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Abstract

Purpose — This paper aims to determine the impact of consumer responsibility for
sustainable consumption of young people on local brand purchase likelihood considering
the experience, the image, and the quality of local brands as mediators and the role of
ethnocentrism as antecedent of the quality and local brand purchase likelihood.

Design/methodology/approach — A quantitative design is implemented collecting data
through a survey from inhabitants of the province of Barcelona from 18 to 25 years old.
Data is approached using multivariate analyses among which are logistic regression,
partial least squares path modeling, and multigroup analysis.

Findings — Consumer responsibility for sustainable consumption has a positive influence
on local brand purchase likelihood both directly and indirectly through the experience
and image of local brands. The impact of the quality of local brands is mediated through
image and there is no evidence about the role of ethnocentrism.

Originality/value — This paper enriches the local brand literature and broadens the
understanding of consumer responsibility for sustainable consumption as a contributing
construct in the survival of local brands in front of the global brands’ threat.

Keywords — Consumer responsibility for sustainable consumption, Ethnocentrism, Local
brand experience, Local brand image, Local brand quality, Local brand purchase
likelihood

Paper type — Research paper

Abbreviations

CRSC Consumer responsibility for sustainable consumption

ETN Ethnocentrism
LBE Local brand experience
LBI Local brand image

LBPL Local brand purchase likelihood
LBQ Local brand quality

1. Introduction

There is an emerging concern of increasing significance about the role of consumption
within international debates about sustainability development (Jackson, 2014). This
concern is also reflected in Chapter 4 of Agenda 21, whose objectives include the
inducement of more sustainable consumption patterns to reduce environmental stress
and satisfy basic human needs (United Nations, 1992).

Some product groups contribute significantly to environmental pressures, food and drink
being the ones that take the lead, causing up to 37% of global Greenhouse Gas (GHG)



emissions (European Environment Agency, 2017). Therefore, sustainable food
consumption should be promoted, consumers should be encouraged to choose
sustainable food, and all actors in the food chain should perceive this situation as their
responsibility and opportunity (European Commission, 2020). So, consumers, with their
actions, can help alleviate current environmental problems but also affect the future of
brands.

Higher consumer preferences and willingness to pay are ascribed to food with greater
geographical and social proximity (Hasanzade et al., 2022). Therefore, many consumers
have decided to readjust the focus of their preferences to local food brands, that is,
according to Feldmann and Hamm (2015), consumers prefer “food that has traveled only
short distances” or “food that is marketed directly by the producer” (Holloway et al,,
2007; Watts et al., 2005). In Europe, the demand for traditional foods and the expressed
interest of consumers in the quality attributed to local food led to the reintroduction of
the farmers’ markets (Feldmann & Hamm, 2015; Vecchio, 2009). In parallel, some
supermarket chains in the USA and Europe have begun to market local food brands to
meet consumer demands. In this sense, Picha and Skorepa (2018) point out that
consumers who prefer regional/local food brands tend to select food from
environmental-friendly and socially responsible producers. Furthermore, consumer
propensity to consider the price is negatively associated with the preference for regional
food brands.

Literature about brands is extensive. We can find articles related to, among others, brand
awareness (Huang & Sarig6lli, 2012), brand identity (Ghodeswar, 2008), brand image
(Giesler, 2012), brand loyalty (Lin, 2010), brand management (Kotler et al., 2006), brand
personality (Geuens et al., 2009), private label brands (Rubio et al., 2019), fashion and
luxury brands (Park et al., 2020) or green brands (Pimonenko et al., 2020). However, we
have not found in the literature research articles incorporating the idea of sustainable
consumption, understood as a social practice, in the analysis of the preferences for global
or local brands. We have found previous research focused on sustainable luxury brands
(Wang et al., 2021), on the idea of co-creating sustainable corporate brands (Lahtinen &
Narvanen, 2020), or co-creating sustainability through brands (Palakshappa & Dodds,
2020); but our literature review has allowed us to identify only one paper where the
concept of local brands and sustainable consumption were analyzed together (Liu, 2020).

Global brands are those that are recognized, available, accepted, and attractive at a global
level, and often adopt the same name with consistent positioning, image, personality, and
appearance in the different markets in which they are present (Dimofte et al., 2008;
Ozsomer & Altaras, 2008). Instead, local brands are only available in a limited
geographical region and are developed and adapted to the specific needs of local markets.
Their strengths are related to the perception of uniqueness and originality, and their
contribution to define the character of the local community (Dimofte etal.,, 2008;
Ozsomer, 2012).

Given the increasing globalization of the markets, consumers often deal with the choice
between local and global brands (Ozsomer, 2012). Indeed, competition from global
brands constantly confronts and threatens local brands in their home and foreign
markets (Ger, 1999).



Thus, it is important to understand the influences of consumer purchase behavior
concerning local brands to design more effective marketing strategies for brand
positioning of local brands, thereby contributing to their survival.

With the aim of filling the gap in the research of local brands and sustainable
consumption, the current paper focuses on determining the impact of consumer
responsibility for sustainable consumption of young people on the local brand purchase
likelihood. The experience with local brands, the image of local brands, and the quality of
local brands are considered mediators constructs in the relation analyzed. Likewise,
ethnocentrism will be considered as an antecedent of the perception of quality of local
brands as well as of the local brand purchase likelihood. In addition, gender and age are
assessed as possible moderators.

A quantitative design is implemented. We collect the information through a web survey
addressed to inhabitants of the province of Barcelona from 18 to 25 years old. A final
sample of 214 observations allows us to work with a sampling error +6.7% (confidence
level 95% and p = q = 0.5). Multivariate analyses are used. The data is first approached
with logistic regression. After considering the mediator effects and validating the
different measurement scales, hypotheses are contrasted with partial least squares path
modeling. Finally, the study of the possible moderator effects uses multigroup analysis.

Findings support that there is a positive effect of the consumer responsibility for
sustainable consumption of young people on the local brand purchase likelihood: the
higher the consumer responsibility for sustainable consumption, the higher the local
brand purchase likelihood. Likewise, we can confirm the mediator effect of local brand
experience and local brand image on the relationship between consumer responsibility
for sustainable consumption and the local brand purchase likelihood; but we cannot
confirm the mediator effect of the local brand quality on the mentioned relation, although
a higher consumer responsibility for sustainable consumption implies a higher
perception of the quality of the local brands. Furthermore, gender is not identified as a
moderator, but age is. Indeed, for consumers older than 21 consumer responsibility for
sustainable consumption does not directly influence local brand purchase likelihood nor
local brand image.

Overall, consumer responsibility for sustainable consumption of young people has a
direct as well as an indirect impact on the local brand purchase likelihood. The indirect
effect is produced through the experience and the image of local brands. Likewise, the
role of ethnocentrism on the local brand purchase likelihood cannot be confirmed. Said
consumer behavior is moderated by its age, since for consumers older than 21 it is only
evinced the indirect influence of the responsibility for sustainable consumption on local
brand purchase likelihood through the experience of local brands as a mediator.

From a more conceptual or theoretical point of view, the results obtained from this
project allow us to improve the understanding of the impact of the macro-trend toward
sustainability on the survival of local brands. This impact has undoubtedly consequences
for managerial decisions. The consideration of consumer responsibility for sustainable
consumption should guide marketing decisions, because omitting them will question the
survival of companies in our economic environment, mainly small and medium-sized
enterprises (SMEs).



2. Literature review

2.1 Local brand purchase likelihood (LBPL)

Literature approached the behavior of the consumer toward a specific brand or product
through different concepts. For instance, purchase intentions refer to “an individual’s
conscious plan to make an effort to purchase a brand” (Spears & Singh, 2004, p. 56).
Instead, attitude toward a brand denotes the internal evaluation of an individual
concerning a brand (Mitchell & Olson, 1981).

The construct of purchase intentions is used in abundant papers such as Morrison (1979)
along with Putrevu and Lord (1994), whereas consumer attitude toward a brand is
approached in other studies including Batra et al. (2000) and Khan and Fatma (2017).

Consumer behavior with regard to a brand is also analyzed, among others, through its
willingness to buy (Dodds et al,, 1991; Zeugner-Roth etal.,, 2015), preference for local
brands (Liu et al., 2014; Siamagka & Balabanis, 2015), brand loyalty (Huang, 2017; Khan
& Fatma, 2017) and purchases of local (relative to global) brands (Strizhakova & Coulter,
2015).

Literature posited theories and studies assessing the relationship among said
endogenous variables. Regarding attitudes, the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) reveals
the attitude-behavior relation (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), which is consistent with the
Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). Numerous papers provide
enough evidence to support the positive effect of brand attitude on brand purchase
intentions (Ajzen & Fisbbein, 1974; Berger & Mitchell, 1989; Lopez et al, 2019;
MacKenzie & Spreng, 1992).

Concerning brand preferences, Bass and Talarzyk (1972) identified that attitude acts as
a predictor, which is consistent with subsequent studies (Grimm, 2005). Furthermore,
brand preferences are evinced to have a significant positive influence on purchase
intention (Boubker & Douayri, 2020; Moradi & Zarei, 2011), and to mediate the
relationship between brand attitude and purchase intentions (Boubker & Douayri, 2020;
Goémez et al,, 2016).

In the present paper, in line with Llonch et al. (2013), the dependent variable used
corresponds to “Local brand purchase likelihood” given the purpose of determining
which of the proposed constructs exerts a significant influence on consumer behavior
concerning local brands.

2.2 Consumer responsibility for sustainable consumption (CRSC)
Sustainable consumption is defined as

the use of goods and services that respond to basic needs and bring a better quality
of life, while minimising the use of natural resources, toxic materials and
emissions of waste and pollutants over the life cycle, so as not to jeopardise the
needs of future generations. (Norwegian Ministry of the Environment, 1994)



In line with sustainability’s triple bottom line (Elkington, 1997), the dimensions of said
concept correspond to environmental, social, and economic aspects.

The Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) revealed that attitudes toward the behavior relate
positively with behavioral intentions, which, in turn, correlated significantly with
behavior, thus mediating the attitude-behavior relation (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975).
Inconsistently, there is conclusive evidence about a widely recognized sustainable
consumption attitude-behavior gap, which refers to the “gap between articulated
positive attitudes toward sustainability and people's actual (mostly unsustainable)
consumption behavior” (Prothero et al., 2011, p. 32).

Intending to relate the consumer responsibility for sustainable consumption (CRSC) to
said gap, Luchs et al. (2015) conducted a study using the scale of consumers’ felt
responsibility for sustainability (CFRS) from Luchs and Miller (2015). Consistent with
Schwartz’s (1977) concept of activated personal norms, CFRS is defined as the
“consumer’s sense of responsibility, or felt obligation, to consume in ways that
simultaneously promote their self-oriented values, and their pro-social and/or pro-
environmental values” (Luchs & Miller, 2015, p. 256).

The results from Luchs et al. (2015) suggested that the consumer’s sense of responsibility
for promoting sustainability in its consumption behaviors is a potentially superior
predictor of sustainable consumption behavior, rather than attitudes toward
sustainability-related behaviors. Moreover, it demonstrated a positive interactive effect
of both predictors on behavior and identified felt responsibility as a construct not
necessarily consequent of positive attitudes.

As suggested by Zagar (2020), mindful consumption and consumer awareness prompt
responsible consumption. Mindful consumption “is premised on a consumer mindset of
caring for self, for community, and for nature, that translates behaviorally into tempering
the self-defeating excesses associated with acquisitive, repetitive and aspirational
consumption” (Sheth et al,, 2011, p. 21). It is suggested to enhance consumer awareness
and foster the conscious election of the responses instead of a behavior based on heedless
or compulsive reactions (Bahl et al., 2016). Concerning consumer awareness, it involves
“acting responsibly toward a wider society and environment, understanding local and
global impact of one’s behavior, and reflecting critically on consequences of one’s choice
as a consumer” (Zagar, 2020, p. 640), whose influence on responsible consumer behavior
was empirically assessed by Hansen and Schrader (1997).

Given the evidence of consumer responsibility as a driver of sustainable consumption
behavior, in the context of brand preference is posited the following hypothesis:

Hi: Consumer responsibility for sustainable consumption (CRSC) has a positive impact
on local brand purchase likelihood (LBPL).

2.3 Local brand experience (LBE)

Research has evidenced that modern consumers are rational and emotional humans
whose focus when buying products and services does not only fall on the functional



features and benefits (Schmitt, 1999) but also on the gain of pleasing experiences from
the purchase (Morrison & Crane, 2007; Pine & Gilmore, 1998).

The concept of brand experience according to Brakus et al. (2009) stands for “subjective,
internal consumer responses (sensations, feelings, and cognitions) and behavioral
responses evoked by brand-related stimuli that are part of a brand’s design and identity,
packaging, communications, and environments” (p. 53).

Brand experience has also been defined as “the perception of the consumers, at every
moment of contact they have with the brand, whether it is in the brand images projected
in advertising, during the first personal contact, or the level of quality concerning the
personal treatment they receive” (Alloza, 2008, pp. 373-374).

The identification of the dimensions of this concept relies on previous studies on the
categorization of experiences from the perspective of philosophy, cognitive science, and
experiential marketing and management (Brakus et al., 2009). Based on the approach of
experiential marketing, whose aim corresponds to “create holistic experiences that
integrate individual experiences into a holistic Gestalt” (p. 53), Schmitt (1999)
distinguished among five types of experiences: sense, feel, think, act, and relate.

From the previous research, Brakus et al. (2009) developed four dimensions for the
brand experience concept, which correspond to sensory, affective, behavioral, and
intellectual. The sensory refers to the stimulation by the brand perceived through
external senses (sight, hearing, smell, taste, and touch); the affective comprises the
feelings and emotions the brand generates; the behavioral includes the physical reactions
induced by the brand on the consumer along with the interaction between both; and the
intellectual dimension refers to the capacity of the brand to induce both a convergent and
divergent thinking on the consumer.

The conceptualization of brand experience also led to the creation of a 12-item scale by
Brakus et al. (2009) capable of measuring the intensity with which a brand evokes
experiences. This scale has proven not only to be internally consistent but also consistent
across many samples and studies.

Consumers tend to appraise the opportunity to increase the pleasure of the experience,
which leads to an evidenced positive impact of brand experience on the willingness of
consumers to pay a price premium (Dwivedi et al., 2018; Santos & Schlesinger, 2021) and
purchase intentions (Sanjaya et al., 2020). Literature also showed the positive effect of
brand experience on brand preference (Ebrahim et al., 2016), brand attitude (Khan &
Fatma, 2017), brand loyalty (Ramaseshan & Stein, 2014; Santos & Schlesinger, 2021; Van
Der Westhuizen, 2018), brand satisfaction (Brakus et al., 2009; Nysveen et al., 2013) and
brand equity (Moreira et al,, 2017).

For previous contributions and with the purpose of proving the effect of brand experience
in the context of purchasing local brands, H2 is established:

Hz: Local brand experience (LBE) has a positive impact on local brand purchase
likelihood (LBPL).



2.4 Local brand quality (LBQ)

Zeithaml (1988) defined perceived quality as the consumer’s judgment about a product’s
excellence or superiority. The difference between perceived and objective quality has
been emphasized by some papers among which Holbrook and Corfman (1985) and
Parasuraman et al. (1988). Based on previous literature, Zeithaml (1988) refers to
objective quality as the measured and verified superiority in the compliance of standards.
However, this objective concept is argued not to exist by some researchers including
Maynes (1976), who alludes that all quality evaluations are made by an individual,
therefore implying an intrinsic subjectivity.

Perceived brand quality depends on a subjective abstraction by the consumer. Therefore,
it is not only created based on intrinsic, but also on extrinsic cues, including country of
origin (Thakor & Katsanis, 1997), price (Wolinsky, 1983), brand name (Dodds et al,,
1991), and advertising (Milgrom & Roberts, 1986).

Pursuant to the research from Chen and Hu (2010) and Sweeney and Soutar (2001), the
paper from Vera (2015) supported a positive relationship between perceived brand
quality and customer perceived value. Following the conceptualization of Zeithaml
(1988), this latter concept corresponds to the “consumer’s overall assessment of the
utility of a product based on perceptions of what is received and what is given” (p. 14).

Perceived quality is deemed as a direct influencing factor on brand preference
(Chomvilailuk & Butcher, 2010) and as a main component of consumer brand equity
(Aaker, 1996; Yoo etal, 2000). Literature also evidenced the positive effect of this
construct on consumer satisfaction (Cronin et al., 2000; Gotlieb et al.,, 1994; Ranjbarian
et al,, 2012) and brand loyalty (Alhaddad, 2015; Chi et al,, 2009).

Lopez et al. (2019) identified brand quality as a key determinant for brand evaluation and
proved its positive influence on brand attitude regardless of brand categorization. In turn,
the paper also supported the direct influence of brand attitude on purchase intention, and
thus the indirect effect of brand quality on this latter.

Literature also corroborated the significance of the direct influence of perceived quality
on purchase intentions (Alexandris et al., 2002; Chi et al., 2009; Garretson & Clow, 1999;
Wang & Tsai, 2014). In line with this research, perceived quality is also ascribed to other
behavioral intentions such as the repurchase intention (Cronin et al., 2000; Ranjbarian
et al.,, 2012) and the willingness to pay a price premium (Cronin et al., 2000). In addition,
it is evinced both the direct influence of perceived quality on purchase decisions, and its
indirect impact through purchase intentions (Amri & Prihandono, 2019; Anwar &
Andrean, 2021; Haikal, 2018; Yee & San, 2011).

Furthermore, Ozsomer (2012) contended that perceived brand quality of the local brand
held a negative relationship with the purchase of global brands. Therefore, in order to
investigate the effects of perceived brand quality with regard to the purchase of local
brands, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H3: Local brand quality (LBQ) has a positive impact on local brand purchase likelihood
(LBPL).



2.5 Local brand image (LBI)

Literature ascribes the introduction of brand image to Gardner and Levy (1995), who
refer to “sets of ideas, feelings, and attitudes that consumers have about brands” (p. 35).
According to Keller (2009), it is described as “consumer perceptions of and preferences
for a brand, as reflected by the various types of brand associations held in consumers’
memory” (p. 143). Said brand associations arise from direct or indirect brand-consumer
interactions (Cho & Fiore, 2015; Keller, 1993).

Although brand image has been an analyzed concept since the early 1950s, there are
differing views concerning the approach of its conceptualization. In line with Keller
(1993), brand associations can be classified into attributes, benefits, and attitudes; which
can be differentiated by the increasing scope of information included in the association,
respectively. While attributes refer to descriptive features identified in the product or
service, benefits include the personal assigned value to the product or service attributes,
and the latter is described as the consumer’s general assessment of the brand (Keller,
1993). Otherwise, pursuant to Cho and Fiore (2015), the dimensions of brand image
correspond to cognitive, emotional, and sensory brand associations.

Brand awareness, which is reflected as “consumers’ ability to recall or recognize the
brand under different conditions” (Keller, 2009, p. 143), is identified as an antecedent of
brand image (Esch et al., 2006).

Brand image is deemed to have a positive influence on perceived value (Kim et al., 2017),
brand equity (Faircloth etal., 2001; Iglesias etal., 2019; Sasmita & Suki, 2015), brand
loyalty (Alhaddad, 2015), and brand trust (Alhaddad, 2015; Esch et al., 2006).

Additionally, its influence also falls on customer satisfaction (Cuong, 2020; Esch etal,,
2006; Febrianti et al., 2021) and extends to brand preference (Gémez etal., 2022),
purchase decision (Anwar & Andrean, 2021; Febrianti etal., 2021), and current consumer
purchase behavior (Esch et al,, 2006).

There is statistical evidence to support the direct effect of brand image on purchase
intention (Aghekyan-Simonian etal,, 2012; Diamantopoulos etal., 2011) but also its
indirect effect mediated through brand attitude, irrespective of the brand category
(Lopez et al, 2019). In the context of apparel, Aghekyan-Simonian et al. (2012) proved
the negative impact of brand image on perceived risk, which is also identified to act as a
mediator of the relationship between brand image and purchase intention.

Given that consumers’ purchase intentions are evidenced to be influenced by brand
image according to some researchers, the aim is to prove this impact in the context of the
purchase of local brands. Therefore, the proposed hypothesis is the following:

Hs: Local brand image (LBI) has a positive impact on local brand purchase likelihood
(LBPL).



2.6 Ethnocentrism (ETN)

The construct of consumer ethnocentrism is drawn on the sociological concept of
ethnocentrism introduced by Sumner (1906), which refers to the tendency of individuals
to ascribe superiority to their in-group. According to Shimp (1984), consumer
ethnocentrism represents “consumers’ beliefs in the superiority of their own country’s
products” and it is aimed at capturing “the notion that some consumers believe it is
somehow wrong to purchase foreign-made products, because it will hurt the domestic
economy, cause the loss of jobs, and, in short, because, from their point of view, it is
plainly unpatriotic” (p. 285). In contrast, the evaluation of the products by non-
ethnocentric consumers is based on intrinsic merits and does not consider the country of
origin (Shimp & Sharma, 1987).

Literature suggests four categories of antecedents for consumer ethnocentrism (referred
to as ethnocentrism or ETN in this paper): socio-psychological, political, economic, and
demographic. For example, the ethnocentric tendency is evidenced to decrease with the
cultural openness of the consumer (Sharma et al, 1995). Instead, patriotism,
conservatism, and collectivism are positively related to ethnocentrism (Balabanis et al.,
2002; Javalgi et al, 2005; Klein & Ettenson, 1999; Sharma et al, 1995). Research
conducted in developed and developing countries evidenced economic development as
another influencing factor of the effects of ethnocentrism (Karoui & Khemakhem, 2019).
Regarding political antecedents, Good and Huddleston (1995) suggested the impact of
the history of oppression, holding that an oppressed nation has to fight for its identity,
which leads to develop patriotic emotions that induce consumer attitudes.

Consumer ethnocentrism is used as a central construct in the study of local and foreign
brands. There is empirical support for a negative relationship between ethnocentrism
and attitudes both toward importing products (Sharma et al., 1995; Yildiz etal., 2018)
and toward global brands (Alden et al., 2006; Steenkamp & De Jong, 2010). Furthermore,
studies identified consumer attitude held with regard to foreign brands as a mediator of
the influence of ethnocentrism on purchase decisions (Thomas et al., 2020). Consistently,
ethnocentrism resulted in positive attitudes toward local brands (Steenkamp & De Jong,
2010) and local brand preference (Hsu & Nien, 2008).

Ethnocentrism is proved to influence purchasing decisions (Febrianti et al., 2021), both
directly and through purchase intention as a mediator (Amri & Prihandono, 2019).
Besides, it is evidenced the positive effect of this construct on the purchase intention of
domestic products (Han, 1988; Herche, 1992; Li et al,, 2012; Yildiz et al,, 2018) and on
local (relative to global) brand purchases (Strizhakova & Coulter, 2015). It is also
confirmed its indirect influence on purchase intentions of domestic products with
customers’ purchase attitudes as a mediator (Qing etal, 2012). In addition, it is
supported the negative influence of ethnocentrism on the purchase intention of foreign
products (Li etal, 2012) and on the willingness to buy foreign products (Klein et al,,
1998; Nijssen & Douglas, 2004). Given literature leads to formulate the following
hypothesis:

Hs: Ethnocentrism (ETN) has a positive impact on local brand purchase likelihood
(LBPL).
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The posited hypotheses result in the conceptual model depicted in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Conceptual model

3. Methodology

The target of the present study corresponds to inhabitants of the province of Barcelona
from 18 to 25. The non-probability sampling method intended to use was proportional
quotas to the population distribution of the province of Barcelona with regard to age and
gender. The aim of using this method is to attain a representative sample of the targeted
population, whose data was extracted from the National Statistics Institute (INE, 2022).
Initially, the sample was expected to have a sampling error +5%, confidence level 95%,
and p = q = 0.5, which results in a sample size of n = 384. Not all the expected data could
be collected nor the proposed quotas, resulting in a sample size of n = 214, after discarding
17 answers for their non-validity. The lower number of observations implies a higher
sampling error of +6.7%. However, it is deemed to be within habitual limits. The fact of
adopting this sample size as adequate implies the ascription of a weight for each response
to maintain the representativity of the sample in order to infer about said population.
Table 1 shows the details of the adjustment.

The data was collected through a questionnaire, including demographic questions which
worked as conditional questions to ensure the respondents belong to said target. The
measurement scales of each construct were adapted from the sources indicated in Table
2, which were translated into Spanish considering the reference population (Annex 2).
Each item was rated on a five-point Likert scale, where 5 was “strongly agree” and 1 was
“strongly disagree”.

Out of the 214 respondents, the maximum level of studies achieved corresponds to high
school for 30.84% and unfinished university studies for 28.51%. These percentages are
followed by advanced and intermediate vocational training with 13.55% and 10.75%,
respectively. Regarding gross monthly income, 43.46% earn less than 500€ and 27.10%
between 500 and 1,000€. Only 2.80% present a quantity between 2,000 and 2,500€,
which corresponds to the same proportion of respondents with an income higher than
2,500€. The univariate analysis of the data obtained for the different items is presented
in Annex 1.
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Table 1: Real and theoretical sample

Real sample Weight applied Theoretical sample
Age Men Women Men Women Men Women
18 4 3 3.528 4.358 14 13
19 12 19 1.163 0.678 14 13
20 16 14 0.859 0.908 14 13
21 30 28 0.461 0.458 14 13
22 25 16 0.553 0.809 14 13
23 19 12 0.718 1.065 14 13
24 4 6 3.425 2.154 14 13
25 4 2 3.467 6.616 14 13

Table 2: Constructs and items

Constructs

Items

Sources

Local brand
experience (LBE)

Local brand
quality (LBQ)

Local brand
image (LBI)

Consumer
responsibility for
sustainable
consumption
(CRSC)

LBE1: Local brands make a strong impression on my visual sense or
other senses.

LBEZ2: I find local brands interesting in a sensory way.

LBE3: Local brands do not appeal to my senses.

LBE4: Local brands induce feelings and sentiments.

LBES5: I do not have strong emotions for local brands.

LBE6: Local brands are emotional brands.

LBE7: I use local brands when I engage in physical actions.

LBES: Local brands result in bodily experiences.

LBE9: Local brands do not trigger my activity.

LBE10: I engage in a lot of thinking when I encounter local brands.
LBE11: Local brands do not make me think.

LBE12: Local brands stimulate my curiosity and problem solving.

LBQ1: Local brands are well made.
LBQ2: Local brands offer a high level of quality.
LBQ3: Local brands have a consistent level of quality.

LBI1: Local brands have a very good image.

LBI2: Local brands are some of the best on the market.

LBI3: Local brands have a high quality.

LBI4: Local brands have better characteristics than non-local ones.
LBI5: Local brands tend to be cheaper than non-local ones.

LBI6: Local brands are attractive.

LBI7: Local brands have a personality that distinguishes them from
those that are not.

LBI8: Local brands do not disappoint their customers.

CRSC1: I feel obligated to try to implement sustainable practices
where appropriate.

CRSC2: It is up to me to bring about improvements in sustainability.
CRSC3: I feel little obligation to challenge or change the way
sustainability related practices have been conducted.

CRSC4: I feel a personal sense of responsibility to be more
sustainable in my product choices.

CRSC5: Correcting sustainability related problems is not really my
responsibility.

12
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Constructs Items Sources

Ethnocentrism ETN1: Purchasing foreign-made products is anti-Spanish. Batra et al.

(ETN) ETN2: A real Spaniard should always buy national products. (2000), selected
ETN3: Spaniards should not buy foreign products, because this hurts from the original
Spanish business and causes unemployment. CETSCALE scale
ETN4: It is not correct to purchase foreign-made products. from Shimp and

Sharma (1987)

Local brand LBPL1: I would buy local brands. Dodds et al.
purchase LBPL2: I would certainly buy local brands. (1991)
likelihood (LBPL) LBPL3: Itis very likely that I will buy local brands.
LBPL4: The next time I need a certain product I will buy it from a Putrevu and
local brand. Lord (1994)
LBPL5: When I had to buy a product [ will definitely try a local brand
first.
4. Study 1

4.1 Exploratory factor analysis

The suitability of the exploratory factor analysis is assessed through the correlation
matrix among quantitative variables. In line with Tabachnick and Fidell (2019), if there
are no correlation coefficients over 0.30 the appropriateness of the factor analysis should
be reconsidered. In this case, as we will see, all constructs are suitable for applying factor
analysis.

To confirm the suitability of the data, Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity is used and the Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy (MSA). Concerning the former, all
constructs present a significant statistical test; and with regards to KMO, the overall MSA
in all cases is above 0.50, therefore reinforcing the appropriateness to continue with
factor analysis (Hair et al., 2009).

The extracting method chosen is principal axis factoring (PAF) and the method for prior
communality corresponds to principal components which set all communalities equal to
1. As for the rotation method, Varimax is used to maintain the orthogonality of the
dimensions when rotating and develop factor structures that are uncorrelated.

Rotated Factor Loading reveals the factors obtained from each construct (Table 3), which
are extracted deeming the dimensions with an eigenvalue higher than 1 (Kaiser, 1960).

The factors obtained from the same construct are uncorrelated by definition, but the
correlation among all extracted factors is assessed through the correlation matrix from
Table 4.
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Table 3: Results from exploratory factor analysis

Constructs Factors Variance Percent Cum Items
Percent
Local brand experience (LBE)  F1: LBE_Positive emotional brand 2.9601 24.667  24.667 LBE10
experience LBE4
LBE12
LBE6
F2: LBE_Positive sensory brand experience  2.9030 24192  48.859 LBE7
LBE8
LBE2
LBE1
F3: LBE_Negative emotional and sensory 2.3939 19.949 68.808 LBE9
brand experience LBE5
LBE3
LBE11
Local brand quality (LBQ) F1: LBQ_Brand quality 2.5556 85.187 85.187 LBQ2
LBQ1
LBQ3
Local brand image (LBI) F1: LBI_Brand image 3.6651 45.814 45814 LBI1
LBI3
LBI6
LBI4
LBI2
LBI7
F2: LBI_Economic brand 1.2918 16.147 61.961 LBI5
LBI8
Consumer responsibility for F1: CRSC_High consumer responsibility 1.9387 38.774  38.774 CRSC4
sustainable consumption CRSC1
(CRSC) CRSC2
F2: CRSC_Low consumer responsibility 1.4658 29316  68.090 CRSC3
CRSC5
Ethnocentrism (ETN) F1: ETN_Ethnocentrism 2.8100 70.250 70.250 ETN2
ETN4
ETN1
ETN3
Local brand purchase F1: LBPL_Local brand purchase likelihood  3.5522 71.043 71.043  LBPL2
likelihood (LBPL) LBPL3
LBPL4
LBPL1
LBPL5
Table 4: Correlation matrix among extracted factors.
Factors 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. LBE_Positive emotional brand experience 1
2. LBE_Positive sensory brand experience 0.0000 1
3. LBE_Negative emotional and sensory brand experience ~ 0.0000 0.0000 1
4.LBQ Brand quality 0.2942%*  03071***  0.0568 1
5. LBI_Brand image 03006%**  0.4143**  -0.1490*  0.6274** 1
6. LBI_Economic brand -0.0561 0.1660* 0.0189 -0.0209 -0.0000 1
7. CRSC_High consumer responsibility 0.4950***  0.1582* -0.0639 0.3458*** 0.4460***  0.0401 1
8. CRSC_Low consumer responsibility -0.0656 0.0906 0.2278***  0.2172** 0.2467**  0.0414 -0.0000 1
9. ETN_Ethnocentrism 0.0333 02162**  0.1607* -0.0462 0.0181 0.1703* 0.0280 0.0411

NOTE: *p<0.05 , **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
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4.2 Logistic regression

Given the binary nature of the response variable “Local brand purchase likelihood”, the
data was approached with logistic regression. Said variable was extracted from the
construct of LBPL, considering its median as the cut-off point between the two proposed
categories. Therefore, if the value of the construct for a given observation was equal to or
higher than 0.14237 it was classified as “1”, and if lower as “0”.

The variance inflation factors (VIF) depicted in Table 5 suggest no presence of
multicollinearity among the obtained factors since any VIF exceeds the threshold of 5

(Snee, 1973). In fact, for all factors this measure is below 3.

Table 5: Variance inflating factor (VIF) of the extracted factors.

Factors VIF

1. LBE_Positive emotional brand experience 1.4300
2. LBE_Positive sensory brand experience 1.3566
3. LBE_Negative emotional and sensory brand experience 1.1880
4. LBQ_Brand quality 1.8012
5. LBI_Brand image 2.2780
6. LBI_Economic brand 1.0638
7. CRSC_High consumer responsibility 1.5413
8. CRSC_Low consumer responsibility 1.2047
9. ETN_Ethnocentrism 1.1252

The suggested model was designed to predict the effect of the extracted factors on local
brand purchase likelihood (LPLB) and the results obtained are shown in Table 6.

The Goodness-of-fit of the model is assessed by comparing the -LogLikelihood of the full
and the reduced model. As Chi-square is significant (Table 6), it proved the validity of the
logistic regression results, which led to the implication that the added variables
contribute to the model.

Table 6: Result from the logistic regression model

Factors Coefficient SE Chi-square = Oddsratio  Result
LBE_Positive emotional brand experience 0.667** 0.207 10.345 1.948 Supported
LBE_Positive sensory brand experience 0.561** 0.202 7.711 1.753 Supported
LBE_Negative emotional and sensory brand experience -0.376 0.213 3.110 0.687 Not supported
LBQ_Brand quality 0.311 0.218 2.043 1.365 Not supported
LBI_Brand image 0.301 0.248 1.480 1.351 Not supported
LBI_Economic brand 0.355* 0.182 3.814 1.427 Supported
CRSC_High consumer responsibility 0.433* 0.207 4.383 1.542 Supported
CRSC_Low consumer responsibility -0.125 0.194 0.411 0.883 Not supported
ETN_Ethnocentrism -0.005 0.175 0.001 0.995 Not supported

- LogLikelihood = 37.692 ; Chi-square = 75.383***
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Regarding local brand experience, the factors alluding to a positive experience impact
LBPL in the expected direction. Instead, when it is negative, it seems not to be significant
on said dependent construct.

The result evinces a significant positive impact between a high consumer responsibility
and LBPL, but not when this responsibility is low, in which case the hypothesis is not
supported.

As regards to local brand image, the discernment of this construct into two factors has
led to recognizing that only the effect of the economic brand has a significant influence
on the posit direction with respect to the response variable.

Finally, concerning local brand quality and ethnocentrism, their effect is not significant,
thus in disagreement with the research shown in the previous literature.

5. Study 2

5.1 New hypotheses development

The significant correlations among the extracted factors shown in the correlation matrix
led to posit relationships between independent variables. Thus, it is suggested a positive
association among local brand image and local brand quality, and also the relationship of
consumer responsibility for sustainable consumption with the constructs of local brand
experience, local brand image, and local brand quality.

Furthermore, previous literature alludes to the former relationship. Conforming to Kim
et al. (2017) along with Wang and Tsai (2014), brand image has a positive impact on
perceived quality. Consistently, Nguyen et al. (2022) identified perceived quality as a
mediator of brand image and purchase intention.

In addition, previous contributions also suggest another possible relationship among
independent variables since it is demonstrated that the more the consumers’ level of
ethnocentrism increases, so does their quality perception of a local brand (Li et al.,, 2012;
Strizhakova & Coulter, 2015; Tong & Li, 2013; Verlegh, 2007).

Therefore, the following hypotheses have been proposed:

He: Local brand image (LBI) has a positive impact on local brand quality (LBQ).

H7: Ethnocentrism (ETN) has a positive impact on local brand quality (LBQ).

Hsg: Consumer responsibility for sustainable consumption (CRSC) has a positive impact
on local brand experience (LBE).

Ho: Consumer responsibility for sustainable consumption (CRSC) has a positive impact
on local brand image (LBI).

H1o: Consumer responsibility for sustainable consumption (CRSC) has a positive impact
on local brand quality (LBQ).
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5.2 Control variables

In this study, several control variables related to demographic consumers’ characteristics
have been considered: age, gender, level of education, and gross monthly income.
Consistent with previous research, Madahi and Sukati (2012) evinced the impact of
demographic variables on purchase intention. Therefore, they are included in the analysis
oflocal brand purchase likelihood to statistically isolate the impact of the main constructs
of interest.

Indeed, Steenkamp etal. (1999) supported the effect of demographic variables on
consumer attitudes toward local and global products. For instance, older consumers tend
to hold more propensity toward the consumption of local products. Further studies
support the influence of said variables on consumer purchase behavior in other contexts,
such as environmentally friendly products (Mehmet & Giil, 2014) and e-commerce
(Akhter, 2003; Bhat et al., 2021; Fekete-Farkas et al., 2021; Lin et al,, 2019).

Literature emphasized the study of the demographic variables on consumer
ethnocentrism, although there is also evidence for the other constructs. Sharma et al.
(1995) stated that “ethnocentric tendencies in consumers do not develop in isolation but
rather are part of a constellation of social-psychological and demographic influences”
(p- 27). Correspondingly, Good and Huddleston (1995) evidenced that ethnocentric
leanings in Poland increase with age, and tend to be higher in females, while decreasing
with the level of education and income.

Klein and Ettenson (1999) and Sharma et al. (1995) supported said influences from
gender, education, and income on consumer ethnocentrism. Caruana (1996), Alam et al.
(2022), and Balabanis et al. (2001) all supported the impact of age, but the latter also
evidenced the posit influence of gender and income. Findings related to age and
education are consistent with the foregoing research by Schooler (1971), who identified
the same effect of said demographic variables with regard to consumer attitudes toward
foreign products.

The papers from Luchs and Miller (2015) related consumers’ felt responsibility for
sustainability positively to the level of education and age and established a higher
consumer responsibility for women with respect to men, thus proving the effect of the
demographic variables on sustainable consumption behavior.

The research of Strizhakova and Coulter (2015) evinced the importance of age and
gender as predictors of brand quality: women and older consumers result in a more
favorable perceived quality of local (relative to global) brands. In addition, Garg et al.
(2014) attested that age, gender, education, income, and marital status exert influence on
some factors included in customer experience.

Finally, Wang and Tsai (2014) stated that demographic characteristics are connected to
consumers’ needs and affect purchasing behavior. In fact, it proved that education and
occupation influence brand image, perceived quality, and purchase intention. In addition,
it stressed that perceived quality is affected by gender, while brand image and purchase
intention by the residential area.
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5.3 Mediation analysis

Given the basic assumption of the logistic regression related to the absence of
multicollinearity, these suggested relationships have not been considered in the previous
analysis (Study 1). To deal with them, the Structural Equation Model via Partial Least
Squares (PLS-SEM) is used through the Smart PLS software. This method is advocated
considering the small size of the sample (Cassel et al., 1999). Therefore, the proposed
model considering these additional relationships is depicted in Figure 2.

Figure 2: Initial structural model
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Measurement model

For the first-order reflective constructs, their reliability is evaluated using a Confirmatory
Factor Analysis (CFA). The internal consistency of each construct is assessed through the
composite reliability (CR) values and Cronbach’s alpha (a) coefficients, for which
previous studies (Chin, 1998; Fornell & Larcker, 1981) set an acceptable threshold of 0.7.
As composite reliability ranges from 0.896 to 0.934 and Cronbach’s alpha from 0.859 to
0.895 (Table 7), the values are above the benchmark and the internal consistency is
supported.

Concerning convergent validity, the average variance extracted (AVE) and the
standardized factor loading should exceed 0.5 and 0.7, respectively (Fornell & Larcker,
1981). The AVE varies from 0.679 to 0.826 and the outer loadings are all significant and
range from 0.751 to 0.929. Therefore, as both measures satisfy the criteria, convergent
validity is suggested as appropriate.

According to Clark and Watson (1995) and Kline (2011), the constructs present
discriminant validity if the value of the HTMT (Heterotrait-monotrait ratio) is lower than
0.85. In line with this criterion, as the values are between 0.057 and 0.346 (Table 8),
discriminant validity is supported.
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Table 7: Internal consistency and convergent validity of first-order reflective constructs

Construct Cronbach’s AVE CR Indicator Out.e r
alpha loading

LBPL 0.882 0.679 0.914 LBPL1 0.815
LBPL2 0.862

LBPL3 0.843

LBPL4 0.846

LBPL5 0.751

LBQ 0.895 0.826 0.934 LBQ1 0.900
LBQ2 0.929

LBQ3 0.897

ETN 0.859 0.683 0.896 ETN1 0.756
ETN2 0.829

ETN3 0.891

ETN4 0.825

NOTE: CR composite reliability, AVE average variance extracted

Table 8: Discriminant validity HTML of first-order reflective constructs

LBPL LBQ ETN
LBPL
LBQ 0.346
ETN 0.167 0.057

NOTE: HTMT Heterotrait-monotrait ratio

For the second-order constructs considered reflective-formative, the outer weights and
the variance inflating factor (VIF) are assessed. Regarding the former, its values range
from -0.163 to 0.983 (Table 9). All are significant except the coefficients for LBE_Negative
and LBI_Economic. The VIF of these constructs are all below 1.012, thus suggesting an
absence of multicollinearity since it does not surpass the cut-off value of 3.0 (Hair et al,,
2011).

Table 9: Construct validation of second-order constructs reflective-formative

Construct Indicator Outer weight  VIF
CRSC CRSC_High consumer responsibility 0.952%** 1.000
CRSC_Low consumer responsibility 0.291* 1.000
LBE LBE_Positive emotional brand experience 0.745%** 1.004
LBE_Positive sensory brand experience 0.626*** 1.012
LBE_Negative emotional and sensory brand experience -0.163 1.010
LBI LBI_Brand image 0.983*** 1.009
LBI_Economic brand 0.111 1.009

NOTE: VIF Variance Inflating Factor ; *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
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Structural model

The hypothesized relationships between constructs were assessed using PLS and to
determine the significance of the parameters a bootstrapping of 5,000 resamples was
implemented (Chin, 1998) (Annex 4).

Figure 3: Results of the structural model
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The estimations indicate that CRSC, LBE, and LBI have a positive direct effect on LBPL.
Nevertheless, the influence of LBQ and ETN on LBPL is not significant.

Regarding the proposed mediating effects for the relationship between CRSC and LBPL,
LBE and LBI are significant but not LBQ. The latter is also suggested as a mediator of the
relationship between ETN and LBPL, in which case, neither is significant.

According to Falk and Miller (1992), the predictive ability of the structural model is
confirmed when the determination coefficient R? of the endogenous latent constructs
exceeds 0.1. In the studied model, the R? for LBE, LBI, LBQ, and LBPL corresponds to
0.108, 0.187, 0.429, and 0.319, respectively, thus exceeding the threshold value.

Proposed modification of the model

The evidenced effect in previous research of brand quality on the customer’s purchase
intention and consumer preferences (Alexandris et al., 2002; Amri & Prihandono, 2019;
Anwar & Andrean, 2021; Chi et al,, 2009; Chomvilailuk & Butcher, 2010; Garretson &
Clow, 1999; Haikal, 2018; Lopez etal, 2019; Wang & Tsai, 2014; Yee & San, 2011)
strongly suggests a relationship between brand quality and local brand purchase
likelihood. Instead, it seems not to be significant in either the logistic model or the
analyzed structural equation model.
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Previous research proved the effect of perceived quality on brand image (Alhaddad,
2015; Chen & Tseng, 2010; Tan et al, 2011; Shakil & Majeed, 2018). Based upon this
evidence, it has been hypothesized the mediating effect of brand image on said
relationship between brand quality and the dependent variable. To test it, a modification
of the previous model has been introduced by reversing the direction of the effect
between brand image and brand quality. Therefore, the suggested He of the proposed
model is:

He: Local brand quality (LBQ) has a positive impact on local brand image (LBI).

The modified structural model is also estimated using PLS and the significance of its
parameters also assessed using a re-sampling procedure for 5,000 resamples.

Figure 4: Results of the modified structural model
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The empirical results suggest that CRSC, LBE, and LBI have a significant positive impact
on LBPL; thus H1, Hz, and Hj4 are supported, respectively.

For the effect of LBQ on LBPL, it is non-significant, therefore Hz is rejected. However, since
LBQ is shown to positively influence LBI, in support of Hs, the effect of this former with
LBPL seems to be mediated by this latter.

Regarding ETN, its hypothesized impact is not significant, neither in the case of LBPL nor
in the case of LBQ, thus Hs and H7 are rejected. Therefore, results discard LBQ as a
mediating construct between the relationship of ETN and LBPL.

With respect to CRSC, since Hg and Ho are not rejected, the intervening effect of LBE and
LBI on the impact that exerts CRSC on LBPL is supported. In contrast to the initial model,
the positive effect of CRSC on LBQ seems to be significant, thus supporting Hio. However,
because of the non-significance effect of the latter on LBPL, it could not be considered a
mediator of CRSC on LBPL.
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Using the same approach suggested by Falk and Miller (1992), the predictive ability of
the model is confirmed since the R? for LBE, LBI, LBQ, and LBPL corresponds to 0.108,
0.459, 0.136, and 0.319, respectively, thus exceeding the limit of 0.1.

Despite both models having the same variance accounted for of the dependent variable
LBPL, the modified model allows both to explain the positive impact of LBQ on LBPL
through the mediator of LBI and to prove the positive influence of CRSC on LBQ. Thus,
adjusting more to the previous literature and the relationships suggested in the
correlation analysis.

Table 10: Path coefficients of the modified structural model

Hypothesis Path Coefficient t-statistic Result

Hi CRSC - LBPL 0.226** 3.226 Supported

H> LBE - LBPL 0.266*** 3.613 Supported

Hs LBQ - LBPL -0.069 0.830 Not supported
Ha LBI - LBPL 0.274%** 3.478 Supported

Hs ETN - LBPL 0.048 0.689 Not supported
He LBQ - LBI 0.561%** 10.902 Supported

H7 ETN - LBQ -0.023 0.239 Not supported
Hs CRSC - LBE 0.328%** 4.754 Supported

Ho CRSC - LBI 0.226%** 3.728 Supported

Hio CRSC - LBQ 0.369%** 5.095 Supported

NOTE: *p<0.05, **p<0.01 , ***p<0.001

Table 11: Specific indirect effects of the modified structural model

Path Coefficient t-statistic ~ Result

CRSC - LBE - LBPL 0.087** 2.835 Supported
CRSC - LBI - LBPL 0.062* 2.554 Supported
CRSC - LBQ - LBPL -0.025 0.816 Not supported
ETN - LBQ - LBPL 0.002 0.164 Not supported
ETN - LBQ - LBI - LBPL -0.004 0.230 Not supported
CRSC - LBQ - LBI - LBPL 0.057* 2.652 Supported
ETN - LBQ - LBI -0.013 0.236 Not supported
CRSC - LBQ - LBI 0.207*** 4.656 Supported
LBQ - LBI - LBPL 0.154** 3.259 Supported

NOTE: *p<0.05, **p<0.01 , ***p<0.001
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5.4 Moderation analysis

In the present paper, 4 variables are considered as possible moderators of the analyzed
relationship: age, gender, level of education, and gross monthly income. Due to the
significant relations between these variables (see p-values of the Chi-squared test
consisting of “Ho: variables are not related” and “Hi: variables are related”, Table 12), the
moderation analysis will be developed considering gender and age.

Table 12: Relations among the control variables

Gender Age Education Income
Gender
Age 0.1539
Education 0.0024 <0.0001
Income 0.1633 <0.0001 0.0022

Before analyzing the possible moderation effects, for which multigroup analysis will be
used, it was necessary to test the reliability and validity of the measurement instruments
for the subgroups defined by gender and age. The same steps as before were followed:
for the first-order reflective constructs, their reliability is evaluated using a Confirmatory
Factor Analysis (CFA), computing the composite reliability (CR) values and Cronbach’s
alpha (a) coefficients. Concerning convergent validity, we compute the average variance
extracted (AVE) and the standardized factor loading, which should exceed 0.5 and 0.7,
respectively (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). All the values are above the benchmark (only two
coefficients are below 0.7: 0.661 and 0.611, the standardized coefficients of ETN3 and
ETN4, respectively, for the group “more than 21”), so the internal consistency and
convergent validity are supported (Table 13).

Table 13: Reliability and validity of first-order reflective constructs

Cronbach’s alpha AVE CR Indicator Outer loading

Less More Less More Less More Less More
Female Male or 21 than Female Male or 21 than Female Male or 21 than Female Male or 21 than

21 21 21 21
LBPL 0.877 0.871 0.883 0.881 0.665 0.659 0.685 0.676 0.895 0906 0915 0.912 | LBPL1 0.765 0.811 0.836  0.787
LBPL2 0.817 0.858 0.878  0.842
LBPL3 0.826 0.810 0.879 0.801
LBPL4 0.844 0.853 0.812 0.888
LBPL5 0.823 0.719 0.723  0.789
LBQ 0.903 0.887 0.898  0.892 0.838 0.816  0.830  0.822 0.907 0930 0936 0.933 | LBQ1 0.870 0927 0.892 0912
LBQ2 0.942 0914 0935 0.922
LBQ3 0.932 0.868 0.906 0.885
ETN 0.836 0.877 0896 0.790 0.670 0.710 0.73 0.583 0.845 0907 0915 0.845 | ETN1 0.759 0.771  0.778  0.880
ETN2 0.875 0.868 0.874  0.865
ETN3 0.777 0908 0938 0.661
ETN4 0.858 0.817 0.819 0.611

Related to discriminant validity, the values of the HTMT (Heterotrait-monotrait ratio) are
presented in Table 14. Discriminant validity is also supported.
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Table 14: Discriminant validity HTML of first-order reflective constructs

Female ‘ ‘ Lessor 21 More than 21
ETN LBPL LBQ ETN LBQ ETN LBPL LBQ ETN LBPL LBQ
ETN ETN ETN ETN
LBPL 0.191 LBPL 0.183 LBPL 0.185 LBPL 0.165
LBQ 0.125 0.212 LBQ 0.070 LBQ 0.091 0.390 LBQ 0.146 0.282

For the second-order constructs considered reflective-formative, the outer weights and
the variance inflating factor (VIF) are assessed (Table 15). All weights are significant. The
VIF of these constructs are all below 1.1, thus suggesting an absence of multicollinearity

since it does not surpass the cut-off value of 3.0 (Hair et al., 2011).

Table 15: Construct validation of second-order constructs reflective-formative

Female Male Less or 21 More than 21
Outer Outer Outer Outer

weight VIF weight VIF weight VIF weight VIF
CRSC  CRSC_High consumer responsibility 0.822 1.002 0.988 1.001 0.995 1.004 0.869 1.004
CRSC_Low consumer responsibility 0.530 1.002 0.121 1.001 0.056 1.004 0.550 1.004
LBE LBE_Positive emotional brand experience 0.510 1.002 0.814 1.016 0.853 1.008 0.641 1.022
LBE_Positive sensory brand experience 0.877 1.021 0.460 1.019 0.461 1.026 0.730 1.002
LBE_Negative emotional and sensory brand experience | -0.035 1.021 -0.256 1.005 -0.075 1.021 -0.328 1.023
LBI LBI_Brand image 0.976 1.005 0.972 1.017 0.990 1.010 0.976 1.009
LBI_Economic brand 0.159 1.005 0.141 1.017 0.072 1.010 0.141 1.009

NOTE: VIF Variance Inflating Factor

Likewise, we test the measurement invariance. This eliminates the possibility that the
differences found in the inner model coefficients were derived from errors in the
measurement model. Thus, the measurement invariance of composite models (MICOMs)
was utilized to test the measurement invariance as suggested by Hair et al. (2012),
through which we analyzed the configurational invariance, the compositional invariance,
and the scalar invariance (the equality of the composite means and variances) (Henseler
et al.,, 2016). Table 16 shows the compositional invariance (step 2 in MICOM).

Table 16: Results of the invariance measurement testing, MICOM Step 2

Female - Male

Original correlation perri?ligiliiiomnean 5.0% Permutation p-value
CRSC 0.902 0.964 0.873 0.092
ETN 0.984 0.830 0.303 0.925
LBE 0.846 0.913 0.753 0.180
LBI 1.000 0.989 0.958 0.908
LBPL 0.999 0.997 0.989 0.689
LBQ 1.000 1.000 0.999 0.544
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Less or 21 - More than 21

Correlation

Original correlation permutation mean 5.0% Permutation p-value
CRSC 0.876 0.960 0.848 0.077
ETN 0.951 0.830 0.309 0.648
LBE 0.919 0.908 0.741 0.426
LBI 0.998 0.989 0.958 0.636
LBPL 0.999 0.997 0.991 0.600
LBQ 1.000 1.000 0.999 0.313

The equality of the composite means and variances cannot be proved for variable gender,
which shows the partial invariance of the measurement instrument, but can be proved
for age (Table 17).

Table 17: MICOM Step 3
Less or 21 - More than 21
MICOM - STEP 3A MEAN MICOM - STEP 3B VARIANCE
el e s ansy, P el en s o7 P
difference difference
CRSC -0.149 0.006 -0.288 0.269 0.273 CRSC 0.170 -0.003 -0.414 0.412 0.420
ETN 0.060 0.003 -0.270 0.260 0.657 ETN 0.274 0.012 -0.504 0.571 0.321
LBE 0.034 -0.004 -0.269 0.255 0.827 LBE 0.108 0.006 -0.393 0.419 0.580
LBI 0.016 -0.002 -0.288 0.273 0.905 LBI 0.071 0.005 -0.426 0.447 0.742
LBPL -0.089 0.000 -0.276 0.261 0.504 LBPL -0.068 0.000 -0.340 0.371 0.712
LBQ -0.123 -0.002 -0.284 0.293 0.383 LBQ -0.084 0.005 -0.350 0.378 0.657

Based on the previous results, we can continue and evaluate the moderator effect of
gender and age on the relationships proposed (Byrne, 2006; Byrne et al., 1989; Hair et al,,
2006; Muthén & Christoffersson, 1981). Therefore, we can proceed to evaluate the
moderator effect, for which it is necessary to carry out a multigroup analysis (Henseler
etal, 2016).

The multigroup path coefficient differences were examined based on PLS Bootstrap MGA
and following the procedures suggested by Keil et al. (2000) and Chin (2000). These
authors suggested applying an unpaired samples t-test to the group-specific model
parameters using the standard deviations of the estimates resulting from the
bootstrapping. The parametric test uses the path coefficients and the standard errors of
the structural paths calculated by PLS with the samples of the two groups, using the
following expression of the t-value for the multigroup comparison test (1) (Chin, 2000)
(m = group 1 sample size and n = group 2 sample size):

Mt= Bgroup 1=Bgroup 2

m-1 2 n—1 5 ,l 1
mrn—2 <> Egroup 1% min—2*SEgroup 2% mty

This statistic follows a t-distribution with m + n - 2 degrees of freedom. The subsample-
specific path coefficients are denoted as 3, the sizes of the subsamples as m and n, and the
patch coefficient standard errors resulting from the bootstrapping as SE.

25



Table 18 shows the multigroup comparison test results obtained for the moderation
hypothesis testing. Consistent with Chin (1998), bootstrapping (5,000 resamples) was
used to generate the t-values.

Table 18: Multigroup analysis

Path coefficients - Bootstrap MGA

Difference 2-tailed (Female vs Difference (Less or 2-tailed (Less or 21 vs

(Female - Male) Male) p-value 21 - More than 21) More than 21) p-value
CRSC - LBE -0.141 0.375 -0.074 0.581
CRSC > LBI 0.130 0.276 0.083 0.542
CRSC - LBPL -0.062 0.689 0.083 0.653
CRSC > LBQ 0.113 0.478 -0.202 0.122
ETN - LBPL -0.065 0.640 -0.019 0.897
ETN - LBQ -0.069 0.723 -0.153 0.428
LBE - LBPL -0.005 0.987 -0.071 0.657
LBI - LBPL 0.001 0.987 -0.017 0.900
LBQ - LBI -0.052 0.635 -0.027 0.798
LBQ - LBPL -0.168 0.331 0.146 0.411

There are no significant differences either in the coefficients of males and females or
between people 21 years old or less and people older than 21. However, when we are
focused on the significance of the estimated coefficients for the group defined by both
variables (gender and age), we can observe that the estimations for all the groups are
mainly similar to the estimated coefficients obtained when we do not consider groups,
except two coefficients in the group of people older than 21 years old: the coefficients of
CRSC—~>LBI and CRSC—>LBPL. Both coefficients are not significantly different from 0
(Table 19).

Table 19: Estimated coefficients general and for all groups

GENERAL FEMALE MALE
Coefficient Original 33?;22?1 T-statistics P-values Original csife?/ril:ieilg?l T-statistics P-values
sample (0) (STDEV) (|O0/STDEV|) sample (0) (STDEV) (|0/STDEV]|)

CRSC - LBE 0.328*** 0.253* 0.146 1.739 0.082 0.394*** 0.101 3.888 0.000
CRSC > LBI 0.226%** 0.304*** 0.090 3.363 0.001 0.174** 0.082 2.131 0.033
EIPS{IS’E > 0.226** 0.202* 0.120 1.691 0.091 0.265** 0.112 2.365 0.018
CRSC - LBQ 0.369%** 0.389*** 0.123 3.161 0.002 0.276** 0.118 2.334 0.020
ETN - LBPL 0.048 0.032 0.118 0.268 0.789 0.097 0.079 1.226 0.220
ETN - LBQ -0.023 -0.078 0.161 0.483 0.629 -0.009 0.104 0.085 0.932
LBE > LBPL 0.266%** 0.255%* 0.117 2.177 0.029 0.261** 0.113 2.318 0.020
LBI - LBPL 0.274** 0.271%* 0.133 2.034 0.042 0.270** 0.116 2.328 0.020
LBQ - LBI 0.561%** 0.526%** 0.085 6.195 0.000 0.578%** 0.069 8.421 0.000
LBQ - LBPL -0.069 -0.156 0.126 1.236 0.217 0.012 0.117 0.101 0.920
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LESSOR 21 MORE THAN 21
Original 32}?{1?;?1 T-statistics P-values Original ii?:&r)i T-statistics P-values
sample (0) (STDEV) (|0/STDEV]|) sample (0) (STDEV) (|0/STDEV]|)
CRSC > LBE 0.336*** 0.096 3.491 0.000 0.410%** 0.144 2.850 0.004
CRSC - LBI 0.252%** 0.079 3.212 0.001 0.170 0.112 1.516 0.130
CRSC > LBPL 0.254*** 0.090 2.822 0.005 0.172 0.153 1.118 0.264
CRSC > LBQ 0.312%** 0.096 3.256 0.001 0.515%** 0.090 5.739 0.000
ETN - LBPL 0.037 0.093 0.397 0.691 0.056 0.149 0.374 0.709
ETN - LBQ -0.056 0.111 0.505 0.614 0.097 0.154 0.632 0.527
LBE > LBPL 0.224** 0.104 2.155 0.031 0.295%* 0.139 2.128 0.033
LBI - LBPL 0.277*** 0.096 2.877 0.004 0.295* 0.159 1.849 0.065
LBQ - LBI 0.554*** 0.068 8.151 0.000 0.5871*** 0.092 6.302 0.000
LBQ -> LBPL -0.012 0.108 0.111 0.912 -0.158 0.144 1.097 0.273

Therefore, for consumers older than 21, the results from the structural equation model
are depicted in Figure 5.

Figure 5: Results of the structural model for consumers older than 21
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The main contribution of the present study is to determine the antecedents of local brand
purchase likelihood of young consumers, thus appraising local brand preference.

Therefore, to assess the influence of the proposed constructs on the response variable,
data from the present study is approached using two different quantitative methods:
Logistic regression and Structural Equation Model via Partial Least Squares (PLS-SEM).
The results of both methods are illustrated in Table 20.
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Table 20: Result of the logistic regression model and Structural Equation Model

Constructs LOGIT SEM
Local brand experience (LBE) Supported
LBE_Positive emotional brand experience Supported
LBE_Positive sensory brand experience Supported
LBE_Negative emotional and sensory brand experience Not supported
Local brand quality (LBQ) Not supported Not supported
Local brand image (LBI) Supported
LBI_Brand image Not supported
LBI_Economic brand Supported
Consumer responsibility for sustainable consumption (CRSC) Supported
CRSC_High consumer responsibility Supported
CRSC_Low consumer responsibility Not supported
Ethnocentrism (ETN) Not supported Not supported

Furthermore, Structural Equation Model considers the following influences among the
proposed predictors of local brand purchase likelihood:

Table 21: Influences among predictors considered in Structural Equation Model

Relationship SEM

LBQ = LBI Supported
ETN - LBQ Not supported
CRSC - LBE Supported
CRSC - LBI Supported
CRSC - LBQ Supported

As suggested by Zarantonello and Schmitt (2010), brand experiences can be positive or
negative. In the present study, the factors considered for the local brand experience
construct reflect said differentiation. Furthermore, the positive experiences are also
discerned depending on their association with emotional or sensory stimuli.

In line with Sanjaya etal. (2020), results suggest that brand experiences are related
positively to local brand purchase likelihood. However, it has to be objected that when
brand experience is negative, the present paper does not provide support to confirm said
impact.

With respect to local brand quality, there is not enough evidence to prove its direct effect

on local brand purchase likelihood. In contrast to previous studies, among which Chi
(2009), some papers do not provide support to the influence of customer’s perception of
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quality on brand purchase intention (Shakil & Majeed, 2018). Consistently, there is no
evidence to corroborate its effect on local brand purchase intention (Kumar et al., 2009;
Strizhakova & Coulter, 2015; Tong & Li, 2013). In fact, there is neither support for the
impact of perceived quality on purchase behavior (Shakil & Majeed, 2018) nor
consumer’s purchase intention of foreign brands (Tong & Li, 2013).

However, it is evinced that the influence of local brand quality on local brand image, thus
identifying local brand image as a mediator of the relationship between the former and
local brand purchase likelihood. This reinforces the results from previous literature
(Alhaddad, 2015; Chen & Tseng, 2010; Tan et al, 2011; Shakil & Majeed, 2018).

Regarding the local brand image construct, the logistic regression method analyzes it
through two factors: brand image and economic brand. Said differentiation of the
construct led to identify that it is only supported the impact of economic brand in the
posit direction regarding local brand purchase likelihood. Results concerning the brand
image factor are consistent with previous research (Haikal, 2018; Suhaily & Darmoyo,
2017) in which there is not enough evidence to prove its direct influence on purchase
decisions.

Instead, SEM considers local brand image as a second-order construct reflective-
formative and demonstrates its positive influence on purchase intention, consistent with
previous research (Aghekyan-Simonian et al., 2012; Diamantopoulos et al., 2011).

Literature has analyzed consumer responsibility in the context of sustainability through
different perspectives. For instance, Wang etal. (2014) used the construct of
environmental responsibility to assess its significance on sustainable consumption
behaviors. In line with Luchs et al. (2015), the present study reveals that consumer
responsibility for sustainable consumption of young inhabitants positively influences the
local brand purchase likelihood. However, logistic regression analysis identified that the
mentioned correlation is not substantiated when consumer responsibility is low.

Furthermore, it is supported the indirect influence of consumer responsibility for
sustainable consumption on local brand purchase likelihood through local brand
experience and local brand image as mediators. However, local brand quality is not
supported as a mediator on said relationship although a higher consumer responsibility
for sustainable consumption implies a higher perception of quality of local brands.

Regarding consumer ethnocentrism, in both methods, it is not supported as a predictor
of local brand purchase likelihood. Previous literature revealed that there is no evidence
to support the positive effect of consumer ethnocentrism on consumer purchase
intention (Wong et al., 2008). Indeed, said effect is not supported when referring to
purchase intention of local brands (Tong & Li, 2013; Wel et al,, 2018), thus consistent
with the insufficient evidence to substantiate the positive association of consumer
ethnocentrism with local brand preference (He & Wang, 2015).

Furthermore, the negative impact of consumer ethnocentrism on purchase intention
toward foreign products is not defended (Narang, 2016). In fact, research supported that
consumer ethnocentrism does not affect purchase intention of foreign brands (Tong & Li,
2013).

29



Concerning the posit impact of consumer ethnocentrism on local brand quality, there is
no statistical evidence to support it. Consistently, literature evinced there is no difference
in the consumer perception of quality based on its consumer ethnocentric tendency
(Wong et al., 2008) and did not support the moderating effect of said construct on the
relationship between perceived quality and purchase intention (Nguyen et al., 2022).

Results from the moderation analysis reveal that gender is not identified as a moderator,
but age is. Indeed, for consumers older than 21, consumer responsibility for sustainable
consumption does not directly impact local brand purchase likelihood nor local brand
image. Thus, in this case, brand image does not act as a mediator. In consequence, the
responsibility for sustainable consumption for said group of consumers only influences
the consumer behavior concerning local brands indirectly through the experience of local
brands.

7. Discussion

Concerning theoretical contributions, this paper broadens the study of the concept on
consumer responsibility, considered an under-researched subject in marketing and
management in comparison with corporate responsibility (Birtchnell et al., 2006; Quazi
et al.,, 2016). The present results enhance the body of knowledge of the impact of macro-
trend toward sustainability on the survival of local brands in the presence of the
challenges due to market globalization.

The present paper also increases the understanding of what drives local brand choice by
endorsing the positive influence of the experience, image, and quality of local brands.
However, against common assumptions, it refutes the influence of consumer
ethnocentric tendencies in the analyzed context.

Managerial implications are based on the consideration of consumer responsibility for
sustainable consumption to guide marketing decisions. Thus, supporting the suggested
importance of focusing the marketer efforts to create responsible consumers (Smith
et al,, 2010). Strategically, local companies should also emphasize on the experience,
image, and quality of local brands to develop effective marketing strategies for brand
positioning and foster favorable brand preference and consumer behavior.

In turn, these implications foster the survival of companies in our economic environment,

mainly small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), and further promote a more
sustainable economy.

8. Limitations and future research lines

The limitations of the present paper provide avenues for future research. Results from
this paper are based only on the province of Barcelona. Therefore, to improve the
generalizability of results, the study could have been developed across different
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countries, as in Ozsomer (2012). The focus on young consumers could also be considered
as a limiting factor. Thus, it would be interesting to compare consumers of different
generations.

Moreover, two additional moderators could have been considered: the country’s level of
economic development and the product category. Previous literature has already
considered said moderators in the study of local brands (Strizhakova & Coulter, 2015),
but further studies are encouraged to incorporate them in the analysis of local brands
encompassing sustainable consumption. Correspondingly, it can be also identified
literature on consumer attitude toward global brands from developed versus developing
countries (Guo, 2013).

Lastly, it would also be interesting to include services in future research (Steenkamp,
2003) or even to study the role of consumer responsibility for sustainable consumption
discerning among the dimensions of sustainability, consistent with previous papers’
approach (Schmitt, 2017).

31



References

Aaker, D. A. (1996). Measuring Brand Equity Across Products and Markets. California
Management Review, 38(3), 102-120. https://doi.org/10.2307 /41165845

Aghekyan-Simonian, M., Forsythe, S., Kwon, W. S., & Chattaraman, V. (2012). The role of
product brand image and online store image on perceived risks and online
purchase intentions for apparel. Journal of Retailing and Consumer
Services, 19(3), 325-331. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2012.03.006

Ajzen, 1., & Fisbbein, M. (1974). Factors Influencing Intentions and the Intention-
Behavior Relation. Human Relations, 27(1), 1-15.
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872677402700101

Akhter, S. H. (2003). Digital divide and purchase intention: Why demographic
psychology matters. Journal of Economic Psychology, 24(3), 321-327.
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0167-4870(02)00171-x

Alam, A, Roy, D., Akther, R.,, & Hoque, R. (2022). Consumer ethnocentrism and buying
intentions on electronic products: moderating effects of demographics. South
Asian Journal of Marketing, 3(2), 82-96. https://doi.org/10.1108/sajm-03-2021-
0032

Alden, D. L., Steenkamp, ]. B. E. M., & Batra, R. (2006). Consumer attitudes toward
marketplace globalization: Structure, antecedents and
consequences. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 23(3), 227-239.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2006.01.010

Alexandris, K., Dimitriadis, N., & Markata, D. (2002). Can perceptions of service quality
predict behavioral intentions? An exploratory study in the hotel sector in
Greece. Managing service quality, 12(4), 224-231.
https://doi.org/10.1108/09604520210434839

Alhaddad, A. (2015). Perceived quality, brand image and brand trust as determinants of
brand loyalty. Journal of Research in Business and Management, 3(4), 1-8.

Alloza, A. (2008). Brand Engagement and Brand Experience at BBVA, the
Transformation of a 150 Years Old Company. Corporate Reputation
Review, 11(4), 371-379. https://doi.org/10.1057 /crr.2008.31

Amri, S., & Prihandono, D. (2019). Influence Lifestyle, Consumer Ethnocentrism, Product
Quality on Purchase Decision through Purchase Intention. Management Analysis
Journal, 8(1), 25-38. https://doi.org/10.15294 /MA].V811.26057

Anwar, M., & Andrean, D. (2021). The Effect of Perceived Quality, Brand Image, and
Price Perception on Purchase Decision. Advances in economics, business and
management research, 176, 78-82. https://doi.org/10.2991/aer.k.210121.012

Bahl, S., Milne, G. R, Ross, S. M., Mick, D. G., Grier, S. A., Chugani, S. K., Chan, S. S, Gould, S,,
Cho, Y., Dorsey, |. D., Schindler, R. M., Murdock, M. R., & Boesen-Mariani, S.
(2016). Mindfulness: Its Transformative Potential for Consumer, Societal, and
Environmental Well-Being. Journal of Public Policy & Marketing, 35(2), 198-210.
https://doi.org/10.1509/jppm.15.139

32



Balabanis, G., Diamantopoulos, A., Mueller, R. D., & Melewar, T. C. (2001). The Impact of
Nationalism, Patriotism and Internationalism on Consumer Ethnocentric
Tendencies. Journal of International Business Studies, 32(1), 157-175.
https://doi.org/10.1057 /palgrave.jibs.8490943

Balabanis, G., Mueller, R. D., & Melewar, T. C. (2002). The Relationship Between
Consumer Ethnocentrism and Human Values. Journal of Global Marketing, 15(3-
4), 7-37. https://doi.org/10.1300/j042v15n03_02

Bass, F. M., & Talarzyk, W. W. (1972). An Attitude Model for the Study of Brand
Preference. Journal of Marketing Research, 9(1), 93-96.
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224377200900121

Batra, R, Ramaswamy, V., Alden, D. L., Steenkamp, ]. B. E. M., & Ramachander, S. (2000).
Effects of Brand Local and Nonlocal Origin on Consumer Attitudes in Developing
Countries. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 9(2), 83-95.
https://doi.org/10.1207 /s15327663jcp0902_3

Berger, . E., & Mitchell, A. A. (1989). The Effect of Advertising on Attitude Accessibility,
Attitude Confidence, and the Attitude-Behavior Relationship. Journal of Consumer
Research, 16(3), 269-279. https://doi.org/10.1086/209213

Bhat, S. A, Islam, S. B., & Sheikh, A. H. (2021). Evaluating the Influence of Consumer
Demographics on Online Purchase Intention: An E-Tail
Perspective. Paradigm, 25(2), 141-160.
https://doi.org/10.1177/09718907211045185

Birtchnell, T., Devinney, T. M., Auger, P., & Eckhardt, G. (2006). The Other CSR:
Consumer social responsibility. Stanford Social Innovation Review, 4(3), 30-37.
https://doi.org/10.48558/YMXT-HV21

Boubker, 0., & Douayri, K. (2020). Dataset on the relationship between consumer
satisfaction, brand attitude, brand preference and purchase intentions of dairy
product: The case of the Laayoune-Sakia El Hamra region in Morocco. Data in
Brief, 32, 1-7. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dib.2020.106172

Brakus, J. J., Schmitt, B. H., & Zarantonello, L. (2009). Brand Experience: What Is I[t? How
[s It Measured? Does It Affect Loyalty? Journal of Marketing, 73(3), 52-68.
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.73.3.52

Byrne, B. M. (2006). Structural Equation Modeling with EQS: Basic Concepts, Applications,
and Programming. Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Byrne, B. M., Shavelson, R. ]., & Muthén, B. (1989). Testing for the equivalence of factor
covariance and mean structures: The issue of partial measurement
invariance. Psychological Bulletin, 105(3), 456-466.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.105.3.456

Caruana, A. (1996). The effects of dogmatism and social class variables on consumer
ethnocentrism in Malta. Marketing Intelligence & Planning, 14(4), 39-44.
https://doi.org/10.1108/02634509610121569

Cassel, C., Hackl, P., & Westlund, A. H. (1999). Robustness of partial least-squares
method for estimating latent variable quality structures. Journal of Applied
Statistics, 26(4), 435-446. https://doi.org/10.1080/02664769922322

33



Chen, C. F,, & Tseng, W. S. (2010). Exploring Customer-based Airline Brand Equity:
Evidence from Taiwan. Transportation Journal, 49(1), 24-34.
https://doi.org/10.5325 /transportationj.49.1.0024

Chen, P. T., & Hu, H. H. (2010). How determinant attributes of service quality influence
customer-perceived value. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality
Management, 22(4), 535-551. https://doi.org/10.1108/09596111011042730

Chi, H. K, Yeh, H.R,, & Yang, Y. T. (2009). The impact of brand awareness on consumer
purchase intention: The mediating effect of perceived quality and brand
loyalty. The journal of international management studies, 4(1), 135-144.

Chin, W. W. (1998). The partial least squares approach for structural equation
modeling. Modern methods for business research, 295(2), 295-336.

Chin, W. W. (2000). Frequently Asked Questions-Partial Least Squares and PLS-Graph.
Retrieved April 23, 2023, from http://disc-nt.cba.uh.edu/chin/plsfaq/plsfag.htm

Cho, E., & Fiore, A. M. (2015). Conceptualization of a holistic brand image measure for
fashion-related brands. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 32(4), 255-265.
https://doi.org/10.1108/jcm-07-2014-1063

Chomvilailuk, R., & Butcher, K. (2010). Enhancing brand preference through corporate
social responsibility initiatives in the Thai banking sector. Asia Pacific Journal of
Marketing and Logistics, 22(3), 397-418.
https://doi.org/10.1108/13555851011062296

Clark, L. A,, & Watson, D. I. (1995). Constructing validity: Basic issues in objective scale
development. Psychological Assessment, 7(3), 309-319.
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.7.3.309

Cronin, J. ], Brady, M. K,, & Hult, G. T. M. (2000). Assessing the effects of quality, value,
and customer satisfaction on consumer behavioral intentions in service
environments. Journal of Retailing, 76(2), 193-218.
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0022-4359(00)00028-2

Cuong, D. T. (2020). The Impact of Customer Satisfaction, Brand Image on Brand Love
and Brand Loyalty. Journal of Advanced Research in Dynamical and Control
Systems, 12(6), 3151-3159. https://doi.org/10.5373 /JARDCS/V1216/S20201280

Diamantopoulos, A., Schlegelmilch, B., & Palihawadana, D. (2011). The relationship
between country-of-origin image and brand image as drivers of purchase
intentions. International Marketing Review, 28(5), 508-524.
https://doi.org/10.1108/02651331111167624

Dimofte, C. V., Johansson, ]. K., & Ronkainen, I. A. (2008). Cognitive and Affective
Reactions of U.S. Consumers to Global Brands. Journal of International
Marketing, 16(4), 113-135. https://doi.org/10.1509/jimk.16.4.113

Dodds, W. B,, Monroe, K. B., & Grewal, D. (1991). Effects of Price, Brand, and Store
Information on Buyers’ Product Evaluations. Journal of Marketing
Research, 28(3), 307-319. https://doi.org/10.2307 /3172866

Dwivedi, A., Nayeem, T., & Murshed, F. (2018). Brand experience and consumers’
willingness-to-pay (WTP) a price premium: Mediating role of brand credibility
and perceived uniqueness. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 44, 100-
107. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2018.06.009

34



Ebrahim, R., Ghoneim, A,, Irani, Z., & Fan, Y. (2016). A brand preference and repurchase
intention model: the role of consumer experience. Journal of Marketing
Management, 32(13-14), 1230-1259.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0267257x.2016.1150322

Elkington, ]. (1997). The Triple Bottom Line. In M. V. Russo (Ed.), Environmental
Management: Readings and Cases (2nd ed., pp. 49-66). SAGE.

Esch, F. R, Langner, T., Schmitt, B. H., & Geus, P. (2006). Are brands forever? How brand
knowledge and relationships affect current and future purchases. Journal of
Product & Brand Management, 15(2), 98-105.
https://doi.org/10.1108/10610420610658938

European Commission. (2020). Farm to Fork Strategy.
https://ec.europa.eu/food/system/files/2020-05/f2f action-
plan_2020_strategy-info_en.pdf

European Environment Agency. (2017). Food in a Green Light: A Systems Approach to
Sustainable Food. Publications Office of the European Union.
https://doi.org/10.2800/884986

Faircloth, |. B., Capella, L. M., & Alford, B. L. (2001). The Effect of Brand Attitude and
Brand Image on Brand Equity. The Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, 9(3),
61-75. https://doi.org/10.1080/10696679.2001.11501897

Falk, R. F.,, & Miller, N. B. (1992). A Primer for Soft Modeling (1st ed.). The University of
Akron Press.

Febrianti, R. A. M., Arafah, A. G. M., Ismail, H. A., & Nurfitriani, N. (2021). UKM Goes to
Online: Etnocentrism and Brand Image of Purchase Decisions with Customer
Satisfaction as Intervening (Cimahi City Sibori Batik Case Study). Turkish Journal
of Computer and Mathematics Education, 12(4), 840-846.
https://doi.org/10.17762 /turcomat.v12i4.571

Fekete-Farkas, M., Gholampour, A., Bouzari, P., Jarghooiyan, H., & Ebrahimi, P. (2021).
How gender and age can affect consumer purchase behavior? Evidence from A
microeconomic perspective from Hungary. AD-minister, 39, 25-46.
https://doi.org/10.17230/ad-minister.39.2

Feldmann, C., & Hamm, U. (2015). Consumers’ perceptions and preferences for local
food: A review. Food Quality and Preference, 40, 152-164.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2014.09.014

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, 1. (1975). Belief, Attitude, Intention, and Behavior: An Introduction
to Theory and Research. Addison-Wesley.
https://people.umass.edu/aizen/f&a1975.html

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating Structural Equation Models with
Unobservable Variables and Measurement Error. Journal of Marketing
Research, 18(1), 39-50. https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104

Gardner, B. B, & Levy, S. ]. (1955). The Product and the Brand. Harvard Business Review,
33(2), 33-39.

Garg, R, Rahman, Z., & Qureshi, M. N. (2014). Measuring customer experience in banks:
scale development and validation. Journal of Modelling in Management, 9(1), 87-
117. https://doi.org/10.1108/jm2-07-2012-0023

35



Garretson, J. A., & Clow, K. E. (1999). The influence of coupon face value on service
quality expectations, risk perceptions and purchase intentions in the dental
industry. Journal of Services Marketing, 13(1), 59-72.
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876049910256122

Ger, G. (1999). Localizing in the Global Village: Local Firms Competing in Global
Markets. California Management Review, 41(4), 64-83.
https://doi.org/10.2307/41166010

Geuens, M., Weijters, B., & De Wulf, K. (2009). A new measure of brand
personality. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 26(2), 97-107.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2008.12.002

Ghodeswar, B. M. (2008). Building brand identity in competitive markets: a conceptual
model. Journal of Product & Brand Management, 17(1), 4-12.
https://doi.org/10.1108/10610420810856468

Giesler, M. (2012). How doppelganger brand images influence the market creation
process: Longitudinal insights from the rise of botox cosmetic. Journal of
Marketing, 76(6), 55-68.

Goémez, M., Molina, A., Santos, M. L., Molina, M. V., & Imhoff, B. (2022). The role of novel
instruments of brand communication and brand image in building consumers’

brand preference and intention to visit wineries. Current Psychology, 1-17.
https://doi.org/10.1007 /s12144-021-02656-w

Goémez, M., Quinones, M., & Yagiie, M. ]. (2016). Store brand evaluative process in an
international context. International Journal of Retail & Distribution
Management, 44(7), 754-771. https://doi.org/10.1108/ijrdm-11-2015-0168

Good, L. K., & Huddleston, P. (1995). Ethnocentrism of Polish and Russian consumers:
are feelings and intentions related. International Marketing Review, 12(5), 35-48.
https://doi.org/10.1108/02651339510103047

Gotlieb, ]. B, Grewal, D., & Brown, S. W. (1994). Consumer satisfaction and perceived
quality: Complementary or divergent constructs? Journal of Applied
Psychology, 79(6), 875-885. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.79.6.875

Grimm, P. E. (2005). Ab components’ impact on brand preference. Journal of Business
Research, 58(4), 508-517. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0148-2963(03)00141-3

Guo, X. (2013). Living in a Global World: Influence of Consumer Global Orientation on
Attitudes toward Global Brands from Developed versus Emerging
Countries. Journal of International Marketing, 21(1), 1-22.
https://doi.org/10.1509/jim.12.0065

Haikal, D. M. (2018). The Effect of Consumer Ethnocentrism, Brand Image, and
Perceived Quality, on Purchase Decisions With Purchase Intention as Intervening
Variable (Study of Eiger Consumers in Tasikmalaya). Journal of Accounting
Management and Economics, 20(2), 42-54.
https://doi.org/10.32424/1.jame.2018.20.2.1120

Hair, |. F., Black, W. C,, Babin, B. ]., & Anderson, R. E. (2009). Multivariate data
Analysis (7.2 ed.). Pearson.

Hair, |. F., Black, W. C,, Babin, B.]., Anderson, R. E., & Tatham, R. L. (2006). Multivariate
Data Analysis (6th ed.). Pearson Prentice Hall.

36



Hair, . F.,, Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2011). PLS-SEM: Indeed a Silver Bullet. The
Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, 19(2), 139-152.
https://doi.org/10.2753/mtp1069-6679190202

Hair, |. F,, Sarstedt, M., Ringle, C. M., & Mena, |. A. (2012). An assessment of the use of
partial least squares structural equation modeling in marketing research. Journal
of the Academy of Marketing Science, 40(3), 414-433.
https://doi.org/10.1007 /s11747-011-0261-6

Han, C. M. (1988). The role of consumer patriotism in the choice of domestic versus
foreign products. Journal of Advertising Research, 28(3), 25-32.

Hansen, U., & Schrader, U. (1997). A Modern Model of Consumption for a Sustainable
Society. Journal of Consumer Policy, 20(4), 443-468.
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1006842517219

Hasanzade, V., Elshiewy, O., & Toporowski, W. (2022). Is it just the distance? Consumer
preference for geographical and social proximity of food production. Ecological
Economics, 200, 1-8. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2022.107533

He, ]., & Wang, C. L. (2015). Cultural identity and consumer ethnocentrism impacts on
preference and purchase of domestic versus import brands: An empirical study
in China. Journal of Business Research, 68(6), 1225-1233.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2014.11.017

Henseler, |, Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2016). Testing measurement invariance of
composites using partial least squares. International Marketing Review, 33(3),
405-431. https://doi.org/10.1108/imr-09-2014-0304

Herche, ]. (1992). A note on the predictive validity of the CETSCALE. Journal of the
Academy of Marketing Science, 20(3), 261-264.
https://doi.org/10.1007 /bf02723413

Holbrook, M. B., & Corfman, K. P. (1985). Quality and value in the consumption
experience: Phaedrus rides again. Perceived quality, 31(2), 31-57.

Holloway, L., Kneafsey, M., Venn, L., Cox, R., Dowler, E., & Tuomainen, H. (2007). Possible
food economies: a methodological framework for exploring food production-

consumption relationships. Sociologia Ruralis, 47(1), 1-19.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9523.2007.00427 x

Hsu, J. L., & Nien, H. P. (2008). Who are ethnocentric? Examining consumer
ethnocentrism in Chinese societies. Journal of Consumer Behaviour, 7(6), 436-
447. https://doi.org/10.1002/cb.262

Huang, C. C. (2017). The impacts of brand experiences on brand loyalty: mediators of
brand love and trust. Management Decision, 55(5), 915-934.
https://doi.org/10.1108/md-10-2015-0465

Huang, R., & Sarigolly, E. (2012). How brand awareness relates to market outcome,
brand equity, and the marketing mix. Journal of Business Research, 65(1), 92-99.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2011.02.003

Iglesias, 0., Markovic, S., Singh, J. J., & Sierra, V. (2019). Do Customer Perceptions of
Corporate Services Brand Ethicality Improve Brand Equity? Considering the
Roles of Brand Heritage, Brand Image, and Recognition Benefits. Journal of
Business Ethics, 154(2), 441-459. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-017-3455-0

37



Jackson, T. (2014). Sustainable consumption. In G. Atkinson, S. Dietz, & E. Neumayer
(Eds.), Handbook of Sustainable Development (pp. 254-268). Edward Elgar.

Javalgi, R. G, Khare, V. P,, Gross, A. C., & Scherer, R. F. (2005). An application of the
consumer ethnocentrism model to French consumers. International Business
Review, 14(3), 325-344. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2004.12.006

Kaiser, H. F. (1960). The Application of Electronic Computers to Factor
Analysis. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 20(1), 141-151.
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316446002000116

Karouj, S., & Khemakhem, R. (2019). Consumer ethnocentrism in developing
countries. European Research on Management and Business Economics, 25(2), 63-
71. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iedeen.2019.04.002

Keil, M., Tan, B. C. Y., Wei, K. K,, Saarinen, T., Tuunainen, V., & Wassenaar, A. (2000). A
Cross-Cultural Study on Escalation of Commitment Behavior in Software

Projects. Management Information Systems Quarterly, 24(2), 299-325.
https://doi.org/10.2307 /3250940

Keller, K. L. (1993). Conceptualizing, Measuring, and Managing Customer-Based Brand
Equity. Journal of Marketing, 57(1), 1-22.
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224299305700101

Keller, K. L. (2009). Building strong brands in a modern marketing communications
environment. Journal of Marketing Communications, 15(2-3), 139-155.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13527260902757530

Khan, I., & Fatma, M. (2017). Antecedents and outcomes of brand experience: an
empirical study. Journal of Brand Management, 24(5), 439-452.
https://doi.org/10.1057 /s41262-017-0040-x

Kim, N., Chun, E., & Ko, E. (2017). Country of origin effects on brand image, brand
evaluation, and purchase intention. International Marketing Review, 34(2), 254-
271. https://doi.org/10.1108/imr-03-2015-0071

Klein, |. G., & Ettenson, R. (1999). Consumer animosity and consumer ethnocentrism: An
analysis of unique antecedents. Journal of International Consumer
Marketing, 11(4), 5-24. https://doi.org/10.1300/j046v11n04_02

Klein, |. G., Ettenson, R., & Morris, M. D. (1998). The Animosity Model of Foreign Product
Purchase: An Empirical Test in the People’s Republic of China. Journal of
Marketing, 62(1), 89-100. https://doi.org/10.2307/1251805

Kline, R. B. (2011). Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modeling. Guilford
Press.

Kotler, P., Pfoertsch, W., & Michi, I. (2006). BZB Brand Management. Springer.

Kumar, A, Lee, H. ], & Kim, Y. K. (2009). Indian consumers’ purchase intention toward a
United States versus local brand. Journal of Business Research, 62(5), 521-527.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.06.018

Lahtinen, S., & Narvanen, E. (2020). Co-creating sustainable corporate brands: a
consumer framing approach. Corporate Communications: An International
Journal, 25(3), 447-461. https://doi.org/10.1108/ccij-11-2019-0121

38



Li, X, Yang, ], Wang, X., & Lei, D. (2012). The Impact of Country-of-Origin Image,
Consumer Ethnocentrism and Animosity on Purchase Intention. Journal of
Software, 7(10), 2263-2268. https://doi.org/10.4304 /jsw.7.10.2263-2268

Lin, L. Y. (2010). The relationship of consumer personality trait, brand personality and
brand loyalty: an empirical study of toys and video games buyers. Journal of
Product & Brand Management, 19(1), 4-17.
https://doi.org/10.1108/10610421011018347

Lin, X,, Featherman, M., Brooks, S. L., & Hajli, N. (2019). Exploring Gender Differences in
Online Consumer Purchase Decision Making: An Online Product Presentation
Perspective. Information Systems Frontiers, 21(5), 1187-1201.
https://doi.org/10.1007 /s10796-018-9831-1

Liu, C. (2020). Slow fashion movement and sustainable consumption: s it an
opportunity for local fashion brands? In International Textile and Apparel
Association Annual Conference Proceedings, 77 (1), 1-3.
https://doi.org/10.31274 /itaa.11946

Liu, M. T., Wong, I. A, Shi, G., Chu, R,, & Brock, J. L. (2014). The impact of corporate social
responsibility (CSR) performance and perceived brand quality on customer-
based brand preference. Journal of Services Marketing, 28(3), 181-194.
https://doi.org/10.1108/jsm-09-2012-0171

Llonch, ]., Lopez, M. A., & Gomez, |. E. (2013, October). Local brands in emerging markets:
Factors for success [Paper presentation]. Allied Academies Conferences, San
Antonio, USA.
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/280088798_Local_brands_in_emergi
ng_markets_factors_for_success

Lopez, M. A, Llonch, ]., & Rialp, J. (2019). Local, global and glocal consumer brand
relationships. Spanish Journal of Marketing - ESIC, 23(3), 775-798.
https://doi.org/10.1108/sjme-10-2018-0046

Luchs, M. G., & Miller, R. A. (2015). Consumer responsibility for sustainable
consumption. In L. Reisch & J. Thggersen (Eds.), Handbook of Research on
Sustainable Consumption (pp- 254-267). Edwar Elgar.

Luchs, M. G., Phipps, M., & Hill, T. (2015). Exploring consumer responsibility for
sustainable consumption. Journal of Marketing Management, 31(13-14), 1449-
1471. https://doi.org/10.1080/0267257x.2015.1061584

MacKenzie, S. B., & Spreng, R. A. (1992). How Does Motivation Moderate the Impact of

Central and Peripheral Processing on Brand Attitudes and Intentions? Journal of
Consumer Research, 18(4), 519-529. https://doi.org/10.1086/209278

Madahi, A., & Sukati, I. (2012). The Effect of External Factors on Purchase Intention
amongst Young Generation in Malaysia. International Business Research, 5(8),
153-159. https://doi.org/10.5539/ibr.v5n8p153

Maynes, E. S. (1976). The Concept and Measurement of Product Quality. In N. E.
Terleckyj (Ed.), Household Production and Consumption (pp. 529-584). NBER.
http://www.nber.org/chapters/c3970

39



Mehmet, A., & Giil, B. (2014). Demographic characteristics of consumer buying behavior
effects of environmentally friendly products and an application in Gaziantep. The
Business & Management Review, 5(1), 72-82.

Milgrom, P., & Roberts, ]. (1986). Price and Advertising Signals of Product
Quality. Journal of Political Economy, 94(4), 796-821.
https://doi.org/10.1086/261408

Mitchell, A. A., & Olson, J. C. (1981). Are Product Attribute Beliefs the Only Mediator of
Advertising Effects on Brand Attitude? Journal of Marketing Research, 18(3),
318-332. https://doi.org/10.2307/3150973

Moradji, H., & Zarei, A. (2011). The Impact of Brand Equity on Purchase Intention and

Brand Preference-the Moderating Effects of Country of Origin Image. Australian
Journal of Basic and Applied Sciences, 5(3), 539-545.

Moreira, A. C,, Fortes, N., & Santiago, R. (2017). Influence of sensory stimuli on brand
experience, brand equity and purchase intention. Journal of Business Economics
and Management, 18(1), 68-83.
https://doi.org/10.3846/16111699.2016.1252793

Morrison, D. G. (1979). Purchase Intentions and Purchase Behavior. Journal of
Marketing, 43(2), 65-74. https://doi.org/10.1177/002224297904300207

Morrison, S., & Crane, F. G. (2007). Building the service brand by creating and managing
an emotional brand experience. Journal of Brand Management, 14(5), 410-421.
https://doi.org/10.1057 /palgrave.om.2550080

Muthén, B., & Christoffersson, A. (1981). Simultaneous factor analysis of dichotomous
variables in several groups. Psychometrika, 46(4), 407-419.
https://doi.org/10.1007 /bf02293798

Narang, R. (2016). Understanding purchase intention towards Chinese products: Role of
ethnocentrism, animosity, status and self-esteem. Journal of Retailing and
Consumer Services, 32, 253-261.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2016.05.010

Nguyen, T. N. D, Dang, P. N, Tran, P. H., & Nguyen, T. T. T. (2022). The impact of
consumer ethnocentrism on purchase intention: an empirical study from
Vietnam. The Journal of Asian Finance, Economics and Business, 9(2), 427-436.
https://doi.org/10.13106/jafeb.2022.v0l9.n02.0427

Nijssen, E. ]., & Douglas, S. P. (2004). Examining the animosity model in a country with a
high level of foreign trade. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 21(1),
23-38. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2003.05.001

Nysveen, H., Pedersen, P. E., & Skard, S. (2013). Brand experiences in service
organizations: Exploring the individual effects of brand experience
dimensions. Journal of Brand Management, 20(5), 404-423.
https://doi.org/10.1057/bm.2012.31

Norwegian Ministry of the Environment (1994, January 19-20). Part 1 - The imperative
of sustainable production and consumption: 1.2 Defining sustainable
consumption. Oslo Symposium on Sustainable Consumption [Symposium]. Oslo
Roundtable on Sustainable Production and Consumption, Oslo, Norway.

40



Ozsomer, A. (2012). The Interplay between Global and Local Brands: A Closer Look at
Perceived Brand Globalness and Local Iconness. Journal of International
Marketing, 20(2), 72-95. https://doi.org/10.1509/jim.11.0105

Ozsomer, A., & Altaras, S. (2008). Global Brand Purchase Likelihood: A Critical Synthesis
and an Integrated Conceptual Framework. Journal of International
Marketing, 16(4), 1-28. https://doi.org/10.1509/jimk.16.4.1

Palakshappa, N., & Dodds, S. (2020). Mobilising SDG 12: co-creating sustainability
through brands. Marketing Intelligence & Planning, 39(2), 265-283.
https://doi.org/10.1108/mip-08-2018-0360

Parasuraman, A., Zeithaml, V. A,, & Berry, L. L. (1988). SERVQUAL: A multiple-item scale
for measuring consumer perceptions of service quality. Journal of
Retailing, 64(1), 12-40. http://ci.nii.ac.jp/naid/10011053911

Park, M., Im, H., & Kim, H. Y. (2020). “You are too friendly!” The negative effects of social

media marketing on value perceptions of luxury fashion brands. Journal of
Business Research, 117, 529-542. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.07.026

Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1986). The Elaboration Likelihood Model of
Persuasion. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 19, 123-205.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60214-2

Picha, K., & Skorepa, L. (2018). Preference to food with a regional brand. Quality - Access
to Success, 19(162), 134-139.

Pimonenko, T., Bilan, Y., Hordak, ], Starchenko, L., & Gajda, W. (2020). Green Brand of
Companies and Greenwashing under Sustainable Development
Goals. Sustainability, 12(4), 1-15. https://doi.org/10.3390/su12041679

Pina, ]. M,, Iversen, N. M., & Martinez, E. (2010). Feedback effects of brand extensions on
the brand image of global brands: a comparison between Spain and
Norway. Journal of Marketing Management, 26(9-10), 943-966.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02672570903458789

Pine, B.]., & Gilmore, J. H. (1998). Welcome to the experience economy. Harvard
Business Review, 76(4), 97-105.

Prothero, A., Dobscha, S., Freund, |., Kilbourne, W. E., Luchs, M. G., Ozanne, L. K,, &
Thggersen, |. (2011). Sustainable Consumption: Opportunities for Consumer
Research and Public Policy. Journal of Public Policy & Marketing, 30(1), 31-38.
https://doi.org/10.1509/jppm.30.1.31

Putrevuy, S., & Lord, K. R. (1994). Comparative and Noncomparative Advertising:
Attitudinal Effects under Cognitive and Affective Involvement Conditions. Journal
of Advertising, 23(2), 77-91. https://doi.org/10.1080/00913367.1994.10673443

Qing, P, Lobo, A., & Chongguang, L. (2012). The impact of lifestyle and ethnocentrism on
consumers’ purchase intentions of fresh fruit in China. Journal of Consumer
Marketing, 29(1), 43-51. https://doi.org/10.1108/07363761211193037

Quazi, A, Amran, A., & Nejati, M. (2016). Conceptualizing and measuring consumer
social responsibility: a neglected aspect of consumer research. International
Journal of Consumer Studies, 40(1), 48-56. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijcs.12211

41



Ramaseshan, B., & Stein, A. (2014). Connecting the dots between brand experience and
brand loyalty: The mediating role of brand personality and brand
relationships. Journal of Brand Management, 21(7-8), 664-683.
https://doi.org/10.1057/bm.2014.23

Ranjbarian, B., Sanayei, A., Kaboli, M. R., & Hadadian, A. (2012). An Analysis of Brand
Image, Perceived Quality, Customer Satisfaction and Re-purchase Intention in
Iranian Department Stores. International journal of business and
management, 7(6), 40-48. https://doi.org/10.5539/ijbm.v7n6p40

Rubio, N,, Villasefior, N., & Yagiie, M. (2019). The role of private label tiers and private
label naming strategies in the relationship between private label brand equity
and store loyalty. Journal of Product & Brand Management, 29(1), 124-138.
https://doi.org/10.1108/jpbm-09-2018-2017

Sanjaya, W., Asdar, M., & Munir, A. R. (2020). The Effect of Brand Image, Brand
Experience and Brand Loyalty towards Purchase Intention On Apple Smartphone
in Makassar. Hasanuddin Journal of Business Strategy, 2(3), 74-82.
https://doi.org/10.26487 /hjbs.v2i3.350

Santos, M., & Schlesinger, W. (2021). When love matters. Experience and brand love as
antecedents of loyalty and willingness to pay a premium price in streaming
services. Spanish Journal of Marketing - ESIC, 25(3), 374-391.
https://doi.org/10.1108/sjme-11-2020-0201

Sasmita, J., & Suki, N. M. (2015). Young consumers’ insights on brand
equity. International Journal of Retail & Distribution Management, 43(3), 276-
292. https://doi.org/10.1108/ijrdm-02-2014-0024

Schmitt, B. H. (1999). Experiential Marketing. Journal of Marketing Management, 15(1-
3), 53-67. https://doi.org/10.1362/026725799784870496

Schmitt, E., Galli, F., Menozzi, D., Maye, D., Touzard, J. M., Marescotti, A., Six, ]., & Brunori,
G. (2017). Comparing the sustainability of local and global food products in
Europe. Journal of Cleaner Production, 165, 346-359.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.07.039

Schooler, R. (1971). Bias Phenomena Attendant to the Marketing of Foreign Goods in the
U.S. Journal of International Business Studies, 2(1), 71-80.
https://doi.org/10.1057 /palgrave.jibs.8490732

Schwartz, S. H. (1997). Normative Influences on Altruism. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.),
Advances in experimental social psychology (pp- 221-279). Academic Press.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60358-5

Shakil, S., & Majeed, S. (2018). Brand Purchase Intention And Brand Purchase Behavior
In Halal Meat Brand. Journal of Marketing and Logistics, 1, 152-171.

Sharma, S., Shimp, T. A., & Shin, J. (1995). Consumer ethnocentrism: A test of
antecedents and moderators. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 23(1),
26-37. https://doi.org/10.1007 /bf02894609

Sheth, J. N,, Sethia, N. K., & Srinivas, S. (2011). Mindful consumption: a customer-centric
approach to sustainability. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 39(1),
21-39. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-010-0216-3

42



Shimp, T. A. (1984). Consumer Ethnocentrism: the Concept and a Preliminary Empirical
Test. Advances in Consumer Research, 11, 285-290.

Shimp, T. A., & Sharma, S. (1987). Consumer Ethnocentrism: Construction and
Validation of the CETSCALE. Journal of Marketing Research, 24(3), 280-289.
https://doi.org/10.2307/3151638

Siamagka, N. T., & Balabanis, G. (2015). Revisiting Consumer Ethnocentrism: Review,
Reconceptualization, and Empirical Testing. Journal of International
Marketing, 23(3), 66-86. https://doi.org/10.1509/jim.14.0085

Smith, N. C,, Palazzo, G., & Bhattacharya, C. B. (2010). Marketing’s Consequences:
Stakeholder Marketing and Supply Chain Corporate Social Responsibility
Issues. Business Ethics Quarterly, 20(4), 617-641.
https://doi.org/10.5840/beq201020440

Snee, R. D. (1973). Some Aspects of Nonorthogonal Data Analysis: Part I. Developing
Prediction Equations. Journal of Quality Technology, 5(2), 67-79.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224065.1973.11980577

Spears, N., & Singh, S. N. (2004). Measuring Attitude toward the Brand and Purchase

Intentions. Journal of current issues and research in advertising, 26(2), 53-66.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10641734.2004.10505164

Steenkamp, J. B. E. M., Batra, R., & Alden, D. L. (2003). How perceived brand globalness
creates brand value. Journal of International Business Studies, 34(1), 53-65.
https://doi.org/10.1057 /palgrave.jibs.8400002

Steenkamp, ]. B. E. M., & De Jong, M. G. (2010). A Global Investigation into the
Constellation of Consumer Attitudes toward Global and Local Products. Journal of
Marketing, 74(6), 18-40. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.74.6.18

Steenkamp, ]. B. E. M., Ter Hofstede, F., & Wedel, M. (1999). A Cross-National
Investigation into the Individual and National Cultural Antecedents of Consumer
Innovativeness. Journal of Marketing, 63(2), 55-69.
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224299906300204

Strizhakova, Y., & Coulter, R. A. (2015). Drivers of Local Relative to Global Brand
Purchases: A Contingency Approach. Journal of International Marketing, 23(1), 1-
22. https://doi.org/10.1509/jim.14.0037

Suhaily, L., & Darmoyo, S. (2017). Effect of product quality, perceived price and brand
image on purchase decision mediated by customer trust (study on japanese
brand electronic product). Jurnal Manajemen, 21(2), 179-194.
https://doi.org/10.24912 /jm.v21i2.230

Sumner, W. G. (1906). Folkways: A Study of the Sociological Importance of Usages,
Manners, Customs, Mores, and Morals. Ginn and Company.

Sweeney, J. C., & Soutar, G. N. (2001). Consumer perceived value: The development of a
multiple item scale. Journal of Retailing, 77(2), 203-220.
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0022-4359(01)00041-0

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2019). Using Multivariate Statistics (7.2 ed.). Pearson.

Tan, T. M,, Ismail, H. B., & Rasiah, D. (2011). Hierarchical Chain Of Consumer-Based
Brand Equity: Review From The Fast Food Industry. International Business &

43



Economics Research Journal (IBER), 10(9), 67-80.
https://doi.org/10.19030/iber.v10i9.5628

Thakor, M. V., & Katsanis, L. P. (1997). A Model of Brand and Country Effects on Quality
Dimensions. Journal of International Consumer Marketing, 9(3), 79-100.
https://doi.org/10.1300/j046v09n03_06

Thomas, T., Singh, N., & Ambady, K. G. (2020). Effect of Ethnocentrism and Attitude
Towards Foreign Brands in Purchase Decision. Vision: The Journal of Business
Perspective, 24(3), 320-329. https://doi.org/10.1177/0972262919867509

Tong, X., & Li, C. (2013). Impact of brand personality and consumer ethnocentrism in
China’s sportswear market. Asia Pacific Journal of Marketing and Logistics, 25(3),
491-509. https://doi.org/10.1108/APJML-08-2012-0081

United Nations. (1992). United Nations Conference on Environment & Development:
Agenda 21.
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/Agenda21.pdf

Van Der Westhuizen, L. M. (2018). Brand loyalty: exploring self-brand connection and
brand experience. Journal of Product & Brand Management, 27(2), 172-
184. https://doi.org/10.1108/jpbm-07-2016-1281

Vecchio, R. (2009, September 3-6). European and United States farmers’ markets:
similarities, differences and potential developments [Conference paper]. A resilient
European food industry and food chain in a challenging world, Chania, Greece.
https://doi.org/10.22004/ag.econ.58131

Vera, J. (2015). Perceived brand quality as a way to superior customer perceived value
crossing by moderating effects. Journal of Product & Brand Management, 24(2),
147-156. https://doi.org/10.1108/jpbm-04-2014-0551

Verlegh, P. W. (2007). Home country bias in product evaluation: the complementary
roles of economic and socio-psychological motives. Journal of International
Business Studies, 38(3), 361-373. https://doi.org/10.1057 /palgrave.jibs.8400269

Wang, Y. H., & Tsai, C. F. (2014). The Relationship between Brand Image and Purchase
Intention: Evidence from Award Winning Mutual Funds. The International
Journal of Business and Finance Research, 8(2), 27-

40. http://www.theibfr2.com/RePEc/ibf/ijbfre/ijbfr-v8n2-2014/IJBFR-V8N2-
2014-3.pdf

Wang, P, Kuah, A. T., Lu, Q., Wong, C., Thirumaran, K., Adegbite, E., & Kendall, W. (2021).
The impact of value perceptions on purchase intention of sustainable luxury
brands in China and the UK. Journal of Brand Management, 28(3), 325-346.
https://doi.org/10.1057 /s41262-020-00228-0

Wang, P., Liu, Q., & Qi, Y. (2014). Factors influencing sustainable consumption
behaviors: a survey of the rural residents in China. Journal of Cleaner
Production, 63, 152-165. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2013.05.007

Watts, D. C. H,, Ilbery, B., & Maye, D. (2005). Making reconnections in agro-food
geography: alternative systems of food provision. Progress in Human
Geography, 29(1), 22-40. https://doi.org/10.1191/0309132505ph5260a

Wel, C. A. C, Alam, S. S., Khalid, N. R., & Mokhtaruddin, S. A. (2018). Effect of
Ethnocentrism and Patriotism on the Buying Intention of Malaysian National

44



Car. Jurnal pengurusan, 52, 169-179. https://doi.org/10.17576 /pengurusan-
2018-52-14

Wolinsky, A. (1983). Prices as Signals of Product Quality. The Review of Economic
Studies, 50(4), 647-658. https://doi.org/10.2307 /2297767

Wong, C.Y., Polonsky, M. ]., & Garma, R. (2008). The impact of consumer ethnocentrism
and country of origin sub-components for high involvement products on young
Chinese consumers’ product assessments. Asia Pacific Journal of Marketing and
Logistics, 20(4), 455-478. https://doi.org/10.1108/13555850810909759

Yee, C.]., & San, N. C. (2011). Consumers’ Perceived Quality, Perceived Value and
Perceived Risk Towards Purchase Decision on Automobile. American Journal of

Economics and Business Administration, 3(1), 47-57.
https://doi.org/10.3844 /ajebasp.2011.47.57

Yildiz, H., Heitz-Spahn, S., & Belaud, L. (2018). Do ethnocentric consumers really buy
local products? Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 43, 139-148.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2018.03.004

Yoo, B, Donthu, N., & Lee, S. (2000). An Examination of Selected Marketing Mix
Elements and Brand Equity. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 28(2),
195-211. https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070300282002

Zagar, M. (2020). Role and Responsibility of the Consumer(s) in Sustainable
Consumption. In W. Leal Filho, A. M. Azul, L. Brandli, P. G. Ozuyar, & T. Wall
(Eds.), Responsible Consumption and Production (pp. 635-643). Springer.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-95726-5_115

Zarantonello, L., & Schmitt, B. H. (2010). Using the brand experience scale to profile
consumers and predict consumer behaviour. Journal of Brand
Management, 17(7), 532-540. https://doi.org/10.1057/bm.2010.4

Zeithaml, V. A. (1988). Consumer Perceptions of Price, Quality, and Value: A Means-End
Model and Synthesis of Evidence. Journal of Marketing, 52(3), 2-22.
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224298805200302

Zeugner-Roth, K. P,, Zabkar, V., & Diamantopoulos, A. (2015). Consumer Ethnocentrism,
National Identity, and Consumer Cosmopolitanism as Drivers of Consumer
Behavior: A Social Identity Theory Perspective. Journal of International
Marketing, 23(2), 25-54. https://doi.org/10.1509/jim.14.0038

45



Annex

Annex 1: Univariate analysis of the items measured

Variable Mean SD Skew Kurtosis
LBE1 2.73 1.10 -0.038 0.976
LBE2 2.79 1.15 -0.068 1.810
LBE3 2.34 1.24 0.781 1.892
LBE4 2.82 1.22 0.172 0.476
LBES 2.56 1.31 0.764 1.954
LBE6 2.78 1.21 0.196 0.141
LBE7 2.50 1.11 0.761 2.450
LBE8 2.40 1.15 0.591 1.759
LBE9 2.65 1.17 0.733 1.668
LBE10 2.86 1.27 -0.155 1.184
LBE11 2.39 1.29 0.972 1.631
LBE12 2.49 1.19 0.208 0.361
LBQ1 3.36 0.93 0.156 1.026
LBQ2 3.32 0.89 0.275 0.713
LBQ3 3.43 0.98 -0.148 0.274
LBI1 3.19 0.97 -0.001 2.644
LBI2 2.77 1.00 0.240 2.969
LBI3 3.32 0.93 0.409 0.914
LBI4 2.92 1.03 0.467 1.241
LBI5 2.54 1.25 0.636 1.609
LBI6 3.11 0.99 0.073 0.468
LBI7 3.40 1.08 -0.288 0.923
LBI8 2.95 1.11 0.106 1.682
CRSC1 3.05 1.29 -0.219 0.675
CRSC2 3.50 1.18 -0.072 0.140
CRSC3 2.89 1.26 0.210 1.352
CRSC4 3.28 1.27 -0.272 0.298
CRSC5 2.44 1.29 0.727 1.519
ETN1 1.50 0.83 1.752 3.203
ETN2 1.48 0.88 1.917 3.449
ETN3 1.64 0.94 1.306 1.231
ETN4 1.38 0.75 2.006 3.677
LBPL1 3.72 1.08 -0.752 1.793
LBPL2 3.55 1.17 -0.843 2.174
LBPL3 3.51 1.19 -0.597 2.065
LBPL4 2.80 1.05 -0.445 2.532
LBPL5 2.77 1.17 -0.192 1.030
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Annex 2: Constructs and items translated into Spanish

Constructs

Items

Experiencia con las
marcas locales (LBE)

Calidad de las marcas
locales (LBQ)

Imagen de las marcas
locales (LBI)

Responsabilidad del
consumidor por un
consumo sostenible
(CRSC)

Etnocentrismo (ETN)

Probabilidad de
comprar una marca
local (LBPL)

LBE1: Las marcas locales causan una fuerte impresién en mi sentido de la vista
u otros sentidos.

LBE2: Las marcas locales me parecen interesantes a nivel sensorial.

LBE3: Las marcas locales no atraen mis sentidos.

LBE4: Las marcas locales me inducen sensaciones y sentimientos.

LBE5: No tengo emociones fuertes por las marcas locales.

LBE6: Las marcas locales son marcas emocionales.

LBE7: Utilizo marcas locales cuando realizo comportamientos fisicos.

LBES: Las marcas locales dan como resultado experiencias corporales.

LBE9: Las marcas locales no activan mi actividad.

LBE10: Las marcas locales me dan que pensar.

LBE11: Las marcas locales no me hacen pensar.

LBE12: Las marcas locales estimulan mi curiosidad y resolucién de problemas.

LBQ1: Las marcas locales estin muy bien fabricadas.
LBQ2: Las marcas locales ofrecen un nivel muy alto de calidad.
LBQ3: Las marcas locales tienen un nivel de calidad consistente.

LBI1: Las marcas locales tienen muy buena imagen.

LBI2: Las marcas locales son de las mejores en el mercado.

LBI3: Las marcas locales tienen una elevada calidad.

LBI4: Las marcas locales tienen mejores caracteristicas que las que no son
locales.

LBI5: Las marcas locales suelen ser mas baratas que las que no son locales.
LBI6: Las marcas locales son atractivas.

LBI7: Las marcas locales tienen una personalidad que las distingue de las que
no lo son.

LBI8: Las marcas locales no decepcionan a sus clientes.

CRSC1: Me siento obligado a tratar de implementar practicas sostenibles
cuando corresponda.

CRSC2: Depende de mi lograr mejoras en la sostenibilidad.

CRSC3: Me siento poco obligado a desafiar o cambiar la forma en que se han
llevado a cabo las practicas relacionadas con la sostenibilidad.

CRSC4: Siento la responsabilidad personal de ser mas sostenible en mis
elecciones de productos.

CRSC5: Solucionar los problemas relacionados con la sostenibilidad no es
realmente responsabilidad mia.

ETN1: La compra de productos fabricados en el extranjero es anti- espafiol.
ETN2: Un verdadero espaiol siempre debe comprar productos nacionales.
ETN3: Los espafioles no deben comprar productos extranjeros, ya que esto
perjudica a las empresas espafolas y causa desempleo.

ETN4: No es correcto comprar productos extranjeros.

LBPL1: Yo compraria marcas locales.

LBPL2: Ciertamente compraria marcas locales.

LBPL3: Es muy probable que compre marcas locales.

LBPL4: La préxima vez que necesite un determinado producto lo compraré de
una marca local.

LBPL5: Sin duda, cuando tenga que comprar un producto probaré primero una
marca local.
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Annex 3: Correlation matrix and output from factor analysis of the constructs

Local brand purchase likelihood (LBPL)

Correlation matrix Rotated factor loading
LBPL1 LBPL2 LBPL3 LBPL4 LBPL5 Factor
LBPL1 1 Variable 1
LBPL2 0.8735** 1 LBPL2 0.897
LBPL3  0.6989***  (.7302*** 1 LBPL3 0.859
LBPL4 0.5473*** 0.6363*** 0.6426*** 1 LBPL4 0.852
LBPL5  0.4142** (0.5039*** (0.5282** (.7813*** 1 LBPL1 0.847
NOTE: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 LBPL5 0.753

KMO (Overall MSA) Bartlett’s test

0.785 807.488***

Local brand image (LBI)

Correlation matrix

LBI1 LBI2 LBI3 LBI4 LBI5 LBI6 LBI7 LBI8
LBI1 1
LBI2 0.4797** 1
LBI3 0.6381***  (0.5984*** 1
LBI4 0.5107***  0.5795***  0.5476*** 1
LBI5 -0.0734 0.2045** 0.0221 0.0534 1
LBI6 0.5897***  0.4891***  0.4899***  0.4240***  0.1663* 1
LBI7 0.4567***  0.3725***  0.4674***  0.3373***  -0.0052 0.5730** 1
LBI8 0.2537**  0.3577***  0.3192***  0.4739***  (0.1947** 0.3492**  0.3877*** 1

NOTE: *p<0.05 , *p<0.01, ***p<0.001

Rotated factor loading KMO (Overall MSA) Bartlett’s test
Factor 0.819 640.956%**

Variable 1 2

LBI1 0.829

LBI3 0.819

LBI6 0.743

LBI4 0.725

LBI2 0.708 0.331

LBI7 0.701

LBI5 0.910

LBI8 0.480 0.501
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Local brand experience (LBE)

Correlation matrix

LBE1 LBE2 LBE3 LBE4 LBES LBE6 LBE7 LBE8 LBE9 LBE10 LBE11 LBE12
LBE1 1
LBE2 0.6484% 1
LBE3 02330 -0.3063** 1
LBE4 0.4051%*  0.6244**  -0.1863* 1
LBES -0.1199 -0.0356 0.4921**  -0.0703 1
LBE6 0.4889***  0.6133**  -0.1748* 05649***  -0.0391 1
LBE7 0.4825**  0.4888***  -0.1354* 03299**  -0.0038 05099** 1
LBE8 05000  0.6011%*  -0.1186 04503**  -0.0413 05017+ 07220"* 1
LBE9 -0.1069 -0.0751 05526 0.0250 05472%*  -0.0274 -0.1498* -0.1399* 1
LBE10 04520%*  05132%** 00027 05310%*  -0.0544 05362***  02780%*  0.3926"* 00728 1
LBE11 0.0473 -0.0109 03824**  -0.1870* 04519  -0.1340 0.1026 0.1192 03689**  -0.3630%* 1
LBE12 05477**  04970%*  -0.1254 04544%*  0.1977% 04383 03218  0.4732%%  -0.1100 0.6070**  -0.1687* 1
NOTE: *p<0.05, *p<0.01, **p<0.001
Rotated factor loading
Factor KMO (Overall MSA) Bartlett’s test
Variable 1 2 3 0.799 1283.477***
LBE10 0.890
LBE4 0.705 0.326
LBE12 0.671 0.329
LBE6 0.608 0.495
LBE7 0.829
LBE8 0.815
LBE2 0.540 0.647
LBE1 0.421 0.640
LBE9 0.845
LBE5 0.808
LBE3 0.795
LBE11 -0.503 0.429 0.594
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Local brand quality (LBQ)

Correlation matrix Rotated factor loading KMO (Overall MSA) Bartlett’s test
LBQ LBQ2 LBQ3 Factor 0.758 438.829%**
LBQ1 1 Variable 1
LBQ2 0.7929%* 1 LBQ2 0.930
LBQ3 0.7592*  0.7812%** 1 LBQ1 0.922
NOTE: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 LBQ3 0.917

Consumer responsibility for sustainable consumption (CRSC)

Correlation matrix

CRSC1 CRSC2 CRSC3 CRSC4  CRSC5

CRSC1 1

CRSC2  0.4203*** 1

CRSC3  -0.0278 0.2435%** 1

CRSC4  0.5467***  0.4379*** -0.0029 1

CRSC5  0.0395 0.0288 0.4371** 0.0335 1

NOTE: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

Rotated factor loading KMO (Overall MSA) Bartlett’s test
Factor 0.571 199.794***
Variable 1 2
CRSC4 0.835
CRSC1 0.827
CRSC2 0.746
CRSC3 0.866
CRSC5 0.816
Ethnocentrism (ETN)
Correlation matrix Rotated factor loading

ETN1 ETN2 ETN3 ETN4 Factor
ETN1 1 Variable 1
ETN2 0.7182*%%* 1 ETN2 0.888
ETN3  0.4852*%  (0.5868*** 1 ETN4 0.842
ETN4 0.5737*%* 0.6512*** 0.5962*** 1 ETN1 0.831
NOTE: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 ETN3 0.788

KMO (Overall MSA) Bartlett’s test

0.794 394.663***
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Annex 4: Path coefficients and specific indirect effects of the initial structural model

Hypothesis Path Coefficient t-statistic Result

Hi CRSC - LBPL 0.226** 3.227 Supported

H> LBE - LBPL 0.266*** 3.608 Supported

Hs LBQ - LBPL -0.068 0.827 Not supported
Ha LBI - LBPL 0.274%** 3.467 Supported

Hs ETN - LBPL 0.048 0.692 Not supported
He LBI - LBQ 0.602%** 10.740 Supported

H7 ETN - LBQ -0.064 1.012 Not supported
Hs CRSC - LBE 0.328%** 4.755 Supported

Ho CRSC - LBI 0.433%** 6.351 Supported

Hio CRSC - LBQ 0.111 1.649 Not supported

NOTE: *p<0.05, **p<0.01 , ***p<0.001

Path Coefficient t-statistic Result

CRSC - LBE - LBPL 0.087** 2.832 Supported
CRSC - LBI - LBPL 0.118** 2.986 Supported
LBI - LBQ - LBPL -0.041 0.817 Not supported
CRSC - LBQ - LBPL -0.008 0.677 Not supported
ETN - LBQ - LBPL 0.004 0.530 Not supported
CRSC - LBI - LBQ 0.261*** 5.159 Supported
CRSC - LBI - LBQ - LBPL -0.018 0.799 Not supported

NOTE: *p<0.05, **p<0.01 , ***p<0.001
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