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International marketing’s commitment to a technical and universaliz-
ing approach to solving managerial problems has meant that
researchers have adopted an ethnocentric approach to branding. This
is becoming problematic as the global marketplace develops. The
authors argue that to meet the theoretical and methodological chal-
lenges of global branding, international marketing scholars will need
to revise some key premises and foundations. Branding research in
the future will need to be contextually and historically grounded,
polycentric in orientation, and acutely attuned to the symbolic signifi-
cance of brands of all types. The authors offer some conceptual foun-
dations for a culturally relative, contextually sensitive approach to
international branding in which the construct of brand mythology is
central.

Brands have become ubiquitous in global popular culture. The
Coca-Cola logo and Nike swoosh are brand symbols that trigger
myriad responses; their cognitive salience and ability to arouse
passion are undeniable. When people demonstrate against the
inequities of globalization, they use brands such as Nike and
McDonald’s as symbols of corporate excess (see Holt 2002; Klein
1999). Because brands have become such an integral part of the
cultural and economic landscape, there is a growing need for inter-
national marketing scholars not only to adapt to changing global
market conditions but also to contribute to public discourse on
branding practices. However, the tools and theories of inter-
national marketing remain insufficient for analyzing the complexi-
ties of a globalizing world and the role of brands in it. As a schol-
arly discipline, international marketing is still unsuited to address
the theoretical and methodological challenges brought about by
globalization, and this incongruity is especially acute in the area of
branding.

Despite the importance of brands, marketing research lacks an ade-
quate theoretical and methodological blueprint for studying the
cultural role of brands in the global marketplace. Our objective in
this study is to provide some elements of such a blueprint. We pur-
sue a discussion started with the exposition of consumer culture
theory (Arnould and Thompson 2005) to the study of brands as cul-
tural forms. What does it mean to talk of brands as cultural forms?
Put simply, a cultural form is a way of interpreting and organizing
the world. Songs, folktales, movies, plays, and even beauty pag-
eants (Cohen, Wilk, and Stoeltje 1996) are cultural forms because
they encapsulate ideas about the way people should live, look, and
think. To talk of brands as cultural forms is to acknowledge that
branding is a specific form of communication, which tells stories
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in the context of products and services, addresses people as con-
sumers, and promises to fulfill unmet desires and needs. In other
words, branding is a specific symbolic form, a particular way of
talking about and seeing the world.

Defining brands as cultural forms also helps in examining branding
in its historical, geographical, and social context. When scholars
think of branding as a specific way of talking about the world, they
can study how this cultural form has evolved historically and how
it differs across cultural contexts. Indeed, historical and cultural
studies on branding invalidate the speculation that brands all over
the world are all evolving in the same ways, becoming more like
Western brands (see Coombe 1996, 1998; Manning and Uplisash-
vili 2007; Wang 2008; Wengrow 2008). What emerges from these
studies is the concept of brand cultures: distinct ways of branding
products and services that differ across cultural contexts.

We propose a cultural approach to global branding that overturns the
notion of branding as a universal technique by acknowledging the
diverse ways of branding and thinking about brands across contexts.
In addition, we suggest that international marketing scholars should
go beyond a purely managerial perspective on international brand-
ing issues and engage in a critical dialogue about the role and impor-
tance of brands in a globalizing world. Finally, we want to change
the focus on nations as units for the analysis of all global marketing
issues. In this study, we provide theoretical and methodological
foundations for such an approach, with the objective of stimulating
further research on brands and branding as sociocultural entities.
Only by embracing this cultural dimension of branding can scholars
better understand the role of brands in the global marketplace.

In the managerial and the academic literature, experts often
describe branding as a universal technique. The writings of brand-
ing gurus (e.g., Roberts 2004) and marketing academics (e.g., Aaker
and Joachimsthaler 1999; Keller 2004) implicitly assume that the
principles of building a strong brand are basically the same across
cultures. This idea of branding as a universal technique reflects the
pervasive idea that marketing belief is universal, an idea found in
early definitions of marketing: “Marketing technology has univer-
sal validity and potentially universal applicability” (Bartels 1970,
p. 241); “Marketing principles are universally applicable, and the
marketer’s task is the same whether applied in Dimebox, Texas or
Katmandu, Nepal” (Cateora and Hess 1966, p. 4).

In contrast, we argue that common ways to think and write about
brands are intimately tied to what we call the Western “imaginary”
of marketing. In this context, imaginary refers to the values, institu-
tions, and symbols that are common to marketing as a discipline
and form of discourse. Taylor (2004, p. 23) uses the term “social
imaginary” to talk about the “common understanding that makes
possible common practices and a widely shared sense of legiti-
macy.” He goes on to talk about the fundamental premises and
expectations that people share in the Western world. The core com-
ponents of the imaginary he describes are the primacy of the indi-
vidual person, the importance attached to individual desires, the
belief that all thinking about society should begin with individual
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people, and that society should exist for their mutual benefit. This
belief stands in contrast to premodern notions that a person can
only fully exist when embedded in a larger social whole. This pri-
macy of individual desires continues to influence the branding lit-
erature, for example, in the way Roberts (2004) focuses on the spe-
cial relationship that certain consumers come to share with brands.
We find the same emphasis on the importance of individual desire
when Czinkota and Ronkainen (2003, p. 18) write the following:

International marketing is a practical field. It is based on the
premise that international marketing transactions can be carried
out more effectively, that there are many needs that have been
left unsatisfied worldwide, and that the field of international
marketing can improve the quality of life of individuals.

A cultural approach involves recognizing that international mar-
keting is more than a technique, that it consists of a constellation of
understandings such as the relationship between individuals and
society, and that, so far, these understandings have been predomi-
nantly Western.

Several researchers have highlighted the cultural dimension of
international marketing by describing the discipline’s scholarship
(and, to a larger extent, the practice of marketing) as reflecting
Western perspectives, concerns, and sensibilities (Boyacigiller and
Adler 1991; Gorn 1997; Steenkamp 1998; Usunier and Lee 2005).
We argue that this Western perspective on the world endures,
despite the increasing number of researchers from non-Western
countries contributing to international marketing scholarship (see
Cavusgil, Deligonul, and Yaprak 2005).

A complete exposition of international marketing’s Western imagi-
nary is far too ambitious for our purposes, but we put forth a telling
illustration that is fundamental to international branding research
and practice. One of the main ways international marketing
researchers approach consumer behavior is by differentiating
between consumers as members of putatively individualist or col-
lectivist cultures, a distinction Hofstede (1980, 1991) popularized
and champions. Scores of articles in specialized journals purport
to compare individualist and collectivist cultures in terms of their
response to marketing-mix elements or managerial style. For exam-
ple, Aaker and Williams (1998) argue that advertisements empha-
sizing individualist themes are more favorably received in the
United States than in China because the latter is more collectivist.

This insistence on contrasting national cultures in terms of rela-
tively simple binaries, such as individualism and collectivism (or
horizontal and vertical cultures) (Chan et al. 1996; Triandis and
Gelfand 1998), and their effects on consumer behavior or manage-
rial style is surprising given the fatal conceptual and methodologi-
cal problems that have been identified in this approach (Fiske
2002; Holt 2002). Moreover, individualism is little more than a
definition of selfhood ascribed to American and Western European
cultures. In contrast, collectivism represents what Americans and
Western Europeans believe they are not. As Fiske (2002, p. 84) puts
it, collectivism is “an abstraction that formalizes our ideological
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representation of the antithetical other, a cultural vision of the rest
of the world characterized in terms of what we imagine we are
not.” Thus, international marketing’s focus on individualism may
reveal more about Western roots than it does about the varying cul-
tural systems Western marketers are trying to navigate.

Recent scholarship has recognized some of the difficulties in Hof-
stede’s (1980) approach but tends to focus on the methodological
limitations of cross-cultural research employing his categories
rather than the culturally embedded nature of the binaries and
their inadequacies for operationalizing culture (see De Jong,
Steenkamp, and Fox 2007; De Jong et al. 2008). Although this advo-
cacy of a technical “fix” sounds fine in theory, in practice most
researchers generally end up researching some subset of the global
youth segment, because the segment is alleged to be relatively cul-
turally homogeneous (Douglas and Craig 1997) and therefore is
responsive to conventional survey instruments. A further advan-
tage for researchers is that the global youth segment usually holds
global brands in high regard (Holt, Quelch, and Taylor 2004), but
more truthfully, this segment is both financially attractive and
already highly acculturated to global marketing and thus is familiar
with the technical apparatus of market research. The net result is
that the more dramatic cultural differences that mark the majority
of the world’s people and certainly the four billion at the “bottom
of the pyramid” exclude them from theoretical and managerial
attention, thus perpetuating both ethnocentrism in international
branding research and the kind of corporate imperialism writers in
international business strategy have been urging marketers to tran-
scend (Prahalad 2004; Prahalad and Lieberthal 2003).

Another shortcoming of international marketing’s scholarship
when it comes to branding is the focus on trying to solve manage-
rial problems. As Askegaard (2006) points out, a large portion of
the branding literature examines the way companies can exploit
global branding opportunities (see Aaker and Joachimsthaler 1999;
Hsieh 2004; Steenkamp, Batra, and Alden 2003). Marketing schol-
ars have paid much less attention to brands and branding as socio-
cultural entities. Apart from a few notable exceptions (Holt 2002;
Thompson and Arsel 2004), in general marketing scholars have not
studied branding in a global cultural context.

We provide a telling example of how this focus on managerial per-
spectives has hindered the understanding of branding. In their
International Marketing Manifesto, Czinkota and Ronkainen (2003,
p. 16) describe the antiglobalization movement as a confused
throng: “Antiglobalization activists deride international marketing
but seem to have difficulties articulating what they are really for.”
They advocate that international marketing scholars should defend
the “transformational and uplifting capabilities of market forces”
by demonstrating the positive impact of free trade in the world.

We believe that pushing international marketing scholars to
become the advocates and facilitators of free trade undermines
their potential contribution to public discourse and international
brand management. For example, where Czinkota and Ronkainen
(2003) see confused antiglobalization activists, we see great oppor-
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tunities for brand researchers not to dismiss this confusion but to
understand it. This is what Holt (2002, 2007) and Thompson and
Arsel (2004) attempt when they study their informants’ creative
reactions to multinational corporations (MNCs) and their global
brands. Moreover, it is apparent that antiglobalization activism is a
diverse movement with some groups promoting various anticon-
sumption positions; others disputing specific elements of global
value chains, such as the use of genetically modified organisms
and sweatshop labor; others promoting alternative fair-trade
brands (for a review of these positions, see Witkowski 2005); and
still others promoting brands such as Mecca and Qibla Cola, ideo-
logically positioned as explicit competitors to their multinational
counterparts. Antiglobalization takes many forms, not all of which
are truly resistant to marketing or branding.

Note that anti–genetically modified organisms, antisweatshop, fair-
trade, or other ideological brands such as Mecca or Qibla Cola are
not antimarketing at all. Instead, these brands are positioned on
anti-MNC, antiglobalization platforms that provide opportunities
for product positioning and marketing communications strategies
that deviate from the standardized brand positioning strategies
driven primarily by price and quality (Gielens and Steenkamp
2007). For example, Starbucks, the nation of Ethiopia, and the non-
governmental organization Oxfam International waged a recent 
battle over the right to trademark regional coffee varietal names
such as Yirgacheffe, Harrar, and Sidamo. The struggle involved the
right to extract a greater share of the retail value of these regionally
branded coffees either for Ethiopian subsistence producers or for
Starbucks. A vicious court and public relations battle eventuated in
a victory for Oxfam activists and the Ethiopian coffee industry,
which may now retain the branding rights (Faris 2007; Holt 2007;
Perera 2007). Similarly, in the United States, local coffeehouses and
regional chains can position their brands as anti-Starbucks brands
and incorporate various community, local, fair-trade, organic,
bohemian, and other associations into their brand images that Star-
bucks cannot. Finally, fair-trade-labeled brands that promote an
ethical anti-MNC value proposition have experienced dramatic
growth globally in the past decade (Arnould, Plastina, and Ball 2009).

Overall, international marketing scholars are in an advantageous
position to develop creative responses to the challenges posed by
various kinds of antiglobalization activism. In addition, their posi-
tion in business schools gives international marketing scholars
privileged access to and insights into the workings of corporations.
They are especially suited to bridge the divide between major cor-
porations, which are increasingly devoting resources to global cor-
porate social responsibility initiatives (see Prahalad 2004), and per-
sistently discontented antiglobalization groups.

Another concern with international marketing scholarship is the
focus on nations as the natural frame of analysis for studying
branding practices and effects across contexts (see Clark 1990;
Hsieh 2002, 2004; Roth 1992, 1995). By analyzing the specificities
of national character, marketing has followed in the footsteps of
other social sciences, such as economics and sociology. Inter-
national marketing’s focus on the nation has also been nourished
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by access to statistical databases developed by national govern-
ments and international organizations. Today, the division of the
world into nationally bounded societies has become so intuitive in
international marketing that researchers rarely question the
salience of nations and national loyalties as key variables.

However, amid increasing cultural interpenetration, migration, and
resurgent regionalism and ethnic identity politics (Bouchet 1995)
in both developed and developing nations, using the nation as the
only frame of analysis in international marketing becomes prob-
lematic (Craig and Douglas 2006). International marketers have
seemingly ignored the emergence of European regional identities
and resentments; for example, Belgium, Catalonia, Brittany, Scot-
land, Kosovo, and Euskal Herria (Basque country) are all associated
with the invention of consumer traditions (Hobsbawm and Ranger
1983) and a growing interest in searching for local cultural roots
and identity systems (Sahlins 1993). Consequently, scholars in the
fields of anthropology (Wimmer and Glick Schiller 2002a), politi-
cal science (Wimmer and Glick Schiller 2002b), sociology (Beck
2000), and geography (Taylor 1996) have labeled the continued use
of national framing in research as “methodological nationalism.”
Beck and Sznaider (2006, p. 6) conclude that the “national organi-
zation as a structuring principle of societal and political action can
no longer serve as the orienting reference point for the social scien-
tific observer.” Concurrently, many scholars have called for a para-
digmatic reorientation to explain transnational phenomena, such
as globalized finance (Subacchi 2008), migration (Smith 1983),
popular culture forms (Cohen, Wilk, and Stoeltje 1996), or the work
of nongovernmental organizations that cut across national bounda-
ries (Appadurai 2004).

The urban sociologist Manuel Castells goes further. He suggests that
society is increasingly marked by the emergence of new spaces and
new processes linking these spaces (Castells 1996). Although
people’s daily interactions continue to occur at a local level, the
flows of information, money, symbols, and images in networks,
which form a web of interconnected nodes, become increasingly
important elements of social action. According to Castells (1996, p.
412), “there is a new spatial form characteristic of social practices
that dominate and shape the network society: the space of flows”
(see also Jenkins 2006). Castells and other cultural theorists (e.g.,
Appadurai 1990; Tomlison 1999) emphasize the deterritorialization
of social practices, a phenomenon illustrated by the Starbucks–
Ethiopia branding dispute mentioned previously. Humankind is
increasingly faced with market spaces bound in neither national
nor territorial terms (the space of flows to which Castells refers) and
forms of social interaction that transcend territorial boundaries
(e.g., global brand communities, diasporic markets, global stake-
holder groups). For international marketing, the implication of
these changes is to throw into doubt the implicit national or global
geographic referents for brands and consumers on which consumer
identities are predicated. Increasingly, brands and consumers may
be connected to global, national, or other geographic spatial refer-
ents, such as a region or imagined ethnic identity or tradition
(Bouchet 1995; Hobsbawm and Ranger 1983), in complex ways that
vary across brands and situations.
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Although we call into question the preeminence of the nation as a
unit of analysis in international marketing and international brand-
ing research, we do not seek to discard it. The nation remains a
powerful structuring framework constructing people as citizens
(Hannerz 1997). In the branding arena, there is plenty of evidence
to suggest that national myths are especially powerful tools for
developing iconic brands (Holt 2004; Lewi 2003). Nevertheless, we
call for a new geographical architecture to produce knowledge
about the relationships between globalization and brands. Thus,
although we agree with Pries (2005, p. 185) that “the national con-
tainer society can no longer be taken for granted as the natural unit
of social analysis,” the challenge involves determining which 
spatial-geographic units of analysis are appropriate for which type
of societal phenomenon or social problem, including evolving
preferences for brands associated with different cultural and geo-
graphical registers.

Our approach to global branding issues is grounded in diverse
efforts to develop a historically and culturally relative analysis of
brands (Bach 2002; Coombe 1996; Ritzer 1993; Schroeder and
Salzer-Morling 2006; Sherry 2003). A cultural approach asserts that
branding is specific to neither modernity nor capitalist societies
nor the globalized market-mediated society.

Instead, commodity branding is a long-term feature of human
economies. For example, Hamilton and Lai (1989) show that in
China, the use of commodity labels in advertising can be traced
back at least to the beginning of the Sung dynasty in the tenth cen-
tury A.D. Wengrow (2008) shows how standardized containers and
ceramic seals referenced particular sacred institutions, offices, and
deities involved in the transport and distribution of standardized
goods, as well as the goods’ provenance in fifth- to third-century
B.C. Mesopotamia, and thus were somewhat akin to today’s private-
label brands. 

What is common across these exotic ancient cases is the use of
marking and packaging to communicate the standardized prove-
nance and to guarantee the quality of wares. What varies signifi-
cantly across these historical and institutional circumstances are
such things as the nexus of authority and quality control, the mean-
ing and locus of “authenticity,” other signaling intentions, the
media employed, and the cultural constitution of desire from
which these various brand-infused economies draw vitality (Wen-
grow 2008, p. 21). For example, divine images figured more promi-
nently in ancient Near-East brands than in tenth-century China. In
the cultural approach we advocate, branding practices lend them-
selves to fruitful examination from a variety of cultural perspec-
tives ranging from the archeological (Wengrow 2008) to the politi-
cal (Feick, Coulter, and Price 2003; Manning and Uplisashvili
2007) to the semiotic (Barthes 1957).

Historical accounts about branding are an important corrective to a
tendency in international marketing to treat brands as a universal
technology inexorably linked to modern Western capitalism. For
example, in recent work on marketing in Eastern Europe (see Feick,
Coulter, and Price 2003; Strizhakova, Coulter, and Price 2008b),
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researchers have asserted that before the fall of communism, there
were no brands in Eastern Europe and consumers lacked famili-
arity with brands. However, Manning and Uplisashvili’s (2007)
detailed historical analysis of branding in the former Soviet Repub-
lic of Georgia directly contradicts this assertion. They show that
brands took other forms but consumers were definitely familiar
with commodity branding. Thus, marketing scholars and managers
should be wary of asserting that the history of brands begins with
the arrival of Western brands in marketizing economies or develop-
ing countries, when instead they may be entering an already com-
plex brand culture such as that in Georgia. The unfortunate ten-
dency represented in the work of Feick, Coulter, and Price (2003)
and Strizhakova, Coulter, and Price (2008b) exemplifies both sub-
tle and pervasive ethnocentrism and the assumption of uniform
brand evolution.

International marketing scholars often urge brand managers to
keep their brands consistent across cultural boundaries. Reibstein
(2005, p. 176) states that “for a global brand to be a true global
brand, it must also be consistent, not just in name, but in position
and what it offers.” Similarly, the branding consultant Interbrand
(2007) asserts that the “best brands achieve a high degree of con-
sistency in visual, verbal, auditory, and tactile identity across
geographies.” What is significant here is not so much the idea that
consistency will be valued, but rather that its relevance and the
boundary conditions under which it will be useful for companies
remain largely unquestioned. Erdem and Swait (1998) argue that
the consistency of brand messages increases the clarity and credi-
bility of a brand in the minds of consumers, but the relevance of
consistency across cultural contexts remains largely uncontested
and underresearched.

The writings of branding consultants, advertising executives, and
other branding specialists also reflect Czinkota and Ronkainen’s
(2003) assertion that international marketing is a set of universal
techniques. In books such as Robert’s (2002) Lovemarks and brand-
ing textbooks (see Keller 2004), the implicit and sometimes explicit
assumption is that branding techniques and theories can be
applied cross-culturally. In other words, to develop strong brands,
firms must follow the models developed by Western companies
such as Apple, Harley-Davidson, or Coca-Cola. This assumption is
implicit in the following comments by Shelly Lazarus, chairman of
Ogilvy & Mather Worldwide, about Chinese brands (qtd. in Wang
2008, p. 21):

“Is Lenovo a brand? No. Is Haier a brand? No. They are brand
names that aspire to be brands. But they [their Chinese own-
ers] have to understand that branding is about the relation-
ship with people both intellectually and emotionally. They
have to have a consistent proposition they put in front of
people.”

These remarks reflect the persistent belief among Western branding
professionals that Chinese brands and their Asian cousins are not
authentic brands. These marketing practitioners seem to suggest
that Asian brands lack the emotional connection that Western

Brand Cultures
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brands have established with consumers. Because of this supposed
inferiority of Asian brands, these consultants seem to believe that
selling Western branding models and frameworks to Asian mar-
keters is more effective (see Temporal 2001). Again, they seem to be
saying that branding is a universal technique and that Asians have
not mastered its subtleties.

However, this analysis lacks any space for the role of cultural con-
text in determining the best brand architecture. International mar-
keting scholars are ready to accept that international marketing
requires attention to cultural differences (see Burgess and
Steenkamp 2006) but not that the models of brand development
and what constitutes a powerful brand might be different across
contexts. In contrast, consistent with the historical and cultural
examples mentioned previously, if researchers view branding as a
culturally malleable mode of communication, they can think more
productively about the way the cultural context should influence
branding activities.

Chinese examples provide a useful reminder that context is essen-
tial to the way contemporary branding should be approached. The
brands that Shelly Lazarus denigrated are remarkably well suited
to the Chinese market environment. The reputation of companies
such as Haier and Lenovo as big national companies involved in
many types of businesses is especially resonant in China because
size signals stability and reliability to many Chinese consumers,
reassuring them that such companies can be trusted to deliver safe
products. As Wang (2008) argues, concerns about product safety
are so great in China that many brands are marketed solely on that
basis. In a market rife with counterfeit goods and safety alerts, it
makes sense for brands to focus on ensuring that their products are
not dangerous. The head of advertising agency J.W. Thompson in
Greater China even declared that “the fundamental essence of Chi-
nese culture is not individual ‘desire’ but the need for safety”
(Wang 2008, p. 18). Regardless of whether cultural essences exist,
the point is that it makes sense in the Chinese context to release
products that rely on a corporation’s reputation for safety. Prevail-
ing loyalty to large conglomerates such as Lenovo and Haier is inti-
mately related to the importance that Chinese consumers place on
safe consumption.

Branding experts such as Shelly Lazarus urge Chinese companies
to establish an intimate bond with customers (e.g., note the preced-
ing quote: “Branding is about the relationship with people both
intellectually and emotionally”). Along the same lines, Kevin
Roberts (2004, p. 74), chief executive officer of Saatchi & Saatchi
Worldwide, maintains that the next step in the evolution of brands
is to go beyond trust and become “Lovemarks,” or brands that pos-
sess a “special emotional resonance” with consumers, enabling
companies to extract a profit from that resonance. At heart is an
assumption that brands function and evolve in the same way all
over the world. However, brands such as Lenovo or Haier may
actually fit in the context from which they come.

Contrast this perspective with Manning and Uplisashvili’s (2007, p.
627), who draw the distinction between “state” brands and “firm”
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brands that existed in Georgia under communist rule. State brands
were not embedded in a system of monetary evaluation of firm assets
and private property as they are in the West or in an economic model
that privileged individual choice or a cultural model that privileged
individual distinction (Bourdieu 1984). They were not aimed at rec-
ognizing some presumably natural or autonomously formed con-
sumer desire as are the Lovemarks espoused by Roberts (2004).
Rather, indigenous-branded goods helped the Soviet state’s project
reform everyday life and create the new Soviet person. In other
words, such brands were aimed at fulfilling the objectives of the
state rather than meeting the desires of individual consumers.

The argument here is that though there are similarities between
branding systems across time and place, different institutional and
societal configurations produce different kinds of branding prac-
tices and different kinds of brands. Coombe’s (1996, 1998) research
on U.S. brands at the turn of the twentieth century also offers a
telling illustration. Coombe describes a system of brand differentia-
tion linked to extreme ethnic stereotypes and hitched to the project
of national identity building. Prominent brand symbols evoked
mythic negative stereotypes of blacks (e.g., Aunt Jemima) and
Native Americans (e.g., cigar store Indians) against which a white
national consumer identity was counterposed. Further research on
international brand cultures should provide a historical perspec-
tive on branding practices to examine these different branding cul-
tures. International marketing scholars have a crucial role to play
in documenting different branding systems that have existed at dif-
ferent times.

Building on the Chinese and Georgian examples, we argue for the
broader significance of different brand cultures. We find evidence
in support of the utility of a culturally relative approach to brand
cultures even in Western contexts. For example, Kapferer (2006)
argues that different types of brands emerged out of Europe and the
United States. Whereas European luxury brands, such as Chanel
and Yves Saint Laurent, are built around ideas of history, art, and
artisanship, which are pervasive themes in Western Europe, U.S.
brands, such as Ralph Lauren and Tommy Hilfiger, are based on
heroic, personal stories that are at the core of American culture.
Kapferer suggests the existence of two models of brand building
predicated on different views of the world and the importance of
history and heritage in the building of a brand. Overall, this work
suggests that in the same way there are alternative modernities (see
Gaonkar 2001), there may well be alternative brand cultures. His-
torical and cross-cultural perspectives help us better understand
how certain ideas about branding emerged and determine where
and when current branding theories and concepts are relevant.

A key conclusion is that further research should examine the cross-
cultural applicability of various brand architectures. For example,
large conglomerates involved in often unrelated businesses defy
many of the branding principles found in Western marketing text-
books. Companies are usually warned against overstretching their
brands across many categories (Keller 2004). For example, Procter
& Gamble has different brand names for different markets. For com-
panies maintaining a large number of different brands in the same
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portfolio, such a strategy safeguards the company against negative
perceptions carrying over from one product to the rest. However,
such precautions may become futile in the new global media land-
scape. It does not take long for Internet bloggers to establish links
between brands, even when companies try to disguise these links.
Furthermore, as Wang (2008) demonstrates, giant corporate brands
may be well suited to cultural contexts in which business size
inspires trust, especially those in which consumers are concerned
about safety.

Overall, further research on brand cultures should (1) provide his-
torical accounts of the way branding practices evolved in different
contexts to suit different constraints, (2) analyze how different
branding concepts and theories emerged and for what purposes,
and (3) examine the cross-cultural applicability of various brand
architectures rather than assuming the universal applicability of
particular branding theories and concepts. For example, ideas about
the imperative of brand consistency did not emerge out of a cultural
vacuum; research on the topic should examine how and why these
ideas evolved, both historically and culturally. Further discussions
of brand consistency should begin with an understanding of consis-
tency as tied to certain historical contingencies—namely, the pre-
vailing trends in mechanical reproduction and scientific principles
that applied to product management. In other words, the idea of
consistency should be related to a certain view of the firm as an
engine of control, an idea increasingly challenged by emerging per-
spectives in business organizations (Vargo and Lusch 2004).

As previously noted, research on marketing standardization has
approached culture “from the outside” (Bouchet 1995, p. 69) as an
exogenous variable that marketers can choose to adapt to or ignore.
We suggest moving beyond this treatment of culture in inter-
national marketing to viewing branding practices themselves as
cultural. More specifically, international marketing scholarship
might include study of (1) how brands from different cultures glob-
alize; (2) the impact of branding activities on cultural systems; and
(3) how brands, when conceived as evolving narratives, are created
and received in a geographically polycentric world.

First, a cultural approach builds on our discussion of brand cul-
tures to examine different models of brand globalization. It
would be valuable to compare the way brands from different
brand cultures globalize. Such a research program would com-
plement previous research on the internationalization of busi-
ness activities, such as the way firms behave when they step out-
side their home markets (Johanson and Vahlne 1977), but should
extend this stream of research by detailing different models of
brand globalization.

We noted previously that research identifies the historical and cul-
tural diversity of brand cultures. However, it is not yet clear how
they globalize. For example, the global expansion of Japanese brands
has sometimes entailed the erasure of cultural markers. Iwabuchi
(2006) suggests that unlike Levi’s, for example, which is powerfully
associated with people’s constructions of what constitutes “Ameri-
can style,” Japanese goods are not marketed “on the back of a Japan-

Brand Globalization
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ese way of life” (Featherstone 1995, p. 9). For example, the Sony
Walkman may have incorporated some elements of “Japaneseness”
in terms of its characteristics of compactness, simplicity, and fine
detailing (Du Gay et al. 1997, pp. 69–74), but it was not generally
perceived as evoking a specifically Japanese lifestyle (Iwabuchi
2006, p. 28). Iwabuchi (2006) suggests that the design of many Japan-
ese brands involves the bleaching out of recognizably ethnic, racial,
or cultural references, in turn enabling the smoother transnational
cultural distribution and consumption of such products. Holt (2004)
shows that iconic U.S. brands are successful because they are
infused with culturally charged myths that help consumers deal
with contradictions in their everyday experience. An important
extension to Holt’s work would be to examine the different ways
brands globalize. Similarly, can Chinese conglomerate brands do
well in other brand environments such as Eastern Europe, where
safety and authenticity are also important to consumers (Feick,
Coulter, and Price 2003; Manning and Uplisashvili 2007)?

Second, research should analyze the impact of branding activities
on local cultures more carefully. Such analysis is important
because of growing concerns about the impact of marketing activi-
ties in the public sphere (see Klein 1999). An important area of
research is the impact of branding itself. The growing success of
branding books and seminars and the proliferation of business
schools have meant that branding itself has diffused globally. Some
research has suggested that this diffusion has led to the diffusion of
brand involvement and materialist individualism (Feick, Coulter,
and Price 2003; Strizhakova, Coulter, and Price 2008a), but is this
the case everywhere?

A third important stream of research in the area of brand globaliza-
tion is an analysis of brand meaning as it is created in a polycentric
world. Brand meaning emerges out of increasingly dispersed net-
works of users, producers, and other agents. Consider the recent
example of French distribution giant Carrefour. On April 7, 2008,
Chinese Paralympics athlete Jin Jing was attacked during the Paris
leg of the Olympic torch relay by protesters denouncing China’s
Tibet policy. Within a few days, Jin Jing was celebrated in Chinese
media, Internet blogs, and bulletin boards as a Chinese hero.
Quickly, attention turned to French companies in China, especially
Carrefour and the luxury conglomerate LVMH. On April 19,
crowds marched through the Chinese city of Wuhan carrying signs
demanding, “Say no to French goods.” On the Web, bloggers
encouraged Chinese customers to boycott Carrefour and French
luxury goods. This type of backlash is not new; consumer
researchers and historians have sufficiently analyzed the boy-
cotting of foreign products (Gerth 2003; Klein, Ettenson, and Mor-
ris 1998; Witkowski 1989). Another illustration is Earth Hour, an
annual international event started in 2007 in Sydney in which
people are encouraged to switch off their lights for one hour. The
event was conceived by ad agency Leo Burnett Australia during the
course of its work for the World Wildlife Fund. As a trademark,
Earth Hour is jointly owned by World Wildlife Fund Australia,
Australian media conglomerate Fairfax Media, and advertising
agency Leo Burnett. These three partners provide brand guidelines
for implementing Earth Hour throughout the world, and in 2008,
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Earth Hour was observed in 24 major cities, including Dubai,
Bangkok, and San Francisco (www.earthour.org). However, in the
spirit of fostering the creativity of the event’s local organizers, the
owners of the trademark retain almost no control over the way the
brand is used, how the event is advertised, or how business part-
ners are picked to endorse the event in other parts of the world.

There is ample precedent for analysis of this type of coconstructed
narrative in the social sciences that could be of use in better under-
standing global brand dynamics. Brands such as Coca-Cola,
McDonald’s, and the television program Dallas have all been ana-
lyzed to illustrate the compelling strength of local appropriations
(Miller 1998; Watson 1997). For example, research by Liebes and
Katz (Liebes 1984, 1988; Liebes and Katz 1986) shows that watch-
ing Dallas is an active process of negotiation between the program
and the cultural experiences, values, and backgrounds of viewers
of different national origins. As a brand, Dallas is not received pas-
sively but rather in strongly divergent and culturally determined
ways. Miller (1998) shows that in Trinidad, the meaning of Coca-
Cola is determined by its categorization as a “black” as opposed to
a “red” sweet drink (indeed, it is the exemplar of that category) and
its associations with non-Asian Trinidadians versus Asian Trinida-
dians, with rum and coke versus other cocktails, with traditional
conceptions of Trinidadian modernity versus recent developments,
and with a long-standing indigenous bottler versus new market
entrants. The contributors to the collection edited by Watson
(1997) show diverse appropriations of McDonald’s in Asian cul-
tures, in which the brand is variously associated with modernity,
cleanliness, a student hangout, a dating destination, and so on.
Online social networking brands such as Facebook, Meebo, Tum-
blr, and Twitter also trend this way. Finally, as is increasingly evi-
dent in media brands such as The Matrix, Survivor, Xena: Warrior
Princess, Harry Potter, and even Star Wars, companies may try to
control brand architecture, but eventually a cocreated brand story
emerges across various media platforms (Jenkins 2006), one that
may incorporate heterodox associations.

What the Carrefour, Earth Hour, Dallas, and Coca-Cola brand sto-
ries have in common is that when conceived as an evolving narra-
tive, the construction of brands becomes a collective process
involving a host of “authors” who all add up their own interpreta-
tions: not only consumers and managers, but also popular culture
intermediaries in different cultural contexts (Holt 2003). A brand’s
meaning emerges out of consensus and dissensus, between the col-
lective sharing of what the brand means to all its stakeholders and
the active and often conflictual negotiation of such meanings. As
members of different interpretive communities (Fish 1980), stake-
holders and consumers all add different elements. If we take this
model to a global level, we can formulate a cultural geography of
brand stories, providing a corpus of memes that firms and con-
sumers can draw on in constructing brand narratives.

Brand mythology is a nonuniversalizing, nonreductionist way to
operationalize cross-cultural research on branding in such a way
that goes beyond the traditional focus on putative national cul-
tures. It has been argued that brands are a constituent of global

Transnational Brand
Mythologies
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mythology (Askegaard 2006). Moreover, the impact of global
mythology on brand involvement can be measured (Strizhakova,
Coulter, and Price 2008a). So, what is commercially mediated
mythology? It is harnessing myth to commercial purposes through
the marketplace. In general, we can qualify myth in terms of the
following characteristics (Leach 1967; Lewi 2003; Stern 1995):

1. A myth is a foundational story or a system of related stories
perceived to be age-old. Myth imposes sense and order on
experience and is believed to encode time-proved verities.
Actors in mythic stories, such as Gilgamesh, Job, or the
very human Jesus in The Passion of the Christ, face cosmic
or epic challenges.

2. Myths are anonymous and shared, and to survive they must
be continuously reappropriated by a social group, as in the
recycling of the Cinderella tale through many successful
U.S. films, including The Princess Diaries, Ella Enchanted,
Maid in Manhattan, and Enchanted, or in the rags-to-riches
Chanel myth circulated among fashion subculture insiders
(see Lewi 2003).

3. Myths integrate social groups by proposing meaning for
social life and outlining appropriate modes of conduct.
Myths help people understand their place in society, as in
utopian (Kozinets 2001), dystopian (Kozinets 1997), and
gnostic myths (Thompson 2004).

4. People regard myths as compelling and, to the extent that
mythical heroes can be emulated, believable.

5. The heroes who populate myths tend to be monotypic and
shorn of psychological complexity and nuance. They incar-
nate powerful forces. Archetypes such as the man with no
name in Clint Eastwood’s classic westerns or even James
Bond fascinate us because they are absolute.

6. Myths are made dynamic by compelling binaries: good and
evil, nature and culture, life and death, day and night, and
so on. For example, the male–female binary is central to the
mythology of Goth consumer subculture (Goulding,
Maclaren, and Follett 2004).

A small stream of influential research and practitioner-targeted
texts has tapped into the ways brands become mythical resources
and the impact of such brands on consumer behavior and other
marketing outcomes (Lewi 2003; Vincent 2002). The most theoreti-
cal treatment in English is the work of Holt (2003), which outlines
a general theory of brand iconicity in which brands are viewed as
exemplifying classic mythic characteristics (though the fourth and
fifth points we mentioned previously are neglected in that analy-
sis). Moreover, iconic brands, such as totemic objects (Leach 1967),
render myths more accessible and more easily appropriated by
consumers, and these facts together help explain the marketplace
success of iconic brands. However, the myths iconic brands resolve
are existential contradictions people feel between their own lived
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experience and society’s prevailing ideologies, rather than the
binaries of classic mythology.

Central to our stream of research is Holt’s (2003, p. 44) contention
that brands compete in “myth markets”: 

A myth market is as an implicit national conversation in
which a wide variety of cultural products compete to provide
the most compelling myth. The topic of the conversation is
the national ideology, and it is taken up by many contenders.

Recent studies have shown that brand myth markets play a signifi-
cant role in organizing and structuring the choice-making work of
consumers and that some mythic brand markets are not national but
transnational phenomena, constituent of global commercial
“ideoscapes” (Appadurai 1990; Askegaard 2006; Tissiers-Desbordes
and Arnould 2005) that transcend the national context central to
earlier work (Holt 2003; Thompson 2004). For example, Manning
and Uplisashvili (2007) show how post-Soviet Georgian beer brands
successfully draw on mythic images of fierce, independent Cau-
casian tribespeople and “productionist” Soviet-era high-technology
to capture a national self-understanding of Georgians as both Euro-
pean and original.

Similarly, Maclaran, Otnes, and Fischer (2007) argue that the
British Royal Family is a mythic transnational brand that provides
significant economic value to the United Kingdom. They illustrate
mythic brand elements in the British Royal Family, including (1) a
system of stories perceived to be age-old, ultimately stemming
from narratives of King Arthur, who is the myth’s supra-individual
character; (2) shared and continuously reappropriated meanings,
as with Diana depicted as a sort of “fairy-tale princess” and Queen
Victoria as the “Great White Goddess”; (3) the role of the royals in
exemplifying appropriate modes of conduct—for example, George
VI and the Queen Mother’s behavior during their famous World
War II walkabouts—in which members of the Royal Family are
often regarded as more than mere mortals and, until recently, above
reproach; (4) a brand narrative that is compelling and believable
(e.g., Diana as the “People’s Princess”); and (5) archetypal heroes
that control powerful forces, evoking the tradition of King Arthur
and other heroic kings such as Henry V, immortalized by and cele-
brated in Shakespeare’s plays.

Finally, Strizhakova, Coulter, and Price (2008a) show that global
brands in seven different product categories (i.e., soft drinks, beer,
clothing, electronic products, cosmetics/personal care products,
chocolate, and automobiles) evoke a global myth—in this case, the
global myth of the independent, self-actualizing, decision-making
consumer who is simultaneously a participant in and citizen of a
modernizing world. Their work refers to the mythic landscape of
the multitudes that are entering the global brand landscape and
shows that in both the United States and some former Eastern Bloc
countries, this global myth necessitates the use of branded prod-
ucts to communicate personal identity. In this regard, these authors
operationalize Askegaard’s (2006, p. 94) contention that global
brands are a central metaphor for understanding consumer prac-



101A Cultural Approach to Branding in the Global Marketplace

tices in modern identity formation and personal positioning.
Brands perceived to be international help authenticate the modern,
global, and self-actualizing consumer.

A cultural approach to branding involves viewing global consumer
culture as a symbolic repertoire for the construction of identities
and the shaping of consumer preferences. We believe that evaluat-
ing brands as symbols can also help us understand how brands,
particularly global brands, resonate with consumers. We propose
to extend classic research on brand symbols (Levy 1959) by exam-
ining not only myth but also brands as global symbol systems. Mar-
keting scholarship influenced by semiotics introduced this
approach, demonstrating how the meaning of brands emerges from
a symbolic system of contrasts and oppositions (see Floch 2001;
Peñaloza, Venkatesh, and Firat 2006). Here, we follow Saussure’s
(1966, p. 120) statement that “in language there are only differ-
ences.” In other words, knowledge of any term or sign depends on
knowledge of the system to which it belongs, and a term only
makes sense through its juxtaposition with and distinction from
other terms. An example of this can be found in the Apple brand,
whose meaning emerged from its distinction from IBM in stories
about Apple and Big Blue and continues in the latest Apple adver-
tising campaign “Mac or PC” (Cohen 2008).

This system of symbolic oppositions in the branding landscape is
increasingly global. The brand Mecca Cola is an excellent example.
Launched in 2002 by Tawfik Mathlouthi, a French-Tunisian busi-
nessman, it is now available in several Middle Eastern countries
under the slogan “Shake your conscience.” The brand capitalizes on
a tide of anti-Americanism in the Arab world, and its name evokes
the most powerful symbol in the Muslim cultural landscape. It is
promoted as an alternative to the U.S. brands Coke and Pepsi. Just as
the meaning of Coca-Cola in Trinidad emerged from a set of local
symbolic oppositions (Miller 1998) and the meaning of Georgian
brands emerged from an opposition to Soviet brands and Western
brands (Manning and Uplisashvili 2007), the significance of Mecca
Cola on the global platform stems just as much from its contrast with
Western brands as it does from the symbolic link between Mecca
Cola and the Muslim community. Understanding such global sys-
tems of meaning and contrast can help marketers build brands that
resonate with various groups of consumers more than simply relying
on underspecified evocations of quality or tradition (cf. Gielens and
Steenkamp 2007; Strizhakova, Coulter, and Price 2008b).

Table 1 summarizes the tenets of our cultural approach to branding
and propositions for further research. Going forward, our perspective
entails both theoretical and managerial implications. The fundamen-
tal premise is that branding is a culturally infused way of arranging
the material world. Although research on global consumer segments
has implied that brands and branding may be a “structure of com-
mon difference” (Wilk 1995, p. 118) in the global economy, different
types of brands and ways of managing and consuming brands have
also emerged in different places, which we call brand cultures. In
terms of our analytical approach, we consider culture endogenous to
marketing activities. We propose to study and manage brands as cul-
tural forms that structure and convey ideas about our place in the

THEORETICAL AND
MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS
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world. It follows that improved understanding and management of
brands as cultural forms will come from research and management
programs that (1) are contextually embedded and culturally relative,
(2) are historically embedded, (3) assume the (sometimes unpre-
dictable) polycentricism of sources of brand meaning, and (4) adopt a
mythic or symbolic perspective on brand meaning notwithstanding
the ostensible functionality of the product or service.

More specifically, further research should explore these paths in the
following ways: First, contextual studies should explore how differ-
ent brand cultures emerge out of different geographies and institu-
tional configurations and examine the implications of these cul-
tures for consumer involvement and motivation. Second, historical
studies should examine the various branding practices that have
existed at different times and their impacts on contemporary emerg-
ing brand cultures, again with implications for consumer involve-
ment and motivation. Third, brand research in international mar-
keting should be polycentric. The production of brand meaning is
increasingly global, regional, and local, operating through a net-
work of offices, plants, design teams, and other actors, including
consumers in different parts of the globe. The emergence of social
networking and other consumer-driven brands may be harbingers of
things to come: The creation of brand meaning is increasingly col-
lective and dynamic. Thus, we endorse moving away from the
export model of brand adaptation to cultural environments. Instead,
studies in the future should go beyond methodological nationalism
and combine various frames of reference—local, microregional,
national, macroregional, and global—to develop distributed models
for creating brand meaning. We do not advocate replacing one frame
(the national) with another (the global); instead, we argue for the
emergence of research and managerial models combining different
frames of analysis that study the connections among nation, city,
clusters, regional actors, and transnational institutions in the pro-
duction and diffusion of brand meaning.

Our cultural approach to brands complements previous
approaches by putting them in their historical and cultural con-
texts. Two prevalent approaches to branding warrant rethinking:
(1) Extant cognitive approaches (for a review, see Keller and
Lehmann 2006) focus attention on individual brand-knowledge
structures as ways to measure a brand’s value (Keller 1993), and 
(2) economic approaches consider brands carriers of decision-
related information (see Erdem and Swait 1998). In contexts in
which brands are a pervasive aspect of the commercial landscape,
brands reassure consumers and reduce their information search
costs (Feick, Coulter, and Price 2003). Economic approaches
encourage brand managers to develop credible brand claims as a
way to improve consumers’ confidence in companies and brands.
In a globalized market environment, both approaches have major
limitations: their presumption of the North American brand cul-
ture as a norm of brand architecture (Wang 2008), methodological
nationalism (Beck and Sznaider 2006), and the failures to unpack
the contextual specificity of dimensions of brand meanings (e.g.,
quality, an autonomous individual consumer for whom brands are
significant primarily to individual identity) (Feick, Coulter, and
Price 2003; Fournier 1998; Strizhakova, Coulter, and Price 2008b).
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A cultural approach involves broadening our view from that of
established methods. We argue that brands are part of the fabric of
popular culture and populate our modern mythology; they must be
analyzed as cultural forms, carriers of meaning, and devices struc-
turing thought and experience. This cultural dimension of brands
cannot be easily captured by prevailing psychological and eco-
nomic approaches. The collective significance of brands evades the
dyadic models of firm–customer relationships that dominate psy-
chological and economic approaches to branding. Brands such as
the British Royal Family, Georgia’s beer brands, and iconic global
brands become central characters in the myths by which groups of
people live, as well as the stories they tell one another every day
(see Ritson and Elliott 1999).

Our cultural approach offers the following three managerial impli-
cations: First, for branding researchers and managers, working
with what are called “emerging markets” is a formidable challenge
and an opportunity to question assumptions and frameworks stem-
ming from the experience of Western contexts (see Burgess and
Steenkamp 2006). A cultural approach to branding begins with
marketing reflexivity—that is, marketers’ awareness of the assump-
tions and premises from which they think and act. For example,
Lovemarks (Roberts 2004) are an idea designed in a Western cul-
tural context for Western consumers. They place individual con-
sumers at the center of all concerns and plot a unidirectional path
of development for all brands, in all contexts, from commodity to
brands as signals of trust to Lovemarks. At best, then, Lovemarks
are just another expression of recent Western marketing fashion
that focuses ever more tightly on fragmented individual consump-
tion desires. However, we suggest that more attention should be
paid to local and regional brand landscapes and that more basic
research should be conducted on the historical and cultural
particularities of such landscapes. The cross-cultural applicability
of dominant frameworks and theories in international marketing
should not be accepted lightly. Through a culturally relative
approach to branding, companies may be better positioned to
define strategies that are more adapted to local market cultures.

Second, by analyzing brands at varying scales of social and cultural
context, managers can accommodate other identity issues that are
critical to the development of successful brands (see Bouchikhi and
Kimberly 2007; Holt 2004). For example, brand managers must
broaden their narrow focus on developing relationships between
their brands and local target segments because brands are now funda-
mentally woven into the fabric of global consumer culture. For 
example, McDonald’s cannot ensure the long-term survival of its
brand by assuring local customers that its products are safe as well as
locally and ethically sourced. In France, McDonald’s developed a
campaign to reassure its customers that it is a local company because
all its products come from local sources (see Bouchikhi and Kimberly
2007). However, the managers missed the fact that McDonald’s is also
equated with a host of negative attributes of global MNCs: an ide-
ology that favors efficiency, calculability, predictability, and control
coupled with doubtful environmental and social policies (see Ritzer
1993). Following the suggestion of Thompson, Rindfleisch, and Arsel
(2006), we believe that in the most developed market economies, an
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analysis of self-conscious brand avoiders will bear insights about
repositioning “brand bullies” (Klein 1999) to contend with negative
brand meanings linked to the global scale of MNC operations.

Third, the brand mythology framework provides guidelines for
capturing shares of local, regional, and global myth markets. A nar-
rative analysis of popular songs, films, literature, theater, the Inter-
net, and other media forms generates a repertoire of mythic
resources that can be linked to commercial brands. For example,
popular films produced in Hong Kong, Bollywood, and Hollywood
offer a host of mythic archetypes, moral conflicts, and their resolu-
tions, which may be fruitfully viewed as potential myth markets
for brand positioning (see Cayla and Eckhardt 2008). Furthermore,
an analysis of brands themselves may show that brands speak to
one or more of the six elements of brand mythology identified here
but resonate weakly with others. Thus, a brand may speak to com-
pelling cultural binaries but lack linkage to archetypal heroic fig-
ures or even plausibility. Identifying strengths and weaknesses of a
brand’s mythic positioning provides insight for developing a firm’s
communication tactics. Finally, brands should be viewed as mark-
ers in a global system of symbolic differences—differences that can
be mapped and dealt with to develop more effective theoretical
and managerial insight.

Aaker, David A. and E. Joachimsthaler (1999), “The Lure of Global Brand-
ing,” Harvard Business Review, 77 (November/December), 137–44.

Aaker, Jennifer and Patti Williams (1998), “Empathy Versus Pride: The
Influence of Emotional Appeals Across Cultures,” Journal of Consumer
Research, 25 (December), 241–61.

Appadurai, Arjun (1990), “Disjuncture and Difference in the Global Cul-
tural Economy,” in Global Culture: Nationalism, Globalization and
Modernity, M. Featherstone, ed. London: Sage Publications, 295–310.

——— (2004), “The Capacity to Aspire: Culture and the Terms of Recogni-
tion,” in Culture and Public Action, V. Rao and M. Walton, eds. Stan-
ford, CA: Stanford University Press, 59–84.

Arnould, Eric J. (1989), “Toward a Broadened Theory of Preference Forma-
tion and the Diffusion of Innovations: Cases from Zinder Province,
Niger Republic,” Journal of Consumer Research, 16 (September),
239–67.

———, Alejandro Plastina, and Dwayne Ball (2009), “Does Fair Trade
Deliver on Its Core Value Proposition? Effects on Income, Educational
Attainment, and Health in Three Countries,” Journal of Public Policy &
Marketing, 28 (Spring), forthcoming.

——— and Craig J. Thompson (2005), “Consumer Culture Theory (CCT):
Twenty Years of Research,” Journal of Consumer Research, 31 (4),
868–82.

Askegaard, Søren (2006), “Brands as a Global Ideoscape,” in Brand Cul-
ture, Jonathan Schroeder and Miriam Salzer-Mörling, eds. London:
Routledge, 91–102.

Bach, Jonathan (2002), “‘The Taste Remains’: Consumption, (N)ostalgia,
and the Production of East Germany,” Public Culture, 14 (3), 545–56.

Bartels, Robert (1970), Marketing Theory and Metatheory. Homewood, IL:
Richard D. Irwin.

Barthes, Roland (1957), Mythologies. Paris: Editions du Seuil.

REFERENCES



107A Cultural Approach to Branding in the Global Marketplace

Beck, Ulrich (2000), “The Cosmopolitan Perspective: Sociology of the Sec-
ond Age of Modernity,” British Journal of Sociology, 51 (1), 79–105.

——— and Natan Sznaider (2006), “Unpacking Cosmopolitanism for the
Social Sciences,” British Journal of Sociology, 57 (1), 1–23.

Bouchet, Dominique (1995), “Marketing and the Redefinition of Eth-
nicity,” in Marketing in a Multicultural World, Janeen Costa and Gary
Bamossy, eds. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, 68–104.

Bouchikhi, Hamid and John R. Kimberly (2007), The Soul of the Corpora-
tion. Philadelphia: Wharton School Publishing.

Bourdieu, Pierre (1984), Distinction: A Social Critique the Judgement of
Taste. London: Routledge.

Boyacigiller, Nakiye and Nancy J. Adler (1991), “The Parochial Dinosaur:
Organizational Science in a Global Context,” Academy of Management
Review, 16 (2), 262–90.

Burgess, Steven M. and Jan-Benedict E.M. Steenkamp (2006), “Marketing
Renaissance: How Research in Emerging Consumer Markets Advances
Marketing Science and Practice,” International Journal of Research in
Marketing, 23 (4), 337–56.

Castells, Manuel (1998), End of Millennium. Oxford: Blackwell.

Cateora, Philip and John Hess (1966), International Marketing. Home-
wood, IL: Richard D. Irwin.

Cavusgil, S. Tamer, Seyda Deligonul, and Attila Yaprak (2005), “Inter-
national Marketing as a Field of Study: A Critical Assessment of Earlier
Development and a Look Forward,” Journal of International Marketing,
13 (4), 1–27.

Cayla, Julien and Giana Eckhardt (2008), “Asian Brands and the Shaping
of a Transnational Imagined Community,” Journal of Consumer
Research, 35 (2), 216–30.

Chan, Darius K.-S., Michele J. Gelfand, Harry C. Triandis, and Oliver Tzeng
(1996), “Tightness-Looseness Revisited: Some Preliminary Analyses in
Japan and the United States,” International Journal of Psychology, 31
(October), 1–12.

Clark, Terry (1990), “International Marketing and National Character: A
Review and Proposal for an Integrative Theory,” Journal of Marketing,
54 (October), 66–79.

Cohen, Colleen Ballerino, Richard Wilk, and Beverly Stoeltje (1996),
Beauty Queens on the Global Stage: Gender, Contests, and Power. New
York: Routledge.

Cohen, Noam (2008), “Is Obama a Mac and Clinton a PC?” The New York
Times, (February 4), (accessed June 5, 2008), [available at http://
www.nytimes.com/2008/02/04/technology/04link.html].

Coombe, Rosemary (1996), “Embodied Trademarks: Mimesis and Alterity
on American Commercial Frontiers,” Cultural Anthropology, 11 (May),
202–224.

——— (1998), The Cultural Life of Intellectual Properties: Authorship
Appropriation and the Law. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

Craig, C. Samuel and Susan Douglas (2006), “Beyond National Culture:
Implications of Cultural Dynamics for Consumer Research,” Inter-
national Marketing Review, 23 (3), 322–42.

Czinkota, Michael R. and Ilkka A. Ronkainen (2003), “An International
Marketing Manifesto,” Journal of International Marketing, 11 (1), 13–27.

De Jong, Martijn, Jan-Benedict E.M. Steenkamp, and Jean-Paul Fox (2007),
“Addressing Cross-National Measurement Invariance Using a Hierarchi-
cal IRT Model,” Journal of Consumer Research, 34 (August), 260–78. 

THE AUTHORS

Julien Cayla is Senior Lecturer in
Marketing, Australian School of
Business, University of New
South Wales (e-mail:
julienc@agsm.edu.au).

Eric J. Arnould is Distinguished
Professor of Sustainable Business
Practice, Department of
Management and Marketing,
University of Wyoming (e-mail:
earnould@uwyo.edu).



108 Julien Cayla and Eric J. Arnould

———, ———, ———, and Hans Baumgartner (2008), “Using Item
Response Theory to Measure Extreme Response Style in Marketing
Research: A Global Investigation,” Journal of Marketing Research, 45
(February), 104–115.

Douglas, Susan P. and C. Samuel Craig (1997), “The Changing Dynamic of
Consumer Behavior: Implications for Cross-Cultural Research,” Inter-
national Journal of Research in Marketing, 14 (4), 379–95.

Du Gay, Paul, Stuart Hall, Linda Janes, Hugh Mackay, and Keith Negus
(1997), Doing Cultural Studies: The Story of the Sony Walkman. Lon-
don: Sage/Open University.

Erdem, Tülin and Joffre Swait (1998), “Brand Equity as a Signaling Phe-
nomenon,” Journal of Consumer Psychology, 7 (2), 131–57.

Faris, Stephen (2007), “Starbucks v. Ethiopia,” Fortune, (February 26),
(accessed June 11, 2008), [available at http://money.cnn.com/
magazines/fortune/fortune_archive/2007/03/05/8401343/index.htm].

Featherstone, Mike (1995), Undoing Culture: Globalization, Postmod-
ernism and Identity. London: Sage Publications.

Feick, Lawrence, Robin A. Coulter, and Linda L. Price (2003), “Rethinking
the Origins of Involvement and Brand Commitment: Insights from Post-
socialist Central Europe,” Journal of Consumer Research, 30 (Septem-
ber), 151–69.

Fish, Stanley (1980), Is There a Text in This Class? The Authority of Inter-
pretive Communities. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Fiske, Alan P. (2002), “Using Individualism and Collectivism to Compare
Cultures: A Critique of the Validity and Measurements of the Constructs:
Comment on Oyserman et al. (2002),” Psychological Bulletin, 128 (1),
78–88.

Floch, Jean-Marie (2001), Semiotics, Marketing and Communication:
Beneath the Signs, the Strategies. Hampshire, UK: Palgrave.

Fournier, Susan (1998), “Consumers and Their Brands: Developing Rela-
tionship Theory in Consumer Research,” Journal of Consume Research,
24 (March), 343–73.

Gaonkar, Dilip (2001) “On Alternative Modernities,” in Alternative Moder-
nities, Dilip Gaonkar, ed. Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1–23.

Gerth, Karl (2003), China Made: Consumer Culture and the Creation of the
Nation. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Gielens, Katrijn and Jan-Benedict E.M. Steenkamp (2007), “Drivers of Con-
sumer Acceptance of New Packaged Goods: An Investigation Across
Products and Countries,” International Journal of Research in Market-
ing, 24 (June), 97–111.

Gorn, Gerald (1997), “Breaking Out of the North American Box,” in
Advances in Consumer Research, Vol. 24, Merrie Brucks and Deborah
MacInnis, eds. Valdosta, GA: Association for Consumer Research, 6–8.

Goulding, Christina, Michael Saren, Pauline Maclaran, and John Follett
(2004), “Into the Darkness: Androgyny and Gender Blurring Within the
Gothic Subculture,” paper presented at the ACR Gender, Marketing and
Consumer Behavior Conference, University of Wisconsin-Madison (June
24–27).

Hamilton, Gary and Chi-kong Lai (1989), “Consumerism Without Capital-
ism: Consumption and Brand Names in Late Imperial China,” in The
Social Economy of Consumption, Henry Rutz and Benjamin Orlove, eds.
Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 253–80.

Hannerz, Ulf (1997), “Scenarios for Peripheral Cultures,” in Culture, Glob-
alization and the World-System, A.D. King, ed. London: Macmillan,
107–128.



109A Cultural Approach to Branding in the Global Marketplace

Hobsbawm, Eric and Terence Ranger (1983), The Invention of Tradition.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hofstede, Geert (1980), Culture’s Consequences: International Differences
in Work-Related Values. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications.

——— (1991), Cultures and Organizations. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Holt, Douglas B. (2002), “Why Do Brands Cause Trouble? A Dialectical
Theory of Consumer Culture and Branding,” Journal of Consumer
Research, 29 (June), 70–90. 

——— (2003), “What Becomes an Icon Most?” Harvard Business Review,
81 (March), 43–49.

——— (2004), How Brands Become Icons: The Principles of Cultural
Branding. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Business School Press.

——— (2007), “Brand Hypocrisy at Starbucks,” (accessed June 11, 2008),
[available at http://www.sbs.ox.ac.uk/starbucks/]. 

———, John A. Quelch, and Earl L. Taylor (2004), “How Global Brands
Compete,” Harvard Business Review, 82 (September), 68–75.

Hsieh, Ming-Huei (2002), “Identifying Brand Image Dimensionality and
Measuring the Degree of Brand Globalization: A Cross-National Study,”
Journal of International Marketing, 10 (2), 46–67. 

——— (2004), “Measuring Global Brand Equity Using Cross-National Sur-
vey Data,” Journal of International Marketing, 12 (2), 28–58.

Interbrand (2007), “Lessons Learned from Global Brands,” (accessed Feb-
ruary 3, 2007), [available at http://www.brandchannel.com].

Iwabuchi, Koichi (2006), Recentering Globalization: Popular Culture and
Japanese Transnationalism. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

Jenkins, Henry (2006), Convergence Culture: Where Old and New Media
Collide. New York: New York University Press.

Johanson, Jan and Jan-Erik Vahlne (1977), “The Internationalization
Process of the Firm: A Model of Knowledge Development and Increas-
ing Foreign Market Commitments,” Journal of International Business
Studies, 8 (Spring/Summer), 23–32.

Kapferer, Jean-Noël (2006), “The Two Business Cultures of Luxury
Brands,” in Brand Culture, Schroeder Jonathan and Miriam Salzer-
Mörling, eds. New York: Routledge, 67–76.

Keller, Kevin L. (1993), “Conceptualizing, Measuring, and Managing 
Customer-Based Brand Equity,” Journal of Marketing, 57 (January),
1–22.

——— (2004), Strategic Brand Management. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pren-
tice Hall.

——— and Don Lehmann (2006), “Brands and Branding: Research Find-
ings and Future Priorities,” Marketing Science, 25 (November-
December), 740–59.

Klein, Jill G., Richard Ettenson, and Marlene D. Morris (1998), “The Ani-
mosity Model of Foreign Product Purchase: An Empirical Test in the
People’s Republic of China,” Journal of Marketing, 62 (January), 89–100.

Klein, Naomi (1999), No Logo: Taking Aim at the Brand Bullies. New York:
Picador.

Kozinets, Robert V. (1997), “‘I Want To Believe’: A Netnography of the X-
Philes’ Subculture of Consumption,” in Advances in Consumer
Research, Vol. 24, Merrie Brucks and Deborah MacInnis, eds. Valdosta,
GA: Association for Consumer Research, 470–75.

——— (2001), “Utopian Enterprise: Articulating the Meanings of Star
Trek’s Culture of Consumption,” Journal of Consumer Research, 28
(June), 67–88.



110 Julien Cayla and Eric J. Arnould

Leach, Edmund (1967), The Structural Study of Myth and Totemism. Lon-
don: Tavistock Publications.

Levy, Sidney J. (1959), “Symbols for Sale,” Harvard Business Review, 47
(July/August), 117–24.

Lewi, Georges (2003), Les Marques: Mythologies du Quotidien. Paris: Pear-
son Education.

Liebes, Tamar (1984), “Ethnocriticism: Israelis or Moroccan Ethnicity
Negotiate the Meaning of Dallas,” Studies in Visual Communication, 10
(3), 46–72.

——— (1988), “Cultural Differences in the Retelling of Television Fiction,”
Critical Studies in Mass Communications, 5 (4), 277–92.

——— and Elihu Katz (1986), “Patterns of Involvement in Television Fic-
tion: A Comparative Analysis,” European Journal of Communication, 1
(2), 151–71.

Maclaran, Pauline, Cele Otnes, and Eileen Fischer (2007), “Maintaining
the Myth of the Monarchy: How Producers Shape Consumers’ Experi-
ences of the British Royal Family,” paper presented at the Annual Meet-
ing of the Association for Consumer Research, Memphis, TN (October
25–28).

Manning, Paul and Ann Uplisashvili (2007), “‘Our Beer’: Ethnographic
Brands in Postsocialist Georgia,” American Anthropologist, 109 (4),
626–41.

Miller, Daniel (1998), “Coca-Cola: A Black Sweet Drink from Trinidad,” in
Material Cultures: Why Some Things Matter, Daniel Miller, ed. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 169–87.

Peñaloza, Lisa, Alladi Venkatesh, and A. Fuat Firat (2006), “Taking the
New Dominant Logic Further: The Market as a Sign System,” in The 
Service-Dominant Logic of Marketing: Dialog, Debate, and Directions,
Robert Lusch and Stephen Vargo, eds. Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe,
251–65.

Perera, Andrea (2007), “Anatomy of a Win,” (accessed June 11, 2008),
[available at http://www.oxfamamerica.org/whatwedo/campaigns/
coffee/news_publications/starbucks-campaign-anatomy-of-a-win].

Prahalad, C.K. (2004), The Fortune at the Bottom of the Pyramid: Eradicat-
ing Poverty Through Profits. Philadelphia: Wharton School Publishing.

——— and Kenneth Lieberthal (2003), “The End of Corporate Imperial-
ism,” Harvard Business Review, 81 (August), 109–117.

Pries, Lugar (2005), “Configurations of Geographic and Societal Spaces: A
Sociological Proposal Between ‘Methodological Nationalism’ and
‘Spaces of Flows,’” Global Networks, 5 (2), 167–90.

Reibstein, David (2005), “House of Brands Versus Branded House,” Global
Agenda, 3 (January), 175–77.

Ritson, Mark and Richard Elliott (1999), “The Social Uses of Advertising:
An Ethnographic Study of Adolescent Advertising Audiences,” Journal
of Consumer Research, 26 (December), 260–77.

Ritzer, George (1993), The McDonaldization of Society: An Investigation
into the Character of Contemporary Social Life. Thousand Oaks, CA,
and London: Pine Forge Press.

Roberts, Kevin (2004), Lovemarks: The Future Beyond Brands. New York:
PowerHouse Books.

Roth, Martin S. (1992), “Depth Versus Breadth Strategies for Global Brand
Management,” Journal of Advertising, 21 (2), 25–36.

——— (1995), “The Effects of Culture and Socioeconomics on the Perfor-
mance,” Journal of Marketing Research, 32 (May), 163–75.



111A Cultural Approach to Branding in the Global Marketplace

Sahlins, Marshall (1993), “Goodbye to Tristes Tropes: Ethnography in the
Context of Modern World History,” Journal of Modern History, 65 (1),
1–25.

Saussure, Ferdinand de (1966), Course in General Linguistics. New York:
McGraw-Hill.

Schroeder, Jonathan and Miriam Salzer-Morling, eds. (2006), Brand Cul-
ture. London: Routledge.

Sherry, John F., Jr. (2003), “Brand Meaning,” in Kellogg on Branding, T.
Calkins and A. Tybout, eds. New York: John Wiley & Sons, 40–61.

Smith, Anthony D. (1983), “Nationalism and Classical Social Theory,”
British Journal of Sociology, 34 (1), 19–38.

Steenkamp, Jan-Benedict E.M. (1998), “Editorial,” International Journal of
Research in Marketing, 15 (1), vii–ix.

———, Rajeev Batra, and Dana Alden (2003), “How Perceived Brand Glob-
alness Creates Brand Value,” Journal of International Business Studies,
34 (1), 53–65.

Stern, Barbara B. (1995), “Consumer Myths: Frye’s Taxonomy and the
Structural Analysis of Consumption Text,” Journal of Consumer
Research, 22 (September), 165–86.

Strizhakova, Yuliya, Robin Coulter, and Linda Price (2008a), “Branded
Products as a Passport to Global Citizenship: Perspectives from Devel-
oped and Developing Countries,” Journal of International Marketing, 16
(4), 59–87.

———, ———, and ——— (2008b), “The Meanings of Branded Products: A
Cross-National Scale Development and Meaning Assessment,” Inter-
national Journal of Research in Marketing, 25 (2), 82–93.

Subacchi, Paola (2008), “New Power Centres and New Power Brokers: Are
They Shaping a New Economic Order?” International Affairs, 84 (May),
485–98.

Taylor, Charles (2004), Modern Social Imaginaries. Durham, NC: Duke
University Press.

Taylor, Peter J. (1996), “Embedded Statism and the Social Sciences: Open-
ing up to New Spaces,” Environment and Planning, 28 (19), 17–28.

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

Thompson, Craig J. (2004),” Marketplace Mythology and Discourses of
Power,” Journal of Consumer Research, 31 (June), 162–80.

——— and Zeynep Arsel (2004), “The Starbucks Brandscape and Con-
sumers’ (Anticorporate) Experiences of Glocalization,” Journal of Con-
sumer Research, 31 (3), 631–42.

———, Aric Rindfleisch, and Zeynep Arsel (2006), “Emotional Branding
and the Strategic Value of the Doppelgänger Brand Image,” Journal of
Marketing, 70 (January), 50–64.

Tissiers-Desbordes, Elisabeth and Eric J. Arnould (2005), “Hypermoder-
nity and the New Millennium: Scientific Language as a Tool for Market-
ing Communications,” in Marketing Communication: Emerging Trends
and Developments, Allan J. Kimmel, ed. Cambridge: Oxford University
Press, 236–55.

Tomlison, John (1999), Globalization and Culture. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

Triandis, Harry C. and Michele J. Gelfand (1998), “Converging Measure-
ment of Horizontal and Vertical Individualism and Collectivism,” Jour-
nal of Personality and Social Psychology, 98 (January), 118–28.



112 Julien Cayla and Eric J. Arnould

Usunier, Jean-Claude and Julie Lee (2005), Marketing Across Cultures.
New York: Financial Times/Prentice Hall.

Vargo, Stephen L. and Robert F. Lusch (2004), “Evolving to a New Domi-
nant Logic for Marketing,” Journal of Marketing, 68 (January), 1–17.

Vincent, Lawrence (2002), Legendary Brands. Chicago: Dearborn Publishing.

Wang, Jing (2008), Brand New China: Advertising, Media and Commercial
Culture. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Watson, James L. (1997), “Transnationalism, Localization and Fast Foods
in East Asia,” in Golden Arches East: McDonald’s in East Asia, James L.
Watson, ed. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1–38.

Wengrow, David (2008), “Prehistories of Commodity Branding,” Current
Anthropology, 49 (1), 7–34.

Wilk, Richard (1995), “Learning to Be Local in Belize: Global Systems of
Common Difference,” in Worlds Apart: Modernity Through the Prism of
the Local, Daniel Miller, ed. London: Routledge, 110–33.

Wimmer, Andreas and Nina Glick Schiller (2002a), “Methodological
Nationalism and the Study of Migration.” Archives Européennes de
Sociologie, 53 (2), 217–40.

——— and ——— (2002b), “Methodological Nationalism and Beyond:
Nation-State Building, Migration and the Social Sciences,” Global Net-
works, 2 (4), 301–334.

Witkowski, Terrence H. (1989), “Colonial Consumers in Revolt: Buyer Val-
ues and Behavior During the Nonimportation Movement, 1764–1776,”
Journal of Consumer Research, 16 (September), 216–26.

——— (2005), “Fair Trade Marketing: An Alternative System for Globali-
zation and Development,” Journal of Marketing Theory & Practice, 13
(Fall), 22–33.




