAI -value has a positive influence on the FCC- score Consumer Identity.

3. Methodology, data collection, adjustment and analysis

Chapter outline

The third chapter provides an overview of how the research process has been structured. 

The first section provides an initial overview of the development and procedure of the research.

This will be followed by an overview of the survey construction, and the associated criteria development, expert interviews, and measurement scaling.

The third part provides information on which data have been collected for what reasons. In addition, this final part also lifts the veil to show that some data have been adjusted or dropped for the analysis and which analyses had to be done. However, this will also be addressed more extensively in chapter 4, the results of the analysis. 

Research development and procedure

The first step in any research is to define a general topic. The author is strongly influenced by an internationally oriented upbringing and education. The author’s interest for international marketing has been further ignited during an internationally oriented internship at a global marketing consultancy. In addition, the courses with respect to branding, advertising and international marketing form the primary source of inspiration to investigate differences in consumer behaviour cross-nationally. 

To stimulate and trigger students to start in time, a set of deadlines have been set for writing a thesis in de marketing program of the MSc Business and Economics. The beginning and formulation of an initial research framework is often the hardest part. The first deadline, the final thesis proposal, was due to the end of January. This created/left enough time to conduct the research over the following months and hand in the final draft of the thesis in the beginning of July. The larger part of the initial research definition and framework has been unchanged during the conduction and writing of this thesis. 

In the formulation of this thesis I have continuously taken the Marketing Research Process (Lemmens, 2010), as provided by Dr. Aurélie Lemmens in the International Marketing Research Seminar, into account. This will also form the underlying thread throughout this chapter. In addition to the lectures and literature covered in this course, the literature covered in several other courses was also very useful for the literature research of this thesis. 

The research question, “why and how do consumers choose a specific brand across nations?”, emerged from remaining questions with respect to consumer brand choice and differences between cultures. Much has been written on consumers’ perception and behaviour towards brands, in particular global brands. Simultaneously, countless studies have been conducted on criteria affecting consumers’ behaviour and brand perception.  However, to my knowledge, no research has been conducted which identified differences in consumer’ preferences across cultures. Therefore, we want to investigate why consumers across nations choose a specific brand. The choice for a particular brand may be the same across nations, though the reasons why a Portuguese chooses a pair of Adidas sneakers might differ from the reasons why a Dutchman or an Indonesian choose for the same pair of Adidas sneakers.

The first step in this study´s research design was to create a new dataset through the conduction of a survey. The survey and the associated scaling will be discussed more in depth during the discussion on the survey construction hereafter. However, the survey has been formulated on basis of the literature and, in addition, by interviewing several marketing professionals. This will be further explained in the discussion on criteria development and expert interviews. 

An interesting difference emerging in this study is that consumers’ stated preferences are examined instead of consumers’ actual behaviour. A pro for this is that it might provide insights in how companies could change their positioning to target potential consumers. A con could be that, in reality, consumers’ stated preferences are not representative for their actual behaviour. 

Survey: criteria development, expert interviews and scaling

The foundation of the survey has been laid using the book Brand Management and Marketing Communication (Pruppers, 2008), compiled from Strategic Brand Management: Building, Measuring, and Managing Brand Equity (Kevin Lane Keller, 2008) and Integrated Advertising, Promotion, and Marketing Communications (K.E. Clow and D. Baack, 2007) in combination with the author’s own insights. A broad range of brand choice criteria have been defined, starting from an even broader selection of potential brand choice criteria. These criteria primarily emerged from criteria used by companies to build brand equity, to position brands, brand elements, and brand associations, marketing communication and promotional tools.  In addition, to provide a clear picture for respondents, the criteria have been classified in focus criteria clusters. The classification of these criteria have also been based on literature of the course branding and advertising (2009-2010) in combination with personal insights. Instead of a pre-test and factor analysis or cluster analysis these criteria and focus clusters have been reviewed by marketing professionals during several discussions and interviews. After the interviews with marketing professionals from Coca-Cola, Nike, and Ola (Unilever) the survey has been finalized and was sent to the respondents. 

Important for a study’s reliability is that cross-national construct and measure equivalence can be ensured. With respect to construct equivalence it can be assumed that no differences are at hand regarding the investigated product categories and functional, conceptual, and category equivalence. However, some questions were asked with respect to, for example, purchase location, choice location, and loyalty to a brand. This did not result in reasons to change the survey. 

Measure inequality may arise in emerging differences with respect to calibration, translation, and  scoring. The first is not applicable for this study, where the second and third are. Since the respondents across the respondent countries are all enrolled in (international) English speaking university programs, it has been assumed that translation to another language was not necessary.  

For this survey the most well-known type of scales has been used: the 5-point Likert scale. This scale appointed the score how much respondents were affected by a specific brand choice criteria with a range of not at all affected (1) to very much affected (5) by that criterion.

A potential bias may arise through response styles of individuals. One way to overcome this bias is to implement both negatively and positively worded questions. This resolution, however, would have prolonged the survey further which was not desirable since the questionnaire was already quite extensive. Therefore, another solution, the use of an already existing construct has been used. Gfk Roper Reports have conducted surveys with similar questions (Pruppers, 2008), which form the basis of this survey’s construct. The survey that we finally used is given in Appendix A.

Data collection, adjustments and analysis

Logically, the first data has been collected through literature research, lectures and the associated slides of the MSc Marketing courses.

The discussions with and feedback of Dr. Aurélie Lemmens, my thesis supervisor, have been a thread throughout the entire research process. 

Another key point of interest for a thesis, in addition to provide scientific implications, is the attempt to deliver useful insights to managers and vice versa.  Indeed, it is likely that marketing professionals can provide useful information and insights on consumer behaviour and potential brand choice criteria. Therefore we have approached several marketing professionals through personal contacts and contacts of other acquaintances. The interviewed marketing professionals and investigated product categories have been selected since they complemented each other. Next to the previously mentioned feedback on the brand choice criteria and survey, these marketers have also provided other inspiring information  and ideas to implement in this study. 

Since this thesis is a cross-national study, data from different countries and nationalities had to be gathered. In addition, to compare (groups of) individuals across nations it is important that these groups actually can be compared. Therefore the choice was made to choose students whereby several factors as age and education could be controlled for. 

Already mentioned in the introduction, respondents from the Netherlands, the author’s home country, have been approached by contacting people through the author’s personal network and through the communication channel of the Erasmus University Rotterdam. Respondents from abroad have been contacted through acquainted Professors of the author’s family in a large number of countries. 

Recurrent in most studies, is the fact that the generated datasets are not per se useful at all or in total. Therefore, some data need or can be dropped. With respect to this thesis’ dataset, which will become clear in the next chapter, data had to be dropped with respect to the fifth cultural dimension by Hofstede, Long-Term Orientation. In addition, the number of respondents from a particular country were not always sufficient to be used in the comparisons and analyses between countries. 

In order to provide insights in the proposed hypotheses discussed in Chapter 2, the following task was to analyze the collected data. A possible pitfall is to start with too complicated analysis tools, thus loosing insights and overview.

In this thesis we have tried to avoid this pitfall by doing a descriptive analysis first, followed by a relatively simple comparison analysis. Promising results of the these descriptive and comparative analyses encouraged us to conduct a more complicated regression analysis. 

The results of these three analyses will be discussed and reviewed in the following chapter.

4. Results

Chapter outline

The fourth chapter provides an overview of the results and analysis. 

The first section will contain the descriptive analysis of the initial data.

In the subsequent section we compare the various FCC scores for individuals with high Hofstede scores with those of individuals with low Hofstede scores.
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In the third section of chapter four we provide a more in depth analysis through the regression of the FCC scores on the Hofstede scores.

Descriptive analyses

In Figure 4.1 a table is given which summarizes the information on the total number of surveys completed as a whole, two product categories completed, one category completed and the number of surveys which were unusable. In addition, Figure 4.1 also shows the same information separated for male and female. As can be seen in this table, unfortunately 146 surveys were unusable as a whole and 66 surveys were only partially usable. Reasons for the unsuitability were missing values, unfinished surveys or other occurring inconsistencies. 

Figure 4.2, above, provides information on the number of usable surveys per country, gender, and product-category.

The big five countries emerge from these numbers. Comparisons between gender within a country and comparisons of countries can only be made when the number of respondents is sufficient. We have set the minimum number of respondents per country at 15. Therefore, five countries show sufficient number of respondents, namely Costa Rica, Finland, Indonesia, the Netherlands, and Portugal.
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Figure 4.3 shows the scores for all five Hofstede dimensions of the respondents’ countries. However, Hofstede’s fifth dimension, Long-Term Orientation, was only developed years after his first study on cultural dimensions and was not conducted in all countries of his first study. This dimension is also not calculated for most of the respondents’ countries, including the big five countries. Therefore, we had to drop LTO from future analysis with respect to cultural dimensions.

Correlations can be a useful tool to indentify differences between male and female in the same country and males or females across countries for the different product categories. [image: image17.png]Figure 4.4a: Correlations soft-drinks — Male X Female
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Figures 4.4 a-c provide information on the correlation between male and female within a country for, respectively, soft-drinks, sneakers, and ice-cream. These Figures show that the correlations between males and females within a country are practically the same for the different product categories. 

Figures 4.5 a-c show the correlations between male respondents across nations for each product-category. 
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[image: image19.png]Figure 4.5a: Correlations softdrinks — Male
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Figure 4.5b: Correlations Sneakers — Male
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Figure 4.5¢: Correlations ice-cream — Male
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Similar correlations for female are provided in Figures 4.6 a-c. From these values it can be observed that differences across nations and differences between male and female indeed exist.

The following table, Figure 4.7, shows which brands per product category are preferred in the big five countries. An interesting observation is that in all product-categories, primarily global brands are preferred. 

With respect to soft-drinks, Coca-Cola is the only brand preferred in all big five countries, and actually it is preferred most. The top three of sneakers exists in all countries of the same brands, namely Adidas, Nike, and Converse. The countries taken together, Adidas is preferred most in the big five countries. 

[image: image20.png]Figure 4.7: Preferred brands per country and per category
soft-drinks

| Rank _Costa Rica__[Finnland _indonesia__|Netheriands_[Portugal

1 Coca-Cola Coca-Cola Coca-Cola Coca-Cola Coca-Cola
2 Pepsi-Cola Jaffa Sosro Lipton Ice-Tea Lipton Ice-Tea
3 7Up Local Pepsi-Cola  Fanta Sumol
sneakers
| Rank _[CostaRica__[Finnland _[indonesia__[Netherlands_[Portugal _|
1 Adidas Adidas Converse Nike Adidas
2 Nike Nike Adidas Adidas Nike
3 Converse Converse  Nike Converse Converse
ice-cream
|__Rank _[CostaRica__[Finnland _lindonesia__|Netherlands_|Portugal _|
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Baskin &

3 Ben & Jerry's  Mars Hdagen-Dazs Home-made'

Robbins

Source: Survey output



Ice-cream differs from soft-drinks and sneakers in that there is no brand preferred in all five countries and this product-category also shows more local brands.

Figures 4.8 a-c provide a clear overview of the average criteria scores by male and female for the big five countries. When analyzing these tables, it may seem that the different countries have different modes of answering. Thus, by just looking at the raw data bias of interpretations could have occurred. The following procedure has been performed to circumvent this potential bias issue. 

First the average scores, by males and females and per country, of all criteria were calculated, e.g. the normal averages. 

[image: image21.emf]Figure 4.8a: Average criteria score per country  by male and female for soft-drinks

Costa Rica Finnland Indonesia Netherlands Portugal

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female

# respondents 13 10 18 4 31 25 40 33 54 19

The product features? Q1 3,15 2,20 4,00 4,00 3,58 3,52 3,18 2,58 3,58 3,37

The packaging? Q2 2,15 2,30 2,28 2,50 3,30 3,44 2,85 2,55 2,53 2,37

The style and design? Q3 2,31 2,70 2,17 2,50 3,29 3,64 3,00 2,61 2,67 2,26

The reliability, durability, and service level of your favourite soft-drink brand? Q4 3,00 3,80 2,72 3,50 3,29 3,56 2,88 3,09 3,26 3,37

Safety (ingredients)? Q5 3,00 3,90 3,39 2,75 4,13 3,96 2,59 2,88 3,59 3,84

Your favourite soft-drink brand being the #1 (e.g. the most commonly bought soft-drink in its category)? Q6 2,46 2,60 1,61 1,25 3,40 3,20 2,48 2,28 2,20 2,21

The place of production? Q7 1,38 1,90 2,17 1,25 2,55 2,20 1,50 1,52 1,94 1,94

The social responsibility (e.g. your favourite soft-drink brand takes its impact on society and the environment into account? Q8 1,62 3,00 2,11 1,75 2,90 2,56 1,85 2,15 2,37 2,68

The perceived quality of your favourite soft-drink brand? Q9 3,54 3,20 3,22 3,50 3,68 3,72 3,36 3,33 3,37 3,74

The brand's price signal? Q10 3,31 2,80 2,78 2,75 3,32 3,80 3,03 2,91 2,91 3,05

The brand's innovativeness? Q11 2,23 3,00 2,17 2,00 3,42 3,56 2,68 2,33 2,61 2,72

The country of origin of the brand? Q12 1,62 1,80 1,76 1,25 3,06 2,32 1,95 1,48 2,06 1,78

Myths and rumors around the brand? Q13 1,85 2,00 1,72 1,75 2,65 2,76 2,10 1,61 1,98 2,16

The logos, characters, colors, symbols, slogans or jingles? Q14 2,62 2,56 1,89 1,50 3,33 3,08 2,79 2,42 2,09 2,47

Unfulfilled promises with respect to the brand/product characteristics (what you get is not what they promise)? Q15 2,62 2,00 2,06 2,75 3,35 3,08 2,53 2,21 2,63 2,53

The history, heritage and experience of the brand? Q16 2,31 2,60 2,56 2,25 3,42 3,00 2,82 2,18 2,68 2,79

The global/international nature of the brand? Q17 2,38 2,30 2,18 2,25 3,43 2,96 2,70 2,30 2,67 2,65

The local nature of the brand? Q18 1,85 2,30 2,41 2,00 3,00 3,08 2,18 1,76 2,13 2,06

The ease to purchase the brand? Q19 3,38 3,00 3,76 3,75 3,80 3,83 3,45 3,39 3,35 3,76

The visibility of the brand? Q20 2,85 2,70 1,82 2,50 3,73 3,79 3,20 2,85 2,75 3,25

The brand's exclusivity (e.g. it is only available in special place)? Q21 1,67 2,00 1,35 1,00 2,70 2,25 2,13 1,88 1,56 2,24

Promotion? Q22 2,31 2,70 1,78 2,00 3,52 3,20 2,60 2,39 2,64 2,47

Premiums? Q23 1,85 2,20 1,72 1,75 2,77 3,04 2,30 2,25 2,30 2,37

Advertising? Q24 2,46 2,10 1,94 1,75 3,48 3,28 2,60 2,56 2,33 2,79

Recommendation of a friend, family member or colleague? Q25 1,85 2,50 2,61 2,25 3,42 3,36 2,58 2,25 2,58 2,79

A role model endorsing the brand (e.g. Michael Jordan, Tiger Woods, or Christiano Ronaldo endorsing Nike)? Q26 1,38 1,00 1,17 1,00 2,45 2,48 1,83 1,67 1,30 1,63

The possibility to use your favourite brand as a part of your identiy? Q27 1,54 1,40 1,35 1,25 2,65 2,24 2,18 1,91 1,66 1,53

Your experience, familiarity with your favourite brand (e.g. habit to purchase your favourite brand)? Q28 2,46 2,00 2,50 2,75 3,03 3,20 2,95 2,94 2,63 2,37

Do you have any emotional attachment towards your favourite brand? Q29 1,54 1,20 1,67 2,00 2,58 2,40 2,18 1,91 1,55 1,79

1,73 1,97 1,81 1,57 2,76 2,70 2,10 1,98 1,96 2,14

LITTLE INFLUENCE

2,30 2,41 2,24 2,19 3,22 3,12 2,57 2,35 2,48 2,59

MUCH INFLUENCE

2,76 2,93 2,93 2,86 3,49 3,54 2,90 2,81 2,90 3,12

Source: Survey output

NO INFLUENCE

MODERATE INFLUENCE

VERY MUCH INFLUENCE

Second, the average of all scores below the normal average was calculated, e.g. the lower average.

Third, the average of all scores above the normal average was calculated, e.g. the higher average. 

Fourth, the average score for the individual criteria were classified in four sets, no influence, little influence, much influence, and very much influence. 

scores below the lower average were appointed to have no influence. 

By following this procedure comparisons can be made without any biasing problems between criteria scores across nations and gender.

[image: image22.emf]Figure 4.8b: Average criteria score per country  by male and female for sneakers

Costa Rica Finnland Indonesia Netherlands Portugal

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female

# respondents 11 7 12 4 28 23 37 27 35 17

The product features? Q1 4,18 3,17 4,17 4,25 4,18 4,22 3,31 3,48 3,60 4,06

The packaging? Q2 2,18 2,00 1,82 1,25 3,19 3,35 2,17 2,30 1,97 2,82

The style and design? Q3 4,55 4,50 3,42 4,25 4,32 4,52 4,46 4,41 4,34 4,59

The reliability, durability, and service level of your favourite sneakers brand? Q4 4,73 4,33 3,42 4,00 4,33 4,43 3,94 3,48 4,40 4,47

Safety (ingredients)? Q5 2,45 3,17 2,42 3,50 3,64 3,96 2,49 2,30 2,97 3,29

Your favourite sneakers brand being the #1 (e.g. the most commonly bought sneakers in its category)? Q6 2,64 2,80 1,42 1,00 3,39 3,26 2,35 2,15 1,71 2,41

The place of production? Q7 1,64 1,67 2,17 1,50 2,61 2,83 1,71 1,70 2,09 2,24

The social responsibility (e.g. your favourite sneakers brand takes its impact on society and the environment into account? Q8 1,73 2,00 1,92 1,75 2,75 2,83 2,03 1,85 2,46 2,76

The perceived quality of your favourite sneakers brand? Q9 4,45 3,29 3,42 4,00 4,32 4,00 3,69 3,56 3,71 4,24

The brand's price signal? Q10 3,00 2,86 2,92 3,25 3,61 3,78 3,08 3,52 3,62 3,76

The brand's innovativeness? Q11 3,55 3,57 2,75 3,00 3,89 3,52 3,31 3,04 3,36 3,12

The country of origin of the brand? Q12 1,27 2,00 2,42 1,75 2,79 2,83 1,97 1,56 1,88 2,56

Myths and rumors around the brand? Q13 1,45 2,29 1,92 1,75 2,41 2,65 2,17 1,70 1,79 2,06

The logos, characters, colors, symbols, slogans or jingles? Q14 2,91 2,57 1,92 1,25 3,39 3,09 2,89 3,00 2,56 3,06

Unfulfilled promises with respect to the brand/product characteristics (what you get is not what they promise)? Q15 1,91 2,17 2,08 2,25 2,96 3,41 2,50 2,11 2,50 2,53

The history, heritage and experience of the brand? Q16 3,60 2,57 2,64 2,50 3,18 2,87 3,08 2,19 2,85 2,69

The global/international nature of the brand? Q17 2,55 1,71 1,92 1,75 3,19 2,87 2,44 2,22 2,58 2,59

The local nature of the brand? Q18 1,91 1,86 2,17 1,75 2,92 2,87 2,09 2,00 2,18 2,24

The ease to purchase the brand? Q19 3,18 2,43 3,00 3,00 3,38 3,83 2,62 2,88 2,88 3,24

The visibility of the brand? Q20 2,73 2,43 1,67 2,25 3,54 3,74 2,91 2,41 2,61 3,00

The brand's exclusivity (e.g. it is only available in special place)? Q21 1,64 2,71 1,83 1,00 3,50 3,04 3,09 2,48 2,00 2,18

Promotion? Q22 2,73 2,14 1,92 2,00 3,11 3,26 2,78 2,58 3,35 3,06

Premiums? Q23 2,00 1,57 1,75 1,50 2,96 3,17 2,50 2,22 2,32 2,81

Advertising? Q24 2,55 1,86 1,75 2,00 3,19 3,09 2,75 2,63 2,26 2,81

Recommendation of a friend, family member or colleague? Q25 2,36 1,86 2,67 3,25 3,68 3,61 2,69 2,70 2,32 2,81

A role model endorsing the brand (e.g. Michael Jordan, Tiger Woods, or Christiano Ronaldo endorsing Nike)? Q26 2,36 1,43 1,33 1,00 3,37 2,65 2,08 2,19 1,76 1,81

The possibility to use your favourite brand as a part of your identiy? Q27 2,82 2,00 2,25 1,25 3,43 3,13 3,19 2,78 2,49 2,59

Your experience, familiarity with your favourite brand (e.g. habit to purchase your favourite brand)? Q28 3,36 1,71 2,50 3,00 3,68 3,61 3,25 3,00 2,86 3,12

Do you have any emotional attachment towards your favourite brand? Q29 2,27 2,00 2,08 1,25 2,96 2,83 2,47 2,33 1,63 1,94

2,06 1,95 1,88 1,57 3,00 2,98 2,34 2,13 2,17 2,46

LITTLE INFLUENCE

2,71 2,44 2,33 2,28 3,38 3,35 2,76 2,58 2,66 2,93

MUCH INFLUENCE

3,57 3,23 2,98 3,45 3,78 3,97 3,31 3,21 3,45 3,58

Source: Survey output

NO INFLUENCE

MODERATE INFLUENCE

VERY MUCH INFLUENCE


[image: image23.emf]Figure 4.8c: Average criteria score per country  by male and female for ice-cream

Costa Rica Finnland Indonesia Netherlands Portugal

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female

# respondents 10 6 13 4 28 22 36 26 20 17

The product features? Q1 3,50 3,00 4,31 4,75 3,61 3,77 2,78 2,30 3,70 3,71

The packaging? Q2 2,50 2,17 2,62 2,50 3,50 3,64 2,65 2,60 2,33 2,94

The style and design? Q3 2,50 2,00 2,08 2,50 3,29 3,18 2,49 2,36 2,00 2,35

The reliability, durability, and service level of your favourite ice-cream brand? Q4 3,10 3,00 2,38 3,25 3,29 3,32 2,78 2,60 2,97 3,59

Safety (ingredients)? Q5 3,60 3,83 3,69 3,75 4,11 3,77 3,19 2,88 3,67 4,24

Your favourite ice-cream brand being the #1 (e.g. the most commonly bought ice-cream in its category)? Q6 2,20 2,83 1,54 1,25 3,04 2,86 2,19 2,04 1,94 2,53

The place of production? Q7 1,70 2,33 2,62 2,75 2,86 2,73 2,08 2,16 1,88 2,41

The social responsibility (e.g. your favourite ice-cream brand takes its impact on society and the environment into account? Q8 1,70 2,17 2,31 1,50 2,61 2,68 2,03 1,96 2,16 2,71

The perceived quality of your favourite ice-cream brand? Q9 4,00 3,00 3,69 5,00 3,96 3,77 3,58 3,48 3,97 4,18

The brand's price signal? Q10 3,10 2,83 2,62 3,67 3,25 3,55 2,94 2,96 3,16 3,24

The brand's innovativeness? Q11 2,20 3,67 2,77 2,75 3,39 3,41 2,86 2,25 2,81 3,06

The country of origin of the brand? Q12 1,70 2,17 2,46 3,00 2,70 2,59 1,91 1,96 2,07 2,12

Myths and rumors around the brand? Q13 1,50 2,33 1,62 1,25 2,42 2,41 2,08 1,80 1,87 2,12

The logos, characters, colors, symbols, slogans or jingles? Q14 1,80 2,17 1,38 2,00 2,96 2,59 2,28 2,16 1,75 1,88

Unfulfilled promises with respect to the brand/product characteristics (what you get is not what they promise)? Q15 1,90 1,67 2,00 2,25 2,96 3,05 2,25 1,84 2,06 2,24

The history, heritage and experience of the brand? Q16 1,90 2,17 2,00 3,00 3,08 2,76 2,25 2,28 2,72 2,29

The global/international nature of the brand? Q17 1,60 1,67 1,46 1,50 2,96 2,48 2,08 2,36 2,41 2,35

The local nature of the brand? Q18 2,00 2,17 2,23 3,50 3,04 2,48 1,89 2,16 2,06 2,06

The ease to purchase the brand? Q19 3,00 2,67 3,23 4,00 3,86 3,52 3,06 3,16 2,91 3,12

The visibility of the brand? Q20 2,00 2,17 1,62 2,00 3,46 3,19 2,92 2,36 2,47 2,59

The brand's exclusivity (e.g. it is only available in special place)? Q21 2,20 1,67 1,46 1,25 2,68 2,67 2,11 2,08 1,88 2,06

Promotion? Q22 2,20 2,50 1,38 2,25 3,33 3,18 2,81 2,68 2,66 2,41

Premiums? Q23 1,80 1,83 1,38 1,75 2,96 3,05 2,61 2,32 2,28 2,47

Advertising? Q24 2,56 2,00 1,54 2,00 3,26 3,27 2,86 2,48 2,26 2,71

Recommendation of a friend, family member or colleague? Q25 2,50 2,00 2,23 3,50 3,35 3,45 2,89 2,84 2,81 3,24

A role model endorsing the brand (e.g. Michael Jordan, Tiger Woods, or Christiano Ronaldo endorsing Nike)? Q26 1,30 1,67 1,08 1,00 2,35 2,41 1,67 1,32 1,28 1,53

The possibility to use your favourite brand as a part of your identiy? Q27 1,20 1,50 1,08 1,25 2,18 2,50 1,58 1,28 1,53 1,59

Your experience, familiarity with your favourite brand (e.g. habit to purchase your favourite brand)? Q28 2,60 2,00 2,08 3,00 2,86 3,23 3,00 2,64 2,56 2,41

Do you have any emotional attachment towards your favourite brand? Q29 1,60 1,67 1,62 2,25 2,18 2,59 1,89 1,88 1,63 1,76

1,81 1,94 1,58 1,78 2,74 2,60 2,02 1,99 1,96 2,18

LITTLE INFLUENCE

2,26 2,30 2,15 2,57 3,09 3,04 2,47 2,32 2,41 2,62

MUCH INFLUENCE

3,00 2,91 2,86 3,53 3,51 3,40 2,89 2,72 3,03 3,34

Source: Survey output

NO INFLUENCE

MODERATE INFLUENCE

VERY MUCH INFLUENCE


Comparison of FCC-scores with HILO Hofstede-scores

[image: image24.emf]For each of the Hofstede Indices we have divided the respondents over two group, one with high index values and the other with low index values. Thus, we have a subgroup with a high power distance index (PDI) value and one with a low PDI value. Likewise, we have subgroups with high and low IDV (individualism) values, subgroups with high and low MAS (masculinity) values and subgroups with high and low UAI (uncertainty avoidance index) values.

For each pair of Hofstede subgroups we have looked at the 5 average FCC-scores (focus criteria cluster scores), with the average calculated over all respondents. So for each product category and for each of the 4 Hofstede dimensions, we have  5 FCC comparisons for the average high Hofstede and average low Hofstede ranking individual. The results are summarized in Figure 4.9a for soft-drinks, 4.9b for sneakers, and 4.9c for ice-cream. In the following we will provide insights in the occurring trend and the highest and lowest scoring FCCs for all product categories and each cultural dimension. 

As can be seen in Figure 4.9a, the results for soft-drinks show that individuals with a high PDI ranking rate (the effect of) all FCCs higher than individuals with a low PDI ranking. Both types of individuals rank PBC highest and CI lowest. Individuals with a high IDV ranking rate the FCCs lower than individuals with a low IDV ranking, with the exception of CI. Low IDV individuals rank PBC as most influential whereas high IDV individuals find PBC and AVAI equally important. CI is ranked by both types of individuals as least important, however high IDV individuals rank PROM equally. Individuals with a low MAS score value FCCs lower than individuals with a high MAS score. Whereas low MAS individuals place both PBC and AVAI at the top, high MAS individuals only rate PBC as most influential. PROM and CI are both ranked lowest for low MAS individuals and high MAS individuals only rate CI the lowest. High UAI individuals value all FCCs slightly lower than low UAI individuals. Low UAI ranked individuals value AVAI the highest and high UAI ranked individuals score PBC the highest. CI is rated lowest by both types of UAI individuals.

[image: image25.emf]
As can be seen in Figure 4.9b, the results for sneakers show that individuals with a high PDI ranking rate all FCCs higher than individuals with a low PDI ranking. Both value PBC as most important. Low PDI individuals rank PROM lowest, whereas high PDI individuals rank CI lowest. All FCCs are ranked higher by low IDV individuals. PBC scores highest for both types of individuals. PROM is also ranked lowest by both types of individuals. However low IDV individuals rate CI equally low. With respect to MAS, individuals with a high ranking rate all FCCs higher. Both types of MAS ranked individuals rate PBC highest and PROM lowest. With the exception of PBC, low UAI ranked individuals rate the FCCs higher than high UAI ranked persons. PBC is ranked highest by high and low UAI ranked individuals. PROM and CI are equally rated lowest by high UAI individuals, whereas low UAI individuals only rank PROM lowest.

As can be seen in Figure 4.9c, the results for ice-cream show that high PDI individuals rank the FCCs higher than low PDI individuals. PBC scores highest for both types of individuals, whereas CI scores lowest for both. Individuals with a low IDV ranking rate the FCCs higher than individuals with a high IDV ranking. Again, PBC is rated highest and CI lowest. With respect to MAS, high ranked individuals rate the FCCs higher than low ranked individuals. PBC is ranked and highest and CI lowest for both types of individuals. Low UAI ranked individuals rank all FCCs higher, however, little difference exists between low and high ranked individuals for the highest ranked FCC, PBC. CI is ranked lowest for both types of UAI ranked individuals.

At this stage it can be observed that the patterns are roughly the same for all product categories.

[image: image26.emf]Regressing FCC scores on Hofstede scores

The results of the analysis of the relations between the FCC-scores and the HILO Hofstede scores encouraged us to venture into a more formal regression analysis between the two sets of variables. We first did an analysis at the country level for each of the five countries with a reasonable number of respondents, being Costa Rica, Finland, Indonesia, the Netherlands, and Portugal. For each country we looked at the average answers by males and at the average answers by females, thus offering a sample size of 5 x 2 = 10. For each of the three product categories we tried to explain the 5 (average values of the) FCCs by means of the Hofstede values. The outcomes of these 15 regressions can be found in Appendix B. Almost all regressions resulted in very high correlations and a very large number of highly significant coefficients. Seeing [image: image27.emf]Figure 4.10: Summary regression results individual level ´big 5´ countries

Soft-drinks

Multiple R

R Square

Adjusted R Square

Observations

Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E.

Intercept 2,769 0,567 3,620 0,567 3,545 0,668 3,245 0,726 3,035 0,761

PDI 0,016 0,008 0,033 0,008 0,035 0,009 0,047 0,010 0,044 0,011

IDV -0,006 0,005 -0,013 0,005 -0,011 0,005 -0,013 0,006 -0,008 0,006

MAS -0,009 0,018 -0,048 0,018 -0,048 0,021 -0,062 0,022 -0,063 0,024

UAI -0,006 0,003 -0,013 0,003 -0,014 0,004 -0,016 0,004 -0,017 0,004

Gender 0,004 0,088 0,114 0,088 0,061 0,105 0,018 0,113 0,133 0,118

Sneakers

Multiple R

R Square

Adjusted R Square

Observations

Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E.

Intercept 3,718 0,557 3,305 0,631 3,612 0,781 3,273 0,852 4,772 0,984

PDI 0,024 0,008 0,026 0,009 0,045 0,011 0,052 0,012 0,056 0,014

IDV -0,012 0,004 -0,009 0,005 -0,014 0,006 -0,012 0,007 -0,019 0,008

MAS -0,030 0,017 -0,034 0,019 -0,064 0,024 -0,070 0,026 -0,099 0,030

UAI -0,008 0,003 -0,008 0,004 -0,016 0,004 -0,015 0,005 -0,023 0,005

Gender -0,099 0,081 0,058 0,093 0,074 0,116 0,062 0,126 0,195 0,145

Ice-cream

Multiple R

R Square

Adjusted R Square

Observations

Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E.

Intercept 2,708 0,698 2,497 0,698 2,921 0,823 3,529 0,829 2,837 0,897

PDI 0,005 0,009 0,016 0,009 0,035 0,011 0,059 0,011 0,033 0,012

IDV -0,004 0,006 -0,003 0,006 -0,008 0,007 -0,014 0,007 -0,008 0,007

MAS 0,010 0,021 -0,009 0,021 -0,042 0,024 -0,088 0,025 -0,045 0,027

UAI -0,004 0,004 -0,006 0,004 -0,012 0,004 -0,017 0,005 -0,013 0,005

Gender -0,068 0,101 0,007 0,101 0,040 0,120 -0,012 0,120 -0,064 0,130

Source: Survey output

PBC

BI AVAI PROM CI

* significant at 95% level

PBC

BI AVAI PROM
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BI AVAI PROM

0,271 0,122 0,178 0,161

* significant at 95% level

CI

0,447 0,390 0,439 0,374
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these results, we wondered whether an analysis of all individual answers (thus not average of groups of individuals) would yield similar results. Doing so, the sample size increases enormously and also the answers by respondents from countries other than the five mentioned above could be included. The outcomes of the 15 regressions at the individual level can be found in Appendix C. The correlation coefficients have decreased for all regressions, but quite encouraging, there are still quite a few significant regression coefficients, although not as many as with the analysis at the country level. We wondered what the effect had been of the inclusion of little over 30 answers from 9 countries other than the ‘big 5’ used in the country analysis. Therefore, we have done another 15 regressions at the individual level for the respondents from the big 5 countries alone. The results can be found in Appendix D, however a summary can be found in Figure 4.10. As can be seen in Figure 4.10, both soft-drinks and sneakers yield a lot of significant regression coefficients, which are negative for the dimensions other than PDI. The results for ice-cream are weaker, although still quite a few coefficients are significant, but it should be noted that ice-cream was the last part of the survey, which may have been too long.

5. Analysis of the results

Chapter outline

This chapter will comprise the analysis of the results, which will be analyzed following the hypotheses formulated in Chapter 2.

Analysis of the results

H1: Quality is perceived as having very much influence on brand choice across nations. 

As shown for soft-drinks, sneakers, and ice-cream (see Figure 4.8 a-c), quality is without exception perceived to be of very high influence in each of the five countries for which we had a reasonable or good number of responses. As previously mentioned, the scales of importance have been standardized. We conclude on basis of these results, that this hypothesis cannot be rejected.

H2: Country of origin should have no to little influence on the respondents preference since the questions have been answered while respondents had their favourite brand in mind.
Note that the respondents had to mention their favourite brand at the beginning of the series of questions relating to the product category concerned. As shown for soft-drinks, sneakers, and ice-cream (see Figure 4.8 a-c), country of origin is perceived to be without or little influence in respectively 10, 9, 8 of the 10 country groups. An exception is sneakers and ice-cream as perceived in Finland. Their students perceive country of origin as having much influence (i.e. much but not very much).

H3: the growing recognition for the importance of social responsibility, both for global and local brands, suggests that social responsibility has much influence on consumer behaviour.
As shown for soft-drinks, sneakers, and ice-cream (see Figure 4.8 a-c) social responsibility is with only a few exceptions perceived as having no or little influence on brand choice. It is hard to understand why so many students in all these countries gave these answers. One explanation is that they already expect all suppliers of the brands to be socially responsible. In other words, corporate social responsibility is considered as a given. Consequently, if this is true, students may expect to react if there is a problem with a particular brand.

H4: respondents find the possibility to use a brand as a part of their identity more important for high involvement products such as sneakers than for low involvement products such as soft-drinks and ice-cream.

As shown for soft-drinks, sneakers, and ice-cream (see Figure 4.8 a-c), ‘the possibility to use a favourite brand as a part of the identity’ is not at all perceived to be very important. On the contrary, for ice-cream and soft-drinks this possibility is considered to have no influence at all. With sneakers the identity is viewed as moderately important.

H5a: the difference in answers across different countries is bigger for man than for woman.
For this hypothesis we refer to the results in Figures 4.5 a-c and 4.6 a-c, reporting the correlations between ‘male’ answers across different countries (for each of the three product categories) and the comparable correlations between ‘female’ answers. The results are not very conclusive in the sense that we do not find strong support for this hypothesis.

H5b: The difference in answers between man and woman is bigger in masculine cultures than in feminine countries.

From Figure 4.3 we observe that Indonesia has the highest MAS index of the five countries. Figures 4.4 a-c show that Indonesia still has high correlation between ‘male’ and ‘female’ answers. Overall, we do not find support for this hypothesis.

H6: Within a country the perceived importance of soft-drinks and ice-cream are more alike than the perceived importance of (a) soft-drinks and sneakers, and (b) ice-cream and sneakers.
This hypothesis is supported by the results in Figures 4.8 a-c. The answers for soft-drinks and ice-cream are quite similar, whereas each of these answer categories differs clearly from the answers given for sneakers.

H7: The FCCs explained by the cultural dimensions.
As mentioned at the end of Chapter 4, the regression results for the average per country of the FCC values generated by males and the same generated by females, explained by the Hofstede scores were very good (see Appendix B), especially for soft-drinks and sneakers and to some extent also for ice-cream. It is not only the high correlation coefficients, but notable the highly significant regression coefficients, that make these results intriguing. However, it should be stressed that the sample size is low (i.e. 10). Also, by taking average FCC values and the averages per country, a lot of the variance disappears, resulting in higher correlations. Nevertheless, the significant regression coefficients cannot be ignored.

To get more insight in this issue, we have done all 15 regressions again at the individual respondents’ level. First for the set of all respondents and then for all respondents from the ‘big 5’ countries. Hereafter, we concentrate on the latter results as summarized in Figure 4.10 at the end of Chapter 4. (The results of all regressions can be found in Appendix B, C, and D respectively).

As we predicted, all correlation coefficients went down in comparison with the results for the average per country FCC values, but the number of significant coefficients remained high for each of the three product categories. Noteworthy is first that, for all regressions, the constant term is positive and highly significant. This is not strange, because we are trying to explain average FCC scores which themselves are measured on a 5-point Likert scale. Secondly, for none of the regressions we could find a significant coefficient for gender. This is reasonably in line with the results of the comparative analysis (cf. the discussion  of the results relating to Hypothesis 5a and Hypothesis 5b, above). 

Next, we discuss the results concerning  the more specific assumptions made with respect to the effects of the cultural dimensions on the FCC scores.

H7.1a,b,c,d,e: The effects of the PDI values on the perceived importance of each of the brand choice criteria clusters

All regressions (except two for ice-cream) result in highly significant positive influence of the PDI values. So none of these hypotheses can be rejected.

H7.2a,b,c,d,e:
The effects of the IDV values on the perceived importance of each of the brand choice criteria clusters

All regressions under this heading result in a negative influence of the IDV values, as expected. Around 60% of the associated estimates is significant at the 95% level or more. The results are most clear for sneakers and less clear (but still visible) for ice-cream. We conclude that on basis of the results, three of these hypotheses (H7.2.a,b,d) cannot be rejected. However, two hypotheses, (H7.2.c,e), relating to availability and Consumer identity should be rejected. In both cases we see a clear and significant effect, especially for soft drinks and sneakers and partially also for ice-cream.  

H7.3.a,b,c,d,e:
The effects of the MAS values on the perceived importance of each of the brand choice criteria clusters

All regressions under this heading result in a negative influence of the MAS values, as expected. Around 60% of the associated estimates is significant at the 95% level or more. The results are most clear for sneakers and less clear (but still visible) for ice-cream. We conclude that on basis of these results, none of the hypotheses under this heading can be rejected.

H7.4.a,b,c,d,e: The effects of the UAI-values on the perceived importance of each of the brand choice criteria clusters

All regressions in this category result in a (small) negative influence of the UAI values. Around 75% of the associated estimates is significant at the 95% level or more. The results are again most clear for sneakers. We conclude that on basis of these results, each of the hypotheses in this category can be rejected.

6. Conclusion, managerial implications, and future research

This study is, to our knowledge, a new type of research in the sense that we have investigated respondents’ perceived importance of brand choice criteria instead of examining consumers’ actual behaviour. In addition, to our knowledge, this research is also the first to examine the influence of Hofstede’s cultural dimension on brand choice criteria.

The results show that the research is doable and potentially fruitful. This has been doable through SurveyMonkey, a survey tool accessible through any computer with Internet plus the access to an international network of potential respondents. This implies that through more sophisticated data (creation) bases results would also be usable, significant and of interest. The side note needs to be made that we have been overwhelmed by the number of answers that were generated, over 400 surveys were started and around 250 were usable.

Quite a number of results are interesting and relating to opinions of both marketing practitioners and  marketing literature. The descriptive analysis already gave encouraging results and insights which were a rung to the quantitative analysis. It was surprising how many statistical results were obtained through this analysis.  We formulated and investigated a large number of hypotheses and many more could have been made. At this stage and in this framework we have tried to limit ourselves.

Of course, a thesis is a learning experience which leads to, amongst other things, a number of suggestions for future research in this direction.

First, a clear suggestion is to include  more countries with larger sample sizes. 

Second, research towards very high involvement products could be interesting and providing totally different results. 

Third, as the results on ice-cream showed, the survey for this thesis was clearly too extensive. Therefore, future questionnaires should be smaller.

A fourth interesting suggestion for future research is to investigate respondents’ perceived importance of criteria in relation to their actual behaviour. In other words, comparing stated (conscious) versus actual (unconscious) brand preferences or choices.

Fifth, a more extensive research should be conducted on the brand choice criteria. The criteria implemented or developed for this thesis may a bit too abstract for the layman.

Managers may find useful information in this research with respect to several issues. First, companies are expected to be socially responsible, however it is not necessary to draw too much attention in their publicity, i.e. in their marketing communication (Ben & Jerry’s). Consumers will, however, punish both global and local companies when issues with respect to social responsibility are not addressed correctly. 

One very important implication of this thesis is that consumers across nations are more and more expecting high quality. The reasons why and how these consumers choose a particular brand still differs across cultures. Please recall the formal research question: why and how consumers choose a specific brand across nations? Even though we cannot answer this question conclusively, this study does prove that distances and with that differences across consumers across nations remain.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Survey Consumer Brand Choice

Dear student,

I am an MSc student in Marketing  at the Erasmus University Rotterdam, in the Netherlands. In the framework of my Master Thesis I am conducting a cross-national research on students’ brand choice criteria.

Your opinion is of great importance for my research! I would really appreciate if you could take some of your time to answer the following survey, which will take 10 to 15 minutes to complete.

This questionnaire will be used to evaluate and compare the behaviour of students across several countries. Your personal information and answers will remain strictly anonymous.

Thanking you in advance,

Thomas Spronk

For questions or further information you can contact me by email: thomasspronk@hotmail.com
General Information

Age

……….……….……….

Gender

……….……….……….

Nationality
……….……….……….

Student (yes/no)
……….……….……….

Email address 
……….……….……….

What is your current living situation? (one answer)

· Independent

· Living with partner

· Cohabiting with one or more friends

· Parents/Family

· Other,…

The following questions relate to Soft-drinks brands

1. Context Questions

What is your favourite soft-drink brand?

· ………………..

Where do you decide to purchase a particular brand? (multiple answers allowed)

· At Home

· On the go to the place of purchase

· At  purchase location

· All possibilities

Where do you buy soft-drinks most often? (one answer)

· Supermarket

· Vending machine

· Restaurant/Bar

· Internet

· Other,…

· Do you change easily from your favourite soft-drink brand to another brand?

Yes/No 

· Do you choose your favourite soft-drink brand consciously? 



Yes/No 

· Do you intend to do more for your favourite brand than just consume the products?
Yes/No
(e.g. tattoo, member of websites/clubs associated with a brand, user-groups, etc.)
2. Criteria Questions – How much do the following criteria influence your choice for your favourite soft-drink as noted above?

Product and Brand Characteristics – How much is the choice for your favourite soft-drink brand affected by:

	
	Not at all
	A Little
	Moderately
	Much
	Very much

	The product features?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The packaging ?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The style and design?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The reliability, durability, and service level of your favourite soft-drink brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Safety (ingredients)?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Your favourite soft-drink brand being the # 1 (e.g. the most commonly bought soft-drink in its category)?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The place of production?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The social responsibility (e.g. your favourite soft-drink brand takes its impact on society and the environment into account)?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Brand Image – How much is the choice for your favourite soft-drink brand affected by:
	
	Not at all
	A Little
	Moderately
	Much
	Very much

	The perceived quality of  your favourite soft-drink brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The brand’s price signal?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The brand’s innovativeness
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The country of origin of the brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Myths and rumors around the brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The logos, characters, colors, symbols, slogans or jingles?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Unfulfilled promises with respect to the brand/product characteristics (what you get is not what they promise)?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The history, heritage and experience of the brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Availability – How much is the choice for your favourite soft-drink brand affected by:

	
	Not at all
	A Little
	Moderately
	Much
	Very much

	The global/international nature of the brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The local nature of the brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The ease to purchase the brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The visibility of the brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The brand’s exclusivity (e.g. it is only available in special places)?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Promotion – How much is the choice for your favourite soft-drink brand affected by:

	
	Not at all
	A Little
	Moderately
	Much
	Very much

	Promotion?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Premiums ?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Advertising?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Recommendation of a friend, family member or colleague?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	A role model endorsing the brand (e.g. Michael Jordon, Tiger Woods, or Christiano Ronaldo endorsing Nike)? 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Consumer Identity – How much is the choice for your favourite soft-drink brand affected by:

	
	Not at all
	A Little
	Moderately
	Much
	Very much

	The possibility  to use your favourite brand as a part of your identity?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Your experience, familiarity with your favourite brand (e.g. habit to purchase your favourite brand)?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Do you have any emotional attachment towards your favourite brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



3. Important Criteria

Please list the 3 criteria which are most important to you:

Please list the 3 criteria which are least important to you:

The following questions relate to Sneakers brands

1. Context Questions

What is your favourite sneakers brand?

· ………………..

Where do you decide to purchase a particular brand? (multiple answers allowed)

· At Home

· On the go to the place of purchase

· At  purchase location

· All possibilities

How do you see branded sneakers for daily use? (multiple answers allowed)

· As a necessity good

· As a fashion/luxury good

· Otherwise,…

Where do you buy sneakers  most often? (one answer)

· Department store

· Specialty store

· Internet

· Other,…

· Do you change easily from your favourite sneakers brand to another brand? 


Yes/No 

· Do you choose your favourite sneakers brand consciously? 




Yes/No 

· Do you intend to do more for your favourite sneakers brand than just wear the products?

Yes/No
(e.g. tattoo, member of websites/clubs associated with a brand, user-groups, etc.)
2. Criteria Questions – How much do the following criteria influence your choice for your favourite sneakers brand as noted above?

Product and Brand Characteristics – How much is the choice for your favourite sneakers brand affected by:

	
	Not at all
	A Little
	Moderately
	Much
	Very much

	The product features?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The packaging ?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The style and design?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The reliability, durability, and service level of your favourite sneakers brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Safety (ingredients)?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Your favourite sneakers brand being the # 1 (e.g. the most commonly bought sneakers in its category)?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The place of production?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The social responsibility (e.g. your favourite sneakers brand takes its impact on society and the environment into account)?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Brand Image – How much is the choice for your favourite sneakers brand affected by:
	
	Not at all
	A Little
	Moderately
	Much
	Very much

	The perceived quality of  your favourite sneakers brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The brand’s price signal?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The brand’s innovativeness
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The country of origin of the brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Myths and rumors around the brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The logos, characters, colors, symbols, slogans or jingles?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Unfulfilled promises with respect to the brand/product characteristics (what you get is not what they promise)?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The history, heritage and experience of the brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Availability – How much is the choice for your favourite sneakers brand affected by:

	
	Not at all
	A Little
	Moderately
	Much
	Very much

	The global/international nature of the brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The local nature of the brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The ease to purchase the brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The visibility of the brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The brand’s exclusivity (e.g. it is only available in special places)?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Promotion – How much is the choice for your favourite sneakers brand affected by:

	
	Not at all
	A Little
	Moderately
	Much
	Very much

	Promotion?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Premiums ?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Advertising?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Recommendation of a friend, family member or colleague?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	A role model endorsing the brand (e.g. Michael Jordon, Tiger Woods, or Christiano Ronaldo endorsing Nike)? 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Consumer Identity – How much is the choice for your favourite sneakers brand affected by:

	
	Not at all
	A Little
	Moderately
	Much
	Very much

	The possibility  to use your favourite brand as a part of your identity?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Your experience, familiarity with your favourite brand (e.g. habit to purchase your favourite brand)?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Do you have any emotional attachment towards your favourite brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



3. Important Criteria

Please list the 3 criteria which are most important to you:

Please list the 3 criteria which are least important to you:

The following questions relate to Ice-cream brands

1. Context Questions

What is your favourite ice-cream brand?

· ………………..

Where do you decide to purchase a particular brand? (multiple answers allowed)

· At Home

· On the go to the place of purchase

· At  purchase location

· All possibilities

Where do you buy ice-cream most often? (one answer)

· Supermarket

· Vending machine

· Restaurant/Bar

· Internet

· Other,…

· Do you change easily from your favourite ice-cream brand to another brand? 


Yes/No 

· Do you choose your favourite ice-cream brand consciously? 




Yes/No 

· Do you intend to do more for your favourite ice-cream brand than just consume the products?
Yes/No
(e.g. tattoo, member of websites/clubs associated with a brand, user-groups, etc.)
2. Criteria Questions – How much do the following criteria influence your choice for your favourite ice-cream as noted above?

Product and Brand Characteristics – How much is the choice for your favourite ice-cream brand affected by:

	
	Not at all
	A Little
	Moderately
	Much
	Very much

	The product features?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The packaging ?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The style and design?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The reliability, durability, and service level of your favourite ice-cream brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Safety (ingredients)?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Your favourite brand being the # 1 (e.g. the most commonly bought ice-cream in its category)?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The place of production?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The social responsibility (e.g. your favourite ice-cream brand takes its impact on society and the environment into account)?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Brand Image – How much is the choice for your favourite ice-cream brand affected by:
	
	Not at all
	A Little
	Moderately
	Much
	Very much

	The perceived quality of  your favourite ice-cream brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The brand’s price signal?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The brand’s innovativeness
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The country of origin of the brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Myths and rumors around the brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The logos, characters, colors, symbols, slogans or jingles?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Unfulfilled promises with respect to the brand/product characteristics (what you get is not what they promise)?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The history, heritage and experience of the brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Availability – How much is the choice for your favourite ice-cream brand affected by:

	
	Not at all
	A Little
	Moderately
	Much
	Very much

	The global/international nature of the brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The local nature of the brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The ease to purchase the brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The visibility of the brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	The brand’s exclusivity (e.g. it is only available in special places)?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Promotion – How much is the choice for your favourite ice-cream brand affected by:

	
	Not at all
	A Little
	Moderately
	Much
	Very much

	Promotion?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Premiums ?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Advertising?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Recommendation of a friend, family member or colleague?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	A role model endorsing the brand (e.g. Michael Jordon, Tiger Woods, or Christiano Ronaldo endorsing Nike)? 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Consumer Identity – How much is the choice for your favourite ice-cream brand affected by:

	
	Not at all
	A Little
	Moderately
	Much
	Very much

	The possibility  to use your favourite brand as a part of your identity?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Your experience, familiarity with your favourite brand (e.g. habit to purchase your favourite brand)?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Do you have any emotional attachment towards your favourite brand?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



3. Important Criteria

Please list the 3 criteria which are most important to you:

Please list the 3 criteria which are least important to you:
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Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,948452691

R Square 0,899562508

Adjusted R Square 0,774015642

Standard Error 0,155996795

Observations 10

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 0,87182 0,174364 7,165153072 0,039785601

Residual 4 0,09734 0,024335

Total 9 0,96916

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 2,89993354 0,588735598 4,925697631 0,007897114 1,265341471 4,534525609

PDI 0,017835129 0,007642359 2,333720254 0,079925779 -0,003383462 0,03905372

IDV -0,006815903 0,004314923 -1,579611742 0,18934422 -0,018796051 0,005164244

MAS -0,012813977 0,01721855 -0,744196066 0,498099658 -0,060620337 0,034992382

UAI -0,0063585 0,003946001 -1,61137817 0,182388702 -0,017314355 0,004597355

Gender -0,032 0,098661036 -0,324342834 0,761930986 -0,30592695 0,24192695

SOFT-DRINKS - COUNTRY LEVEL - BI

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,974910644

R Square 0,950450763

Adjusted R Square 0,888514216

Standard Error 0,119540788

Observations 10

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 1,09644 0,219288 15,34555633 0,010213941

Residual 4 0,05716 0,01429

Total 9 1,1536

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 3,41610664 0,451149765 7,572001377 0,001630894 2,163514084 4,668699197

PDI 0,03065554 0,005856362 5,234570811 0,006363792 0,014395673 0,046915407

IDV -0,011905427 0,003306538 -3,60057171 0,02274656 -0,021085848 -0,002725006

MAS -0,041530489 0,013194624 -3,147531063 0,034596062 -0,078164639 -0,00489634

UAI -0,011399173 0,003023832 -3,769777543 0,019608241 -0,019794676 -0,00300367

Gender 0,084 0,075604233 1,111048906 0,328828632 -0,125911002 0,293911002

SOFT-DRINKS - COUNTRY LEVEL - AVAI

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,957169278

R Square 0,916173027

Adjusted R Square 0,81138931

Standard Error 0,15601282

Observations 10

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 1,06408 0,212816 8,743467543 0,028206838

Residual 4 0,09736 0,02434

Total 9 1,16144

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 3,217481707 0,588796077 5,464509415 0,005453988 1,582721721 4,852241693

PDI 0,03201229 0,007643144 4,188366442 0,013824705 0,010791519 0,053233061

IDV -0,009117349 0,004315366 -2,112763464 0,102171674 -0,021098727 0,00286403

MAS -0,039584566 0,017220319 -2,298712699 0,08305658 -0,087395837 0,008226704

UAI -0,010893904 0,003946406 -2,760461825 0,050825533 -0,021850884 6,30765E-05

Gender 0,024 0,098671171 0,243232139 0,81978997 -0,24995509 0,29795509

Source: Survey output

Appendix B: Regression 1 - country level of big 5 countries for soft-drinks, sneakers, and ice-

cream
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Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,988969361

R Square 0,978060397

Adjusted R Square 0,950635894

Standard Error 0,10404326

Observations 10

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 1,9303 0,38606 35,66374134 0,002059878

Residual 4 0,0433 0,010825

Total 9 1,9736

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 3,162518508 0,392661728 8,054053357 0,001290409 2,072314776 4,252722241

PDI 0,047428687 0,00509713 9,304978406 0,000742282 0,033276785 0,06158059

IDV -0,012450994 0,002877871 -4,326459731 0,012384193 -0,020441245 -0,004460742

MAS -0,062313725 0,011484044 -5,426113241 0,005594273 -0,094198544 -0,030428906

UAI -0,015025226 0,002631816 -5,709072431 0,004654765 -0,022332317 -0,007718134

Gender 9,65479E-17 0,065802736 1,46723E-15 1 -0,182697683 0,182697683

SOFT-DRINKS - COUNTRY LEVEL - CI

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,976429032

R Square 0,953413655

Adjusted R Square 0,895180723

Standard Error 0,125139922

Observations 10

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 1,28196 0,256392 16,37241379 0,009056559

Residual 4 0,06264 0,01566

Total 9 1,3446

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 2,770526263 0,472281028 5,866266269 0,004216269 1,459263915 4,081788611

PDI 0,038553862 0,006130666 6,288690518 0,003266102 0,021532404 0,055575319

IDV -0,005161318 0,003461412 -1,491102026 0,210198475 -0,014771738 0,004449102

MAS -0,050652217 0,013812643 -3,667090867 0,021445971 -0,089002262 -0,012302172

UAI -0,015613896 0,003165464 -4,932577397 0,007858348 -0,024402633 -0,006825159

Gender 0,108 0,079145436 1,364576478 0,244110444 -0,111742958 0,327742958

SNEAKERS - COUNTRY LEVEL - PBC

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,969485835

R Square 0,939902784

Adjusted R Square 0,864781264

Standard Error 0,136747943

Observations 10

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 1,16985 0,23397 12,51176471 0,014862267

Residual 4 0,0748 0,0187

Total 9 1,24465

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 3,461001043 0,516089976 6,706196984 0,002573129 2,028105554 4,893896532

PDI 0,023214205 0,006699349 3,465143504 0,025697015 0,004613831 0,041814579

IDV -0,010488816 0,003782494 -2,772989658 0,050177149 -0,020990701 1,30702E-05

MAS -0,02511278 0,015093908 -1,663769173 0,171491218 -0,067020188 0,016794629

UAI -0,006555786 0,003459094 -1,895232373 0,130957217 -0,016159769 0,003048197

Gender -0,09 0,086486993 -1,040618903 0,356814427 -0,330126389 0,150126389

Source: Survey output
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Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,961111907

R Square 0,923736097

Adjusted R Square 0,828406218

Standard Error 0,122821008

Observations 10

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 0,73086 0,146172 9,68989062 0,023533243

Residual 4 0,06034 0,015085

Total 9 0,7912

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 3,146390406 0,463529393 6,787898365 0,002459498 1,859426493 4,433354319

PDI 0,024278695 0,006017061 4,03497551 0,015668941 0,007572655 0,040984736

IDV -0,00774309 0,00339727 -2,279209482 0,084860536 -0,017175423 0,001689244

MAS -0,029087673 0,013556687 -2,145632849 0,098463006 -0,06672707 0,008551724

UAI -0,006722759 0,003106806 -2,163880992 0,09646875 -0,015348636 0,001903118

Gender 0,048 0,077678826 0,61792901 0,570067749 -0,167670996 0,263670996

SNEAKERS - COUNTRY LEVEL - AVAI

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,983506877

R Square 0,967285778

Adjusted R Square 0,926393001

Standard Error 0,121799015

Observations 10

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 1,75455 0,35091 23,65419616 0,004529983

Residual 4 0,05934 0,014835

Total 9 1,81389

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 3,419385304 0,459672366 7,438744542 0,001744056 2,143130214 4,695640395

PDI 0,045051607 0,005966993 7,550135186 0,001648826 0,028484577 0,061618636

IDV -0,012933666 0,003369001 -3,839020786 0,018474996 -0,022287513 -0,003579819

MAS -0,061036033 0,013443882 -4,540060263 0,010496627 -0,098362233 -0,023709834

UAI -0,01449337 0,003080954 -4,704181954 0,009279592 -0,023047471 -0,005939269

Gender 0,082 0,077032461 1,064486312 0,347099874 -0,131876398 0,295876398

SNEAKERS - COUNTRY LEVEL - PROM

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,950932941

R Square 0,904273459

Adjusted R Square 0,784615282

Standard Error 0,232454297

Observations 10

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 2,04175 0,40835 7,557138891 0,036322674

Residual 4 0,21614 0,054035

Total 9 2,25789

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 2,794686428 0,87728802 3,185597391 0,033356216 0,358944399 5,230428457

PDI 0,049418756 0,01138805 4,339527506 0,012257492 0,01780046 0,081037051

IDV -0,008699336 0,006429763 -1,352979176 0,247478445 -0,02655122 0,009152549

MAS -0,059845017 0,025657745 -2,33243476 0,080038363 -0,131082337 0,011392304

UAI -0,012826831 0,005880024 -2,181425069 0,094593725 -0,029152395 0,003498732

Gender 0,102 0,147017006 0,693797288 0,525993377 -0,306184646 0,510184646

Source: Survey output
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Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,923276953

R Square 0,852440333

Adjusted R Square 0,667990748

Standard Error 0,296715352

Observations 10

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 2,0344 0,40688 4,621535666 0,081600932

Residual 4 0,35216 0,08804

Total 9 2,38656

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 4,27519547 1,119810764 3,817783867 0,018814018 1,166102355 7,384288585

PDI 0,057566346 0,01453623 3,960197645 0,016674886 0,0172073 0,097925391

IDV -0,016469231 0,008207245 -2,006669829 0,115235897 -0,039256197 0,006317735

MAS -0,095510144 0,032750726 -2,916275673 0,043404767 -0,186440736 -0,004579553

UAI -0,021340303 0,007505533 -2,843276272 0,046712437 -0,042179003 -0,000501604

Gender 0,316 0,187659266 1,683902997 0,167486245 -0,20502565 0,83702565

ICE-CREAM - COUNTRY LEVEL - PBC

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,931533875

R Square 0,86775536

Adjusted R Square 0,70244956

Standard Error 0,171216238

Observations 10

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 0,76943 0,153886 5,249394508 0,066649923

Residual 4 0,11726 0,029315

Total 9 0,88669

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 2,430227645 0,646174135 3,760948502 0,019758646 0,636160631 4,22429466

PDI 0,002750183 0,008387967 0,32787238 0,759451904 -0,020538548 0,026038914

IDV -0,002308999 0,004735898 -0,48755248 0,651381912 -0,01545796 0,010839962

MAS 0,01726085 0,018898436 0,913348079 0,412731445 -0,035209619 0,069731319

UAI -0,002050313 0,004330983 -0,473405929 0,660603112 -0,014075049 0,009974423

Gender -0,086 0,108286657 -0,794188339 0,471542244 -0,386651958 0,214651958

ICE-CREAM - COUNTRY LEVEL - BI

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,890165235

R Square 0,792394145

Adjusted R Square 0,532886827

Standard Error 0,199286226

Observations 10

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 0,60634 0,121268 3,053455873 0,150985507

Residual 4 0,15886 0,039715

Total 9 0,7652

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 2,355304309 0,752110937 3,131591621 0,035131279 0,267109579 4,44349904

PDI 0,007744231 0,00976313 0,793211886 0,47205031 -0,019362563 0,034851025

IDV -0,000736943 0,005512323 -0,133690176 0,900103976 -0,016041606 0,01456772

MAS 0,007721549 0,021996733 0,351031602 0,743273299 -0,053351174 0,068794272

UAI -0,00390059 0,005041024 -0,773769359 0,482255075 -0,017896717 0,010095537

Gender -0,124 0,126039676 -0,983817189 0,380904988 -0,473942242 0,225942242

Source: Survey output
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Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,928605436

R Square 0,862308057

Adjusted R Square 0,690193127

Standard Error 0,201767193

Observations 10

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 1,0198 0,20396 5,010071236 0,071825469

Residual 4 0,16284 0,04071

Total 9 1,18264

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 2,662720282 0,761474163 3,496796624 0,024968513 0,54852907 4,776911494

PDI 0,028142835 0,009884674 2,847118318 0,0465312 0,000698582 0,055587089

IDV -0,00478198 0,005580948 -0,856840186 0,439832697 -0,020277175 0,010713215

MAS -0,02725545 0,022270577 -1,223832282 0,288173023 -0,089088484 0,034577583

UAI -0,010170062 0,005103781 -1,992652438 0,117095169 -0,024340431 0,004000306

Gender -0,028 0,127608777 -0,219420644 0,837064562 -0,382298765 0,326298765

ICE-CREAM - COUNTRY LEVEL - PROM

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,950358704

R Square 0,903181666

Adjusted R Square 0,782158749

Standard Error 0,221754369

Observations 10

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 1,83494 0,366988 7,462897814 0,037112818

Residual 4 0,1967 0,049175

Total 9 2,03164

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 3,200355714 0,836906239 3,824031374 0,018713515 0,876731484 5,523979943

PDI 0,050659494 0,010863855 4,663123137 0,009567242 0,020496597 0,080822392

IDV -0,010914007 0,0061338 -1,779322343 0,149802543 -0,027944164 0,006116151

MAS -0,069086525 0,024476713 -2,822540969 0,047704838 -0,137044774 -0,001128275

UAI -0,014812917 0,005609365 -2,640747704 0,057535369 -0,030387011 0,000761176

Gender -0,1 0,140249777 -0,71301361 0,515226026 -0,489395807 0,289395807

ICE-CREAM - COUNTRY LEVEL - CI

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,892300662

R Square 0,796200471

Adjusted R Square 0,54145106

Standard Error 0,236696008

Observations 10

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 0,87551 0,175102 3,125426149 0,146135704

Residual 4 0,2241 0,056025

Total 9 1,09961

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 2,621884176 0,893296338 2,935066523 0,04259803 0,141695932 5,102072421

PDI 0,026235701 0,011595853 2,262507104 0,086440469 -0,00595955 0,058430951

IDV -0,00593761 0,00654709 -0,906908198 0,41574859 -0,024115247 0,012240027

MAS -0,02997656 0,026125935 -1,147387062 0,315182605 -0,102513784 0,042560664

UAI -0,011587928 0,00598732 -1,935411624 0,125034955 -0,028211392 0,005035536

Gender -0,13 0,149699699 -0,868405217 0,4341707 -0,545632998 0,285632998

Source: Survey output
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Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,400944827

R Square 0,160756754

Adjusted R Square 0,145385999

Standard Error 0,6897354

Observations 279

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 24,87763283 4,975526567 10,45861117 3,38403E-09

Residual 273 129,8756337 0,475734922

Total 278 154,7532665

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 2,424938109 0,330973864 7,326675531 2,6691E-12 1,773352657 3,07652356

PDI 0,011098558 0,004215713 2,632664568 0,00895437 0,00279912 0,019397997

IDV -0,002666544 0,002352992 -1,133256528 0,258100786 -0,007298859 0,001965772

MAS 0,005192359 0,003878203 1,338856914 0,181731034 -0,002442627 0,012827345

UAI -0,003586745 0,001798717 -1,994057924 0,047140314 -0,007127864 -4,56269E-05

Gender -0,067543548 0,085728638 -0,787876136 0,431452705 -0,236316794 0,101229698

SOFT-DRINKS - INDIVIDUAL LEVEL - BI

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,386621932

R Square 0,149476518

Adjusted R Square 0,133841895

Standard Error 0,694202235

Observations 278

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 23,03708809 4,607417618 9,560609145 2,03512E-08

Residual 272 131,081354 0,481916743

Total 277 154,1184421

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 2,272088212 0,333159196 6,819827386 5,88635E-11 1,616189777 2,927986647

PDI 0,012821083 0,004245037 3,020252125 0,002765798 0,004463777 0,021178388

IDV -0,001599319 0,002371658 -0,674346431 0,500663807 -0,00626846 0,003069821

MAS 0,003457907 0,003907788 0,884875873 0,377005127 -0,004235447 0,011151261

UAI -0,005212613 0,00181053 -2,879053283 0,004305643 -0,008777046 -0,001648179

Gender 0,044043977 0,086400819 0,509763425 0,610630569 -0,12605537 0,214143324

SOFT-DRINKS - INDIVIDUAL LEVEL - AVAI

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,352905218

R Square 0,124542093

Adjusted R Square 0,108086117

Standard Error 0,783776535

Observations 272

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 23,24593621 4,649187242 7,568198654 1,15398E-06

Residual 266 163,4053046 0,614305656

Total 271 186,6512408

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 2,292534498 0,378535487 6,05632649 4,73061E-09 1,547227549 3,037841447

PDI 0,016224428 0,004818004 3,367458516 0,000870785 0,006738153 0,025710703

IDV -0,00066551 0,002679702 -0,248352293 0,804053467 -0,005941636 0,004610615

MAS -0,000457686 0,004414275 -0,103683164 0,917498916 -0,009149051 0,008233679

UAI -0,005953607 0,002087967 -2,851390139 0,004694184 -0,010064651 -0,001842563

Gender -0,012475037 0,098748686 -0,126331167 0,899565222 -0,206903523 0,18195345

Source: Survey output

Appendix C: Regression 2 - individual level of all respondents for soft-drinks, sneakers, and ice-

cream
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Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,390946462

R Square 0,152839136

Adjusted R Square 0,137208862

Standard Error 0,856493972

Observations 277

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 35,86630218 7,173260435 9,778404019 1,32481E-08

Residual 271 198,8007014 0,733581924

Total 276 234,6670036

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 2,004460904 0,413170463 4,851413843 2,07058E-06 1,191028971 2,817892837

PDI 0,021388355 0,005252556 4,071990071 6,12335E-05 0,011047353 0,031729357

IDV -0,001839958 0,002940393 -0,625752433 0,532003969 -0,007628874 0,003948958

MAS -0,005081456 0,004955407 -1,025436542 0,306071689 -0,014837445 0,004674534

UAI -0,00740777 0,002245202 -3,299378168 0,001098728 -0,011828025 -0,002987515

Gender -0,016200413 0,106613071 -0,151955224 0,879335315 -0,226095563 0,193694737

SOFT-DRINKS - INDIVIDUAL LEVEL - CI

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,319494121

R Square 0,102076494

Adjusted R Square 0,085570547

Standard Error 0,879239907

Observations 278

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 23,90397299 4,780794598 6,184225281 1,89532E-05

Residual 272 210,2730854 0,773062814

Total 277 234,1770584

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 1,724050744 0,422273495 4,082782286 5,85578E-05 0,89271087 2,555390617

PDI 0,018382894 0,005376497 3,419120959 0,000724549 0,007798056 0,028967732

IDV 0,003701987 0,002999703 1,234117874 0,218224203 -0,002203599 0,009607573

MAS -0,004024285 0,004945362 -0,813749289 0,416500376 -0,013760337 0,005711767

UAI -0,008774173 0,002298553 -3,817259766 0,000167136 -0,013299389 -0,004248958

Gender 0,094290471 0,109389949 0,861966491 0,389465236 -0,121068125 0,309649066

SNEAKERS - INDIVIDUAL LEVEL - PBC

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,527992901

R Square 0,278776503

Adjusted R Square 0,262310213

Standard Error 0,572415366

Observations 225

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 27,73658451 5,547316902 16,93013455 3,84212E-14

Residual 219 71,75739791 0,327659351

Total 224 99,49398243

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 2,869215729 0,318210888 9,016711356 9,90741E-17 2,242068108 3,49636335

PDI 0,013103525 0,004040917 3,24271098 0,001368919 0,005139463 0,021067588

IDV -0,00471177 0,002203578 -2,138236013 0,033605157 -0,009054704 -0,000368836

MAS 0,000826371 0,003541641 0,233330104 0,81572303 -0,00615369 0,007806433

UAI -0,00331949 0,001667261 -1,990984042 0,047725563 -0,006605419 -3,35598E-05

Gender -0,162740214 0,078674587 -2,068523283 0,039765122 -0,317796441 -0,007683987

Source: Survey output
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Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,342607195

R Square 0,11737969

Adjusted R Square 0,097320137

Standard Error 0,642450617

Observations 226

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 12,0759477 2,415189539 5,851560744 4,25268E-05

Residual 220 90,803415 0,412742795

Total 225 102,8793627

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 2,602143832 0,351226401 7,408736424 2,70192E-12 1,909944894 3,29434277

PDI 0,010456688 0,004468065 2,340316572 0,020162635 0,001650999 0,019262376

IDV -0,001807368 0,002430578 -0,743596143 0,457914227 -0,006597565 0,002982828

MAS 0,001037524 0,003971294 0,261255804 0,794139655 -0,006789125 0,008864172

UAI -0,003386965 0,001878395 -1,803116679 0,072738185 -0,007088915 0,000314986

Gender -0,002147462 0,087829268 -0,024450417 0,980515497 -0,175241869 0,170946945

SNEAKERS - INDIVIDUAL LEVEL - AVAI

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,413603465

R Square 0,171067827

Adjusted R Square 0,151790334

Standard Error 0,803035144

Observations 221

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 28,61257244 5,722514488 8,873966743 1,12279E-07

Residual 215 138,6460701 0,644865442

Total 220 167,2586425

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 2,189017267 0,439781232 4,977514067 1,31911E-06 1,32218248 3,055852053

PDI 0,02219634 0,005605613 3,959663262 0,000102036 0,011147345 0,033245334

IDV -0,001514926 0,003051087 -0,496520191 0,620034711 -0,007528799 0,004498946

MAS -0,006968165 0,004979379 -1,39940447 0,163132838 -0,016782814 0,002846485

UAI -0,006777969 0,002372377 -2,857037135 0,004695928 -0,011454064 -0,002101874

Gender -0,001929302 0,110804952 -0,017411693 0,986124328 -0,220332407 0,216473804

SNEAKERS - INDIVIDUAL LEVEL - PROM

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,38954214

R Square 0,151743079

Adjusted R Square 0,132376483

Standard Error 0,87452587

Observations 225

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 29,9620082 5,992401639 7,835299314 8,33309E-07

Residual 219 167,490214 0,764795498

Total 224 197,4522222

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 1,863199535 0,478243728 3,895920484 0,000129982 0,920650342 2,805748729

PDI 0,025875574 0,006083819 4,253179055 3,12242E-05 0,013885246 0,037865902

IDV 0,000347621 0,003308735 0,10506145 0,916423209 -0,006173418 0,006868659

MAS -0,009496854 0,005407615 -1,756200142 0,08045202 -0,02015448 0,001160773

UAI -0,006078244 0,002568574 -2,366388388 0,018834515 -0,011140532 -0,001015956

Gender 0,024743234 0,119966962 0,206250401 0,836786934 -0,211694291 0,261180759

Source: Survey output
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Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,28406594

R Square 0,080693458

Adjusted R Square 0,059894667

Standard Error 1,009128608

Observations 227

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 19,75437468 3,950874936 3,879718767 0,002168062

Residual 221 225,0532612 1,018340548

Total 226 244,8076358

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 2,696206443 0,550966654 4,893592787 1,90794E-06 1,610385483 3,782027403

PDI 0,015021541 0,007013051 2,141940937 0,033292119 0,001200527 0,028842554

IDV -0,000416417 0,003817416 -0,109083598 0,913235165 -0,007939613 0,007106778

MAS -0,006700527 0,006234435 -1,074760946 0,283653768 -0,018987078 0,005586024

UAI -0,009785036 0,002939042 -3,329327791 0,001019911 -0,015577172 -0,0039929

Gender 0,179616315 0,137755152 1,303880923 0,193630678 -0,091865508 0,451098137

ICE-CREAM - INDIVIDUAL LEVEL - PBC

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,413747528

R Square 0,171187017

Adjusted R Square 0,151912296

Standard Error 0,702659735

Observations 221

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 21,9251652 4,385033039 8,88142667 1,10667E-07

Residual 215 106,1521013 0,493730704

Total 220 128,0772665

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 2,884984254 0,395230329 7,299501188 5,51956E-12 2,105961929 3,664006579

PDI 0,007964002 0,005007699 1,590351616 0,113224882 -0,001906468 0,017834472

IDV -0,005144496 0,002758545 -1,864930641 0,063553636 -0,010581752 0,00029276

MAS 0,004326074 0,004499466 0,961463861 0,337399046 -0,00454264 0,013194789

UAI -0,005520638 0,002060774 -2,67891452 0,007957319 -0,009582545 -0,00145873

Gender -0,11874786 0,097299944 -1,220430917 0,223638419 -0,310531798 0,073036078

ICE-CREAM - INDIVIDUAL LEVEL - BI

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,349093683

R Square 0,121866399

Adjusted R Square 0,101252935

Standard Error 0,700103828

Observations 219

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 14,48864904 2,897729808 5,911980371 3,85389E-05

Residual 213 104,4009639 0,49014537

Total 218 118,8896129

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 2,351593569 0,395303367 5,948832628 1,09614E-08 1,572385867 3,130801271

PDI 0,010815347 0,005000963 2,162652814 0,031681867 0,000957629 0,020673065

IDV -0,001535855 0,002750917 -0,558306636 0,577221408 -0,006958364 0,003886653

MAS 0,002630633 0,004535689 0,579985401 0,562537465 -0,006309953 0,011571219

UAI -0,004908183 0,00208008 -2,35961223 0,019198052 -0,009008362 -0,000808004

Gender 0,011117726 0,097229137 0,11434562 0,909071532 -0,180536832 0,202772284

Source: Survey output
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Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,361974796

R Square 0,131025753

Adjusted R Square 0,110627297

Standard Error 0,832500578

Observations 219

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 22,25863103 4,451726206 6,423317042 1,39568E-05

Residual 213 147,6211863 0,693057213

Total 218 169,8798174

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 1,919353464 0,4691865 4,090811361 6,09684E-05 0,994510003 2,844196925

PDI 0,019863141 0,005938873 3,344597559 0,000973641 0,008156649 0,031569633

IDV 0,00064826 0,003270857 0,198192624 0,843083386 -0,005799136 0,007095656

MAS -0,002748895 0,005333757 -0,515376828 0,606824198 -0,013262604 0,007764814

UAI -0,006103564 0,002458676 -2,482459448 0,013820501 -0,010950017 -0,00125711

Gender -0,015605241 0,115783518 -0,13477947 0,892913512 -0,243833524 0,212623042

ICE-CREAM - INDIVIDUAL LEVEL - PROM

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,364244137

R Square 0,132673791

Adjusted R Square 0,112314021

Standard Error 0,854948069

Observations 219

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 23,81561192 4,763122384 6,516468023 1,1603E-05

Residual 213 155,6894109 0,730936201

Total 218 179,5050228

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 1,627151397 0,481492087 3,379393847 0,000863884 0,678051607 2,576251187

PDI 0,025180398 0,006102782 4,126052347 5,29343E-05 0,013150815 0,037209981

IDV 0,001970831 0,003358055 0,58689664 0,557894662 -0,004648445 0,008590108

MAS -0,008727154 0,005477593 -1,593246185 0,11258782 -0,019524387 0,002070079

UAI -0,005575411 0,002525305 -2,207817198 0,028323971 -0,0105532 -0,000597622

Gender 0,029985097 0,118848891 0,252295973 0,801055588 -0,204285539 0,264255732

ICE-CREAM - INDIVIDUAL LEVEL - CI

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,283406496

R Square 0,080319242

Adjusted R Square 0,058831374

Standard Error 0,896742802

Observations 220

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 15,0290688 3,005813761 3,737887871 0,00289384

Residual 214 172,0875979 0,804147654

Total 219 187,1166667

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 1,9080061 0,505022498 3,778061589 0,000204878 0,912550595 2,903461606

PDI 0,014062025 0,006395115 2,198869858 0,028958476 0,001456543 0,026667508

IDV -0,000643985 0,003520787 -0,182909377 0,855042294 -0,007583849 0,006295878

MAS -0,002402945 0,005745325 -0,418243544 0,676188461 -0,01372762 0,00892173

UAI -0,006328043 0,002640733 -2,39632094 0,017420901 -0,011533221 -0,001122865

Gender -0,061752172 0,124382094 -0,496471556 0,620071327 -0,306923112 0,183418768

Source: Survey output

 

[image: image38.emf]SOFT-DRINKS - INDIVIDUAL LEVEL OF THE FIVE COUNTRIES - PBC

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,423397264

R Square 0,179265243

Adjusted R Square 0,162237551

Standard Error 0,653103994

Observations 247

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 22,45303176 4,490606352 10,52786499 3,7201E-09

Residual 241 102,7973033 0,426544827

Total 246 125,2503351

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 2,769218896 0,567035174 4,883680986 1,8977E-06 1,652241167 3,886196625

PDI 0,016405991 0,007894966 2,078031982 0,038765162 0,000854044 0,031957937

IDV -0,005731288 0,004605205 -1,244523824 0,214515761 -0,01480288 0,003340304

MAS -0,008671125 0,017576406 -0,493338897 0,622222396 -0,043294117 0,025951867

UAI -0,005959301 0,003204038 -1,859934487 0,064113143 -0,012270796 0,000352193

Gender 0,00416064 0,088143751 0,047202896 0,962390611 -0,16946987 0,177791151

SOFT-DRINKS - INDIVIDUAL LEVEL OF THE FIVE COUNTRIES - BI

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,446500653

R Square 0,199362833

Adjusted R Square 0,182682892

Standard Error 0,652849473

Observations 246

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 25,47098897 5,094197795 11,95225052 2,42702E-10

Residual 240 102,2909843 0,426212435

Total 245 127,7619733

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 3,620001186 0,567032429 6,384116678 8,83362E-10 2,503005376 4,736996996

PDI 0,033010307 0,007903711 4,176557718 4,14456E-05 0,017440805 0,048579809

IDV -0,013365273 0,004603788 -2,903103122 0,004038969 -0,022434264 -0,004296281

MAS -0,048110361 0,017596191 -2,734134969 0,006720643 -0,082773055 -0,013447667

UAI -0,013102805 0,003206199 -4,086710083 5,96948E-05 -0,019418689 -0,006786922

Gender 0,11430148 0,088276131 1,294817509 0,196627468 -0,059593457 0,288196416

SOFT-DRINKS - INDIVIDUAL LEVEL OF THE FIVE COUNTRIES - AVAI

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,38978871

R Square 0,151935238

Adjusted R Square 0,133814197

Standard Error 0,761618453

Observations 240

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 24,31757519 4,863515038 8,384464824 2,59822E-07

Residual 234 135,7346644 0,580062668

Total 239 160,0522396

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 3,545371681 0,668262475 5,305358023 2,60503E-07 2,228791968 4,861951394

PDI 0,034891593 0,009382476 3,718804425 0,000250591 0,016406674 0,053376512

IDV -0,011355839 0,005435552 -2,08917844 0,037772354 -0,022064712 -0,000646966

MAS -0,048264345 0,020855159 -2,314264119 0,02152022 -0,089352211 -0,00717648

UAI -0,013649882 0,003816322 -3,576711513 0,00042273 -0,021168622 -0,006131142

Gender 0,061356018 0,104500676 0,587135129 0,557679022 -0,144526364 0,2672384

Source: Survey output

Appendix D: Regression 3 - individual level of the five countries for soft-drinks, sneakers, and ice-

cream
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Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,438813384

R Square 0,192557186

Adjusted R Square 0,175735461

Standard Error 0,834674895

Observations 246

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 39,87437612 7,974875224 11,4469344 6,37541E-10

Residual 240 167,2037235 0,696682181

Total 245 207,0780996

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 3,244967173 0,725728256 4,471325384 1,19963E-05 1,815356837 4,674577509

PDI 0,04699675 0,010090503 4,657522971 5,30302E-06 0,027119492 0,066874007

IDV -0,01274065 0,005889521 -2,163274501 0,031507682 -0,024342403 -0,001138897

MAS -0,062470573 0,022471797 -2,779954452 0,005867533 -0,106737712 -0,018203434

UAI -0,015943735 0,00410445 -3,884499855 0,000132655 -0,02402908 -0,007858389

Gender 0,018376148 0,112719322 0,163025717 0,870635374 -0,203669372 0,240421668

SOFT-DRINKS - INDIVIDUAL LEVEL OF THE FIVE COUNTRIES - CI

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,37414426

R Square 0,139983927

Adjusted R Square 0,122066926

Standard Error 0,875024437

Observations 246

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 29,91046819 5,982093639 7,812910397 7,84191E-07

Residual 240 183,7602635 0,765667765

Total 245 213,6707317

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 3,035271599 0,76081114 3,98952045 8,7968E-05 1,536551576 4,533991623

PDI 0,043782471 0,010578294 4,138897041 4,83307E-05 0,022944315 0,064620627

IDV -0,007725888 0,00617423 -1,251311934 0,212039021 -0,019888488 0,004436713

MAS -0,062547865 0,02355812 -2,65504479 0,008460559 -0,108954949 -0,01614078

UAI -0,017477045 0,004302866 -4,06172228 6,59979E-05 -0,02595325 -0,009000841

Gender 0,132526339 0,118168357 1,121504453 0,263194046 -0,100253222 0,3653059

SNEAKERS - INDIVIDUAL LEVEL OF THE FIVE COUNTRIES - PBC

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,537798208

R Square 0,289226913

Adjusted R Square 0,270813102

Standard Error 0,553169635

Observations 199

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 24,03154542 4,806309083 15,70706463 5,77756E-13

Residual 193 59,05735252 0,305996645

Total 198 83,08889793

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 3,717972917 0,556607018 6,679709012 2,4915E-10 2,620159288 4,815786546

PDI 0,023922424 0,007606288 3,145085235 0,001923054 0,008920302 0,038924546

IDV -0,011949241 0,004483203 -2,665335737 0,008342671 -0,020791603 -0,003106878

MAS -0,02974811 0,016980373 -1,751911423 0,081377303 -0,063239037 0,003742817

UAI -0,008102542 0,00305906 -2,648703625 0,008749039 -0,014136022 -0,002069062

Gender -0,09882253 0,081225008 -1,216651533 0,22522258 -0,259025183 0,061380122

Source: Survey output
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Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,37912383

R Square 0,143734879

Adjusted R Square 0,12166619

Standard Error 0,635829736

Observations 200

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 13,16549865 2,633099731 6,513068388 1,26812E-05

Residual 194 78,43021404 0,404279454

Total 199 91,59571269

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 3,304835455 0,630724611 5,239743932 4,17296E-07 2,060877811 4,5487931

PDI 0,025995104 0,008729525 2,977837326 0,003273147 0,008778147 0,043212062

IDV -0,008598114 0,005089738 -1,689303689 0,092767707 -0,01863644 0,001440212

MAS -0,033908077 0,019450405 -1,743309508 0,082863814 -0,072269479 0,004453326

UAI -0,008067268 0,003518536 -2,292791239 0,022932544 -0,015006761 -0,001127774

Gender 0,057992788 0,092895697 0,624278511 0,533178134 -0,125222376 0,241207951

SNEAKERS - INDIVIDUAL LEVEL OF THE FIVE COUNTRIES - AVAI

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,446732492

R Square 0,19956992

Adjusted R Square 0,178394521

Standard Error 0,784894557

Observations 195

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 29,03060725 5,806121451 9,424612038 4,89022E-08

Residual 189 116,4352389 0,616059465

Total 194 145,4658462

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 3,61213838 0,781497187 4,622074707 7,02258E-06 2,070560909 5,153715851

PDI 0,045352371 0,010832406 4,186730949 4,33467E-05 0,02398442 0,066720322

IDV -0,013803028 0,006300574 -2,190757138 0,029692698 -0,02623151 -0,001374547

MAS -0,06407791 0,024110859 -2,657636986 0,008542814 -0,11163887 -0,01651695

UAI -0,015801058 0,004387911 -3,601043223 0,000404984 -0,02445663 -0,007145486

Gender 0,074347379 0,115797154 0,642048417 0,521619721 -0,154073511 0,30276827

SNEAKERS - INDIVIDUAL LEVEL OF THE FIVE COUNTRIES - PROM

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,426348092

R Square 0,181772696

Adjusted R Square 0,160575097

Standard Error 0,856513101

Observations 199

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 31,45429895 6,290859789 8,575155119 2,3598E-07

Residual 193 141,5876357 0,733614693

Total 198 173,0419347

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 3,272576148 0,851701472 3,842398134 0,000165248 1,592738394 4,952413903

PDI 0,051790154 0,011765852 4,401734124 1,77572E-05 0,028583991 0,074996317

IDV -0,011986085 0,006869501 -1,744826133 0,082606869 -0,02553502 0,001562849

MAS -0,070411615 0,026240542 -2,683314098 0,007922618 -0,122166665 -0,018656565

UAI -0,015222188 0,00476725 -3,193075177 0,001643877 -0,024624786 -0,00581959

Gender 0,061964751 0,125747765 0,492770196 0,622735117 -0,186051544 0,309981046

Source: Survey output
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Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,368825849

R Square 0,136032507

Adjusted R Square 0,113879494

Standard Error 0,994724454

Observations 201

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 30,37984124 6,075968247 6,140587247 2,62064E-05

Residual 195 192,9479642 0,989476739

Total 200 223,3278054

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 4,772234281 0,984323704 4,848236675 2,53885E-06 2,830947129 6,713521433

PDI 0,055797879 0,013655111 4,086226755 6,40155E-05 0,028867215 0,082728544

IDV -0,018875752 0,007953173 -2,373361293 0,018598962 -0,034561031 -0,003190473

MAS -0,099149643 0,030407036 -3,260746752 0,001311458 -0,159118521 -0,039180765

UAI -0,023440077 0,005482606 -4,275353498 2,98463E-05 -0,034252894 -0,012627261

Gender 0,194610044 0,14516203 1,340640141 0,181597035 -0,091679093 0,480899181

ICE-CREAM - INDIVIDUAL LEVEL OF THE FIVE COUNTRIES - PBC

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,420913916

R Square 0,177168525

Adjusted R Square 0,155284709

Standard Error 0,680074594

Observations 194

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 18,72175787 3,744351575 8,095869851 6,13616E-07

Residual 188 86,95027328 0,462501454

Total 193 105,6720312

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 2,707995555 0,697867827 3,88038458 0,000144194 1,331337759 4,084653351

PDI 0,005276762 0,009170308 0,575418176 0,565696586 -0,012813163 0,023366687

IDV -0,003903414 0,005576681 -0,699952945 0,48482192 -0,014904325 0,007097496

MAS 0,009733786 0,020667796 0,470963907 0,638212516 -0,031036804 0,050504376

UAI -0,00431384 0,003797072 -1,136096622 0,257362289 -0,011804182 0,003176501

Gender -0,068080387 0,101263798 -0,672307268 0,502213532 -0,2678397 0,131678925

ICE-CREAM - INDIVIDUAL LEVEL OF THE FIVE COUNTRIES - BI

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,369476

R Square 0,136512514

Adjusted R Square 0,113424614

Standard Error 0,678137985

Observations 193

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 13,59546819 2,719093638 5,912729628 4,234E-05

Residual 187 85,99590077 0,459871127

Total 192 99,59136896

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 2,497033834 0,697636938 3,579274114 0,000438978 1,120783826 3,873283843

PDI 0,016442337 0,009145532 1,797854765 0,073813193 -0,001599336 0,034484011

IDV -0,003163534 0,005567709 -0,568193116 0,570585482 -0,014147125 0,007820058

MAS -0,008577968 0,02062553 -0,415890791 0,677966797 -0,049266589 0,032110654

UAI -0,005790545 0,003802495 -1,522827526 0,129491122 -0,013291845 0,001710756

Gender 0,007398419 0,101107737 0,073173619 0,941746168 -0,192059947 0,206856785

Source: Survey output
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Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,389546501

R Square 0,151746476

Adjusted R Square 0,128943962

Standard Error 0,800012509

Observations 192

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 21,29606884 4,259213768 6,654813392 1,00109E-05

Residual 186 119,0437228 0,640020015

Total 191 140,3397917

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 2,92093 0,823349627 3,54761805 0,000492048 1,296625796 4,545234203

PDI 0,035076608 0,010795025 3,249330726 0,001372843 0,013780181 0,056373035

IDV -0,007831879 0,006570674 -1,191944635 0,234801518 -0,020794505 0,005130746

MAS -0,041863277 0,02433478 -1,720306362 0,087039914 -0,089870933 0,006144379

UAI -0,012229425 0,004491731 -2,722653312 0,00709213 -0,021090712 -0,003368139

Gender 0,039562083 0,119705275 0,330495732 0,741397393 -0,196592493 0,275716658

ICE-CREAM - INDIVIDUAL LEVEL OF THE FIVE COUNTRIES - PROM

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,461543914

R Square 0,213022785

Adjusted R Square 0,191867483

Standard Error 0,805309145

Observations 192

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 32,65142239 6,530284479 10,06947526 1,5144E-08

Residual 186 120,6252443 0,648522819

Total 191 153,2766667

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 3,528521584 0,828707767 4,257859916 3,27133E-05 1,893646842 5,163396326

PDI 0,059202496 0,010874195 5,444310856 1,6287E-07 0,037749884 0,080655108

IDV -0,014391726 0,006616449 -2,175143407 0,030881101 -0,027444658 -0,001338794

MAS -0,087688046 0,024503981 -3,578522474 0,000440709 -0,1360295 -0,039346591

UAI -0,017423675 0,004525131 -3,850424717 0,000162073 -0,026350854 -0,008496497

Gender -0,011756823 0,120332973 -0,097702422 0,922273795 -0,249149722 0,225636076

ICE-CREAM - INDIVIDUAL LEVEL OF THE FIVE COUNTRIES - CI

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0,326774051

R Square 0,10678128

Adjusted R Square 0,082898427

Standard Error 0,87207623

Observations 193

ANOVA

df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 5 17,00152242 3,400304484 4,471043648 0,000715829

Residual 187 142,2166699 0,760516951

Total 192 159,2181923

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95%

Intercept 2,837161893 0,897151619 3,162410715 0,001826028 1,067323091 4,607000694

PDI 0,033225967 0,011761029 2,825090041 0,005239922 0,01002462 0,056427313

IDV -0,008468671 0,007159998 -1,182775709 0,238399664 -0,022593421 0,005656078

MAS -0,045414307 0,026524151 -1,712187034 0,088519921 -0,097739321 0,006910707

UAI -0,012891005 0,004889957 -2,636220483 0,009087913 -0,022537576 -0,003244435

Gender -0,063808648 0,130023175 -0,490748268 0,624179885 -0,320309395 0,192692099

Source: Survey output




