Track: 10. MNEs, institutional environment, corporate social responsibility and sustainable development
Competitive Session Format

The Effects of Foreignness, Internationalization, Country Openness and Knowledge Intensity on Evaluations of Service Firm Reputations in Latin America

ABSTRACT
This paper builds on the constructionist view of reputation by considering different types of signals that may influence the perception of reputation. In so doing, we analyzed both the impact of foreignness on service firm reputation in eight Latin countries and how this impact varies depending on the openness of the focal country. We explored these impacts on service firms given their constraints to exploit their firm specific assets overseas. Our findings suggest a positive impact of being a regional multinational firm on reputation, and that this impact is stronger for economically open countries and knowledge intensive firms operating in that setting. 




The Effects of Foreignness, Internationalization, Country Openness and Knowledge Intensity on Evaluations of Service Firm Reputations in Latin America

INTRODUCTION
	Our understanding of firm-level impacts on reputation is well established, with several literature reviews having been conducted in recent years (e.g., Lange, Lee & Dai, 2011; Mariconda & Lurati, 2014). These reviews have found that numerous firm variables can impact reputation, with firm performance and corporate social responsibility (CSR) being two of the most prominent influencers in past studies (Lang et al., 2011). Given its nature, corporate reputation is generally measured as a firm-level phenomenon (e.g., Fombrun, 1996). However, the collective perception or social-constructionist approach to viewing reputation suggests that individuals attend to and evaluate signals received about a firm when assessing the firm's reputation (Rindova & Martins, 2012). As such, reputation assessment depends both on the firm-level information signals reputation assessors receive along with the assessors' cognitive views that are used to interpret this information. Thus, a handful of recent scholars have suggested that institutional and cultural impacts on the assessment of reputations need to be examined (e.g., Brammer & Jackson, 2012; Soleimani, Schneper & Newburry, 2014). Similarly, a few scholars have also noted that industry effects on reputation need to be considered (e.g., Winn, MacDonald, & Zietsma, 2008). We build on these scholars by examining the impact of foreignness on the assessment of service firm reputations in the context of eight Latin American countries. In this study we are not interested in more traditional conceptualizations of country of origin effects, but rather in how home and host country economic policies matter for firm reputation. We examine whether these assessments differ depending upon the degree to which a county has policies and practices consistent with openness to foreign firms, and more generally, that encourage global interactions. Along with considering country factors, we also examine the knowledge intensity of the service firm to advance our understanding of corporate reputation. 
	We aim to make several contributions to extant literature within this study. First, given that the reputation literature has given scant coverage to context in the assessment of firm reputation, we build on a few recent studies by adding the importance of economic openness at the country level and service industry characteristics at the industry level. Second, given the over reliance on single-country reputation measures such as Fortune's Most Admired Company list in the academic literature (see, e.g., Dowling & Gardberg, 2012), we also contribute by being one of the few studies addressing reputation across a spectrum of countries to examine the generalizability of reputation constructs cross-nationally. Furthermore, we utilize reputation data that is comprised of inputs from a broad range of relevant informants in each nation, including industry analysts, business academic experts, and consumers. This approach affords a more comprehensive view of corporate reputation than single respondent class studies provide.
	We examine our study model in the context of the eight Latin American countries examined by Merco in their annual corporate reputation study (see Carreras, Alloza, & Carreras, 2013, p. 347-353). This setting provides a logical context for our topic given that clear distinctions exist between two modal groups of countries in our sample in terms of economic openness-- or the degree to which the country's policies and norms favor economic engagement with other nations. Four of the eight countries (Mexico, Chile, Peru and Colombia) recently established the Alianaza del Pacifico/Pacific Alliance, building upon shared commitments to economic openness to establish conditions favorable to their further economic integration. These countries have each also formed a free trade agreement with the hemisphere's largest trading partner, the United States. In contrast, the other four countries in our sample, Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil and Ecuador have followed less open economic policies, have not signed onto the Pacific Alliance nor do they have free trade agreements with the United States. 
The Heritage Foundation's Index of Economic Freedom (2014) illustrates the divide between these two groups. Its index of economic openness captures trade freedom, investment freedom (and financial freedom), and for each of these indicators, the Pacific Alliance members show greater openness than do their counterpart Latin American countries in our sample. A similar pattern is seen for the index for labor freedom (Heritage Foundation, 2014). These indicators suggest a meaningful divide in the openness of the countries in our sample to foreign influence. Foreignness has been shown to influence reputational assessments of firms in Latin America (Newburry, Gardberg, & Sanchez, 2014) and we build on this base by examining whether economic openness helps distinguish why/how foreignness matters for reputation.
BACKGROUND LITERATURE
Corporate Reputation
	Corporate reputation has been described as an important intangible asset that allows firms to differentiate themselves from their competitors (Rindova & Martins, 2012; Fombrun, 1996). Within the context of Latin America, Newburry (2010) found that reputation allows firms to benefit from supportive behaviors such as purchasing the firm's products, investing in its stocks, or seeking employment at a company. While still a burgeoning research area, a few recent authors have theoretically and empirically examined the impact of national context on corporate reputation (Brammer & Jackson, 2012; Newburry, 2012). For example, Gardberg (2006) examined the cross-cultural equivalence of the reputation construct as measured by the Reputation Institute’s Reputation Quotient, finding that while most items were cross-nationally valid, variations existed in the antecedents of reputation across cultures. Deephouse et al. (2009) surprisingly found that the institutional development of a country negatively impacted reputations of firms within a country, while cultural dimensions had varying impacts. Soleimani et al. (2014) found that shareholder rights, creditor rights, and labor rights impacted corporate reputation assessments in a 32-country sample. Nonetheless, room for development remains.
Country Openness
Governmental policies regarding the economy provide opportunities and constraints that shape the competitive landscape facing firms in a market (Ring et al., 2005). The institutional shaping of the economy, in turn, conditions the formulation and execution of firm strategies including the choice of investment priorities to advance the firm's interests. These choices include investments in innovation and quality of the firm's offerings as well as choices about whether to internationalize operations, and if so, how and where to do so (Murtha & Lenway, 1994; Spencer, Murtha and Lenway, 2005). Openness to foreign products and investments provides an economic context that is more competitive and demanding upon local producers as new entrants (via trade and/or investment) ratchet up the demands of consumers on local producers (Porter, 1990). 
Service Firms
	Compared to their manufacturing counterparts, service firms are generally considered to trade in intangibles with conditions that make reputation particularly important to their success (e.g., Greenwood, Li, Prakash, & Deephouse, 2005). First, most services involve simultaneous production and consumption, resulting in human interaction being an essential element in the service provision (Capar & Kotabe, 2003). Combining this characteristic with the intangible nature of services suggests that services are much more difficult than manufactured products to evaluate before purchasing (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1985; Kogut & Zander, 1993). This lack of tangible characteristics upon which to base purchases suggests that reputation will be more important for evaluating service firms than manufacturing firms, where consumers and other stakeholders have more concrete product information to help judge a company’s offerings. 
	 Knowledge intensive services are ones where non trivial prior investments in human capital by firms and by societies at large are required. Deployment of this human capital and delivery of knowledge intensive service products tends to be increasingly disconnected from geographic service delivery sites through technological intermediation and knowledge facilitation and transfer through proprietary professional networks embedded within multinational organizations. However, even considering this trend, the potential deployment of firm specific assets in the context of service firms decays more rapidly than the corresponding ones of manufacturing firms (Rugman and Verbecke, 2008). Rugman and Verbecke (2008) argued that the ability to deploy these FSAs decreases as the distance to a foreign location increases. Cultural, administrative, geographic and economic distance (Ghemawat, 2001) may constrain the transferability of such type of assets. Moreover, knowledge intensive service firms face two things that may mitigate the potential for valuable foreign deployment of FSAs even further: strong bargaining power favoring incumbent human capital available within the firm and the inherent difficulty that a customer experiences in evaluating the quality of the service provided by the expert (Von Nordenflycht, 2010).  
HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT
Foreignness and International Experience
	Newburry, Gardberg and Belkin (2014) distinguished between firm foreignness and firm internationalization in the context of workplace attractiveness in Latin America. Based on the work of Hymer (1976) and Zaheer (1995), among more recent others, the liability of foreignness refers to the collection of disadvantages that firms face when they invest and otherwise participate in foreign markets. Internationalization, by contrast, refers to the "process by which firms become more international" (Newburry et al., 2006: 668). In the case of multinational companies, this involves maintaining operations outside a firm’s host country, which has become increasingly prominent among Latin American firms with the advent of the so-called "multilatinas" (e.g., Martinez, Esperanca, and de la Torre, 2005; Fleury, Fleury and Borini, 2013). Given this development, multinationality is now far from being the sole domain of non-Latin American foreign firms in the region. We similarly suggest that whether a firm is foreign versus domestic and whether it has international experience will have a meaningful impact on reputation assessments associated with the firm. Moreover, combining these two dimensions will give us a more complete picture of the factors that impact firm reputation in the region.
On one hand, international exposure obtained through foreign investment will increase the opportunities for service firms to interact with a wider range of clientele, will cause firms to be subject to competitive pressures brought on by a larger number of players than is the case domestically, and as a result, will necessarily improve their own offerings. This in turn should positively impact reputation (Porter, 1990). Firms will likely not race to the bottom, but rather will tend to standardize their offerings to the highest service level required by any of their markets in order to enjoy economies of scale and scope benefits through standardization despite being at a higher level, which should positively impact reputation. Indeed, the opportunity for reputations in one market to be negatively impacted through holding to lesser standards in other markets is a risk that firms must consider in light of global communications and travel which readily expose differences across markets. And by operating in multiple markets, the brand of the firm can be (positively) reinforced on multiple stages and with clients in the focal country who travel and are themselves otherwise exposed to overseas markets. This interaction/exposure to these brands should reinforce reputations.
	However, we suggest that international experience only represents part of the picture. Similar to results found by Newburry, Gardberg and Sanchez (2014) with respect to workplace attractiveness, foreign firms may still face a liability of foreignness once other firm characteristics such as size and profitability are controlled for. Foreign firms in Latin America still appear to lack the legitimacy (e.g., Deephouse & Carter, 2015) afforded from being local. A large proportion of these are either from Europe (particularly Spain) where colonial heritage may weigh against positive firm perceptions or from the U.S., with relatively large cultural, economic and administrative distances. Thus, we suggest that domestic firms will unambiguously benefit from their international exposure since they will maintain a combination of the benefits of local embeddedness and the benefits of foreign experience, creating a distinctive combination of factors to support the reputation assessments of local evaluators. Extending this point, given the regional nature of most world economies (e.g., Rugman and Verbecke, 2008), we might suggest that Latin American multinationals (i.e. multilatinas) possess these same dual advantages.   
	Taken together, our above arguments suggest three specific groups of firms of interest operating in a particular Latin American marketplace: local (domestic) firms without international operations, multinationals from within the Latin American region (with international operations) and firms hailing from outside Latin America (with international operations). Given the above arguments, we suggest that Latin American multinationals will have higher reputations than the other two categories given that they gain reputation benefits from being both locally embedded plus being international. Accordingly, we hypothesize:
Hypothesis 1: There is a positive relationship between being a Latin American multinational and reputation in the case of service firms operating in Latin America. 
Country Openness
Country policies favoring economic openness, particularly in terms of trade, investment and labor, will create national market conditions where exposure to firms and services from overseas is relatively commonplace. Indeed such policies imply that engagement with other markets is desirable as opportunities for learning, sharpening of skills in offerings and leveraging new opportunities for collaboration and engagement in value chains will enhance national interests (Porter, 1990). One central national interest that economic openness policies can advance is the enhancement of regional multinational advantages described in the prior hypothesis. In national settings that favor more inward, closed economic approaches, however, regional multinational firms may not enjoy the same respect for their international activities (Jepperson, 2002). That is, a certain national prejudice may prevail that discounts or dampens the benefits of learning and connectedness that these firms would otherwise bring as perceived by observers in their home markets. So while these internationally active Latin American firms will still have opportunities to incorporate new ideas from their overseas engagement and broaden the range of their commercial interactions in ways that will directly benefit their offerings within a focal market, reputational assessors in their more economically closed home market will not positively attribute the impact of the international experience. Thus, we hypothesize:
Hypothesis 2: Multinational Latin American service firms enjoy more favorable reputations in markets that are more economically open than in more economically closed markets.
	Given the importance of country openness established in the prior hypothesis, our next two hypotheses focus specifically on conditions within this subsample from our overall dataset.
According to Von Nordenflycht (2010), knowledge intensity requires a considerable stock of learning and knowledge to provide the service (Starbuck, 1992; Winch & Schneider, 1993). However, there are at least two main implications that may affect the capacity to exploit firm specific assets. On one hand, the knowledge accumulated within the firm is intangible and embodied in the skilled labor force used to provide the service. Given the intangibility of the knowledge available in the firm, the knowledge is difficult to codify and transfer to different contexts (Kogut and Zander, 1993). Further, Teece (2003) argued that employees in which this knowledge resides have strong bargaining power, and hence, knowledge intensive firms may face difficulties in retaining or leveraging them. 
On the other hand, while normally it is difficult to evaluate the quality of a service ex ante (Parasuraman et al., 1985), in the case of knowledge intensive firms, it is difficult to evaluate the quality of the service provided by non-experts even after the service is provided (Von Nordenflycht, 2010). Hence, client evaluations for this type of firm are subject to more uncertainty and may result in greater distrust of the firm than others. Scholars have distinguished credence goods and services from other types of goods (e.g. Darby & Karni, 1973; Emons, 2001; Siegel & Vitaliano, 2006). For credence goods and services, the purchaser cannot easily characterize the quality of a good or service via regular usage (Darby & Karni, 1973). Because of this, purchasers have to rely to a much larger degree on seller-provided signals in order to evaluate what product to buy along with the quality of the product (Emons, 2001), while also often using other external company indicators to make purchasing decisions. Knowledge-based service firms would appear highly likely to fall into this credence category, creating an inherent difficulty for reputation evaluators in rating these firms. 
Purely domestic firms are institutionally close to the requirements of clients in the local marketplace and can thus deploy their firm specific assets without friction. However, the main problem with this type of firm operating in the knowledge intensive sector is the difficulty in evaluating the quality of their performance even ex-post. Especially among countries that are open to the international business transactions of foreign trade and investment as a policy geared towards keeping abreast with new developments, being a purely domestic firm may signal a lack of relevant knowledge to succeed in the marketplace. Further, given the uncertainty faced by non-experts in judging the quality of the service provided, the lack of international access to new knowledge may negatively affect the perception of reputation among constituents of the home country. In economically open countries that are not yet fully industrialized, and where human capital levels are not yet well advanced, being "parochial" and remaining purely domestic will be seen reputationally as being "backward" and without the core competence needed to operate in a knowledge intensive industry. Therefore, we hypothesize: 
Hypothesis 3: Among Latin American service firms operating in more economically open countries, there is a negative interaction effect between being a purely domestic firm and knowledge intensity on firm reputation.
While it is important for knowledge intensive service firms to access international markets to further develop their core competences, international firms from outside Latin America operating in the region may face problems in exploiting their firm specific assets and hence encounter added difficulty regarding capacity to deploy firm specific assets overseas. First, they suffer from liabilities of foreignness in the host country (Zaheer, 1995). As mentioned above, in Latin America, foreign firms still face discrimination and lack legitimacy (Deephouse & Carter, 2015; Newbury et al., 2014). Second, the transferability of firm specific assets of service firms rapidly declines as the distance increases from the home country (Rugman and Verbecke, 2008), which would largely affect firms outside Latin America. Third, given the intangibility of the knowledge involved and that the knowledge resides in the human capital of the firm, it seems that this issue is more relevant to this type of firm. 
Home-region multinational firms have access to international knowledge that can be 'tropicalized' (adapted to pertinent conditions) within the region. Given the distance from the relevant market, home-region multinational firms face lower constraints to deploy their firm specific assets and also have the capacity to obtain new knowledge from overseas. Hence, the uncertainty associated with this type of service is reduced. Therefore, we argue:
Hypothesis 4: Among Latin American service firms operating in more economically open countries, there is a positive interaction effect between being a Latin American multinational and knowledge intensity on firm reputation.
Reputation Evaluators
	While our hypothesis development has implicitly relied on a general overall assessment of firm reputation, we recognize that differences in approach to reputation assessment exist. Amongst these, two major measures dominate the literature. First is the Fortune's Most Admired Companies list, which is based on the evaluations of industry financial analysts and other insiders primarily within the context of the United States (Dowling & Gardberg, 2012). A second measure of increasing usage is that developed by the Reputation Institute, which assesses reputation based on the viewpoints of the general population (Ponzi, Fombrun, & Gardberg, 2011). Together, the contrast between the perceptions of industry insiders and the general public provides an interesting contrast for academic exploration. Within this study, we utilize a measure which will be described in the following section that allows us to distinguish between these two competing measurement foci using the same sample of firms. While we did not hypothesize differences between the two, we will examine how our results vary based on differing measures.
METHODOLOGY
Study Setting and Sample Characteristics
We explore these relations in the context of Latin America for several reasons. First, Latin America as a region has been understudied in management research (Cuervo-Cazurra and Dau, 2009). Second, within Latin American countries we can find cultural similarities. For instance, most Latin countries speak Spanish or Portuguese and belongs to the Catholic religion (Vassolo, De Castro, & Gomez-Mejía; 2011). These country-level characteristics may help to advance the comparability of results (Cuervo-Cazurra, 2008).  However, Latin American countries have evolved in two different paths: we can observe countries following market openness (i.e. Chile, Colombia, Mexico and Perú) and those returning to nationalistic policies (i.e. Venezuela, Ecuador, Bolivia and Argentina) (Vassolo et al., 2011). The existence of these two alternative paths makes the region a perfect laboratory to test the relationship between national economic policy and corporate reputation.  
To capture corporate reputation, we use a relatively new dataset developed by Merco, a private research firm headquartered in Spain.  Merco was created with the objective of assessing the corporate reputations of firms operating in various countries.  The first Merco report was released in Spain in 2001 and its first report in Latin America was presented in 2008 when they assessed the corporate reputation of firms operating in Colombia. By 2013, Merco conducts corporate reputation studies in eight Latin American countries: Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Equator, Mexico and Peru. Merco is a reputation monitor which annually evaluates the companies that operate in the aforementioned countries, publishing a top 100 ranking. Merco has got an open character, so any company currently operating in one country may be part of this top 100 if it receives sufficient support by the different stakeholders. We utilize the results achieved by 800 companies in the 2013 Merco edition. The datasets used by these editions of the reputation monitor were collected between September 2012 and October 2013.
To develop the ranking, an initial survey is carried out amongst the top executives of the most relevant firms of a country, including those reaching a minimum sales volume, who are invited to name the 10 companies with the best reputation in the country, along with identifying the three main reasons to choose them amongst 18 possible variables summed up into six main dimensions (economic-financial results, quality of the product-service, corporative culture and labor and ethical quality, corporate social responsibility, international presence, and innovation). 
Based on these mentions, Merco builds a provisional ranking. The firms included are further evaluated by different expert collectives in variables belonging to their fields of expertise. The reputation of each company is also assessed by a representative sample of the general population of each country, as well as through a technical review of the reputational objective merits presented by the companies. In addition to its strong presence in the region, Merco´s measurement of corporate reputation has some valuable characteristics that triggered our interest in using it as our dependent variable. First, Merco uses a multistakeholder approach. To capture corporate reputation, Merco uses evaluations from different firm stakeholders including (other firm) executives, financial analysts, leaders of non-profit organizations, consumer organizations, labor union leaders, economic journalists, business management academics and consumers at large. Each stakeholder evaluates each firm depending on his field of expertise. Second, since 2010, Merco´s results and procedures are audited by a third party (KPMG) in each of the countries in which the monitor has been conducted, ensuring reliability of the data.  Third, the monitor also considers information about the company as an employer. Merco collected information obtained from both employees of the focal firm and employees of other companies. 
Dependent Variable
Company Reputation. Using data from the Merco reputation monitor described above, corporate reputation is measured in two different ways. First, we use the final result of Merco, a score between 10.000 and 3.000 points which comes from rescaling the weighted sum of the scores given by each of the collectives involved in the elaboration of the monitor.
 Second, we analyze the different stakeholders that provide information to build the reputation measure in Merco. These different sources can be associated with the two dominant reputation measures that dominate the literature. On one side, some stakeholders may be closely associated with evaluations of financial analysts and industry insiders (consistent with the measurement of reputation provided by Fortune´s Most Admired Companies list). By contrast, other stakeholders may be more closely associated with viewpoints of the general public, which tends to encompass a broad range of interests (consistent with the measure developed by the Reputation Institute). Given this supposition, we carried out an exploratory factor analysis using varimax rotation of the components used to develop the overall Merco index to examine whether these different stakeholders can be meaningfully grouped. This procedure revealed the expected two factors with an eigenvalue > 1, which explain 61.41% of the original information. It is noteworthy that two items in the original factor analysis cross-loaded on the two factors, NGOs and Economic Journalists. Given these cross-loadings, these items were removed from the measure, creating the two distinct factors reported in the tables. Factor 1 is especially loaded by the opinions of the general population, as well as consumer associations and unions. As a consequence, we name this factor Popular Reputation. Factor 2 is mainly explained by the evaluations of top executives and the financial analysts, and is labeled Financial Reputation.
Independent Variables
Knowledge Intensity: To identify service firms included in Merco´s report and to further classify each company as a knowledge intensive firm, we first considered the Global Industry Classification Standard (GICS) classification developed by S&P and MSCI and available through the Bloomberg Database. The GICS classification is gaining popularity and it is a classification that has shown consistent advantages over other types of classification such as SIC or NAICS codes (Bhojraj, Lee and Oler, 2003). To classify each service firm as knowledge intensive, we first identify the main activity of the company through the GICS classification available in the Bloomberg database. Next, we create a dummy variable that describes a service firm that can be considered a Knowledge intensive service. To define a Knowledge intensive service, we use the OECD Definition (OECD - Science, Technology and Industry Scoreboard, 2011). Hence, we code as 1 a company that is considered knowledge intensive, 0 otherwise. 
Open Countries in Latin America: Merco´s database covers eight countries in Latin America. To classify the degree of openness of each of these countries, we first considered the index of economic freedom from the Heritage Foundation (2014). We identified that Chile, Colombia, Mexico and Perú were the freest countries of those in our database. Next, we analyzed the existence of regional blocks that reflects the degree of freedom and openness of the economies included in the sample. We identified that the Pacific Alliance group has among its objectives the openness and integration of its members with the world (alianzapacifico, 2014). The founding members of the alliance are the four countries previously identified. Hence, we code as 1 a country that is member of the Pacific Alliance (an open economy), 0 otherwise. 
Non Latin American Firms: This variable captures firms not from Latin America that operate in the study countries, coded as 1 for firms not from Latin America, 0 otherwise. 
Purely Domestic: This variable captures a Latin American firm that does not have any subsidiary outside its national boundaries. We code as 1 a purely domestic firm, 0 otherwise. 
Regional Multinational: Regional multinational indicates a company headquartered in Latin America that has operations beyond the national boundaries of its headquarters country. We code this variable as 1 if the firm is a regional multinational or  0 otherwise.
Control Variables: Following previous research, we controlled for company size by taking the natural log (ln) of total sales, company experience in the surveyed country (number of years operating in that country) and company performance (return on sales). 
RESULTS
Tables 1 and 2 present the results of the ordinary least squares models used to test our hypotheses. Six models are presented, with three versions of each based on the three dependent variables - Overall Reputation Index, Popular Reputation and Financial Reputation. Models 1 through 3 in Table 1 examine reputation amongst the full sample of service firms, with 246 observations for the Overall Reputation Index and 221 for the Popular Reputation and Financial Reputation models. Models 4, 5 and 6 in Table 2 only include open countries within Latin America in the sample, reducing the sample sizes within the prior models to 138 and 126, respectively. To check for potential problems associated with multicollinearity, we analyzed Variance Inflation Factors (VIF). All scores are less than 4.0, considerably lower than the standard cut off point of 10 (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, and Black, 1998).
Hypothesis 1 predicted a positive impact of being a regional multinational company on firm performance. Our empirical evidence supports this hypothesis for the overall reputation measure (p<0.05) and the Financial index based on financial analysts (p<.001). We observe this positive effect relative to the omitted foreign firm from outside Latin America category in the Table 1 models. However, we interestingly find a significant opposite negative effect (p<.001) for the popular reputation dependent variable. Therefore, H1 received mixed support. 
----------------------------------------
Place Tables 1 and 2 about here
----------------------------------------

Hypothesis 2 argued in favor of a positive interaction effect between being a regional multinational and being based in countries that are open to trade and investment. We found strong statistical evidence for our second hypothesis (p<0.01) for the overall reputation index, but not for either of the two more focused reputation measures.  
Given that the impact of having operations overseas is driven by countries that embrace economic openness consistent with firm internationalization, we focused our subsequent analysis on these economically open country markets (Chile, Colombia, Mexico and Peru). These results are contained in Table 2. Hypothesis 3 predicted a negative interaction effect between knowledge intensive service firms and being a purely domestic company on reputation. While we obtain significant evidence for the overall reputation index (p<0.01) in Model 4, the hypothesis failed to find significance for either of the two reputation component measures. Therefore, we consider that our third hypothesis has been partially supported.  
Hypothesis 4 predicts a positive interaction between being a regional multinational and knowledge intensive service firms. In Model 5, we found statistical evidence for this hypothesis using our overall reputation measure (p<0.001) and using the financial-based marketplace reputation measure (p<.01). This hypothesis was not supported using the popular reputation dependent variable. Therefore, we consider that our last hypothesis has been partially supported. 
Model 6 tests our two knowledge intensity interaction hypotheses simultaneously. In this model, the interaction results between regional multinationals and knowledge intensive service firms remain consistent, while the purely domestic firm interaction with knowledge intensive service firms loses significance. Overall, we find empirical evidence that partially supports our four hypothesized relationships, although results differ based on the reputation measure used.  
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
Corporate reputations, when favorable, enable firms to engage more productively and profitably within their marketplace. These reputations are earned based upon the range of strategic investments and actions taken by firms and are conditioned by the perceptions of various stakeholders in the markets where the firms operate. In this paper, we advance our understanding of corporate reputations for Latin American service firms, by employing new, multi stakeholder data regarding corporate reputation and by distinguishing the reputational impacts of firms' internationalization patterns, the knowledge intensity of their services and the economic openness of the markets where corporate reputations are developed and sustained.
We find that these Latin American service firms do enjoy reputational benefits in their home marketplaces from operating internationally, relative to purely domestic firms and to foreign firms from outside Latin America.  By operating internationally, these firms are subjected both to enhanced competitive pressures from confronting a wider array and a larger number of firms in their activities and benefit from learning and commercial exchange opportunities inherent in this broader engagement, consistent with well-established arguments in favor of firm success owing to internationalization.  Additionally, these firms avoid liability of foreignness challenges in their domestic (home) market, and have demonstrated the ability to overcome the same through their continued presence overseas.  
	The reputational benefit of being a regional multinational is found to be more intense in more economically open markets (and less intense in more economically closed markets).  We believe that this effect owes to the reputational spillovers from national economic policies that serve to condition and shape views of other stakeholders in a marketplace in terms of legitimacy.  Where the marketplace is characterized as less economically open, regional multinational firms will not enjoy the same level of reputational benefit for their experience as they would in a more "other-accepting", economically open marketplace.  
	For firms operating within more economically open markets like Chile, Colombia, Mexico and Peru in our Latin American sample, there are important effects on reputation stemming from the knowledge intensiveness of the service offering in question. Especially in knowledge intensive firms it is important to have constant interaction with international agents not only to exploit knowledge but also to explore and obtain new resources that may strengthen their core competences. Being a purely domestic firm may be perceived by constituents as the firm's incapacity to leverage its internal knowhow in a more competitive arena or to understand new knowledge that is produced elsewhere. In this vein, international business engagement is seen as a mechanism to advance and access new knowledge. 
Yet we show the pervasive need for excellence in local delivery of services in our final hypothesis that finds a positive interaction between knowledge intensity and being a regional multinational firm. Regional firms still can leverage their location-bound firm specific advantages, honed through both their domestic and their international activities, and brought to bear effectively in their home market in securing positive corporate reputations. While just being an international firm may have a positive influence on exploring and exploiting its core competences, Rugman and Verbecke (2008) argued that this capacity of international service firms diminish dramatically as firms move beyond their home region. In fact, they suggest that the capacity of service firms to overcome the four distance components of the CAGE framework (Ghemawat, 2001) is fairly reduced especially among services that require simultaneous production and consumption of the service (Rugman and Verbecke, 2008). 
	While we did not hypothesize differences between our alternate dependent variables, our results nonetheless highlighted the importance of the reputation measure in impacting a study's results. The popular reputation and the Financial reputation dependent variables clearly produced different results which may be tied to the different expectations of the stakeholder groups the firms represent. Differences such as these warrant further study.
Overall, we aimed to make several contributions to extant literature within this study. First, given relatively scant coverage of context in the assessment of firm reputation (Brammer & Jackson, 2012; Newburry, 2012), by adding economic openness at the country level and service industry characteristics at the industry level, we believe we have helped fill in a piece of this important research gap. Second, we are also one of relatively few studies to examine reputation across a spectrum of countries, particularly in the Latin American context. Third, we utilized reputation data comprised of inputs from a broad range of relevant informants in each national marketplace, including industry analysts, business academic experts, and consumers. By doing so, we were able to capture a much broader perspective on corporate reputation than many existing studies, a large percentage of which rely on data from a narrow range of informants, such as those used in Fortune’s Most Admired Company ratings (Dowling & Gardberg, 2012).
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TABLE 1
Regression results on firm reputation overall sample





TABLE 2
Regression results on firm reputation among open countries in Latin America
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