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(ABSTRACT)

The main purpose of this dissertation is to examine the effect of managerial attitudes
on program standardization in international marketing. Three attitudinal variables have been
identified as potential predictors of program standardization decisions: managers’ cultural
distance, ethnocentrism, and quality-of-life (QOL) orientation. This dissertation empirically
examines the effects of these managerial attitude variables on program standardization. It is
hypothesized that managers’ ethnocentrism is directly related to program standardization,
whereas cultural distance and QOL orientation are inversely related to program standardization.
Furthermore, it is hypothesized that both ethnocentrism and QOL orientation are likely to
moderate the relationship between cultural distance and program standardization. That is,
cultural distance is likely to affect program standardization more for managers who have a high
QOL orientation {or low ethnocentrism) than for managers who have a low QOL orientation (or
high ethnocentrism).

Cross-cultural comparisons of the three attitudinal variables and degree of
standardization between U.S. managers and South Korean managers also have been explored.
Specifically, itis hypothesized that compared with South Korean managers, U.S. managers are

more likely to be characterized by high cultural distance, low ethnocentrism, and a high QOL



orientation, and by a low degree of commitment to program standardization.
Hypothesis were tested through an experiment using convenience samples of American
and Koreans who were enrolled in MBA programs in the United States and South Korea.

Results provide moderate support for the hypotheses. Implications are discussed.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

The Problem

For decades, the issue of standardization vs. adapfation has been an area of
controversy in international marketing (Jain 1989), and the issue continues to generate
controversy. The seemingly endless number of issues, tradeoffs, and contingencies have made
it difficult for practitioners to make intelligent decisions (Friedmann 1986).

It has been argued that adaptation of products and services to the needs of a national
market is necessary because of cultural differences and national idiosyncracies (Buzzell 1968;
Boddewyn, Soehl, and Picard 1986; Cavusgil and Zou 1994; Hill and Still 1984; Keegan 1969;
Killough 1978; Ricks 1983; Sorenson and Wiechmann 1975; Quelch and Hoff 1986; Wind and
Douglas 1986). Conversely, it has also been argued that the world market is becoming
homogenized, and therefore, that standardization should be the basis of a multinational
corporation’s strategy (Elinder 1961; Kale and Sudharshan 1987; Levitt 1983; Ohmae 1985;
Peebles 1989; Reed 1967).

In an effort to resolve this controversy, many studies have investigated determinants
of standardization, focusing on identifying internal and external environmental contingencies
that are likely to lead to program standardization (e.g., Buzzell 1968; Cavusgil and Zou 1994;
Cavusgil, Zou, and Naidu 1993; Jain 1989; Samiee and Roth 1992; Walters 1986; Wind and
Douglas 1986). However, little attention has been paid to manger attitudes that affect
standardization decisions.

Generally speaking, the value orientation of managers is evident in most strategic

decisions (Andrews 1989). That is, managers make decisions guided by an implicit managerial



philosophy or logic, and this dofninant logic influences the way in which the business is
managed (Donaldson and Lorsch 1983). With respect to standardization, some studies have
argued that the ability of firms to pursue global standardization may hinge upon top
management’s international business philosophy (Jain 1989; Samiee and Roth 1992). In spite
of this repeated emphasis of the effect of manager variables on program standardization
{Andrews 1989; Donaldson and Lorsch 1983; Jain 1989; Prahalad and Bettis 1986; Samiee
and Roth 1992; Toyne and Walters 1989; Walters 1986; Wind, Douglas, Perimutter 1973),
no study has studied empirically the effects of specific managerial attitudes on firms’
standardization/adaptation decisions. This dissertation tries to fill the gap in standardization
research by providing a conceptual framework for and an empirical test of the effects of

managerial attitudes on program standardization.

Research Objectives

The main purpose of this dissertation is to examine the effects of the managers’
attitudes on program standardization. Three managerial attitude variables have been identified
as potential predictors of program standardization: cultural distance, ethnocentrism, and
quality-of-life (QOL) orientation. Cultural distance is the perceived difference between the home
country and host country (Anderson and Gatignon 1986; Cavusgil 1980; Gatignon and
Anderson 1988; Holzmuller and Kasper 1990; Johanson, Sanden, and Vahlne 1976; Klein and
Roth 1990; Vahlne and Wiedersheim-Paul 1973). Ethnocentrism is the tendency to the view
one’'s own group as the center of everything, scaling and rating all other groups with reference
to it (Sumner 1906). A marketer’'s QOL orientation is the degree to which he/she believes that
his/her task is to enhance the well-being of consumers and other stakeholders within a
framework of moral relativism (cf. Sirgy 1991a, 1991b; Sirgy and Lee 1994; Sirgy, Meadow,

Rahtz, and Samli 1992; Sirgy, Samli, and Meadow 1982; Tretise et al 1994). Here, moral
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relativism is the belief that what is good for a consumer is determined by an appeal to the
consumer’s own social and cultural values, not by an appeal to some absolute, impersonal
standard (Schlenker and Forsyth 1977). This dissertation will explore the effects of these
managerial attitude variables on program standardization. Specifically, it will argue that
ethnocentrism positively affects program standardization whereas QOL orientation and cultural
distance negatively affect program standardization. In addition, the interaction effects of
ethnocentrism and cultural distance on program standardization and the interaction effects of

QOL orientation and cultural distance on program standardization were hypothesized.

Significance of This Dissertation

This study contributes to standardization research in international marketing in several
ways. First, by investigating the effects of managers’ ethnocentrism, cultural distance, and
quality-of-life orientation (QOL) on program standardization, this study provides a new
perspective on program standardization decisions made by multinational corporations (MNCs).
By identifying the effects of managerial attitude on standardization, we get one step closer to
a more complete framework of the determinants of program standardization. Second, this
dissertation will develop and validate a measure of QOL orientation.

The managerial implications of this study are as follows. First, it enables international
marketers to better understand other multinational corporations’ international marketing
strategies, especially multinational corporations from developing (or newly developed)
countries. This attention to a less developed country is novel because previous studies on
standardization have focused mainly on multinational corporations {(MNCs) from well-developed
countries. Consequently, our understanding of how standardization decisions are made by
multinational corporations in newly developed countries (e.g., South Korea) is limited. This

dissertation attempts to improve our understanding of how these standardization decisions are
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made by MNCs from newly developed countries. It does this through a cross-cultural
comparison of American and S. Korean managers.

If they are to compete successfully in today's global marketplace, bﬁsiness people need
to understand the ;Nays in which perceived cultural distance and ethnocentrism affect
managerial attitudes toward international markets (Nicholson, Graf, Hemmasi, and Widdison
1993). This is true because competitors’ degree of ethnocentrism, their perceptions of cultural
distance, and their QOL orientations may strongly influence their choice of general marketing
strategies and, in particular, their standardization vs. adaptation decisions.

Second, this study helps multinational corporations carry out their standardization or
adaptation strategies more effectively across subsidiaries by communicating these managerial
attitudes or values more clearly to lower level management. Sometimes, a
standardization/adaptation strategy faces resistance from local country managers who feel the
strategy is imposed by headquarters (Jain 1989). Cultural differences among national
subsidiaries can easily lead to conflicts over corporate policies. By communicating more clearly
the underlying rationale for their decisions--i.e. their perceptions of cultural distance and their
QOL orientation--top managers can give local managers a better understanding of the rationale
behind their strategy and thereby facilitate more effective implementation.

Third, this dissertation provides specific implementation tactics that facilitate the
chosen standardization/adaptation decisions. For example, if a firm decides to implement
adaptation strategy, the firm may want to use cross-cultural training to increase cultural
sensitivity, reduce ethnocentrism, and enhance quality of life orientations. On the other hand,
if a firm wants to implement a standardization strategy, the firm may need to make an effort

to reduce cultural distance by exposing marketers to various cultures.

Structure of This Dissertation



The second chapter reviews each of the key constructs in this dissertation:
standardization, ethnocentrism, cultural distance, and QOL orientation. The third chapter
presents a conceptual model and hypotheses regarding the effects of managerial variables
(ethnocentrism, cultural distance, and QOL orientation) on program standardization. Specific
hypotheses are proposed with respect to the cultural distance main effect, the ethnocentrism
main effect, the QOL orientation main effect, the cultural distance and ethnocentrism
interaction effect, and the cultural distance and QOL orientation interaction effect. Hypotheses
are also proposed with respect to the differences that may be expected between American and
Korean managers in cross-cultural comparisons of perceived cultural distance, ethnocentrism,
and QOL orientation. The fourth chapter presents the method including discussions of the
experimental design, the sample, the procedure, and the measures. The fifth chapter presents
results of the hypothesis tests and related analysis. Finally, the sixth chapter presents

conclusions, limitations, and directions for future research.

Chapter Overviews

Overview of Chapter Il: This chapter reviews the literature on key constructs used in
this dissertation. It begins by discussing the definition of standardization, then turns to
arguments for and against standardization and factors that affect standardization vs. adaptation
decisions. On the basis of this review, the chapter identifies a gap in the body of empirical
research on the relationship between managerial attitudes and standardization/adaptation
decisions. Specifically, empirical work has not been done to test the effect of three managerial
variables that have been identified as potential influences on standardization decisions:
manager’s cultural distance, ethnocentrism, and QOL orientation.

This chapter next reviews the literature on these three managerial attitude variables,
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starting with cultural distance. It discusses the conceptual definition, dimensions, and
consequences of cultural distance as they have been developed in previous descriptive studies.
It also reviews previous research that relates cultural distance to program standardization.

The literature on the conceptual definition of ethnocentrism (Sumner 1906; Adorno et
al 1950) is also reviewed, as are arguments that relate ethnocentrism to program
standardization. This section draws heavily upon the work of Sumner (1906). It discusses at
length related constru‘cts such as the E. P. R. G. framework (Perlmutter 1969; Wind et al.
1973) and consumer ethnocentrism (see appendix A).

The third managerial attitude variable, Quality-of-Life (QOL) Orientation, is also
discussed. QOL has been conceptualized in a variety of ways (Sirgy, Meadow, and Samli
1994), so the chapter first reviews the theoretical approaches and measures various other
disciplines have developed for QOL. It then presents theoretical approaches to QOL in
marketing, along with the definition, dimensions, and consequences of QOL orientation in a
marketing context.

Overview of Chapter Ill: This chapter presents the conceptual model used in the
dissertation. In the context of this model, it is hypothesized that cultural distance is inversely
related to program standardization. The assumption here is that managers will be more likely
to adapt when cultural distance is great because they will tend to believe that the people in the
other culture will have different interpretations of the product, different modes of learning
about it, and different levels of involvement with it. Ethnocentrism is hypothesized to be
directly related to program standardization since ethnocentric managers are likely to be
insensitive to cultural variations. QOL orientation is hypothesized to have a negative
relationship with program standardization since marketers with a high QOL orientation are likely
to understand that optimizing the well-being of consumers and other stakeholders will require

adaptation to the social and cultural context of those consumers and other stakeholders (Hill
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and Still 1984).

Ethnocentrism and QOL orientation are hypothesized to moderate the relationship
between cultural distance and program standardization. That is, the effect of cultural distance
on program standardization is likely to be greater for managers with a high QOL orientation (or
low ethnocentrism) that for managers with a low QOL orientation (or high ethnocentrism).

Finally, hypotheses are presented on the likely outcome 6f cross-cultural comparisons
between Korean and American managers, comparisons with respect to the three attitude
variables (cultural distance, ethnocentrism, and QOL orientation) and standardization
preferences. Specifically, it is hypothesized that, compared to Korean managers, American
managers will have higher perceived cultural distance, lower ethnocentrism, higher QOL
orientation, and less inclination to standardize.

Overview of Chapter IV: In this chapter, the research method used to test the model
developed in chapter lll is reviewed. This study used a sample of American and Korean
managers who enrolled MBA programs. The chapter first discusses the reasons for choosing
an experimental method. Next a detailed discussion on the experimental design is presented
which was a mixed-subjects design with two within-subjects factors and one between-subjects
factor. Two product categories (diet pills and infant formula) and cultural distance of the target
country (high vs. low) are within-subjects factors, whereas the nationality of managers
(American vs. Korean) is a between-subjects factor.

Next, the samples used in this study are discussed. Data were collected from a
convenience sample of Korean and American managers who enrolled in professional MBA
programs at Virginia Tech, the University of Tennessee at Knoxville, the University of South
Carolina, Clarkson University, Northern lllinois University, the University of Texas at Arlington,
and Yonsei University (Seoul, Korea).

This chapter then discusses experimental procedures. Respondents were asked to make
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judgements on program standardi'zation vs. adaptation decisions after reading scenarios. The
cultural distance for each target country was manipulated in the scenario, while QOL
orientation and ethnocentrism were measured. Business experience and product familiarity
were measured as covariates. Other environmental factors such as international business
experience of the firm, firm size, level of global competition, and rate of technological change
were held constant across different scenarios.

This chapter concludes by discussing the development of the experimental instrument,
including the selection and pretesting of product categories, the development of the cultufa|
distance manipulation and the measures of QOL, ethnocentrism, and standardization intentions.
The translation procedure is also discussed.

Overview of Chapter V: This chapter reports the results of hypothesis testing and
related analyses. First, characteristics of the American and Korean samples are described. The
results of the manipulation checks are reported as are indices of scale reliability and validity.

The chapter discusses in detail the results of the hypotheses tests. In general, results
indicate relatively good support for the model proposed in this dissertation.

Overview of Chapter VI: This chapter begins with a brief description of the study. Next,
conclusions about how managerial attitudes affect program standardization are presented.
Then, the dissertation’s managerial implications are discussed. This chapter concludes with

a discussion of limitations of this dissertation and directions for future research.

Summary

In an effort to resolve the decade-old standardization vs. adaptation controversy, many
researchers have investigated empirically determinants of standardization. However, most of
these studies have focused mainly on environmental contingencies (e.g., Samiee and Roth

1992; Cavusgil and Zou 1994). They have paid relatively little attention to managerial attitude
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variables, even though the values of managers are evident in all strategic decisions (Andrews
1989}. To fill this gap, | focus in this dissertation on the effects of managerial attitude variables

on program standardization.



CHAPTER IlI: LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter reviews the literature on key constructs. It will first discuss the issue of
program standardization vs. adaptation along with determinants that affect decisions on this

issue. It will then discuss cultural distance, ethnocentrism, and quality of life (QOL) orientation.

Standardization vs. Adaptation

Definitions

Standardization of an international marketing program refers to using a common
product, price, channel, and promotional scheme worldwide (Jain 1989; Sorenson and
Wiechmann 1975). However, the standardization/adaptation decision is not dichotomous but
rather a matter of degree (Quelch and Hoff 1986; Jain 1989). Since standardization/
adaptation is a continuum, there are some midpoints, e. g. prototype standardization and
pattern standardization in advertising. Prototype standardization in advertising refers to using
basically the same advertising across countries, but making slight modifications such as
translating or adjusting idiom (Peebles, Ryans, and Vernon 1978; Walters and Toyne 1989).
Pattern standardization refers to campaigns in which the overall theme is designed for use in
multiple markets (Peebles et al 1978). In pattern standardization, products are developed to
be uniform overall but not necessarily in their details. It is a "think global, but act local”
strategy (Nelson 1994).

Standardization has two aspects: program and process (Jain 1989; Sorenson and

Wiechmann 1975). Program standardization refers to standardizing various marketing mix
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elements (e.g., the 4 Ps), whereas process standardization refers to standardizing tools used
in developing and implementing the program (Jain 1989; Kreutzer 1988; Sorenson and
Wiechmann 1975; Szymanski et al 1993). Thus, process standardization refers to the manner
in which the decisions on the marketing mix are made. It specifies what data to collect, what
decision making criteria to use, who should be involved in making decisions, etc. (Walters
1986). Since most of the long-term controversies discussed above-and especially controversies
on product and promotion strategies (Jain 1989; Cavusgil, Zou, Naidu 1993; Cavusgil and Zou
1994)--are related to program standardization, this dissertation will focus on product and
promotion standardization.

Adaptation should be distinguished from compulsory or involuntary modifications
resulting from government regulation or other uncontrollable environmental factors {e.g. electric
voltage standards--110v vs. 220v). The decision on adaptation should be voluntary--based on

local custom and historical or contemporary patterns of product use (Friedmann 1986).

Arguments for Standardization

Program standardization has several advantages and rationales {see Table 1). Many
proponents of standardization base their arguments on the homogenization of the world market
(Levitt 1983) and the concept of the intermarket segment (Hill and Still 1984; Kale and
Sudharshan 1987; Onkvisit and Shaw 13989).

Levitt (1983) has argued that the world is becoming homogenized through
developments in communication and technology. That is, Levitt's (1983) arguments for

standardization are based on three key assumptions (Douglas and Wind 1987).

1. Customer needs and interests are becoming increasingly homogeneous worldwide.

2. People around the world are willing to sacrifice preferences in product features,
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functions, design, and the like for higher quality at a lower price.

3. Substantial economies of scale in production and marketing can be achieved through

supplying global markets.

The intermarket segment concept is the idea that similar segments exist across
countries despite national differences and idiosyncracies (Kale and Sudharshan 1987; Kreutzer
1988; Onkvisit and Shaw 1989). For example, urban markets in less-developed countries may
be similar to urban markets in industrialized countries (Hill and Still 1984). Intermarket
segments are likely to respond similarly to the marketing mix (Kale and Sudharshan 1987;
Kreutzer 1988; Onkvisit and Shaw 1989). This segmentation strategy represents a global
market approach or geocentric orientation.

Proponents of program standardization argue that firms can achieve economic
effectiveness and cost reductions by simplifying and coordinating strategic planning and
product development, thereby gaining economies of scale (Buzzeil 1968; Elinder 1961; Hovwell
and Walters 1972; Kale and Sudharshan 1987; Keegan 1969; Kreutzer 1988; Levitt 1983;
Onkvisit and Shaw 1989; Reed 1967; Samiee and Roth 1992; Walters and Toyne 1989; Yip
1989). Standardization can reduce overall cost by minimizing overlaps and the misuse of
human or material resources (Buzzell 1968; Friedmann 1986; Hovwell and Walters 1972;
Keegan 1969). Samiee and Roth (1992) provide empirical evidence that program
standardization is related to reduced cost, though not necessarily to increased profit.

Standardization has other merits besides cost reduction: better control and coordination
(Kreutzer 1988; Walters 1986; Walters and Toyne 1989), a more consistent brand and
corporate image (Onkvisit and Shaw 1989, 1994; Walters 1986; Walters and Toyne 1989),
simpler decision processes and easier execution (Onkvisit and Shaw 1389), rapid international
product diffusion (Jain 1989; Walters and Toyne 1989}, better trademark protection {Sorenson

and Wiechmann 1975}, efficient use of good marketing ideas (Quelch and Hoff 1986: Walters
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and Toyne 1989; Kreutzer 1988), better quality control (Onkvisit and Shaw 1994), among
other benefits. In addition, by providing standardized products, firms can improve the quality
of products and increase consumer preference through global recognition, availability, and
serviceability (Yip 1989). Szymanski et al. (1993) focused on process standardization and

found that process standardization in economically similar countries leads to greater

profitability.

Arguments for Adaptation

Adaptation strategy also has several advantages (See Table 2). Proponents of
adaptation argue that marketers can enhance the probability of success by being aware of and
responsive to different cultural realities (Cavusgil and Zou 1994; Friedmann 1986; Hill and Still
1984; Lee 1966; Ricks 1983; Sorenson and Wiechmann 1975). Hofstead (1980} found that
cultural difference has a significant impact on management and organization.

Adapting products to host countries may have other advantages. It can lead to
increased customer satisfaction by adapting to customers’ preferences and to the cultural
realities in which those preferences are rooted (Douglas and Wind 1987; Hill and Still 1984;
Onkvisit and Shaw 1994). It can make products more meaningful to consumers and thereby
increase the chances of repeat sales (Friedmann 1986; Onkvisit and Shaw 1994). And product
adaptation increases marketing performance (Cavusgil and Zou 1994). Adaptation efforts may
also please local governments, by minimizing the use of imported materials and consequent
trade imbalances (Hill and Still 1984). Using local materials can help local suppliers and

officials, and in many cases local materials are cheaper than imports (Hill and Still 1984).

Factors Affecting Standardization vs. Adaptation Decisions

In an effort to resolve the standardization/adaptation controversy, many studies have
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focused on identifying determinants of standardization (e.g., Cavusgil and Zou 1994; Cavusgil,
Zou, and Naidu 1993; Jain 1989; Samiee and Roth 1992; Szymansky et al 1993; Walters
1986). These studies have uncovered many factors that have affected standardization
decisions (see Table 3): economic, cultural, product-related, technological, competition-related,
consumer-related, legal and political, marketing infrastructural, organizational, and distribution-
related factors. These factors are discussed below.

Economic Factors: Firms are likely to standardize their programs when target markets
are economically alike (Boddewyn 1981; Jain 1989; Ohmae 1985), because economically
similar markets such as the OECD (Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development)
countries tend to have similar consumer demand and life style patterns. Thus, these similarities
in purchasing power, education level, and media exposure lead to program standardization.

Cultural Factors: Culture is a common set of values shared by members of a
community, values that determine what is considered socially acceptable (Douglas and Dubois
1977). Different cultures may have different attitudes toward similar products (Parameswaran
and Yaprak 1987). Therefore, when cultures are similar across markets, products are more
likely to be successfully standardized within those markets (Arndt and Helgesen 1981; Jain
1989; Lee 1966; Ricks 1983).

Product-Related Factors: The standardization decision is also affected by product type
(Boddewyn et al 1986; Cavusgil and Zou 1994; Cavusgil, Zou, and Naidu 1993; Hill and Still
1984; Hovwell and Walters 1972; Jain 1989; Samiee and Roth 1992). Studies show that
industrial goods are more likely to be standardized than consumer goods, since industrial
products are more likely to appeal to universal consumer needs (Cavusgil and Zou 1994;
Samiee and Roth 1992). Even within consumer goods categories, consumer durables are more
likely to be standardized than consumer nondurables. For example, consumer durable goods

such as pharmaceutical and cosmetic products show a higher degree of standardization than
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consumer nondurables such as food (Cavusgil and Zou 1994; Cavusgil, Zou, and Naidu 1993;
Still and Hill 1984). On account of differences in tastes, weather conditions, and distribution
systems, food products are more culturally sensitive and require more adaptation to specific
product constituencies through package changes, etc. (Hill and Still 1984).

The effects of the product life cycle have also been investigated, but have not been
found to have a significant relationship with standardization {(Samiee and Roth 1992). It has
also been found that firms’ experience with a product line is positively related to program
adaptation (Cavusgil and Zou 1994).

Technological Factors: Standardization is more likely for products involved in rapid
technological change. In addition, firms are more likely to standardize their products when the
rate of product modification by their competitors is high (Samiee and Roth 1992). It has also
been found that the degree of program (product and promotion) adaptation and the technology
orientation of an industry are negatively related {(Cavusgil, Zou, and Naidu 1993; Cavusgil and
Zou 1994). That is, high-tech products are purchased and used in the same manner
everywhere, and are, therefore, most often standardized (Nelson 1994).

Competition-Related Factors: Boddewyn et al. (1986) suggested that intense
competition may be an obstacle to standardization, but other studies have argued that when
frequent product modifications are initiated by competitors, firms are more likely to standardize
their offerings. Quelch and Hoff (1986), for example, argued that product standardization
would be positively related to intense competition. Walters (1986) also argued that intense
competition would require more control and coordination, thus standardization of programs.
Samiee and Roth (1992) provide empirical evidence that frequent product modifications
initiated by competitors result in program standardization. However, Cavusgil and Zou (1994)
provided evidence that market competitiveness leads to product adaptation. Standardization

decisions are also affected by the nature of competitors. When a firm has global competitors,
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it cannot effectively respond in a multi-domestic fashion since its competitive position in one
country affects its competitive position in other countries (Ohmae 1987).

Consumer-Related Factors: Products are more likely to be standard'ized when there are
greater similarities in consumer behavior and life style (Buzzell 1968; Hlynd Still 1984; Jain
1989; Keegan 1969; Levitt 1983). For example, consumers in urban areas of less-developed
countries are more likely than their rural compatriots to be targeted with standardized products
from developed countries, since they are more like the consumers in developed countries (Hill
and Still 1984). Also, when there is a greater degree of mobility among consumers as in the
integrated Europe, products are more likely to be standardized (Sorenson and Wiechmann
1975).

Legal and Government Factors: Many host governments regulate aspects of foreign
operations such as licensing and ownership structure or the flow of products and technology
(Das 1981). These government regulations and legal standards can force foreign firms to
change their operations, policies, and strategies (Jain 1989; Sorenson and Wiechmann 1975}.
Thus, standardization is more likely to be easily implemented in countries with few legal and
governmental regulations than in countries with many regulations.

Marketing Infrastructural Factors: When there are similarities between the marketing
infrastructures of the home and host countries, products are more likely to be standardized
(Bello and Dahringer 1985; Jain 1989; Sorenson and Wiechmann 1975). Standardization is
more feasible in countries where marketing infrastructure is similarly well-developed (Peebles,
Ryans, and Vernon 1978; Sorenson and Wiechmann 1975).

Organizational Factors: When there is a high degree of consensus between the
managers of parent and subsidiary on the standardization decision, and when the organization
is centralized, standardization is likely to be effectively implemented. Standardization is also

related to organization size and experience {Cateora 1990; Cavusgil, Zou, Naidu 1993; Douglas
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