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How to measure and manage country reputation

N. Hitz, M. Schwaiger and J. Gabel

Institute for Market-based Management, lMu Munich school of Management, Munich, germany

ABSTRACT
Countries benefit from a good reputation in terms of gaining a 
higher foreign direct investment inflow, a growing export volume, 
becoming more attractive as tourist destinations and, last but not 
least, by improving their populations’ well-being. Consequently, 
many countries endeavor to manage their public perception actively. 
Since communication influences perception, advertising plays a par-
ticularly important role in the latter. However, countries need to 
fathom which opinions they need to encourage in order to ensure 
others’ optimal perceptions of them. A prerequisite for tackling this 
challenge is a model that measures and explains country reputation. 
This study develops such a model. Our model conceptualizes  
reputation as a two-dimensional attitudinal construct, thereby avoid-
ing one-dimensional approaches’ shortcomings. It refers to the 
cognition-related dimension as competence, whereas the affect-related 
dimension is termed likability. It measures reputation, as perceived 
by stakeholders, by means of six reflective indicators. Furthermore, 
the model employs a catalogue of 30 formative indicators  —  struc-
tured by means of five key constructs  —  to identify the drivers of 
country reputation. By cultivating impactful drivers, countries are 
able to apply targeted measures to alter their reputations’ ratings on 
the two dimensions (i.e. competence and likability). We employed 
data from Germany, the United States, and the United Kingdom to 
develop our model. Relevant criteria highlight the model’s reliability 
and validity. A benchmark analysis of the proposed model com-
pared to that of existing approaches illustrates its superiority in 
terms of its convergent and criterion validity.

Introduction

Countries generally recognize that markets’ internationalization and value chains’ 
globalization exert increasing competitive pressure on them. In order to obtain key 
resources, countries increasingly consider intangibles’ importance for their competitive 
positioning (Kang and Yang 2010; Passow, Fehlmann, and Grahlow 2005). In this 
regard, the country brand, as the carrier of a country’s reputation, could serve as an 
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asset that allows its competitive advantages to develop beyond those of other nations 
(Barney 1991; Passow et  al. 2005). Companies have long recognized that reputation 
is a key intangible asset that they could use to position themselves advantageously 
vis-à-vis other firms. Reputation is important for consumers (Hayes, Holiday, and Park 
2022; Hartmann, Marcos, and Apaolaza 2023; Page and Fearn 2006), because it sim-
plifies decision-making, fosters trust, and points toward quality and reliability of the 
products or services they choose, ultimately enhancing their overall satisfaction with 
and confidence in their purchasing decisions. Literature indicates that reputation is 
also relevant for shaping countries’ prosperity. Scholars examine reputation as a con-
tributor to economic and non-economic well-being, such as the export volume, inflow 
of foreign direct investment, the number of tourists, and how satisfied a country’s 
inhabitants are with their lives. While we examine these variables as focal outcomes, 
we need to remember that endogeneity issues might play a role. For example, a 
country’s reputation not only affects tourism, but tourism is also a valuable tool for 
enhancing a country’s reputation and its economic growth (Hegazy 2019) and might 
therefore also be a driver of its reputation.

Whatever the outcome variable under scrutiny might be, destination managers 
also use mass communication, like advertising, to ensure that a country stands out 
from its competitors. Previous research on advertising consistently highlighted authen-
ticity’s paramount importance for modern consumers (e.g. Becker, Wiegand, and 
Reinartz 2019). By focusing their messages on genuine reputational advantages, 
businesses could, like destinations, cultivate trust and long-term loyalty, thereby 
positioning them for sustained success in an increasingly discerning market.

To sum up, the managing of country reputation has become a decisive criterion for 
successful participation in the global economy (Kilduff and Tabales 2017). Certain countries, 
for example, Switzerland and Costa Rica, already manage their reputations actively. At 
this point, without anticipating later details, we define country reputation as an attitudinal 
construct reflecting its stakeholders’ subjective perceptions about its competence and 
likability. A prerequisite for managing reputation is an appropriate measurement of the 
concept, which allows scholars to quantify respective perceptions of the country (Einwiller 
2014; Gardberg and Fombrun 2002; Helm and Klode 2011; Schwaiger, Raithel, and 
Schloderer 2009; Yang et  al. 2008). Conversely, a country ultimately suffers unless its 
management efforts are properly aligned and based on sophisticated measurements. 
Several measurement approaches have emerged in both academia and practice, most of 
which are either not based on a rigorous methodology or whose methodological basis 
is not known. Consequently, the existing approaches exhibit considerable shortcomings.

Initially, reputation’s definition and conceptualization were quite vague. It was only 
after the publication of the works by Hall (1992) as well as Gray and Balmer (1998) 
that research began to recognize reputation’s attitudinal nature by suggesting that 
it encompasses both cognition- and affect-related aspects (e.g. Breckler 1984). 
Established measurement techniques emerged for corporate reputation (e.g. Sarstedt 
and Schloderer 2010; Schwaiger 2004) and most of the available approaches for 
measuring country reputation consider both cognitive and affective aspects when 
doing so. The literature seems to agree that country reputation constitutes two over-
arching dimensions (e.g. Castilla-Polo 2018). Consequently, identifying areas of strength 
and weakness is important for managing country reputation (Yang et  al. 2008). 
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However, since existing approaches fail to fully operationalize both these dimensions, 
it would be useful to break down the complex concept into subsequent concrete 
entities (Helm and Klode 2011). In turn, this would allow a deeper understanding of 
country reputation, its determinants, and its effective and efficient management.

Reputation management is a strategic tool and should take the interests of all of 
the relevant stakeholders into account, instead of only those of a particular group 
(Freeman 2010). As a second aspect of sophisticated measurement practice, country 
reputation models should also acknowledge that various stakeholders need to rate 
an entity’s reputation (see e.g. Helm and Klode 2011). In this regard, assessing the 
general public’s rating of a reputation best reflects its multi-stakeholder nature (e.g. 
Berens et  al. 2011; Ponzi, Fombrun, and Gardberg 2011; Schwaiger 2004).

Ultimately, it is a fallacy to practice stakeholder management without actually 
engaging with an entity’s constituents (Dowling 2000). Measurement approaches 
employing secondary data (e.g. data from social panels or the media) to construct a 
reputation index do not truly measure reputation, since, by definition, it is a percep-
tual concept that needs to be surveyed by an entity’s key stakeholders (Helm and 
Klode 2011; Wartick 2002). Since individuals constitute stakeholder groups and are, 
therefore, the underlying basis of reputation formation (Helm and Klode 2011), they 
should form the core of country reputation models.

Motivated by active country reputation management’s increasing relevance, and 
in response to the shortcomings of existing measurement approaches, we develop a 
model that allows the measuring and managing of a country’s reputation by means 
of appropriate indicators. While reflective indicators are sufficient for measuring a 
latent variable (see Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer 2001), such as country reputation, 
formative indicators are helpful with managing it (Ferguson, Deephouse, and Ferguson 
2000; Hall 1992; Schwaiger 2004; Helm and Klode 2011).

We contribute to academia and practice in several ways: After defining country 
reputation and delineating it from similar concepts, we develop a comprehensive 
model that includes the antecedents (drivers) of country reputation and its cognitive 
and affective dimension’s reflections. This architecture not only allows us to granularly 
elicit each dimension’s strengths and weaknesses, but also allows us to provide an 
adequate response to these, which translates into specific communicative initiatives. 
As our model outperforms benchmark models in terms of its convergent and criterion 
validity, in addition, we provide practitioners with an instrument that better identifies 
country reputation’s most impactful drivers, which in turn allows managers to provide 
advertising agencies with a more valid strategic briefing on which claims to feed 
using creative messages.

Country reputation

Definition and conceptualization

Corporate reputation, which has more often been the topic of academic research 
than country reputation, is widely conceptualized as stakeholders’ collective assessment 
of an organization’s abilities (Fombrun 2012; Rindova et  al. 2005). Comparable to 
corporate reputation, country reputation represents the relevant stakeholders’ 
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knowledge and affective feelings (Ferguson et  al. 2000; Hall 1992; Schwaiger 2004) 
towards their country (Gray and Balmer 1998; Kang and Yang 2010). Given country 
reputation’s two dimensions  —  cognitive and affective in nature  —  it should be  
conceptualized as two dimensional. Country reputation develops through repeated 
direct (e.g. vacations) or indirect (e.g. word-of-mouth, media) experiences (Einwiller 
2014; Kang and Yang 2010; Kiambi and Shafer 2018). These experiences are contex-
tualized in other entities’ (expected) behavior (Ferguson et  al. 2000; Gotsi and Wilson 
2001; Kang and Yang 2010; Rindova et  al. 2005). Accordingly, an entity’s reputation 
is built over time, reflecting past and present actions as well as future prospects 
(Eberl and Schwaiger 2005; Fombrun 1996; Gotsi and Wilson 2001). Ultimately, repu-
tation has the potential to serve as a competitive advantage over a specific entity’s 
counterparts (Barney 1991; Bergh et  al. 2010; Castilla-Polo 2018; Passow et  al. 2005; 
Schwaiger 2004).

Conversely, country branding means defining ‘a complete picture of a country, its back-
ground, people, beliefs, traditions, politics, economy, and aspirations for the future’ (Kilduff 
and Tabales 2017, 94). Building on the notion of a brand, reputation represents how an 
entity is judged rather than what the stakeholders associate with it (Gray and Balmer 1998). 
Consequently, reputation, as an appraisal of a brand, is a ‘collective perception and evalu-
ation’ (Einwiller 2014, 380), whereas branding is an instrument for building reputation by 
forming associations between an entity and its relevant target groups (Fan 2010; Govers 
2013; Chan 2023), a goal to which (mass) communication often aspires.

On the other hand, an image is the immediate ‘mental picture’ that a single indi-
vidual (Einwiller 2014) forms of an entity, meaning it is an impulsive response to this 
entity (Gray and Balmer 1998, 696). Consequently, an image can be built more easily 
within a shorter period of time than a stable reputation requires (Gray and Balmer 
1998). In this context, research mostly conceives a country image as consumer-centric, 
product-related associations with a country, rather than its relevant stakeholders’ 
holistic perception of it (see e.g. Roth and Diamantopoulos 2009).

Focal measurement approaches

Since scholars can only manage quantifiable intangibles (Einwiller 2014), a variety of 
country reputation measurements have emerged in recent years (Castilla-Polo 2018) 
and countries are increasingly willing to devote resources to brand their territory and 
measure their reputation accordingly (Berens et  al. 2011). The three most used aca-
demic approaches in the country reputation field are: the Country Brand Strength 
Index (Dinnie et  al. 2010), the Fombrun-RI Country Reputation Index (Passow et  al. 
2005), and the Nation Brand Molecule (Rojas-Méndez 2013). The Country Brand 
Strength Index (Dinnie et  al. 2010) follows a company-based brand equity approach 
to measure a country brand’s total value as an asset. The authors used objective 
secondary data to develop their index with the dimensions: exporting, tourism, foreign 
direct investments, and immigration. The government environment dimension was 
also added because it supports the previously mentioned dimensions and allows a 
positive country brand to develop. In contrast, a stakeholder-based brand equity 
approach is applied in respect of the Nation Brand Molecule (Rojas-Méndez 2013). In 
order to measure people’s perceptions of a country brand’s dimensions and facets, 
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Rojas-Méndez developed seven dimensions, which overlap partly with the Country 
Brand Strength Index: economy, tourism, geography and nature, culture and heritage, 
society, science and technology, and government. Lastly, the Fombrun-RI Country 
Reputation Index (Passow et  al. 2005) offers an approach focused on comparing 
governments’ reputations. Passow et  al. changed these dimensions into six country 
reputation appeals: emotional, physical, financial, leadership, cultural, and social appeal. 
In addition, the authors identified seven reputation drivers that need to be tackled 
in order to improve a country’s reputation: beautiful places, upholds international 
laws, well-managed, responsible member of global community, supports good causes, 
communicates an appealing vision, and well-educated residents.

While all three offer valuable perspectives with which to approach country repu-
tation, Table 1 envisions somewhat limited dimensions of the three academic 
approaches compared to those of our final country reputation model. We therefore 
aimed to develop a more comprehensive and holistic approach to measure and 
manage country reputation.

We can only speculate on the reasons for these academic models being rarely 
applied. Existing academic approaches might not be considered sufficient to cover 
country reputation’s complexity. Whatever the case, we concentrate on two practical 
approaches that seem to be used frequently in practice. We introduce and describe 
two country reputation measurements that, later in this study, serve as benchmarks 
for the existing approaches.

Country RepTrakTM model
The country RepTrakTM model, which the RepTrakTM company developed, comprises 
both reflectively and formatively specified constructs to measure and manage country 
reputation (e.g. Berens et  al. 2011). The country RepTrakTM model is based on the 
definition of reputation as an affective reaction to cognition-related facts about an 
entity (Fombrun, Gardberg, and Sever 2000; Ponzi et  al. 2011). Consequently, the 
formative catalogue of indicators is predominantly — but not exclusively — comprised 
of cognition-related country characteristics. On the other hand, the reflective catalogue 
is supposed to only comprise affect-related indicators. Reputation is scored reflectively 
on four indicators (esteem, liking, admiration and respect, as well as trust), called the 
reputation pulse, whereas the model employs 17 indicators associated with three 
constructs (advanced economy, effective government, and appealing environment) 
that explain a country’s reputation.

The country RepTrakTM model is one of the best-known measures of country rep-
utation in practice, but previous research largely neglected it. We argue that this 
model has important shortcomings. First and foremost, our criticism refers to repu-
tation’s operationalization, which is based on reputation’s definition as the recipients’ 
affective reaction. As mentioned at the outset, reputation comprises two distinct 
dimensions, which, in accordance with reputation’s definition as an attitudinal concept, 
also need to be operationalized (Ferguson et  al. 2000; Hall 1992; Schwaiger 2004). To 
date, it is not clear why RepTrakTM models are not operationalized accordingly, although 
reputation is explicitly assumed to be an attitudinal concept (see Ponzi et  al. 2011). 
Consequently, affect- and cognition-related aspects should be included in both the 
measurement and the driver constructs. While the country RepTrakTM model does 
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seem to include these to a certain degree, the two dimensions are not properly 
operationalized. Splitting the model so that affect-related items are used for the 
measurement and cognition-related items for the driver analysis leads to problems —   
the construct appealing environment is an example of such problems. The driver uses 
the evaluation of a country’s beauty as an indicator. According to the model’s basic 

Table 1. overview of central academic approaches.
dinnie et  al. (2010) Passow et  al. (2005) rojas-Méndez (2013)

Country reputation Model
the Country Brand 

strength Index

the fombrun-rI 
Country reputation 

Index
the nation Brand 

Molecule

likability feeling of comfort emotional appeal
likable country
Identification

Competence Contributor to the global 
community

responsible member 
of global 
communitysocioeconomics

Internationally 
recognized

shared values appealing vision Cultural appeal
Communicates an 

appealing vision
supports good 

causes

Culture & heritage
desirable lifestyle
desirable norms & values
sense of freedom
Independence of the 

media
legal norms & values
tolerant environment

security & global 
integrity

Compliance with 
international law

social appeal
upholds 

international lawsdiplomatic/foreign 
relations

Preparation for disasters
safety
stability

governance & 
infrastructure

developed infrastructure government 
environment

Immigration
exporting
foreign direct 

investments

financial appeal
leadership appeal
Well-educated 

residents
Well-managed

government
economydeveloped & positioned 

economy
education level
employment conditions
ratio of labor cost/

output
environmental policies
Political/legal 

infrastructure
Purposeful social system
reliable business 

partners
Corporate & 

individual 
capabilities

environment 
entrepreneurship

science & 
technology

Quality products & 
services

Innovations & new 
technologies

recognized individuals
reaction trends
recognized companies/

brands
Country 

attractiveness
attractive places, cities, 

& activities
tourism Beautiful place

Physical appeal
geography & nature
tourism
societyBeautiful place

Hospitable inhabitants
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assumptions, this aspect should be a cognitively perceived fact. However, beauty, 
especially beauty referring to objects that are not perceived daily, is arguably affec-
tively shaped (Armstrong and Detweiler-Bedell 2008). Conversely, one could argue 
that reflections of reputation, like admiration and respect, are, given their definition 
as beliefs about an object at hand’s good qualities, likely to be cognitively influenced 
(Cambridge Dictionary 2022c).

Anholt-GfK Roper Nation Brands Index
The second benchmark model is the Anholt-GfK Roper Nation Brands Index (see e.g. 
Feinberg and Zhao 2011), which Simon Anholt and GfK developed jointly. Their survey 
participants rated a country’s reputation according to 23 indicators along six constructs 
(exports, governance, culture and heritage, people, tourism, immigration, and invest-
ment) constituting the Nation Brand Hexagon (Feinberg and Zhao 2011, 65). The 
model aims to measure reputation by using three to five indicators per construct.

Academia and practice have used the measurement model frequently. Nevertheless, 
it has shortcomings that call its applicability and validity regarding assessing public 
perceptions of a country into question. The operationalization of country reputation’s 
exogenous constructs is one of the model’s disadvantages. This is evident in the 
categories exports, tourism, as well as immigration and investment. Among others, 
these categories operationalize the intention to buy foreign products, which is a 
central outcome of countries’ public perceptions rather than just a facet of it (Bloemer, 
Brijs, and Kasper 2009; Koschate-Fischer, Diamantopoulos, and Oldenkotte 2012). 
Furthermore, the intention to visit a country is operationalized as a driver of the 
construct tourism. This aspect is, however, also described as the result of a good 
reputation, rather than a facet of it (Yang et  al. 2008). Lastly, within the construct 
immigration and investment, two items are regarded as outcomes of the country 
reputation and not facets of it. The willingness to live and work in a country, and 
the intention to invest in foreign companies, are also regarded as outcomes of country 
reputation (e.g. Papadopoulos et  al. 2018).

Further, to a far greater extent than in respect of the country RepTrakTM model, 
only a less detailed description of the model is available in the measurement’s meth-
odology, which makes it challenging to evaluate its validity. In terms of the scale 
development and index construction, Sarstedt, Wilczynski, and Melewar (2013) high-
light that as an issue due to the definition of reputation’s lack of comprehensibility, 
its lack of subsequent operationalization, and the results’ lacking validation.

Model development

Country reputation is a latent variable. As such theoretical construct, it cannot be 
observed directly and instead needs to be operationalized by means of observable 
manifest measures (Diamantopoulos, Riefler, and Roth 2008, 1204).

In keeping with Schwaiger (2004), we propose measuring country reputation by 
means of effect indicators assigned to reputation’s cognitive and affective dimensions. 
Furthermore, our model explains reputation by means of indicators and corresponding 
factors (index constructs) that drive reputation, specifically its two dimensions. We 
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consider this explanation as crucial, since the model’s parameterization allows us to 
develop a list of impactful claims that we can subsequently address, for example, 
through appropriate advertisements to improve a country’s reputation.

We avoid certain shortcomings of existing models by operationalizing constructs 
properly. We can specify constructs either reflectively (i.e. the items are reflections of 
the construct, and therefore need to be highly correlated with one another) or for-
matively (i.e. the items form the construct like an index does, which is why an 
exhaustive set of items covering the entire construct is needed). In this regard, we 
refer the reader to relevant sources (e.g. Bollen and Lennox 1991; Diamantopoulos 
and Winklhofer 2001; Diamantopoulos 2005; Rossiter 2011; Salzberger, Sarstedt, and 
Diamantopoulos 2016; Hair et  al. 2022) for more details. We also point out that we 
see advantages in using formatively specified constructs for the driver analysis and 
reflectively specified constructs for the reputation measurement.

Generating driver constructs and indicators

We use a multilayer approach to generate driver indicators. First, we review existing 
measurements from country reputation and nation branding fields in a structured, 
concept-oriented way (Webster and Watson 2002) to identify categories and indicators 
associated with a superior country reputation. Since reputation is essentially the 
appraisal of a brand, it is appropriate to incorporate branding literature. Our literature 
review provided 12 existing measurement approaches1 that we could consider for 
our model development. We exclude the East West Nation Brand Perception Indexes 
and Reports (e.g. Cromwell 2011) as this approach uses media coverage to infer the 
country reputation rather than unfolding perceptions of it. We extracted 17 categories 
from the literature that are potentially concerned with a country’s reputation. Fifteen 
of the categories are included as such in the existing measurement approaches. We 
derived two additional categories (lifestyle, infrastructure) from the indicators that 
existing measurements use to operationalize their categories.

In a second step, we conducted focus groups interviews, during which we asked 
the interview partners what they associated with country reputation. The second step 
aims to complement the list of categories that are potentially relevant in terms of 
forming a country reputation. In line with Robinson (2014) as well as Strauss and 
Corbin (1998), we set the break-off point after the second focus group, which no 
longer provided novel contributions. The two focus group interviews did not provide 
new categories but confirmed the 17 categories identified at that point. Nonetheless, 
the interviews offer important insights into the specific aspects that matter to our 
interview partners within a given category.

We next operationalize the identified categories, drawing on existing measurements’ 
indicators, the focus group interviews’ results, and on our topic expertise. In total, we 
use 86 indicators as a starting list to operationalize the 17 categories (see Table 2). 
At this point we do not yet care whether an indicator will be used as a driver, a 
reflection, or an outcome of country reputation. Thereafter, we apply a two-step 
approach to validate our indicators by seeking to improve the 17 categories’ opera-
tionalization. We conducted an online survey as a first step. The participants were 
members of the crowdsourcing platform Prolific and were paid $4.90 as fair 



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ADvERTISING 9

Ta
bl

e 
2.

 d
ic

tio
na

ry
 o

f 
in

di
ca

to
rs

 a
nd

 it
em

s.
Co

ns
tr

uc
t

In
di

ca
to

r/
Ite

m
la

be
l

li
ka

bi
lit

y
fe

el
in

g 
of

 c
om

fo
rt

I 
w

ou
ld

 f
ee

l c
om

fo
rt

ab
le

 in
 [

co
un

tr
y]

.
li

ka
bl

e 
co

un
tr

y
I 

co
ns

id
er

 [
co

un
tr

y]
 t

o 
be

 a
 li

ke
ab

le
 c

ou
nt

ry
.

Id
en

tifi
ca

tio
n

[C
ou

nt
ry

] 
is

 a
 c

ou
nt

ry
 I

 c
an

 id
en

tif
y 

w
ith

 b
et

te
r 

th
an

 I
 c

an
 w

ith
 o

th
er

 c
ou

nt
rie

s.
Co

m
pe

te
nc

e
Co

nt
rib

ut
or

 t
o 

th
e 

gl
ob

al
 c

om
m

un
ity

[C
ou

nt
ry

] 
is

 a
 v

al
ua

bl
e 

co
nt

rib
ut

or
 t

o 
th

e 
gl

ob
al

 c
om

m
un

ity
.

so
ci

oe
co

no
m

ic
s

[C
ou

nt
ry

] 
pe

rf
or

m
s 

w
el

l i
n 

te
rm

s 
of

 s
oc

io
ec

on
om

ic
 a

sp
ec

ts
.

In
te

rn
at

io
na

lly
 r

ec
og

ni
ze

d
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

is
 in

te
rn

at
io

na
lly

 r
ec

og
ni

ze
d.

sh
ar

ed
 v

al
ue

s
ap

pe
al

in
g 

vi
si

on
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

pr
om

ot
es

 a
n 

ap
pe

al
in

g 
vi

si
on

 r
eg

ar
di

ng
 it

s 
so

ci
et

y.
d

es
ira

bl
e 

lif
es

ty
le

[C
ou

nt
ry

] 
off

er
s 

a 
de

si
ra

bl
e 

lif
es

ty
le

.
d

es
ira

bl
e 

no
rm

s 
& 

va
lu

es
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

is
 c

ha
ra

ct
er

iz
ed

 b
y 

a 
de

si
ra

bl
e 

se
t 

of
 n

or
m

s 
an

d 
va

lu
es

.
se

ns
e 

of
 f

re
ed

om
In

 [
co

un
tr

y]
, o

ne
 e

xp
er

ie
nc

es
 a

 s
en

se
 o

f 
fre

ed
om

.
In

de
pe

nd
en

ce
 o

f 
th

e 
m

ed
ia

th
e 

m
ed

ia
 in

 [
co

un
tr

y]
 p

ro
vi

de
s 

in
de

pe
nd

en
t 

an
d 

cr
iti

ca
l r

ep
or

tin
g.

le
ga

l n
or

m
s 

& 
va

lu
es

th
e 

no
rm

s 
an

d 
va

lu
es

 t
ha

t 
ch

ar
ac

te
riz

e 
[c

ou
nt

ry
] 

ar
e 

an
ch

or
ed

 in
 la

w
.

to
le

ra
nt

 e
nv

iro
nm

en
t

[C
ou

nt
ry

] 
off

er
s 

a 
to

le
ra

nt
 a

nd
 d

iv
er

se
 e

nv
iro

nm
en

t.
se

cu
rit

y 
& 

gl
ob

al
 in

te
gr

ity
Co

m
pl

ia
nc

e 
w

ith
 in

te
rn

at
io

na
l l

aw
th

e 
ac

tiv
iti

es
 o

f 
[c

ou
nt

ry
] 

ar
e 

in
 li

ne
 w

ith
 in

te
rn

at
io

na
l i

nt
er

es
ts

 a
nd

 la
w

.
d

ip
lo

m
at

ic
/f

or
ei

gn
 r

el
at

io
ns

[C
ou

nt
ry

] 
cu

lti
va

te
s 

go
od

 d
ip

lo
m

at
ic

/f
or

ei
gn

 r
el

at
io

ns
.

Pr
ep

ar
at

io
n 

fo
r 

di
sa

st
er

s
re

ga
rd

in
g 

(it
s 

pr
ep

ar
at

io
n 

fo
r) 

na
tu

ra
l d

is
as

te
rs

, [
co

un
tr

y]
 is

 c
la

ss
ifi

ed
 a

s 
sa

fe
.

sa
fe

ty
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

ca
n 

be
 d

es
cr

ib
ed

 a
s 

a 
sa

fe
 c

ou
nt

ry
.

st
ab

ili
ty

In
 t

er
m

s 
of

 c
on

fli
ct

s, 
[c

ou
nt

ry
] 

ca
n 

be
 d

es
cr

ib
ed

 a
s 

a 
st

ab
le

 c
ou

nt
ry

.
go

ve
rn

an
ce

 &
 in

fra
st

ru
ct

ur
e

d
ev

el
op

ed
 in

fra
st

ru
ct

ur
e

th
e 

in
fra

st
ru

ct
ur

e 
of

 [
co

un
tr

y]
 is

 w
el

l-d
ev

el
op

ed
.

d
ev

el
op

ed
 &

 p
os

iti
on

ed
 e

co
no

m
y

th
e 

ec
on

om
y 

of
 [

co
un

tr
y]

 is
 w

el
l d

ev
el

op
ed

 a
nd

 p
os

iti
on

ed
 in

 t
er

m
s 

of
 t

he
 f

ut
ur

e.
ed

uc
at

io
n 

le
ve

l
th

e 
le

ve
l o

f 
ed

uc
at

io
n 

in
 [

co
un

tr
y]

 is
 h

ig
h.

em
pl

oy
m

en
t 

co
nd

iti
on

s
th

e 
em

pl
oy

m
en

t 
co

nd
iti

on
s 

in
 [

co
un

tr
y]

 a
re

 w
el

l d
es

ig
ne

d.
ra

tio
 o

f 
la

bo
r 

co
st

/o
ut

pu
t

th
e 

la
bo

r 
co

st
 a

nd
 la

bo
r 

ou
tp

ut
 in

 [
co

un
tr

y]
 a

re
 w

el
l b

al
an

ce
d.

en
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l p
ol

ic
ie

s
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

im
pl

em
en

ts
 r

eg
ul

at
io

ns
 a

nd
 p

ol
ic

ie
s 

to
 p

ro
te

ct
 t

he
 e

nv
iro

nm
en

t.
Po

lit
ic

al
/le

ga
l i

nf
ra

st
ru

ct
ur

e
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

ha
s 

a 
re

as
on

ab
le

 a
nd

 t
ra

ns
pa

re
nt

 p
ol

iti
ca

l a
s 

w
el

l a
s 

le
ga

l i
nf

ra
st

ru
ct

ur
e.

Pu
rp

os
ef

ul
 s

oc
ia

l s
ys

te
m

[C
ou

nt
ry

] 
ha

s 
a 

pu
rp

os
ef

ul
 s

oc
ia

l s
ys

te
m

.
re

lia
bl

e 
bu

si
ne

ss
 p

ar
tn

er
s

Bu
si

ne
ss

 p
ar

tn
er

s 
in

 [
co

un
tr

y]
 a

re
 r

el
ia

bl
e 

an
d 

ho
ne

st
.

Co
rp

or
at

e 
& 

in
di

vi
du

al
 c

ap
ab

ili
tie

s
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t 
en

tr
ep

re
ne

ur
sh

ip
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

pr
ov

id
es

 a
n 

at
tr

ac
tiv

e 
(fi

na
nc

ia
l a

nd
 le

ga
l) 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
t 

fo
r 

en
tr

ep
re

ne
ur

sh
ip

.
Q

ua
lit

y 
pr

od
uc

ts
 &

 s
er

vi
ce

s
th

e 
pr

od
uc

ts
 a

nd
 s

er
vi

ce
s 

or
ig

in
at

in
g 

fro
m

 [
co

un
tr

y]
 a

re
 o

f 
a 

hi
gh

 q
ua

lit
y.

In
no

va
tio

ns
 &

 n
ew

 t
ec

hn
ol

og
ie

s
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

is
 t

he
 h

om
e 

of
 s

uc
ce

ss
fu

l i
nn

ov
at

io
ns

 a
nd

 n
ew

 t
ec

hn
ol

og
ie

s.
re

co
gn

iz
ed

 in
di

vi
du

al
s

a 
no

ta
bl

e 
nu

m
be

r 
of

 r
ec

og
ni

ze
d 

in
di

vi
du

al
s 

(e
.g

. a
rt

is
ts

, s
ci

en
tis

ts
, w

rit
er

s, 
at

hl
et

es
, a

nd
 p

ol
iti

ci
an

s)
 

or
ig

in
at

e 
fro

m
 [

co
un

tr
y]

.
re

ac
tio

n 
tr

en
ds

[C
ou

nt
ry

] 
is

 c
ap

ab
le

 o
f 

re
sp

on
di

ng
 a

nd
 a

da
pt

in
g 

ad
eq

ua
te

ly
 t

o 
bu

si
ne

ss
-r

el
ev

an
t 

(m
eg

a-
)t

re
nd

s.
re

co
gn

iz
ed

 c
om

pa
ni

es
/b

ra
nd

s
Co

m
pa

ni
es

 a
nd

 r
el

ev
an

t 
br

an
ds

 o
rig

in
at

in
g 

fro
m

 [
co

un
tr

y]
 a

re
 in

te
rn

at
io

na
lly

 r
ec

og
ni

ze
d.

Co
un

tr
y 

at
tr

ac
tiv

en
es

s
at

tr
ac

tiv
e 

pl
ac

es
, c

iti
es

, &
 a

ct
iv

iti
es

[C
ou

nt
ry

] 
ha

s 
a 

ra
ng

e 
of

 a
tt

ra
ct

iv
e 

pl
ac

es
, c

iti
es

, a
nd

 a
ct

iv
iti

es
.

Be
au

tif
ul

 p
la

ce
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

is
 a

 b
ea

ut
ifu

l a
nd

 s
ce

ni
c 

pl
ac

e.
H

os
pi

ta
bl

e 
in

ha
bi

ta
nt

s
th

e 
in

ha
bi

ta
nt

s 
of

 [
co

un
tr

y]
 a

re
 h

os
pi

ta
bl

e 
an

d 
w

el
co

m
in

g.

(C
on
tin

ue
d)



10 N. HITZ ET AL.

In
di

ca
to

r/
Ite

m
la

be
l

Ite
m

s 
to

 t
es

t 
co

nv
er

ge
nt

 a
nd

 
cr

ite
rio

n 
va

lid
ity

H
ig

h 
re

pu
ta

tio
n

[C
ou

nt
ry

] 
ha

s 
a 

hi
gh

 r
ep

ut
at

io
n 

in
 t

he
 g

lo
ba

l a
re

na
.

H
ig

hl
y 

re
pu

ta
bl

e
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

is
 h

ig
hl

y 
re

pu
ta

bl
e.

Pu
rc

ha
se

 in
te

nt
io

n
If 

I 
w

er
e 

go
in

g 
to

 p
ur

ch
as

e 
a 

pr
od

uc
t/

se
rv

ic
e,

 I
 w

ou
ld

 li
ke

ly
 b

uy
 o

ne
 a

ss
oc

ia
te

d 
w

ith
 [

co
un

tr
y]

.
In

ve
st

m
en

t 
in

te
nt

io
n

If 
I 

w
er

e 
go

in
g 

to
 in

ve
st

 in
 a

 f
or

ei
gn

 c
om

pa
ny

, I
 w

ou
ld

 li
ke

ly
 in

ve
st

 in
 a

 c
om

pa
ny

 r
es

id
en

t 
in

 [
co

un
tr

y]
.

lo
ya

lty
If 

so
m

eo
ne

 s
ee

ks
 m

y 
ad

vi
ce

 o
n 

[c
ou

nt
ry

], 
I 

w
ill

 li
ke

ly
 r

ec
om

m
en

d 
it.

In
te

nt
io

n 
to

 e
ng

ag
e

In
 g

en
er

al
, I

 s
pe

ak
 f

av
or

ab
ly

 a
bo

ut
 [

co
un

tr
y]

.
Ite

m
s 

th
at

 h
av

e 
be

en
 w

in
no

w
ed

 
ou

t/
 r

ep
la

ce
d 

du
rin

g 
th

e 
m

od
el

 d
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
pr

oc
es

s

go
od

 f
ee

lin
g

[C
ou

nt
ry

] 
is

 a
 c

ou
nt

ry
 t

ha
t 

gi
ve

s 
m

e 
go

od
 f

ee
lin

gs
.

ad
m

ira
tio

n 
& 

re
sp

ec
t

[C
ou

nt
ry

] 
is

 a
 c

ou
nt

ry
 t

ha
t 

I 
ad

m
ire

 a
nd

 r
es

pe
ct

.
tr

us
t

[C
ou

nt
ry

] 
is

 a
 c

ou
nt

ry
 t

ha
t 

I 
tr

us
t.

ap
pr

ec
ia

tio
n

[C
ou

nt
ry

] 
is

 a
 c

ou
nt

ry
 t

ha
t 

I 
ap

pr
ec

ia
te

.
H

ig
h 

qu
al

ity
 p

ro
du

ct
s

[C
ou

nt
ry

] 
pr

od
uc

es
 h

ig
h 

qu
al

ity
 p

ro
du

ct
s 

an
d 

se
rv

ic
es

.
W

el
l-k

no
w

n 
br

an
ds

[C
ou

nt
ry

] 
ha

s 
m

an
y 

w
el

l-k
no

w
n 

br
an

ds
.

Co
nt

rib
ut

io
n 

to
 c

ul
tu

re
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

is
 a

n 
im

po
rt

an
t 

co
nt

rib
ut

or
 t

o 
gl

ob
al

 c
ul

tu
re

.
ad

va
nc

ed
 t

ec
hn

ol
og

y
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

is
 t

ec
hn

ol
og

ic
al

ly
 a

dv
an

ce
d.

re
lia

bl
e 

w
or

kf
or

ce
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

ha
s 

a 
w

el
l-e

du
ca

te
d 

an
d 

re
lia

bl
e 

w
or

kf
or

ce
.

ed
uc

at
io

n
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

va
lu

es
 e

du
ca

tio
n.

Bu
si

ne
ss

 e
nv

iro
nm

en
t

[C
ou

nt
ry

] 
off

er
s 

a 
fa

vo
ra

bl
e 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
t 

fo
r 

do
in

g 
bu

si
ne

ss
.

so
ci

al
/e

co
no

m
ic

 p
ol

ic
ie

s
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

ha
s 

ad
op

te
d 

pr
og

re
ss

iv
e 

so
ci

al
 a

nd
 e

co
no

m
ic

 p
ol

ic
ie

s.
Pa

rt
ic

ip
at

io
n 

in
 t

he
 g

lo
ba

l c
om

m
un

ity
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

is
 a

 r
es

po
ns

ib
le

 p
ar

tic
ip

an
t 

in
 t

he
 g

lo
ba

l c
om

m
un

ity
.

sa
fe

 p
la

ce
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

is
 a

 s
af

e 
pl

ac
e.

effi
ci

en
t 

op
er

at
io

ns
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

op
er

at
es

 e
ffi

ci
en

tly
.

eff
ec

tiv
e 

go
ve

rn
m

en
t

[C
ou

nt
ry

] 
is

 r
un

 b
y 

an
 e

ffe
ct

iv
e 

go
ve

rn
m

en
t.

et
hi

cs
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

is
 a

n 
et

hi
ca

l c
ou

nt
ry

 w
ith

 h
ig

h 
tr

an
sp

ar
en

cy
 a

nd
 lo

w
 c

or
ru

pt
io

n.
Be

au
ty

 o
f 

co
un

tr
y

[C
ou

nt
ry

] 
is

 a
 b

ea
ut

ifu
l c

ou
nt

ry
.

en
jo

ya
bl

e 
co

un
tr

y
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

is
 a

n 
en

jo
ya

bl
e 

co
un

tr
y.

ap
pe

al
in

g 
lif

es
ty

le
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

off
er

s 
an

 a
pp

ea
lin

g 
lif

es
ty

le
.

fr
ie

nd
ly

 p
eo

pl
e

th
e 

pe
op

le
 o

f 
[c

ou
nt

ry
] 

ar
e 

fri
en

dl
y 

an
d 

w
el

co
m

in
g.

Bu
yi

ng
 p

ro
du

ct
s

I 
fe

el
 g

oo
d 

ab
ou

t 
bu

yi
ng

 p
ro

du
ct

s 
fro

m
 [

co
un

tr
y]

.
sc

ie
nt

ifi
c 

co
nt

rib
ut

io
n

[C
ou

nt
ry

] 
m

ak
es

 m
aj

or
 c

on
tr

ib
ut

io
ns

 t
o 

in
no

va
tio

n 
in

 s
ci

en
ce

 a
nd

 t
ec

hn
ol

og
y.

Cr
ea

tiv
e 

pl
ac

e
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

is
 a

 c
re

at
iv

e 
pl

ac
e 

w
ith

 c
ut

tin
g-

ed
ge

 id
ea

s 
an

d 
ne

w
 w

ay
s 

of
 t

hi
nk

in
g.

Co
m

pe
te

nt
 g

ov
er

na
nc

e
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

is
 c

om
pe

te
nt

ly
 a

nd
 h

on
es

tly
 g

ov
er

ne
d.

Ci
tiz

en
 r

ig
ht

s
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

re
sp

ec
ts

 t
he

 r
ig

ht
s 

of
 it

s 
ci

tiz
en

s 
an

d 
tr

ea
ts

 t
he

m
 f

ai
rly

.
Pe

ac
ef

ul
 b

eh
av

io
r

[C
ou

nt
ry

] 
be

ha
ve

s 
re

sp
on

si
bl

y 
re

ga
rd

in
g 

in
te

rn
at

io
na

l p
ea

ce
 a

nd
 s

ec
ur

ity
.

re
sp

on
si

bi
lit

y 
fo

r 
th

e 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

be
ha

ve
s 

re
sp

on
si

bl
y 

to
 p

ro
te

ct
 t

he
 e

nv
iro

nm
en

t.
re

du
ct

io
n 

of
 p

ov
er

ty
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

be
ha

ve
s 

re
sp

on
si

bl
y 

to
 h

el
p 

re
du

ce
 w

or
ld

 p
ov

er
ty

.
Pe

rf
or

m
an

ce
 s

po
rt

s
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

ex
ce

ls
 a

t 
sp

or
ts

.
Cu

ltu
ra

l h
er

ita
ge

[C
ou

nt
ry

] 
ha

s 
a 

ric
h 

cu
ltu

ra
l h

er
ita

ge
.

Ta
bl

e 
2.

 C
on

tin
ue

d.

(C
on
tin

ue
d)



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ADvERTISING 11

In
di

ca
to

r/
Ite

m
la

be
l

Ite
m

s 
th

at
 h

av
e 

be
en

 w
in

no
w

ed
 

ou
t/

 r
ep

la
ce

d 
du

rin
g 

th
e 

m
od

el
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t 

pr
oc

es
s

Co
nt

em
po

ra
ry

 c
ul

tu
re

[C
ou

nt
ry

] 
is

 a
n 

in
te

re
st

in
g/

ex
ci

tin
g 

pl
ac

e 
fo

r 
co

nt
em

po
ra

ry
 c

ul
tu

re
, s

uc
h 

as
 m

us
ic

, fi
lm

s, 
ar

t, 
an

d 
lit

er
at

ur
e.

fr
ie

nd
sh

ip
 o

f 
th

e 
pe

op
le

I 
w

ou
ld

 li
ke

 a
 p

er
so

n 
fro

m
 [

co
un

tr
y]

 t
o 

be
 a

 c
lo

se
 f

rie
nd

.
W

el
co

m
in

g 
pe

op
le

th
e 

pe
op

le
 f

ro
m

 [
co

un
tr

y]
 w

ou
ld

 m
ak

e 
m

e 
fe

el
 v

er
y 

w
el

co
m

e.
Q

ua
lifi

ca
tio

n 
of

 t
he

 w
or

kf
or

ce
I 

w
ou

ld
 b

e 
w

ill
in

g 
to

 h
ire

 w
el

l-q
ua

lifi
ed

 p
eo

pl
e 

fro
m

 [
co

un
tr

y]
.

In
te

nt
io

n 
to

 v
is

it
I 

w
ou

ld
 li

ke
 t

o 
vi

si
t 

[c
ou

nt
ry

] 
if 

m
on

ey
 w

er
e 

no
t 

an
 o

bj
ec

t.
n

at
ur

al
 b

ea
ut

y
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

is
 r

ic
h 

in
 n

at
ur

al
 b

ea
ut

y.
H

is
to

ric
 b

ui
ld

in
gs

[C
ou

nt
ry

] 
is

 r
ic

h 
in

 h
is

to
ric

 b
ui

ld
in

gs
 a

nd
 m

on
um

en
ts

.
vi

br
an

t 
ci

ty
 li

fe
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

ha
s 

a 
vi

br
an

t 
ci

ty
 li

fe
 a

nd
 u

rb
an

 a
tt

ra
ct

io
ns

.
In

te
nt

io
n 

to
 m

ov
e

I 
w

ou
ld

 b
e 

w
ill

in
g 

to
 li

ve
 a

nd
 w

or
k 

in
 [

co
un

tr
y]

 f
or

 a
 s

ub
st

an
tia

l p
er

io
d.

Q
ua

lit
y 

of
 li

fe
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

is
 a

 p
la

ce
 w

ith
 a

 h
ig

h 
qu

al
ity

 o
f 

lif
e.

ed
uc

at
io

na
l q

ua
lit

y
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

is
 a

 g
oo

d 
pl

ac
e 

to
 o

bt
ai

n 
ed

uc
at

io
na

l q
ua

lifi
ca

tio
ns

.
In

ve
st

 in
 b

us
in

es
se

s
[C

ou
nt

ry
] 

ha
s 

bu
si

ne
ss

es
 I

 w
ou

ld
 li

ke
 t

o 
in

ve
st

 in
.

so
ci

et
al

 e
qu

al
ity

[C
ou

nt
ry

] 
ca

re
s 

ab
ou

t 
eq

ua
lit

y 
in

 s
oc

ie
ty

.

Ta
bl

e 
2.

 C
on

tin
ue

d.



12 N. HITZ ET AL.

compensation for the task to ensure the data quality. We recruited 39 participants in 
the United States, the United Kingdom, and Germany.

We subsequently conducted expert interviews as a second step to validate the 
indicators. In the expert survey, we personally sent questionnaires to four experts, 
two of whom work in the field of international business relations and two of whom 
are senior scholars with experience of latent construct development. Both 
approaches aimed to ensure the categories’ content validity by reviewing the 
comprehensiveness, completeness, and overlap of indicators, thereby determining 
preferences for similar indicators (see Devellis and Thorpe 2021; Diamantopoulos 
and Winklhofer 2001; Rossiter 2002; Spector 1992). Thereafter, we examined all the 
categories individually, adjusting the catalogue of indicators according to the 
interview participants’ suggestions. Starting with the initial set of indicators, we 
condensed them in keeping with the online study2 before presenting the catalogue 
to the experts. The analyses of the two approaches provided a total of 46 com-
prehensible formative indicators that were, however, not yet free of overlap  —  in 
certain parts some of the items were at this stage just different formulations of 
the same content.

At this point, the approach was aimed at precisely identifying the relevant cate-
gories and indicators that could potentially explain country reputation (see Bollen 
and Lennox 1991; Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer 2001). By sampling the academic 
community, the general public, and a diverse set of experts, we endeavored to obtain 
logically valid results (Rubio et  al. 2003). Given the group and individual interview 
techniques, we also wanted to add breadth and depth to our analyses (see e.g. 
Morgan 1996 for a discussion).

Model construction

Having operationalized 17 categories by using 46 indicators, we next constructed 
our measurement model. We used a large-scale, multi-country online survey to 
gather data. We started the survey by first asking the participants to think of a 
country that they believe has an above-average reputation, advising them that 
they should be rather familiar with this country in order to rate its reputation 
fairly. Next, we asked them to rate this country by using two global measures of 
country reputation that we, at a later stage, also employ to assess the model. 
Thereafter, the participants had to assess the country according to six indicators 
reflecting reputation’s cognitive and affective dimensions. Subsequently, we asked 
them to rate the country according to all 46 of the driver indicators that we had 
developed. They had to measure all the indicators on a seven-point Likert-type 
scale3. We also randomized the indicators’ order within each section. In addition, 
we surveyed the same items in respect of a country to which the participants 
assigned a below-average reputation and one to which they assigned a medium/
average reputation.

Subsequently, we distributed our survey through Prolific and, as recommended, 
paid each participant $2.91 for participating. In total, 311 individuals took part in our 
survey. We dropped four participants from the sample for failing the attention checks 
and another two for swapping an above-average reputation country and a 
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below-average one throughout the survey. The final number of participants was 305, 
each of whom evaluated three countries. In total, we therefore received 915 country 
evaluations, which were sufficient for our analyses (Sarstedt and Mooi 2014). These 
respondents are residents of Germany (100), the United States (102), and the United 
Kingdom (103). The survey’s average completion time was 18 minutes and four sec-
onds. The participants’ ages ranged between 18 and 82 (mean: 36.54). The sample 
included 192 female and 108 male participants. Five participants preferred not to 
state their gender.

Indicator purification
The first step in our quantitative model construction was purifying the indicators, 
which is aimed at identifying redundant indicators and excluding them from 
further analyses. By doing so, our aim is to have a practical, yet statistically 
well-grounded set of indicators. Whereas indicator purification is commonly 
applied to scale development with reflective items (e.g. Churchill 1979; Devellis 
and Thorpe 2021), topic literature discusses its application to index construction 
rather ambiguously. We argue that indicator purification is problematic if it 
changes the essence of the measured construct (Hair et  al. 2022). However, since 
we base our choice of indicators on their importance for index constructs, as 
revealed by principal component analyses, and on each indicator’s correlation 
with its associated indicators, we maintain that the dropped indicators are redun-
dant since they are of no individual importance for the factor and, therefore, for 
the country reputation concept. Furthermore, academia prefers parsimonious 
models with a high predictive power, but, simultaneously, with few exogenous 
constructs (Hair et  al. 2022). Indicator purification might help in this regard. We 
also purify our indicator catalogue for practical reasons, since surveying a vast 
number of indicators to explain country reputation could be prohibitively expen-
sive and hardly manageable in practice.

We apply discriminant power tests (i.e. paired sample t-tests, analyses of variance) 
and multiple exploratory factor analyses (applied to the full set of indicators and to 
a set of affect-based, and cognition-based indicators) to streamline our catalogue by 
removing indictors with low discriminant power, low communalities, or low factor 
loadings. However, we take care that no removed item covers important aspects of 
a construct not covered by the remaining indicators either. The indicator purification 
process leaves us with 30 indicators formative by nature, with which to explain country 
reputation (Figure 1).

Figure 1. analysis steps to identify the final constructs and indicators.
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Construct building
We now turn to the development of those constructs serving as the latent variables 
in our subsequent SEM analysis. We need to build exogenous constructs that explain 
reputation for our path model. In addition, we need to derive reputation’s endogenous 
constructs, namely competence and likability.

In order to develop country reputation’s exogenous constructs, we employ the 
final catalogue of 30 indicators in a principal component analysis. Although this 
analysis is essentially designed for reflective indicators, we use it in a purely explor-
ative sense to derive hints for grouping formative indicators in a way that can be 
easily understood. In other words, principal component analysis does not replace 
logical reasoning and expert assessment, it merely supports them. Although for-
mative by nature, the 30 indicators are correlated (p < .010). We regard correlation 
as information redundancy, which we use to carefully condense our instrument in 
order to also meet practitioners’ criteria, particularly that of parsimony. We use a 
varimax rotation to extract three factors with an Eigenvalue larger than 1.000. By 
doing so, we preserve 73.3% of the original information. All of the indicators’ 
communalities are above .500. In addition, all the factor loadings are suffi-
ciently large.

The first factor contains 21 indicators. To make the final model applicable in prac-
tice, and to attribute content and meaningfulness to the constructs, we divided the 
first factor by the three identified overarching issues. From a statistical standpoint, 
as long as it’s theoretically grounded, dividing a factor is an option for dealing with 
decreasing outer weights, higher possibility of indicators’ insignificancies, and an 
increasing number of indicators for one construct (Hair et  al. 2022). The first construct 
we derived contains seven affect-based indicators related to the norms and values 
that characterize a country. We therefore call this the shared values construct. The 
second construct we extracted from the first factor deals with countries’ international 
ties as well as the safety and the stability commonly associated with foreign policies. 
The construct we derived comprises five indicators; we call this the security & global 
integrity construct. The third extracted construct comprises nine indicators dealing 
with governmental, macroeconomic, and socio-political issues. We call this the gov-
ernance & infrastructure construct. We now turn to the second factor that the principal 
component analysis identified. The construct here entails six indicators associated 
with the entrepreneurial environment, the products’ and services’ quality, and the 
responsiveness of the country’s economy, among others. We call this the corporate 
and individual capabilities construct. The third extracted factor comprises three indi-
cators referring to the country’s beauty and attractiveness as well as its residents’ 
hospitality. We label it the country attractiveness construct (Table 3).

In addition to indicators explaining country reputation, our model also requires 
the development of indicators to measure country reputation. In this regard, we refer 
to face validity as there is very limited literature on the operationalization of countries’ 
competence and likability. We undertake domain sampling (Devellis and Thorpe 2021; 
Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer 2001) and refer to existing measurements shown to 
perform well when operationalizing competence and likability (Hair et  al. 2022).

To determine the affective construct, we deduce that the general likability, as 
applied in Schwaiger (2004), is appropriate. Furthermore, identifying with an entity 
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can be transferred from doing so with corporations  —  which Schwaiger (2004) 
did  —  to identifying with countries. The third indicator that Schwaiger (2004) sug-
gested needed to be measured, is corporations’ likability, which refers to the affection 
for an entity that one would feel if it were to cease to exist. This is, of course, hardly 
possible with regard to countries. We find that missing an entity due to its disap-
pearance (Cambridge Dictionary 2022b) is primarily due to the affection for and 
attachment to an entity that one felt. Consequently, we suggest that comfort should 
be included in reputation’s reflective measurement, more specifically, its likability.

In respect of competence, we transfer the recognition an entity receives from cor-
porations — as in Schwaiger (2004) — to countries. The two remaining indicators that 
Schwaiger (2004) used refer to a company’s performance compared to that of its 
competitors. We find that these indicators are only transferrable to countries to a 
limited extent. We therefore need to define what competence actually means before 
elaborating on what this could mean for countries. Competence is ‘the ability to do 
something well’ (Cambridge Dictionary 2022a), which refers to the degree that a goal 

Table 3. Principal component analysis for the catalogue of driver items.
extraction 73.3% Communalities factor 1 factor 2 factor 3

Shared values
appealing vision .809 .788 .332 .281
desirable lifestyle .804 .760 .304 .366
desirable norms & values .797 .793 .259 .319
sense of freedom .757 .736 .261 .384
Independence of the media .629 .708 .253 .255
legal norms & values .645 .679 .384 .192
tolerant environment .719 .753 .156 .358
Security & global integrity
Compliance with international 

law
.788 .767 .336 .296

diplomatic/foreign relations .761 .734 .323 .345
Preparation for disasters .596 .662 .356 .177
safety .768 .796 .249 .268
stability .743 .744 .328 .287
Governance & infrastructure
developed infrastructure .751 .662 .545 .126
developed and positioned 

economy
.787 .699 .534 .112

education level .685 .688 .439 .140
employment conditions .761 .804 .315 .126
ratio of labor cost/output .610 .679 .377 .079
environmental policies .737 .800 .248 .189
Political/legal infrastructure .774 .811 .307 .148
Purposeful social system .777 .799 .316 .196
reliable business partners .684 .690 .392 .234
Corporate & individual capabilities
environment entrepreneurship .709 .556 .604 .190
Quality products & services .707 .555 .564 .286
Innovations & new 

technologies
.787 .330 .818 .098

recognized individuals .684 .130 .694 .431
reaction trends .740 .462 .713 .135
recognized companies/brands .769 .357 .772 .212
Country attractiveness
Beautiful place .775 .227 .218 .823
attractive places, cities, & 

activities
.802 .209 .390 .779

Hospitable inhabitants .624 .419 .000 .670
Note. Principal component analysis with varimax rotation. rotation converged in eight iterations.
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has been attained. Given common state objectives, we can derive the reflective indi-
cators as a country’s performance in respect of socioeconomic aspects, on the one 
hand, and its contribution to the global community, on the other hand.

To determine the six reflective indicators, we run an exploratory factor analysis 
with a fixed number of two factors and using varimax rotation. The correlations 
between all six indicators are significant (p < .010). The KMO measure (KMO = .876) 
and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity (χ2 = 3806.008, p < .010) indicate the data’s appro-
priateness. The indicators’ communalities are sufficiently large. We used a two-factor 
solution to preserve 81.3% of the original information. The six indicators are assigned 
to competence and likability in the hypothesized manner, while the indicators load 
sufficiently highly on to the respective factors (Table 4).

Model Building
To estimate our model, we rely on partial least squares (PLS), a composite-based SEM 
approach, which is routinely used to estimate complex cause-effect relations as found 
in our model (Guenther et  al. 2023; Sarstedt et  al. 2022, 2024). Our analysis draws 
on the SmartPLS 3 software (Ringle, Wende, and Becker 2015), applying the path 
weighting scheme at a minimum of 300 iterations and setting the stop criterion to 
1*10−7. The calculation ended in keeping with the stop criterion.

Figure 2 shows the final country reputation model. The outer weights of formative 
indicators are displayed, whereas reflective indicators’ outer loading is shown. The 
inner model entails the path coefficients of the relationship between the constructs. 
Significant path coefficients as well as outer weights and outer loadings are displayed 
in bold and were inferred by the software’s built-in bootstrapping procedure.4 The R2 
values of the target constructs (i.e. competence and likability) are given.

We find that all but seven indicator weights are statistically significant (p < .050). 
Hair, Risher, Sarstedt and Ringle (2019) stress that non-significant formative indicator 
weights signal single indicators’ lower relative importance compared to that of other 
indicators, rather than a poor measurement quality. Given the partly large catalogues 
of indicators within a construct, single formative indicators’ lower relevance is not a 
concern (Hair et  al. 2019). In respect of the non-significant indicators, we checked 
the outer loadings, which are equivalent to an indicator’s bivariate correlation with 
its construct (Hair et  al. 2022). The outer loadings of all seven indicators at hand are 

Table 4. Principal component analysis for the measurement of country reputation.
factor analysis

KMO .876
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity χ2 = 3806.008, p < .010
Extraction 81.3% Communalities Factor 1 Factor 2
Likability
feeling of comfort .877 .866 .356
Identification .759 .806 .330
likable country .844 .868 .300
Competence
Internationally recognized .852 .224 .896
socioeconomics .728 .530 .669
Contributor to the global 

community
.818 .419 .802

Note. Principal component analysis with varimax rotation and 2 fixed factors. rotation converged in 3 iterations.
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Figure 2. Country reputation management model.
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Table 5. Coefficients for the country reputation model.
Path 

coefficient
standard 
deviation T statistics p values

Inner model
security & global integrity -> likability .348 .051 6.875 .000
security & global integrity -> Competence .260 .052 5.034 .000
shared values -> likability .602 .057 10.596 .000
shared values -> Competence .073 .062 1.188 .235
governance & infrastructure -> likability −0.192 .049 3.911 .000
governance & infrastructure -> Competence .163 .053 3.095 .002
Corporate & individual capabilities -> likability −0.026 .036 0.711 .477
Corporate & individual capabilities -> Competence .456 .037 12.248 .000
Country attractiveness -> likability .215 .025 8.610 .000
Country attractiveness -> Competence −0.038 .024 1.612 .107
Outer model
feeling of comfort <- likability .940 .004 209.681 .000
Identification <- likability .873 .010 86.378 .000
likable Country <- likability .922 .006 150.783 .000
Internationally recognized <- Competence .862 .012 71.091 .000
socioeconomics <- Competence .882 .008 107.478 .000
Contributor to the global community <- Competence .906 .008 112.518 .000
Compliance with international law -> security & global 

integrity
.226 .037 6.111 .000

diplomatic / foreign relations -> security & global 
integrity

.361 .041 8.870 .000

Preparation for disasters -> security & global integrity .063 .028 2.266 .023
safety -> security & global integrity .276 .037 7.489 .000
stability -> security & global integrity .181 .038 4.790 .000
appealing vision -> shared values .210 .043 4.901 .000
desirable lifestyle -> shared values .348 .041 8.415 .000
desirable norms & values -> shared values .141 .039 3.628 .000
sense of freedom -> shared values .203 .040 5.048 .000
Independence of the media -> shared values .046 .027 1.692 .091
legal norms & values -> shared values .114 .027 4.271 .000
tolerant environment -> shared values .053 .032 1.639 .101
developed infrastructure -> governance & infrastructure .197 .049 3.991 .000
developed & positioned economy -> governance & 

infrastructure
.253 .043 5.913 .000

education level -> governance & infrastructure .058 .042 1.384 .166
employment conditions -> governance & infrastructure .061 .044 1.391 .164
ratio of labor cost/output -> governance & infrastructure .014 .034 0.396 .692

environmental policies -> governance & infrastructure .150 .040 3.734 .000
Political/legal infrastructure -> governance & 

infrastructure
.073 .046 1.563 .118

Purposeful social system -> governance & infrastructure .189 .049 3.892 .000
reliable business partners -> governance & infrastructure .150 .036 4.144 .000
environment entrepreneurship -> Corporate & individual 

capabilities
.318 .040 8.029 .000

Quality products & services -> Corporate & individual 
capabilities

.419 .036 11.586 .000

Innovations & new technologies -> Corporate & 
individual capabilities

.011 .042 0.254 .799

recognized individuals -> Corporate & individual 
capabilities

.100 .033 3.025 .002

reaction trends -> Corporate & individual capabilities .167 .045 3.751 .000
recognized companies/brands -> Corporate & individual 

capabilities
.147 .047 3.090 .002

attractive places, cities, & activities -> Country 
attractiveness

.524 .055 9.518 .000

Beautiful place -> Country attractiveness .262 .061 4.320 .000
Hospitable inhabitants -> Country attractiveness .380 .048 7.883 .000
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significant and above the threshold of .500, which underpins their adequacy (Hair 
et  al. 2022). The vIF of all the formative indicators remains below the critical threshold 
of five (Hair et  al. 2022). The detailed results can be found in the following (Table 5).

Quality assessment
Competence and likability display Cronbach’s α values of .859 and .899, respectively, 
therefore falling in the desirable range of .600-.950 (Hair et  al. 2019, 2022). The com-
posite reliabilities of competence (.914) and likability (.937) are also satisfactory. In 
addition, the bootstrap confidence intervals reveal that the upper and lower bounds 
of the Cronbach’s α and the composite reliability values lie within the desirable range 
of .600–.950.

Competence and likability show satisfactory average variance extracted scores (see 
e.g. Bagozzi and Yi 1988) of .780 and .832, respectively (Hair et  al. 2019, 2022). The 
heterotrait-monotrait ratio criterion (Henseler, Ringle, and Sarstedt 2015; Ringle et  al. 
2023) is .825, therefore below the threshold of .900, indicating that competence and 
likability are distinct concepts. The upper bounds of the bootstrap confidence interval 
are significantly different from zero.

To evaluate the driver model, we first use our formative indicators to construct an 
exogenous latent variable that we thereafter employ to predict country reputation’s 
reflective measures as the endogenous construct (Hair et  al. 2022). The strength of 
the association between the variables is ‘indicative of the validity of the designated 
set of formative indicators in tapping the construct of interest’ (Hair et  al. 2022, 143). 
To infer country reputation’s alternative reflective measures, we refer to existing lit-
erature as proposed by Hair et  al. (2022). Sarstedt et  al. (2013) employed a Walsh 
and Beatty (2007) two-item scale to compare alternative corporate reputation models’ 
convergent validities, which we adapt5 to our research context (Cheah et  al. 2018). 
The results reveal that the path coefficient’s strength between the formatively and 
the reflectively measured latent variable (.900) is sufficiently high (Hair et  al. 2019). 
When we consider each reflective indicator separately, the results remain stable with 
path coefficients of (1) .869 and (2) .888, respectively.

To evaluate the structural model, we refer to R2 as a suitable measure of explan-
atory power (Hair et  al. 2022). In our model, we explain 76.7% (R2 = .767) of the 
variance in competence and 80.3% (R2 = .803) of the variance in likability, therefore 
realizing substantial explanatory power for both dimensions (Hair, Ringle, and Sarstedt 
2011; Henseler, Ringle, and Sinkovics 2009).

Benchmarking of country reputation models

We next empirically compare the developed model’s quality with that of alternative 
approaches. We benchmark our model against the country RepTrakTM model and 
the Anholt-GfK Roper Nation Brands Index. In the process, we consider approaches, 
which — like the model we developed — describe reputation as relevant stakehold-
ers’ perception of a country, because they are focal in defining the social expecta-
tions that one harbors regarding entities (Sarstedt et  al. 2013). More specifically, 
we include models that assess the general public’s expectations as a proxy of all 
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of the relevant stakeholders’ expectations. Furthermore, the given approaches cor-
respond to our model’s operationalization to guarantee comparability. We compare 
models that define overarching latent constructs, which more specific indicators 
explain (formative measurement) or which elicit those indicators (reflective 
measurement).

Approach and measures

Following Sarstedt et  al. (2013), we examine the models in terms of their convergent 
and criterion validity. We also account for the flaws in reputation’s operationalization 
in the Anholt-GfK Roper Nation Brands Index by including a fourth model that removes 
obvious effect-indicators from the set of driver items. The two relevant quality criteria 
are used to determine which of the examined four models best serve as a valid 
instrument for scholars and practitioners to measure and explain a country’s reputation.

Convergent validity
Convergent validity indicates the extent to which a given country reputation model 
measures the concept in question validly. To this end, we examine the degree to 
which a model is associated with an alternative measure of country reputation as 
indicated by the respective model’s explanatory power (Hair et  al. 2022). Convergent 
validity is considered a significantly important measure for assessing a model, because 
when a model’s explanatory power declines, its dependability and consistency across 
different measurement time points also decrease rapidly and it exhibits lower con-
vergent validity (Carlson and Herdman 2012).

In order to examine and compare the described four models’ convergent validity, 
we parameterize structural equation models, using SmartPLS 3 (Ringle et  al. 2015). 
We use each measurement model’s respective formative categories as exogenous 
constructs that explain an endogenous variable. We again employ the items from the 
work by Sarstedt et  al. (2013) to suggest the following two-item scale as an alternative 
country reputation measure, which we call global reputation: [Country] has a high 
reputation in the global arena; (2) [Country] is highly reputable.

With reference to Sarstedt et  al. (2013), we treat all categories that a relevant 
reputation model suggests as overarching facets of country reputation as exoge-
nous constructs. Consequently, we use the models exactly as these authors pro-
posed to explain the endogenous variable (i.e. global reputation). Moreover, in the 
present context, we are less interested in the significance and the magnitude of 
the path coefficients, but more interested in the accuracy that allows us to explain 
reputation; that is, the proportion of global reputation’s variance that the respective 
model allows us to explain. We measure explanatory power by means of the 
coefficient of determination R2

adjusted (Hair, Sarstedt, Hopkins, and Kuppelwieser 
2014). We do so to avoid inherently favoring those models subject to higher 
complexity, which, of course, increases the explanatory power measures (Hair et  al. 
2014, 2022).

In order to ascertain whether the differences in the respective models’ R2
adjusted are 

significant, we test the scores in accordance with Sarstedt and Wilczynski (2009).
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Criterion validity
Criterion validity considers how well a given model explains key outcome variables 
that the management of the concept under study typically targets (e.g. Cronbach 
and Meehl 1955; Shou, Sellbom, and Chen 2022). We identify several outcome vari-
ables that are arguably of great importance for countries and which were applied in 
initial studies on reputation’s impact on well-being. In order to investigate criterion 
validity, we combine four specific measured concepts into one overarching construct, 
which we refer to as future behavior. This construct consists of (1) the intention to 
purchase products and services associated with a respective country, (2) the intention 
to invest in companies resident in this country, (3) the loyalty shown to this country, 
and (4) the intention to talk positively about this country.

To assess criterion validity, we create a path model for each reputation measure-
ment, using each approach’s exogenous constructs and the corresponding endogenous 
construct, future behavior. We compare the alternative models by referring to each 
model’s R2

adjusted to determine their ability to explain country reputation. We assess 
the significance in the differences of R2

adjusted in the models, and again refer to the 
bootstrapping procedure as described by Sarstedt and Wilczynski (2009).

Sample and design
We use a multi-country online survey to gather data. We ask the participants to think 
of a country with which they are very familiar. The country should not be their country 
of birth nor their country of residence. Thereafter, the participants have to assess this 
country according to all four items that refer to their future behavior and according 
to the two measures of global reputation. Subsequently, they need to rate this country 
on the reflective and formative indicators of all the reputation measurements under 
consideration. We randomized the indicators’ and items’ order in each section. All the 
indicators and items are measured on a seven-point Likert-type scale (Table 6).

We used Prolific to distribute our questionnaire and paid each participant  —  as 
Prolific suggested  —  $2.39 for participating. In total, 273 individuals took part in 
the survey. We dropped two participants from the sample for failing to pass the 

Table 6. Measures for assessing convergent and criterion validity.
Convergent validity

Concept Items source (adapted to study)

global reputation [Country] has a high reputation in the global 
arena.

[Country] is highly reputable.

Walsh and Beatty (2007) as in 
sarstedt, Wilczynski, and Melewar 
(2013)

Criterion validity

Concept Items source (adapted to study)

Purchase Intention If I were going to purchase a product/service, I 
would likely buy one associated with [country].

Bergkvist and rossiter (2009)

Investment Intention If I were going to invest in a foreign company, I 
would likely invest in a company resident in 
[country].

Bergkvist and rossiter (2009)

loyalty If someone seeks my advice on [country], I will 
likely recommend it.

gruen, osmonbekov, and Czaplewski 
(2006)

Intention to
engage

In general, I speak favorably about [country]. Harrison-Walker (2001)
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attention checks. The final number of participants is therefore 271, of which 91 are 
resident in Germany, 90 in the United States, and 90 in the United Kingdom. The 
average time for completing the survey was 10 minutes and 37 seconds. The par-
ticipants’ age ranges between 18 and 73 (mean: 35.72). The sample includes 110 
male and 158 female participants, with the remaining three participants preferring 
not to state their gender (Table 6).

Results

In total, we derive ten path models. We use SmartPLS 3 (Ringle et  al. 2015) to estimate 
and set the path weighting scheme to a minimum of 300 iterations and the stop cri-
terion to 1*10−7. To assess whether differences in the models’ explanatory power are 
significant, we apply SmartPLS 3’s bootstrapping algorithm6 (Ringle et  al. 2015). With 
reference to Sarstedt et al. (2013), SmartPLS 3’s finite mixture PLS (FIMIX-PLS) algorithm 
(Ringle et  al. 2015) is furthermore used to derive each considered approach’s model 
fit. In order to do so, we analyze the ten models using a single segment for the 
FIMIX-PLS algorithm. The modified Akaike information criterion with factor three (AIC3) 
and the consistent Akaike information criterion (CAIC) serve to identify which of the 
four models exhibit the best model fit (see Sarstedt et  al. 2011, 2013).

Convergent validity
The analyses’ results confirm that our country reputation model exhibits the highest 
R2

adjusted (.677). In comparison, both the regular (R2
adjusted = .617) and the adapted 

Anholt-GfK Roper Nation Brands Index (R2
adjusted = .603) show lower determination 

coefficients. Our model also prevails over the country RepTrakTM model in terms of 
convergent validity (R2

adjusted = .673). The differences in the R2
adjusted between our model 

as the benchmark and the alternative approaches are significant (p < .010). With respect 
to the FIMIX-PLS algorithm, the RepTrakTM model as the benchmark (AIC3 = 474.743; 
CAIC = 489.152) and our model (AIC3 = 475.728; CAIC = 497.341) show a comparably 
better model fit than the Anholt-GfK Roper Nation Brands Index (AIC3 = 524.170; CAIC 
= 549.385) and its adapted version (AIC3 = 533.425; CAIC = 558.640) do.

To measure country reputation, our model exhibits a higher coefficient of deter-
mination R2

adjusted (.655) than the country RepTrakTM model (R2
adjusted = .493) does. The 

differences are statistically significant (p < .010). Country reputation’s operationalization 
as a two-dimensional construct in our approach provides a better model fit 
(AIC3 = 487.940; CAIC = 498.747) than the affect-based operationalization in the country 
RepTrakTM model (AIC3 = 590.182; CAIC = 597.387) (Table 7).

Criterion validity
The criterion validity analyses’ results reveal that the Anholt-GfK Roper Nation Brands 
Index best explains future behavior (R2

adjusted = .680) and has a satisfactory model fit 
(AIC = 475.194; CAIC = 500.409). However, the results should be taken with a pinch of 
salt. As discussed above, the Anholt-GfK Roper Nation Brands Index clearly incorporates 
outcome indicators that need to be considered endogenous. If we remove these 
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indicators to derive an adapted version of the index, a different picture emerges. In 
the competitive setting comprising our model, the adapted Anholt-GfK Roper Nation 
Brands Index, and the country RepTrakTM model, we find that our model explains future 
behavior (R2

adjusted = .649) significantly (p < .010) better than the adapted Anholt-GfK 
Roper Nation Brands Index (R2

adjusted = .617) and the country RepTrakTM (R2
adjusted = .625) 

do. The FIMIX-PLS algorithm shows that our developed model has the best model fit 
(AIC3 = 497.926; CAIC = 519.539) if the Anholt-GfK Roper Nation Brands Index is trimmed 
to exclude the endogenous indicators in the driver model (Table 8).

Discussion

Countries have recognized that a good reputation gives them an advantageous posi-
tion over other contenders and has a positive impact on their overall well-being. 
Country reputation’s increased relevance provides an impetus for managing it as a 
strategic task.

The country reputation model that we develop in this study is based on reputa-
tion’s definition and conceptualization as an attitudinal concept (Ferguson et  al. 2000; 
Hall 1992; Schwaiger 2004). Consequently, a country’s reputation comprises an affective 
and a cognitive dimension, which we call likability and competence, respectively. We 
measure reputation’s two dimensions by means of six reflective effect indicators. The 
competence attributed to a country is expressed by its international recognition, its 
performance in terms of socioeconomic aspects, and its value contribution to the 

Table 7. results of convergent validity analyses.
Driver Model

Country Reputation 
Model

Anholt-GfK Roper 
Nation Brands Index

Anholt-GfK Roper 
Nation Brands Index 

adapted Country RepTrak
R2

adjusted (R2) .677 (.683) .617 (.625) .603 (.612) .673 (.677)
AIC3 475.728 524.170 533.425 474.743
CAIC 497.341 549.385 558.640 489.152

Measurement Model
Country Reputation Model Country RepTrak

R2
adjusted (R2) .655 (.657) .493 (.495)

AIC3 487.940 590.182
CAIC 498.747 597.387

r² refers to the extent to which the measurement models can explain global reputation, measured via two items 
1) high reputation and 2) highly reputable.

Table 8. results of criterion validity analyses.
Driver Model

Country Reputation 
Model

Anholt-GfK Roper 
Nation Brands Index

Anholt-GfK Roper 
Nation Brands Index 

adapted Country RepTrak
R2

adjusted (R2) .649 (.656) .680 (.687) .617 (.625) .625 (.630)
AIC3 497.926 475.194 524.006 511.938
CAIC 519.539 500.409 549.221 526.346

r² in this table refers to which of the approaches is best able to explain and predict the future behavior of inter-
national stakeholders, measured through 1) purchase intention, 2) investment intention, 3) loyalty, and 4) intention 
to engage.
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global community. On the other hand, scholars consider likability as a type of good 
feeling conveyed to evaluators when they are present in a specific country, a type 
of identification with this country, and their general perception of it as being likeable. 
A principal component analysis produced a two-factor solution assigning the reflective 
indicators to competence and likability in the hypothesized manner.

In addition to measuring reputation, our model explains value judgments with 
regard to reputation’s competence and likability dimensions. We derived a compre-
hensive list of country reputation drivers by drawing on existing approaches and on 
the results of focus group interviews, on an online survey, and on expert interviews. 
Thereafter, we reduced the large number of potentially relevant driver items to a 
realistic and meaningful set. Subsequently, we utilized an exploratory factor analysis 
to gain helpful insights into grouping drivers thematically and relating them to driver 
constructs. The result is a list of 30 driver items, which we assign to five constructs 
that explain reputation’s two dimensions.

Research implications

Currently, country reputation research’s central task is to conceptualize and opera-
tionalize the concept and to ultimately render it measurable. This is vital, because 
reputation is neither directly observable nor measurable as a latent construct 
(Diamantopoulos et  al. 2008). Conversely, the lack of a measurement instrument means 
that robust results, such as the elaboration of reputation’s explanatory power with 
regard to relevant country outcomes, are difficult to achieve.

Several measurement tools are available to the academic community, some of 
which researchers have used in empirical studies. However, the measurement tools 
are subject to shortcomings that call their usefulness for robust empirical studies into 
question. A large part of reputation’s theoretical considerations that precede a mea-
surement instrument’s development seems to have regarded reputation as an attitu-
dinal concept. Consequently, scholars often describe reputation as the result of 
affective attachments to a country and as the competence attributed to it, which 
means the forming of reputation is based on perceptions of the relevant country’s 
cognitive and affective characteristics (Ferguson et  al. 2000; Hall 1992; Schwaiger 
2004). In this regard, we believe that reputation, like all attitudinal constructs, should 
be operationalized as a two-dimensional construct consisting of a cognitive and an 
affective dimension. The currently available measurement models do not necessarily 
do this. In fact, there is only one country reputation model, namely the country 
RepTrakTM, which comprises both the dimensions. However, it uses the affective dimen-
sion as an endogenous variable to measure country reputation, while the cognitive 
variable is exogenous (Fombrun et  al. 2000; Ponzi et  al. 2011).

The country reputation measurement model that we developed in the study at 
hand is aimed at closing the gap regarding suitable approaches and at providing the 
academic world with a model that enables the exploration of other country reputation 
pillars. Depending on the research goal, researchers can use a catalogue of driver 
items to explain country reputation’s two dimensions. On the other hand, researchers 
can use the reflective measurement scale whenever they want to know whether 
country reputation’s current level is sufficient and they do not require a driver analysis. 
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This approach is recommended, for example, when ranking lists need to be generated 
for the most reputable countries, or when country reputation needs to be integrated 
as a component of structural equation models in order to investigate its moderating 
or mediating effects.

Practical implications

The need to actively manage reputation in order to benefit optimally from its impact 
on economic and non-economic indicators creates a demand for valid and reliable 
measurement models (Einwiller 2014; Gardberg and Fombrun 2002; Helm and Klode 
2011; Yang et al. 2008). The present model allows countries to measure their reputation 
as well as those of suitable competitors in a first step. In order to do so, we propose 
administering the six reflective indicators to the general public, comprising all of the 
relevant stakeholder groups (if a series of studies of all the relevant stakeholder groups 
prove to be too costly). The results could allow us to (1) assess a country’s reputation 
compared to that of other nations, thereby allowing us to identify their strengths and 
weaknesses compared to those of a set of relevant competitors. These could, for exam-
ple, be countries equally dependent on a core industry, a set of large exporting nations 
with a similar product portfolio, or a set of countries with comparable quantities of 
similar raw materials. (2) If reputation is tracked over time, it is possible to detect (sig-
nificant) changes in others’ perception of a country. This allows reputation managers 
to derive information about factual changes (e.g. new legislation), incisive events, the 
country’s advertising campaigns, and its media coverage. (3) Both of the previous aspects 
are based on the ability to examine a country’s strengths and weaknesses separately 
as based on reputation’s two dimensions. A country could, for example, be perceived 
as affectively binding, but lacking competence. This could allow the authorities to set 
concrete objectives, for example, by improving one dimension (e.g. competence) that 
trails behind that of other countries, while simultaneously expanding its competitive 
advantage based on another dimension (e.g. likability).

Once countries have explored the valuation of their competence and likability, deter-
mined which changes were made over time, and spotted their relative positions com-
pared to that of the competition, they should use the driver analysis that our model 
provides. By using the path model, once they have derived the strengths and weak-
nesses of others’ perception of their likability and competence, countries could take 
targeted measures that will eradicate their weaknesses or improve their strengths. A 
driver analysis should ideally use variance-based structural equation modelling as 
shown in Figure 2 as it will identify those claims that will improve a country’s repu-
tation best. Comparing drivers’ impact, which aggregated path coefficients demonstrate 
in respect of performance (a country’s score regarding this indicator in relation to the 
benchmarks) allows communication specialists to allocate scarce resources correctly to 
those claims that promise optimal reputation enhancement. Consequently, the param-
eterization of our model leads to a valuable strategic briefing and explains the aspects 
we should focus on in advertisements and social media messages, thereby ensuring 
we have proper guidance regarding promoting relevant outcomes (exports, FDI inflow, 
tourist visits, and the population’s well-being). We consider this an indispensable tool 
for developing effective, targeted communication measures like advertising campaigns.
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Whatever the case, identifying impactful claims prevents countries from having to 
address too many (supposedly effective) claims, which might confuse stakeholders 
rather than alter their attitude towards the country in the desired manner. Needless 
to say, like companies, countries should walk their talk and base their communication 
on comprehensible facts.

Future research

This study offers avenues for further research. First, in order to understand reputation’s 
role better, countries would benefit by examining reputation dimensions’ effect on 
their key target criteria. Future research could therefore focus on investigating the 
reputation dimensions’ interactions with focal target criteria by either employing panel 
data to study (non-)economic outcomes or by using stakeholder surveys of intentions 
to, for example, purchase a country’s products.

Second, the present country reputation model is based on the evaluations of study 
participants residing in developed countries. It would be interesting to see whether 
and how the modelling differs when using data from less developed countries. The 
formative indicators’ outer weights and the structural model’s path coefficients will 
presumably differ. This would allow even more targeted communication management 
of countries, depending on the recipients’ origins. Just like investigating reputation 
with data from less developed countries, modelling based on separate surveys of 
specific stakeholder groups would be similarly insightful. In this way, scholars could 
elaborate whether, for example, international consumers exhibit a different weighting 
of individual drivers and constructs than investors or political actors do. Here, too, 
the results would allow communication messages to be personalized in a more tar-
geted way in order to manage attitudes optimally.

Third, research should investigate the interactions between the derived exogenous 
constructs and all of the individual driver items further. The outer weights and the 
path coefficients should be regarded as statistical artefacts and as describing an 
indicator’s (or a driver construct’s) effect on an endogenous construct (country rep-
utation or one of its dimensions), while keeping all of the other indicators (constructs) 
constant. In order to optimally design communicative measures, the above-mentioned 
interactions should therefore be considered in a more nuanced manner by potentially 
applying other SEM methods (Sarstedt et  al. 2024).

Last, but not least, even well conducted driver analyses cannot make statements 
about causal relations. If a country’s reputation manager needs to determine the 
causal impact that a specific driver has on competence and/or likability, (s)he needs 
to develop and implement experimental designs.

Notes

 1. FutureBrand Country Index by Adams (2011); Country RepTrak by Berens et  al. (2011); 
Country Brand Ranking by Bloom Consulting (2022); The Good Country 2022; East West 
Nation Brand Perception Index and Reports by Cromwell (2011); Country Brand Strength 
Index by Dinnie, Melewar, and Fetscherin (2010); Anholt-GfK Roper Nation Brands Index 
by Feinberg and Zhao (2011); Country’s International Reputation Index by 
Fernandez-Crehuet, Rosales-Salas, and Cogollos (2019); Soft Power Index by Brand Finance 
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(2021); Best Countries Ranking by U.S. News (2021); Fombrun-RI Country Reputation Index 
by Passow et  al. (2005); Brand Molecule by Rojas-Méndez (2013). Given the paper’s scope, 
we refrain from a detailed discussion of all of the available approaches and focus on 
those frequently cited in academia and those mostly used in practice.

 2. We are well aware that omitting indicators in the case of formatively specified constructs 
means omitting parts of the construct. However, obvious overlaps in content lead to 
redundant items that should be eliminated for economic reasons.

 3. Scale: 1 = Strongly disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Somewhat disagree; 4 = Neither agree 
nor disagree; 5 = Somewhat agree; 6 = Agree; 7 = Strongly agree.

 4. For the PLS-SEM bootstrapping procedure (Davison and Hinkley 1997; Efron and Tibshirani 
1986; Hair et  al. 2022), we calculate 5000 subsamples and use bias corrected and accel-
erated bootstrapping as the confidence interval method (Hair et  al. 2022).

 5. [Country] has a high reputation in the global arena; (2) [Country] is highly reputable.
 6. Regarding the PLS-SEM bootstrapping procedure (Davison and Hinkley 1997; Efron and 

Tibshirani 1986; Hair et  al. 2022), we calculate 5000 subsamples and use bias corrected 
and accelerated bootstrapping as the confidence interval method (Hair et  al. 2022).
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