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ABSTRACT 
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Dr. Tanya Mark 

With the globalization of market and trade, brands are expanding their geographic scope of 

business and tapping into new markets, and it is believed that the importance of understanding 

cultural differences increases. However, limited research has been focused on the influence of 

culture on brand equity. This thesis examines the effect of uncertainty avoidance, one of the 

cultural dimensions of Hofstede’s Cultural Dimension theory, on consumer-based brand equity 

as well as the role trust and knowledge play. Results show that brand equity is negatively 

influenced by uncertainty avoidance through the mediation of trust. But the effects of 

knowledge are not significant. This study provides managerial insights to marketers and 

multinational corporations by helping them develop different marketing strategy across the 

markets. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

With the globalization of market and trade, Canadian brands are expanding their 

geographic scope of business and tapping into new markets. For example, Tim Hortons, a 

Canadian multinational fast-food restaurant chain that operates more than 4,000 restaurants in 

14 countries, first tapped into Chinese market in 2019 and expects 1,500 more locations will 

open across China over next decade (CBC, 2019). Also, Canada Goose, a Canadian winter 

clothing manufacturer, announced its expansion plan that doubling its store numbers in China 

in 2020 (Bloomberg, 2020). It is believed that the importance of understanding cultural 

differences increases with the growing trend of international trade (Rhodes, Emery & Lussier, 

2003). As markets are becoming more integrated and global competition are becoming even 

more intensive, firms need to pay greater attention to develop marketing strategy across 

different markets and build stronger international brands. 

Branding strategy is one of the most important parts of firm’s overall marketing strategy 

as stronger brands help firms establish an identity and develop a large customer base (Aaker, 

1996). The topic of brand equity has also drawn considerable attention in the marketing 

literature over last few decades. Although brand equity literature is well-established in terms of 

its conceptualization, operationalization and managerial issues, a fundamental issue that has 

been overlooked is the influence of national culture on brand equity. Steenkamp (2017) 

indicates that impacts of national culture on consumer-based brand equity has not been fully 

explored and establishing cultural marketing strategies to build strong brands should be 

considered as a priority. Namely, whether cultural differences would have an impact on brand 

equity; if so, what kind of strategy managers could use to improve brand equity in different 

markets could be explored and studied with more depth. Thus, the purpose of the study is to 

examine impacts of national culture on brand equity in the context of global brands.  

Hofstede’s cultural dimension theory is one of the most widely accepted theory that 

shows how values and values related behaviors are different among various cultures. More 

importantly, it is widely used in marketing and management field to study cross-cultural 
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differences (Steenkamp, 2001). Thus, Hofstede’s cultural dimension theory is applied in the 

current study. 

 According to Hofstede’s cultural dimension theory, there are five dimensions: 

individualism-collectivism, uncertainty avoidance, power distance, masculinity-femininity, and 

long-term orientation-short-term normative orientation, that can be used to distinguish 

different cultures. Previous research shows that Hofstede’s cultural dimensions have significant 

effects on consumer behaviors, including product perception and evaluation (Lee, Garbarion & 

Lerman, 2007), adaption of innovation and new products (Steenkamp, Hofstede & Wedel, 

1999) and consumer consumption behaviors (Mooij & Hofstede, 2002). 

 However, previous research did not address whether brand equity will be affected by 

these five dimensions, especially uncertainty avoidance. As prior research has proved that trust 

is influenced by uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede, 2001; Hallikainen & Laukkanen, 2018) and 

can lead to higher brand equity (Delgado‐Ballester & Luis Munuera‐Alemán, 2005), it is possible 

that brand equity is negatively related with uncertainty avoidance. Additionally, since 

knowledge helps to reduce uncertainty and consumer perceived risk (Doney, Cannon & Mullen, 

1998; Hilmersson & Jansson, 2012; Heilman, Bowman & Wright, 2000), it is possible that 

knowledge could moderate the effects of uncertainty avoidance on brand equity.  

In sum, this paper will address the following two research questions (RQ): 

RQ1: Is consumer-based brand equity positively (negatively) influenced by uncertainty 

avoidance through the mediation of trust. 

RQ2: Does knowledge moderate the relationship between uncertainty avoidance and 

consumer-based brand equity.  

The thesis is organized as follows: first, literature review of brand equity, uncertainty 

avoidance and knowledge is summarized. Gap in the literature is then identified. Hypotheses 

are developed and methodologies are introduced to test the hypotheses. Then results of the 

data analysis are presented followed by the discussion, contributions, limitations and future 

studies. 



 

3 
 

Chapter 2. Literature Review 

2.1 Consumer-based Brand Equity  

2.1.1 Conceptualization  

Brand equity is one of the central constructs in marketing research. It was first discussed 

in the 1980s (Farquhar, 1989) defined as the “added value” resulting from the brand name. 

Since then, numerous studies have been added to the brand equity literature studying it from 

consumer, firm, financial perspectives (Keller & Lehmann, 2006). 

Aaker (1991) broadened Farquhar’s definition and developed one of the first 

conceptualizations of brand equity as “a set of assets and liabilities linked to a brand, its name 

and symbol that add to or subtract from the value provided by a product or service to a firm 

and/or that firm’s customers”. Further, Aaker (1991) identified Brand Awareness, Brand 

Associations, Perceived Quality, Brand Loyalty as four conceptual dimensions of brand equity. 

According to Aaker’s (1991) definition brand loyalty refers to the attachment that a 

consumer has to a brand and it is considered as the core of the brand equity (Aaker, 1991). 

Brand awareness refers to ability of consumer to recognize or recall a particular brand and it 

could influence consumer perceptions and attitudes toward the brand (Aaker, 1996). Brand 

associations is defined as “anything linked in memory to a brand” (Aaker, 1991), and positive 

brand-related memories will help to create higher brand equity. Perceived quality refers to the 

consumers’ perception of the overall superiority of a product (Aaker, 1991).  

While Aaker conceptualized brand equity from consumer perception perspective, Keller 

(1993) conceptualized brand equity more strictly from consumer psychology perspective. Keller 

(1993) emphasised that brand knowledge stored in consumers’ memories would influence 

brands and effectiveness of marketing strategy.  

Accordingly, Keller (1993) conceptualized brand equity as the differential outcomes of 

brand knowledge on consumer response to the marketing of brand (Keller, 1993). Keller (1993) 

further conceptualised brand knowledge as “consisting of a brand node in memory to which a 

variety of associations are linked” and decomposed it into two constructs: Brand Awareness 
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and Brand Image. Brand Awareness reflects consumer’s ability to identify certain brand and it 

consists of Brand Recognition and Brand Recall. Brand Image reflects consumers’ perception 

towards the brand based on the brand associations in their memory (Keller, 1993).  

Most of the subsequent empirical studies of brand equity were built on Aaker’s (1991) 

and Keller’s (1993) conceptualizations of brand equity. Although new models were developed 

to explain brand equity and additional components and dimensions of brand equity were 

identified, one of the important consensuses of brand equity is it is the incremental value of the 

brand because of brand name (Park & Srinivasan, 1994; Yoo & Donthu, 2001; Srinivasan, Park & 

Chang, 2005; Rego, Billett & Morgan, 2009).  

2.1.2 Operationalization 

Keller (1993) points out that there are two approaches to measure customer-based 

brand equity: indirect and direct approaches. Indirect approaches measure brand equity 

through measuring its sources and drivers, such as Brand Awareness, Brand Associations, 

Perceived Quality, Brand Loyalty proposed by Aaker (1991). Namely, indirect approaches focus 

on capturing “consumer mind-set” and measure brand equity from individual consumer 

perception perspective (Keller & Lehmann, 2006). 

Yoo and Donthu (2001) extend the operationalization literature by developing a 

multidimensional consumer-based brand equity scale to measure brand equity components. 

Yoo and Donthu (2001) adopt Aaker (1991) and Keller’s (1993) conceptualization of brand 

equity and use brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality and brand associations as four 

dimensions of scale. 48 scale items were initially identified to reflect brand equity and were 

tested using 3 different product categories varying on price range, frequency of purchase and 

consumers' product involvement. Consumer preferences across 3 different cultural groups 

(Koreans, Korean Americans, Americans) were collected using surveys. Following the analyses, 

10 items representing three dimensions: brand loyalty, perceived quality and brand 

awareness/associations are selected to build the multidimensional consumer-based brand 

equity measurements scale. Brand awareness and brand associations are combined into one 

dimension due to the lack of discriminant validity (Yoo & Donthu, 2001). Yoo and Donthu (2001) 
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further test the validity of multidimensional consumer-based brand equity scale by comparing it 

with purchase intention and consumer attitude toward brands because these two measures are 

associated with brand equity and can be used as substitutes for brand equity. Yoo and Donthu 

(2001) confirm that both purchase intention and brand attitudes are highly correlated with 

brand equity scale they purposed. Hence, the validity of the scale is further supported.  

Except for Yoo and Donthu’s (2001) multidimensional brand equity scale several 

commercial measures have also been created to measure brand equity indirectly using 

worldwide market research data (e.g., Young & Rubicam’s BAV, Millward Brown’s BrandZ, 

Ipsos’s Equity Builder). Specifically, Young & Rubicam’s Brand Asset Valuator uses knowledge, 

relevance, esteem, differentiation, energy to measure brand equity; Ipsos model uses 

differentiation, relevance, popularity, familiarity, quality to measure brand equity.  

Different from indirect methods, direct methods assess the impact of brand knowledge 

on consumer response to different elements of the firm’s marketing program (Keller, 1993). 

Namely direct methods attempt to measure the consequences or outcomes of brand equity, 

examples include measuring product-market outcomes (e.g., Park & Srinivasan 1994; 

Srinivasan, Park & Chang, 2005; Ailawadi, Lehmann & Neslin, 2003) and financial market 

outcomes (e.g., Mizik, 2014). 

Park and Srinivasan (1994) develop a survey-based multi-attribute model to measure 

brand equity at individual consumer level. Brand equity is operationalized as the difference 

between a consumer’s overall preference towards a brand and preference based on measured 

attribute levels. Further, based on Aaker (1991) and Keller’s (1993) finding that brand 

associations bring about brand equity, Park and Srinivasan (1994) decompose brand equity into 

attribute-based equity and non-attribute-based equity to better identify the sources of brand 

equity. Following analysis of consumers’ and experts’ preferences towards different brands in 

toothpaste and mouthwash categories, Park and Srinivasan (1994) conclude that non-attribute-

based component is more important in determining brand equity since non-attribute-based 

brand equity of top ranked toothpaste (e.g., Crest, Colgate, Aqua-fresh) and mouthwash (e.g., 

Scope, Listerine, Close-Up) brands are higher than their attribute-based brand equity. In 
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addition, non-attribute-based brand equity has larger variations comparing with attribute-

based brand equity, suggesting that brand equity of these two product categories is more 

driven by brand associations related with non-attribute-based components.  

Park and Srinivasan’s (1994) method contributes to the literature by providing an 

indication of sources of brand equity and directions to increase brand equity. In addition, their 

method provides both individual-level and segment-level measures of brand equity.  

Ailawadi, Lehmann and Neslin (2003) expand the operationalization literature by 

proposing the revenue premium model to measure brand equity. Revenue premium model can 

compute dollar value of the brand and is more appealing for financial valuation purposes. The 

revenue premium model essentially quantifies the effects of brand equity through calculating 

the differences between the revenue of a branded product and a private label (Ailawadi, 

Lehmann & Neslin, 2003). The differences are then used to measure the effects of brand equity 

of a specific product. To examine the validity of the model two data sets including real data of 

different product categories in consumer-packaged goods industry are investigated. The results 

show that revenue premium measure is stable and reliable for it reflects changes in brand 

health and is correlated well with other brand equity measures. 

The logic underlying revenue premium measure is that the benefit of brand equity 

should ultimately be reflected in the brand’s performance in the marketplace (Ailawadi, 

Lehmann & Neslin, 2003). Overall, revenue premium measure provides a convenient and easy 

way to calculate the monetary value of brand equity using real data. However, it does not 

provide insights into the customer-level sources of equity and thus the drivers of brand equity 

are not identified. In addition, the model is built based on the assumption that private label 

goods can be used as benchmark brand, while it is difficult to find an equivalent unbranded 

counterpart in real life. 

Srinivasan, Park and Chang (2005) improve the model they developed in 1994 by 

combining both consumer perception and monetary valuation perspective to measure brand 

equity. Srinivasan, Park, and Chang (2005) conceptualize brand equity as occurring from three 

sources: brand awareness, attribute perception, non-attribute preference. Brand equity is then 
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operationalized as the incremental choice probabilities of consumers (Srinivasan, Park & Chang, 

2005). They develop the choice probability model to compute individual’s probability of 

choosing certain brand after considering brand availability, brand awareness and overall brand 

preference. Survey data of Korean users of digital cellular phones is applied to validate the 

model. Srinivasan, Park, and Chang (2005) find that brand awareness consists of largest part of 

brand equity, followed by non-attribute preference and attribute perception. Market share of 

Samsung Anycall, LG Freeway, Motorola MicroTac, Qualcomm would reduce by 21.8%, 16.9%, 

6%, 2.1% without brand awareness; while without non-attribute preference, market share 

would reduce by 14.4%, 8.4%, 4.2%, and 1.5% respectively (Srinivasan, Park & Chang, 2005). 

Compared with the measure they proposed in 1994, the updated measure not only 

captures brand equity from consumer mind-set aspect but also helps managers get an absolute 

monetary value of the brand equity, which is one of the improvements of the new measure. 

Srinivasan, Park, and Chang (2005), however, also note the drawbacks of the measure. 

Specially, since it only considers the concurrent financial impacts, the measure cannot address 

the brand’s future long-term performance effects.  

Mizik (2014) further expands the literature by using stock return method to measure 

brand equity. Mizik (2014) argues that the impacts of brand equity are ultimately reflected by 

the stock-market value of a firm. Specifically, Mizik (2014) applies the stock return response 

modeling to assess the long-term contribution of brand equity. Time-series data of stock 

market returns of high-tech and restaurant industries is collected to validate the model. Consist 

with prior studies in the literature, the author concludes that brand equity has a positive impact 

on firm’s current financial performance (Mizik, 2014). More importantly, brand equity has 

greater impacts on firm’s future financial performance; that is the major parts of profitability 

impacts result from brand equity are realized in the future (Mizik, 2014).  

In summary, there are two types of operationalizations of brand equity: direct and 

indirect methods. Direct methods capture the outcomes of brand equity while indirect methods 

measure the components of brand equity. For the purpose of investigating brand equity from 

individual consumer mind-set perspective, indirect method is applied in the current study. In 
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addition, indirect method is more appropriate for current study since this study seeks to 

explore brand equity in different cultural settings but not to calculate the absolute money value 

of brand equity, where direct methods will be more suitable. 

2.1.3 Outcomes  

The beneficial consequences that brand equity could bring to firms have been well 

studied in the literature. These outcomes further prove the importance of studying brand 

equity and will be discussed in the following section. Previous research has shown that brand 

equity influences firms from both financial and non-financial aspects (Park & Srinivasan, 1994; 

Rego, Billett & Morgan, 2009; Stahl, Heitmann, Lehmann & Neslin, 2012; Mizik, 2014). 

Park and Srinivasan (1994) identify and test the impacts of brand equity on market share 

premium and price premium. They use choice probability model to estimate market share 

premium and price premium for toothpaste and mouthwash brands. The results show that the 

impacts of brand equity are substantial as for Colgate, more than 50% of its market share could 

contribute to brand equity. Thus, brand equity could help firms to increase market share and 

lower consumer price sensitivity. 

Further, Rego, Billett, and Morgan (2009) examine the impacts of consumer-based 

brand equity on firm risk. The rationale for linking consumer-based brand equity and firm risk is 

that high consumer-based brand equity is associated with repeated purchase behavior, low 

consumer price sensitivity and high consumer loyalty (Rego, Billett & Morgan, 2009). Thus, 

firm’s cash flow will be protected, and risks will be reduced. Rego, Billett, and Morgan (2009) 

conceptualize brand equity based on Keller’s (1993) conceptualization and measure it using 

consumer data from EquiTrend database. Rego, Billett, and Morgan (2009) separate firm risk 

into systematic and unsystematic risk and apply regression model to capture the relationship 

between brand equity and firm risk. Their findings suggest that consumer-based brand equity is 

associated with firm risk and significantly reduces both systematic and unsystematic risks of 

firm (Rego, Billett & Morgan, 2009). Since risks could affect the value that investors invest in the 

firm and have an immediate impact on firm’s market value, increased brand equity could 
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decrease the cost of capital of firms. As a result, firm’s strategic opportunities and future 

financial returns could be strengthened by the higher level of brand equity. 

Stahl, Heitmann, Lehmann, and Neslin (2012) examine the impacts of consumer-based 

brand equity on the key components of Customer Lifetime Value: customer acquisition, 

retention and profit margin. They use Brand Asset Valuator as a measure of consumer-based 

brand equity. Brand Asset Valuator adopts Keller’s (1993) conceptualization of brand equity and 

four pillars of Brand Asset Valuator are knowledge, relevance, esteem and differentiation. 

Customer Lifetime Value is then measured using transaction data from U.S. automobile 

industry. Then regression is run to find the relationship between components of consumer-

based brand equity and Customer Lifetime Value. According to their findings, brand equity has 

a significant impact on Customer Lifetime Value even after controlling for the marketing 

activities (Stahl, Heitmann, Lehmann & Neslin, 2012). Furthermore, consumer-based brand 

equity components exert different effects on Customer Lifetime Value components that only 

knowledge and differentiation have significant effects on all three components of Customer 

Lifetime Value (Stahl, Heitmann, Lehmann & Neslin, 2012). Since Customer Lifetime Value 

presents the net value consumers contribute to firms, through influencing components of 

Customer Lifetime Value consumer-based brand equity will eventually influence the firm’s 

revenue and profits (Stahl, Heitmann, Lehmann & Neslin, 2012). 

Additionally, Mizik and Jacobson (2008) and Mizik (2014) explore the impacts of brand 

equity on firm’s stock return. Consumer-based brand equity is measured from consumer 

perspective using Brand Asset Valuator. At the same time accounting performance index 

(Return on Asset and Sales) and stock return data are collected during the same period 

consumer-based brand equity is surveyed (Mizik & Jacobson, 2008). Stock Return Response 

Model is applied, and the results show that among the four pillars of Brand Asset Valuator, 

relevance and energy have significant positive (0.082 and 0.060) impacts on stock return (Mizik 

& Jacobson, 2008). While esteem and knowledge have more impacts on firm’s current-term 

(short-term) performance and are less relevant in explaining firm’s stock return which captures 

firm’s future potential. Mizik (2014) further verifies the effects of consumer-based brand equity 
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on both firm’s current and future financial performance and tests the heterogeneity of the 

consumer-based brand equity effects in different industries. 

In summary, brand equity could influence firm performance through influencing its 

market share and price premium (Park & Srinivasan, 1994), associated firm risk (Rego, Billett & 

Morgan, 2009), Customer Lifetime Value (Stahl, Heitmann, Lehmann & Neslin, 2012) and 

overall financial performance (Mizik & Jacobson, 2008; Mizik, 2014).  

The effects of consumer-based brand equity have also been tested in the international 

context. Broyles, Leingpibul, Ross, and Foster (2010) present an empirical study that tests 

antecedent and consequences relationship of brand equity in different cultural setting. They 

confirm that brand equity model holds up in cross-cultural settings, suggesting that brand 

equity is equally important and influential to firms in different countries (Broyles, Leingpibul, 

Ross & Foster, 2010). However, they argue that the paths of building brand equity and brand 

equity drivers are different among different nations (Broyles, Leingpibul, Ross & Foster, 2010). 

Zhang, Doorn, and Leeflang (2014) further illustrate that brand equity drivers have a stronger 

effect on Western consumers than Eastern consumers. The influences of national culture on 

brand equity will be introduced in the following section.  

2.2 Consumer-based Brand Equity under Different Culture  

One of the first and most widely accepted definition of culture is that culture is an 

umbrella term that consists of shared values, social rituals, norms, habits, and traditions of one 

particular group or society (Tylor, 1871). Culture is handed down from generation to generation 

and embedded in people’s minds since early childhood. As a result, members from same 

cultural groups have similar patterned ways of thinking, feeling, and reacting (Kluckhohn, 1951). 

Hofstede (2001) further suggests that culture is a long-lasting personal experience and can be 

considered as the “collective programming of the mind” that characterizes one group from 

another.  

Furthermore, it is acknowledged that culture has influential effects on people’s behavior 

and ways of thinking. In marketing literature, previous research has shown that cultural traits 
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largely influence consumer attitudes and behavior. Examples include research on influence of 

culture on customer innovativeness (Steenkamp, Hofstede & Wedel, 1999), brand positioning 

(Alden, Steenkamp & Batra, 1999), brand imagery strategy (Roth, 1995) and country of origin 

effects (Gürhan-Canli & Maheswaran, 2000). For example, Gürhan-Canli and Maheswaran 

(2000) explore the effects of cultural differences (individualism vs. collectivism) on consumer 

attitudes towards products originated from different countries. Japanese and American 

consumers’ attitudes towards home country and foreign country produced mountain bikes are 

tested. According to the results, Japanese consumers evaluate Japanese mountain bikes more 

positively than U.S. mountain bikes regardless of product quality (superior condition: Ms = 6.42 

vs 5.34, F = 12.30, p < .001; inferior condition: Ms = 3.78 vs 2.90, F = 7.64, p < .01). 

Consequently, Gürhan-Canli and Maheswaran (2000) confirm that culture influences consumer 

attitudes, such that collectivists evaluate home country products more favorably compared 

with individualists.  

Though various studies have been conducted to examine the influence of national 

culture on consumer behavior, relatively few studies have focused on the influence of culture 

on consumer-based brand equity. Studies of consumer culture to consumer-based brand equity 

remain underexplored (Steenkamp, 2017) and studying the importance of using cultural 

marketing strategies to build strong brands is considered as a priority (Steenkamp, 2017). 

2.2.1 Hofstede’s Cultural Dimension Theory   

Hofstede’s dimensional theory of national culture has been widely applied in marketing 

and management field to study cross-cultural consumer behavior (Steenkamp, 2001). Hofstede 

developed his initial cultural dimension theory with survey data completed by 117,000 IBM 

employees from 40 different countries (Hofstede, 2001). Hofstede initially figured out power 

distance, collectivism-individualism, masculinity-femininity, uncertainty avoidance as four 

constructs that could be used to effectively distinguish people from different cultures. After 

extending analysis to more countries, Hofstede added a fifth construct: long term orientation-

short term normative orientation to his framework. 
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Power distance represents the degree to which less powerful member of society accept 

and expect the uneven distribution of power (Hofstede, 2001). The fundamental issue of power 

distance is how inequality is managed by the society. In society with higher power distance 

people accept a hierarchical order, whereas in society with lower power distance people have 

higher demands for the equal distribution of power (Hofstede, 2001). Collectivism-individualism 

refers to people’s preference for different social frameworks. Collectivism prefers a tightly knit 

social framework; individualism prefers a loosely knit social framework (Hofstede, 2001). 

Masculinity-femininity focuses on the degree to which society emphasizes achievement 

(Hofstede, 2001). Masculinity refers to the preference of society for self-achievement and 

assertiveness. The social gender roles are distinct for men and women in masculinity leading 

society. While femininity refers to the preference for cooperation and caring and the social 

gender roles overlap (Hofstede, 2001). Uncertainty avoidance is defined as the ability of 

individuals to tolerate uncertainty or ambiguity (Hofstede, 2001). Long term orientation society 

is more future oriented, requiring higher persistence and personal adaptability. In contrast, 

short term orientation society focuses more on past and present, valuing tradition and stability 

(Hofstede, 2001).  

Though all of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions would have an impact on consumer 

attitudes and behavior, certain cultural dimensions may have more important roles to play 

depending on the situation (Hofstede, 2001). Specifically, Hofstede (2001) suggests that 

uncertainty avoidance, comparing with other cultural dimensions, plays a critical role in 

international setting because of its relationship with risk tolerance.  

I agree that uncertainty avoidance is especially critical for the research of brand equity 

in international settings. Because individuals from different uncertainty avoidance cultures 

have different risk preferences and trust level (Hofstede, 2001; Hallikainen & Laukkanen, 2018) 

and brand trust is positively associated with brand equity (Delgado‐Ballester & Luis Munuera‐

Alemán, 2005). Consistent with prior studies (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001; Delgado‐Ballester & 

Luis Munuera‐Alemán, 2005), brand trust is defined as consumers’ confidence and willingness 

to believe in the brand’s reliability and intentions. Accordingly, trusting a brand means that 

consumers are willing to rely on the ability of brand to perform its indicated function and 
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believe that brand will bring them positive outcomes (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001). Doney and 

Cannon (1997) suggest that trust could be developed through the prediction process, where 

information is needed to forecast another party’s behavior. Consequently, consumers will rate 

the brands they are familiar with more trustworthy. In addition, relationship marketing 

literature implies that relationship is built on trust. Previous studies indicated that brand equity 

is a relational market-based asset, embedding in the consumer relationship building process 

(Srivastava, Shervani & Fahey, 1998), and trust may lead to higher brand equity (Delgado‐

Ballester & Luis Munuera‐Alemán, 2005). 

Furthermore, research findings also indicate that trust is the main driver of brand 

loyalty, which is closely corelated with brand equity (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001). Thus, brand 

equity may be influenced differently in countries with distinct uncertainty avoidance level.  

Combining all the findings, I believe uncertainty avoidance is the most relevant 

dimension that would have an influence on consumer-based brand equity.   

2.2.2 Uncertainty Avoidance and Consumer-based Brand Equity 

Uncertainty avoidance represents the degree to which people in a group feel 

comfortable with uncertainty or unknown. People from countries with higher uncertainty 

avoidance index feel less comfortable when faced with situations that present larger degrees of 

uncertainty, whereas people from countries with lower uncertainty avoidance tend to feel less 

anxiety toward uncertain situations (Hofstede, Hofstede & Minkov 2010). Furthermore, the 

fundamental issue associated with uncertainty avoidance is that how individuals from different 

culture deal with unknown future (Hofstede, Hofstede & Minkov 2010).  

In countries that exhibit stronger uncertainty avoidance, rules, laws and regulations are 

set strictly and clearly to avoid the occurrence of uncertain situation as structured situations 

are more preferred and there is a stronger need for clarity. Individuals belonging to these 

countries follow the conventional way of thinking and behaving and they are more resistant to 

making changes and breaking rules. Consequently, stress and anxiety levels are higher among 

these countries (Hofstede, Hofstede & Minkov 2010). In contrast, countries displaying lower 

uncertainty avoidance feel more comfortable with ambiguity and unstructured situations. Each 
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day is taken as it comes, thus, fewer rules and regulations are set to avoid uncertainty. 

Individuals belonging to lower uncertainty avoidance countries are more open-minded in 

accepting new situations. (Hofstede, Hofstede & Minkov 2010). 

Furthermore, it is suggested that organizations in countries with stronger uncertainty 

avoidance generally show characteristics such as resistance to changes, constraining of 

innovations by rules, highly formalized management, and belief in specialist and expertise 

(Hofstede, 2001). While, in countries with lower uncertainty avoidance, innovation and 

diversity are relatively easily accepted, and there is less seniority existing in the society 

(Hofstede, 2001). 

More importantly, individual’s attitude for risk and trust is different among high 

uncertainty avoidance and low uncertainty avoidance countries. The higher the culture’s 

uncertainty avoidance, the greater its people’s risk averseness. Conversely, the lower the 

culture’s uncertainty avoidance, the greater its people’s willingness to accept risks and 

uncertainty (Hofstede, 2001). In high uncertainty avoidance cultures, risk-averse attitudes imply 

that companies will not take unnecessary risks and only adopt innovations if their value has 

already been proven in the market (Hofstede, 2001). In addition, Hofstede, Hofstede and 

Minkov (2010) suggest that trust of others is more common among low uncertainty avoidance 

countries. Hallikainen and Laukkanen (2018) further confirm that uncertainty avoidance 

negatively influence trust that adoption of online shopping is especially hindered by uncertainty 

avoidance because of lack of trust.  

It is also believed that uncertainty avoidance has a significant effect on consumer 

behaviors, including product perception and evaluation (Lee, Garbarion & Lerman, 2007), 

adaption of innovation and new products (Steenkamp, Hofstede & Wedel, 1999) and consumer 

consumption behaviors (Mooij & Hofstede, 2002). Steenkamp, Hofstede and Wedel (1999) 

argue that because the performance of new items is more ambiguous and riskier to high 

uncertainty avoidance consumer, consumer innovativeness is lower in countries displaying 

stronger uncertainty avoidance. Lee, Garbarino and Lerman (2007) further explore the 

phenomenon that consumers from high uncertainty avoidance countries perceive new products 
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to be relatively lower in quality comparing with consumers from low uncertainty avoidance 

countries. In addition, Mooij and Hofstede (2002) propose that purity is an important need for 

consumers from high uncertainty avoidance countries, and thus lead to different consumption 

behaviors. In countries with high uncertainty avoidance, consumers care more about being well 

groomed and health. As a result, consumers belonging to high uncertainty avoidance countries 

purchase more mineral water, clothing and footwear, solid design furniture (Mooij & Hofstede, 

2002). 

In summary, individuals from countries that exhibit stronger uncertainty avoidance are 

more concerned about predictability and stability of unknown future and trust of others is less 

common among the society (Hofstede, 2001). Accordingly, their behavior and attitude will be 

shaped by the uncertainty avoidance level, such that they will be more skeptical to products or 

brands they have no knowledge and experience with. In addition, as research suggests that 

trust is positively associated with brand equity (Delgado‐Ballester & Luis Munuera‐Alemán, 

2005; Hallikainen & Laukkanen, 2018), consumer-based brand equity of brands that consumers 

are not familiar with (e.g., new brands or category) is expected to be lower in high uncertainty 

avoidance society, vice versa. 

2.3 Knowledge and Consumer-based Brand Equity   

Brand knowledge occurs in numerous models investigating brand equity (Park & 

Srinivasan, 1994; Yoo & Donthu, 2001; Srinivasan, Park & Chang, 2005; Rego, Billett & Morgan, 

2009) and it is suggested that brand knowledge plays an important role in determining brand 

equity (Keller, 1993). In the following section, definition and effects of knowledge will be 

introduced. 

2.3.1 Definition of Knowledge 

Keller (1993) conceptualizes brand knowledge based on the Associative Network 

Memory Model purposed by Anderson (1983). Associative network memory model is one of 

the most accepted conceptualizations of memory structure and provides a useful approach to 

understand knowledge (Keller, 1993).  



 

16 
 

According to Associative Network Memory Model, memory or knowledge is considered 

as made up of nodes and links (Keller, 1993). Nodes represent stored information and are 

connected by links which vary in the strength of associations between nodes (Farquhar & Herr, 

2013). Nodes can represent brand names (e.g., Pepsi), product categories (e.g., soft drink), or 

product attributes (e.g., taste); links between different nodes reflect associations in consumers’ 

mind (e.g., soft drink preference). Depending on the strength of links, one node can become 

the potential source of activation for other related nodes (Keller, 1993).  

Consistent with the Associative Network Memory Model, brand knowledge is 

considered as “associative networks” and Keller (1993) conceptualizes brand knowledge as 

“consisting of a brand node in memory to which a variety of associations are linked”. Further, 

brand knowledge is decomposed as brand awareness and brand image (Keller, 1993). Brand 

awareness represents the brand node and brand image represents the brand associations 

(links) in consumer mind. The favourability, strength and uniqueness of brand association 

would influence the activation of linked nodes and eventually influence consumer product-

related decisions (Keller, 1993). 

Brand awareness, the first dimension of brand knowledge, consists of brand recognition 

and brand recall. Brand recognition refers to the ability to verify a brand as previously 

encountered when provided the brand as an indication, whereas brand recall refers to the 

ability to recall a brand when provided product category as an indication (Keller, 1993). Thus, 

brand recall represents a higher level of brand awareness than brand recognition.  

Brand image, the second dimension of brand knowledge, is defined as consumer 

perception towards a brand (Keller, 1993). The consumer perception is reflected by brand 

associations, which include attributes (product-related & non-product-related), benefits 

(functional, experiential & symbolic) and brand attitudes (Keller, 1993). In addition, these brand 

associations can vary depend on their favourability, strength and uniqueness (Keller, 1993). 

Namely, a positive brand image can be created if there are favorable, strong and unique brand 

association that linked with the brand in consumers’ minds.  
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2.3.2 Effects of Knowledge 

Keller (2003) emphasizes that knowledge is consumer’s personal meaning about the 

brand. Dimensions of knowledge such as awareness, attributes, benefits, attitudes etc. are 

associated with the consumers’ cognitive representation of the brand (Keller, 1993). In 

addition, Mizik (2014) argues that brands are reflected in consumers minds through specific 

knowledge structures which include familiarity, perceptions, attitudes and relationships. 

Moreover, it is noted that knowledge could influence consumer attitudes, consumer 

behaviors and long-term relationships with the brand through eliminating uncertainty and 

consumer perceived risks (Doney, Cannon & Mullen, 1998; Hilmersson & Jansson, 2012; 

Heilman, Bowman & Wright, 2000). In addition, knowledge also has substantial impacts on firm 

by influencing customer lifetime value (Stahl, Heitmann, Lehmann & Neslin, 2012). 

Doney, Cannon and Mullen (1998) propose that knowledge reduces uncertainty and 

increases trust for behaviors, and situations become more predictable with greater amount of 

knowledge. With the confidence that unknown future becomes more predictable, trust is 

developed via the prediction process. Hilmersson and Jansson (2012) extent the research by 

studying the impacts of knowledge on reducing uncertainty in the market entry process. They 

argue that uncertainty arises from lack of information and knowledge and can be reduced by 

accumulating information and obtaining experience (Hilmersson & Jansson, 2012). Survey data 

from 203 small and medium-sized enterprises was collected and structural equation modeling 

was used to test their hypotheses. Their findings confirm that knowledge is negatively 

associated with uncertainty and has an uncertainty-reducing effect (Hilmersson & Jansson, 

2012). 

Heilman, Bowman and Wright (2000) argue that knowledge (e.g., category experience) 

influences brand preferences and consumer purchase through reducing consumer perceived 

risk. They proposed a three-stage purchasing model based on the notion that choices made by 

consumers new to the market are driven by consumers’ desire to collect information and their 

risk aversion (Heilman, Bowman & Wright, 2000). At stage one, consumers mainly focus on low-

risk big name brands as they have limited knowledge and experience. With information 
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collection continues, consumers move into stage two, where they extend their purchase to 

lesser-known brands. At stage three, consumers become loyal to the brands that provide them 

greatest utility (Heilman, Bowman & Wright, 2000). Decreasing relationship between product 

knowledge and perceived risk associated with lesser-known brands is used to explain consumer 

behavior that consumers new to market try topdog brands before underdog brand (Heilman, 

Bowman & Wright, 2000). 

Stahl, Heitmann, Lehmann and Neslin (2012) further assess the impacts of knowledge 

on the key components of customer lifetime value. Stahl, Heitmann, Lehmann and Neslin 

(2012) agree that consumers are more willing to switch to brands that they are familiar with 

since knowledge plays an important role in reducing perceived risk. Besides, they argue that 

knowledge also helps consumers learn and appreciate the value of the products after they 

purchased the products (Stahl, Heitmann, Lehmann & Neslin, 2012). Thus, knowledge should 

have positive effects on customer acquisition, retention and profit margin (Stahl, Heitmann, 

Lehmann & Neslin, 2012). Their findings suggest that knowledge has a significant positive effect 

on all three components of Customer Lifetime Value (Stahl, Heitmann, Lehmann & Neslin, 

2012). More importantly, knowledge is the only factor among consumer-based brand equity 

components that has positive effects on all three Customer Lifetime Value components. 

Differentiation has negative effects on customer acquisition and retention, esteem is not 

related to customer retention, and relevance is not related to either customer retention or 

profit margin (Stahl, Heitmann, Lehmann & Neslin, 2012). 

2.4 Summary of Gaps in Literature 

Literature of consumer-based brand equity has been well established in terms of its 

conceptualization, operationalization and outcomes. However, relatively little research has 

been focused on the influence of culture on consumer-based brand equity. Research of effects 

of consumer culture on consumer-based brand equity has not been fully studied (Steenkamp, 

2017) and establishing cultural marketing strategies to build strong brands is considered as a 

priority (Steenkamp, 2017).  
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To address this gap, I propose to examine the effect of national culture (i.e., uncertainty 

avoidance) on consumer-based brand equity as well as the mediation effect of trust and 

moderation effect of knowledge play on the relationship between uncertainty avoidance and 

consumer-based brand equity. 

Uncertainty avoidance, one of the cultural dimensions proposed by Hofstede (2001), is 

considered as the most relevant dimension that would influence consumer-based brand equity. 

Because uncertainty avoidance is negatively related with trust (Hofstede, 2001), while trust 

impacts brand equity positively (Delgado‐Ballester & Luis Munuera‐Alemán, 2005; Hallikainen & 

Laukkanen, 2018). Therefore, it is likely uncertainty avoidance has a negative effect on brand 

equity and trust mediates the role between uncertainty avoidance and brand equity. 

Additionally, as knowledge could reduce ambiguity and perceived risk of consumers (Doney, 

Cannon & Mullen, 1998; Hilmersson & Jansson, 2012; Heilman, Bowman & Wright, 2000), it is 

possible that knowledge may moderate the relationship of uncertainty avoidance and brand 

equity. 

By addressing the gap, current study aims to provide managerial insights to managers 

and multinational corporations, helping them develop different marketing strategy and build 

stronger brand.  

Chapter 3. Conceptual Development 

3.1 Hypotheses 

Considering the differences between high and low uncertainty avoidance countries, 

consumers from relatively high (low) uncertainty avoidance countries have lower (higher) 

tolerance for ambiguity, more (less) concerns about predictability and stability, and higher 

(lower) requirements for established rules (Hofstede, 2001). Moreover, it is suggested that trust 

of others is less (more) prevalent in countries displaying high (low) uncertainty avoidance 

(Hofstede, Hofstede & Minkov, 2010; Hallikainen & Laukkanen, 2018). The ease of building 

relationship and trust is expected to be lower (higher) among high (low) uncertainty avoidance 

countries. Consequently, consumers from high (low) uncertainty avoidance culture will be more 
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(less) skeptical to brands they have no experience with. Further, as prior research suggests that 

trust is positively associated with brand equity (Delgado‐Ballester & Luis Munuera‐Alemán, 

2005; Hallikainen & Laukkanen, 2018), consumer-based brand equity of brands that consumers 

are not familiar with is expected to be lower in high uncertainty avoidance society, vice versa.   

Hypothesis 1: Consumer-based brand equity of brands that consumers are not familiar 

with is expected to be negatively influenced by uncertainty avoidance, such that trust will 

mediate the relationship between uncertainty avoidance and brand equity. 

Figure 1: Conceptual Framework (Mediation) 
 

 

Knowledge of or familiarity with the brand helps to diminish consumer perceived 

uncertainty as more information is provided to the consumers (Doney, Cannon & Mullen, 1998; 

Hilmersson & Jansson, 2012). In addition, brand knowledge reduces consumer perceived risk 

and helps firms to build trust with customers (Heilman, Bowman & Wright, 2000; Doney, 

Cannon & Mullen, 1998). Thus, it is possible that knowledge can moderate the relationship 

between uncertainty avoidance and brand equity. Especially, when uncertainty avoidance level 

is high, providing more knowledge to consumers can result in a higher brand equity. 

Hypothesis 2: Knowledge moderates the relationship between uncertainty avoidance 

and consumer-based brand equity, such that brand equity will be increased when providing 

consumers with more knowledge/information. 

Figure 2: Conceptual Framework (Full) 
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Chapter 4. Methodology 

4.1 Objectives 

This study aims to investigate the impacts of uncertainty avoidance on consumer-based 

brand equity of unfamiliar brands and understand the role of trust and knowledge as mediator 

and moderator. 

4.2 Design 

The study used a 3 (Uncertainty Avoidance: Low vs Medium vs High) x 2 (Knowledge: 

Low vs High) between subject design. In total, 322 participants were invited to complete the 

online study. 

Uncertainty avoidance was differentiated by recruiting participants from countries with 

different uncertainty avoidance index. Countries were classified into low, medium, high 

uncertainty avoidance groups according to their uncertainty avoidance scores on Hofstede 

Insight (Hofstede – Insights, 2021). Low uncertainty avoidance countries (e.g., China. Vietnam) 

have an average score of 30, medium level countries (e.g., Canada, United States) have an 

average score of 46 and high uncertainty avoidance countries (e.g., Brazil, Korea) have an 

average score of 81 in this study. Each group consists of at least 2 countries with similar 

uncertainty avoidance scores to increase the generalizability of the result. Participants were 

recruited from various channels including SONA, Amazon Turk as well as social media postings. 

Knowledge level was manipulated by providing participants with different amount of 

information about the product (i.e., UV Sanitizer box). In first scenario less information was 

provided comparing with second scenario where greater amount of information was provided 

(see Appendix A for details). UV Sanitizer box was chosen as it is a relatively new product and 

consumers are less familiar with it. A fictious brand (i.e., Sani Clean) was used in the study to 

mitigate the effects of real name brand and ensure all participants have identical knowledge 

level of the brand before the study.  

Survey questions used to measure constructs are consistent with the literature which 

have been effectively deployed in existing research.  



 

22 
 

4.3 Procedure 

Participants completed the online study through Qualtrics online software. Questions 

about participants’ familiarity with a UV sanitizer box were asked in the beginning of study to 

eliminate the influence of category knowledge. Then one of two scenarios (see Appendix A for 

details) was randomly assigned to the participants.  

After reading the product description, participants were asked to answer 7-point Likert 

scale questions related to brand equity, adapted from Yoo & Donthu’s (2001). Then 

participants’ purchase intention of the product and their trust of the brand were evaluated 

using 7-point Likert scale questions adapted from Yoo & Donthu’s (2001) and Chaudhuri & 

Holbrook (2001). 

 Then, participants’ knowledge of products was measured using 7-point Likert scale 

items adapted from Smith & Park (1992) and Hofstede (2001). It was also used as a 

manipulation check to confirm participants find scenario 2 to be more knowledgeable. 

The study concluded by asking participants some demographic questions. Once 

participants have completed debriefing form was provided and participants were thanked for 

their participation. 

Chapter 5. Results 

5.1 Data  

A total of 322 participants were recruited for this study, of which 102 were from low 

uncertainty avoidance countries, 128 were from medium uncertainty avoidance countries, 104 

were from high uncertainty avoidance countries. Since this study mainly explores the impacts of 

uncertainty avoidance on brand equity of unfamiliar brand, data of participants who used and 

owned a UV Sanitizer Box and believe they are extremely familiar with the product was 

excluded.  

As a result, a sample size of 310 participants was used to conduct the study, of which 99 

(62% female) were from low uncertainty avoidance countries, 120 (49% female) were from 
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medium uncertainty avoidance countries, 103 (40% female) were from high uncertainty 

avoidance countries. 

5.2 Descriptive Statistics  

A factor analysis was conducted first to see whether items used to measure constructs 

loaded together respectively. According to the results, items used to measure knowledge, 

brand equity, trust loaded into their respective constructs as a factor. 

Table 1: Factor Analysis 

Rotated Component Matrix 

Knowledge 1   0.863   

Knowledge 2   0.824   

Knowledge 3   0.824   

Knowledge 4   0.823   

Knowledge 5   0.837   

Brand Equity 1 0.795     

Brand Equity 2 0.801     

Brand Equity 3 0.885     

Brand Equity 4 0.840     

Brand Equity 5 0.767     

Brand Equity 6 0.873     

Brand Equity 7 0.882     

Brand Equity 8 0.841     

Brand Equity 9 0.866     

Trust 1     0.884 

Trust 2     0.813 

Trust 3     0.899 

Trust 4     0.888 
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Then, reliability analysis and validity check were conducted to test the internal 

consistency of items used to measure constructs. All constructs have reliability scores higher 

than 0.7, the minimum acceptable value for Cronbach’s Alpha (Table 2). The average variance 

extracted of all constructs is higher than 0.5 (Table 2). Thus, all of the items were included in 

the subsequent analysis and the average of each construct was used to test the hypotheses. 

Table 2: Cronbach’s Alpha & Average Variance Extracted 

  Cronbach’s Alpha (α) AVE (Average Variance Extracted) 

Brand Equity 0.96 0.71 

Trust 0.93 0.76 

Knowledge 0.92 0.70 

Purchase Intention 0.88 0.79 

 

Then, descriptive analysis was run before hypotheses testing. The low uncertainty 

avoidance group has the highest consumer-based brand equity, purchase intention and trust of 

brand scores followed by the medium uncertainty avoidance group. The high uncertainty 

avoidance group has the lowest values for these constructs which are in line with the 

hypotheses (see Table 3-5).  

Table 3: Descriptive Statistics (Low Uncertainty Avoidance) 

 Brand 
Equity 

Purchase 
Intention 

Trust Knowledge 

 M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Total 0.88 1.10 0.73 1.27 0.89 1.23 0.55 1.41 

Knowledge: Low 0.84 1.13 0.70 1.35 0.88 1.26 0.45 1.36 

Knowledge: High 0.92 1.08 0.77 1.19 0.91 1.22 0.64 1.46 
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Table 4: Descriptive Statistics (Medium Uncertainty Avoidance) 

 Brand 
Equity 

Purchase 
Intention 

Trust Knowledge 

 M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Total 0.66 1.08 0.50 1.46 0.72 1.20 0.35 1.41 

Knowledge: Low 0.62 1.01 0.32 1.45 0.69 1.21 0.19 1.46 

Knowledge: High 0.71 1.19 0.74 1.46 0.77 1.21 0.58 1.33 

 

Table 5: Descriptive Statistics (High Uncertainty Avoidance) 

 Brand 
Equity 

Purchase 
Intention 

Trust Knowledge 

 M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Total 0.34 1.36 0.47 1.56 0.44 1.49 0.23 1.67 

Knowledge: Low 0.14 1.45 0.27 1.68 0.25 1.34 -0.16 1.67 

Knowledge: High 0.58 1.24 0.66 1.41 0.64 1.61 0.60 1.59 

 

5.3 Hypotheses Testing 

5.3.1 Mediation Analysis 

Mediation analysis was run to test hypothesis 1: whether trust mediates the effect of 

uncertainty avoidance on consumer-based brand equity.  

 Firstly, we tried to test the relationship between uncertainty avoidance and brand 

equity. Based on the results, we found that uncertainty avoidance has a significant total effect 

on consumer-based brand equity (β = - 0.0102, SE = 0.0032, p = 0.0015). The negative 

coefficient suggests that the higher the uncertainty avoidance the lower consumer-based brand 

equity (Table 6). We then tested whether uncertainty avoidance influences trust of brand. We 

found that there is a significant effect of uncertainty avoidance on trust of brand (β = - 0.0087, 

SE = 0.0035, p = 0.0141) that trust is negatively affected by uncertainty avoidance level (Table 

6). 
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Then, mediation analysis was run in R Studio to test whether trust mediates the effects 

of uncertainty avoidance on brand equity. Essentially indirect effect of uncertainty avoidance 

on dependent variable (brand equity) through the mediator (trust) was examined. According to 

the results, trust has a significant effect on consumer-based brand equity (β = 0.7151, SE = 

0.0309, p < 2.2e-16) and the significance of the effect of uncertainty avoidance on consumer-

based brand equity is reduced when regressing together against brand equity (Table 6). The R-

Squared (R2 = 0.6354) also indicated that now with the introduction of trust, we could better 

predict consumer-based brand equity. The results provide strong support for hypothesis 1 that 

trust mediates the effect of uncertainty avoidance on consumer-based brand equity of 

unfamiliar brand.  

Table 6: Mediation Analysis 

 

Furthermore, a Causal Mediation Analysis (Appendix C: Results) was performed using 

mediation package in R Studio to give more insights of the data. After conducting bootstrapping 

procedures, we found that there is a significant average causal mediation effect (ACME) with 

95% confidence interval (β = -0.0062, CI: -0.0117, -0.0010), which also confirmed that the 

indirect effect was statistically significant. 

 

Direct Effect 
 B SE p-value 

Uncertainty Avoidance – Brand Equity - 0.0040 0.0035 0.046* 

 
Indirect Effect 

 B SE p-value 

Uncertainty Avoidance – Trust – Brand Equity -0.0062 0.0027 0.014* 

 
Total Effect 

 B SE p-value 

Uncertainty Avoidance – Brand Equity - 0.0102 0.0032 0.0015** 
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Figure 3: Mediation Analysis 

  

5.3.2 Moderated Mediation  

 Manipulation check was conducted by performing a between subject t-test. Participants 

exposed to scenario 1 condition provided lower ratings on brand knowledge (M = 0.1659, SD  = 

1.5070) than those in scenario 2 condition (M = 0.607, SD  = 1.4562, p = 0.0080), indicating that 

the manipulation was effective. 

Then moderation analysis was performed in R Studio to examine hypothesis 2: whether 

knowledge moderates the effects of uncertainty avoidance on brand equity. According to the 

results, the effect of knowledge on trust (p = 0.5799) and the interaction between knowledge 

and uncertainty avoidance on trust (p = 0.2918) were not significant (Table 7), while the effect 

of uncertainty avoidance on trust remains significant (β = -0.0125, SE = 0.0049, p = 0.0121) 

when considering knowledge in the model (Table 7). 

Further, we found the indirect effect of uncertainty avoidance on brand equity via trust 

remains significant (β = 0.7125, SE = 0.0311, p < 2e-16) when knowledge is added in the model 

and the influence of uncertainty avoidance on brand equity significantly reduced (p = 0.0762) 

(Table 7). Surprisingly, we found that the interaction between knowledge and uncertainty 

avoidance in determining brand equity is not significant (β = 0.0017, SE = 0.0039, p = 0.6541) 

and there is no main effect of knowledge on brand equity (β = -0.0210, SE = 0.2194, p = 0.9237) 

that participants in scenario 2 condition did not provide higher ratings on brand equity 

comparing with participants in scenario 1 (Table 7).  
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Table 7: Moderation Analysis 

 

This may be caused by the varied uncertainty avoidance difference between 3 groups. 

The uncertainty avoidance difference between the medium and low uncertainty avoidance 

groups is 16 while the uncertainty avoidance difference between the medium and high groups 

is 35. Thus, we are interested in exploring whether increase the differences in uncertainty 

avoidance level will have different results. We conducted the moderation analysis again by only 

including participants from low and high uncertainty avoidance countries. Similar findings were 

observed. Results showed that the effect of knowledge on trust and the interaction between 

knowledge and uncertainty avoidance on trust are still not significant. Besides, the interaction 

between knowledge and uncertainty avoidance in determining brand equity is not significant 

and there is no main effect of knowledge on brand equity. While the mediation effects of trust 

are found to be statistically significant. 

Chapter 6. Discussion 

The overall objective of the study was to investigate whether consumer-based brand 

equity of unfamiliar brand is varied among countries with different levels of uncertainty 

avoidance. Specifically, we were interested in exploring the impacts of trust of brand on the 

Outcome: Trust  

 B SE t-value p-value 

Uncertainty Avoidance - 0.0125 0.0049 -2.524 0.0121* 

Knowledge -0.2190 0.3952 -0.554 0.5799 

Uncertainty Avoidance X Knowledge 0.0074 0.0070 1.056 0.2918 

  
Outcome: Brand Equity  

 B SE t-value p-value 

Uncertainty Avoidance -0.0049 0.0028 -1.779 0.0762 . 

Knowledge -0.0210 0.2194 -0.096 0.9237 

Trust 0.7125 0.0311 22.901 <2e-16*** 

Uncertainty Avoidance X Knowledge 0.0017 0.0039 0.449 0.6541 
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interaction between uncertainty avoidance and consumer-based brand equity (hypothesis 1) 

and the influences of knowledge on the interaction between uncertainty avoidance and 

consumer-based brand equity (hypothesis 2). 

The results of the study provide strong support for hypothesis 1. First, we found that 

brand equity is negatively influenced by uncertainty avoidance that participants from low 

uncertainty avoidance countries provided higher rating for brand equity of unfamiliar brand 

(i.e., UV Sanitizer Box). Further, we found a significant mediation effect of trust of brand on the 

relationship between uncertainty avoidance and consumer-based brand equity such that 

individuals from low uncertainty avoidance cultures tend to have higher trust of brand and 

consumer-based brand equity of unfamiliar brands, while those from higher uncertainty 

avoidance cultures tend to have lower trust of brand and consumer-based brand equity of 

unfamiliar brands.  

However, statistically we did not find support for hypothesis 2 that knowledge 

moderates the interaction between uncertainty avoidance and brand equity. In addition, it is 

observed that the main effects of knowledge on trust and brand equity are both not significant, 

which was unexpected. This may because the product category used in the study is relatively 

new and niche. It is possible participants did not have much background information about the 

product category, such as product effectiveness and competitors in the markets. Thus, although 

the manipulation was effective, greater amount of knowledge may not be considered as more 

convincing. So, the effects of knowledge were not statistically significant.  

Chapter 7. Contributions 

7.1 Theoretical Contributions 

 This study will contribute to the brand equity literature by extending the study to the 

cross-cultural context. Brand equity has been extensively studied in the literature, however 

there is limited research examining the influence of culture on consumer-based brand equity 

(Steenkamp, 2017). This study expands the literature by researching consumer-based brand 

equity of individuals from different uncertainty avoidance levels (low, medium, high). 
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Participants were recruited from more than 6 countries which further increases the 

generalizability and validity of the research. 

Additionally, this research expands the literature by suggesting that uncertainty 

avoidance negatively influences consumer-based brand equity. Further, trust is identified as a 

mediator which mediates the relationship between uncertainty avoidance and brand equity.  

7.2 Managerial Contributions  

From a managerial perspective, the study has following contributions. It provides 

managers with insights into the impacts trust and knowledge have on brand equity and how 

consumers from different cultures may have different attitudes towards same product. 

In addition, the study will provide marketers and firms with insights on marketing new 

products and entering new markets. More firms have been trying to expand their businesses 

into new market/countries as a result of globalization. However, many of they have failed due 

to the challenges in understanding consumers from different markets. This study is trying to 

provide one possible solution where marketing strategies could be tailored by considering the 

variances in uncertainty avoidance and trust level for different countries’ contexts so that the 

brand equity could be improved. 

As the results of the study show that trust could influence brand equity, managers 

should allocate more resources to build trust and long-term relationship with consumers when 

introducing a new product. For example, more resources should be given to implement 

marketing activities such as word-of-mouth, loyalty program which could improve trust. It is 

especially important when firms are tapping into high uncertainty avoidance markets as trust 

tends to be lower in these countries. 

Chapter 8. Limitations and Future Research 

Due to scope of research, limited participants were recruited and most of them are 

university students from Z generation (82%). One of the advantages of employing university 

students is that it provides “matched” samples with matching variables including age, education 



 

31 
 

background etc.  By controlling these variables, the influence of cultural differences could be 

better tested. Future studies could increase the sample size and include participants from 

different demographics such as different age group and occupation to test the generalizability 

of the results.  

In addition, this study adopted Hofstede’s cultural dimension theory and Hofstede’s 

uncertainty avoidance scores of countries. The individual level of uncertainty avoidance was not 

tested. Future studies could also verify whether the individual uncertainty avoidance level of 

participants corresponds with country level expectations found by Hofstede (2021).  

Future research could also investigate the effects of knowledge on trust and brand 

equity in other product categories. As we were not able to find support for hypothesis 2 in new 

tech product category. It could be investigated in the future whether product category may also 

have an influence on the interaction between knowledge and brand equity. 

Uncertainty avoidance was chosen as one of the cultural factors that may influence 

consumer-based brand equity and examined in this study. There are a few other factors of 

Hofstede’s cultural dimension theory such as power distance, collectivism-individualism and 

their impacts on brand equity are unclear. It could be investigated in the future whether these 

factors have impact on consumer-based brand equity and how it will be interacted with the 

impact of uncertainty avoidance. 

Furthermore, cross-cultural differences were examined in the current study. While 

cross-country differences could also be explored in the future and combine with the findings of 

current study to provide marketers more insights on marketing new products and entering new 

markets.   

Chapter 9. Conclusion 

 Overall, this study demonstrated that individuals from different cultures have varied 

attitudes towards unfamiliar products. Consumer-based brand equity tends to be lower in high 

uncertainty avoidance countries and trust is identified a mediator which mediates the 

interaction between uncertainty avoidance and brand equity. 
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Understanding of consumer-based brand equity among international context is 

important for marketers. For future studies, it would be important to investigate whether other 

dimensions of Hofstede’s cultural factors also influence the consumer-based brand equity and 

whether knowledge could moderate the interaction between uncertainty avoidance and brand 

equity in other product categories. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Product Description 

Scenario 1 

 

SaniClean is a new company in the field of UV LED technology, and it plans to launch a new UV-

based sanitizing product to the market. The following is the description and features of the 

product. Please read it carefully and answer the following questions. 

 

Description  

The SaniClean UV Sanitizer emits UV-C light to kill germs on objects without additional use of any 

liquid/chemicals. The 4 mercury-free UV-C lights design is positioned for optimal sanitizing and 

kills up to 99.9% of bacteria and viruses in just 5 minutes. Clean your belongings with SaniClean 

UV Sanitizer and keep your family safe from germs! 

 

Features 

• SaniClean UV Sanitizer Box kills up to 99.9% of bacteria and viruses with no chemicals or 

mercury 

• Equipped with 4 premium and replaceable UV-C bulbs to help maximize LED coverage 

• Sanitizes in just 5 minutes 

• Designed to accommodate most phones (even suitable for larger models) 

• Equipped with Auto Shuts-off Protection 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

40 
 

Scenario 2 

 

SaniClean is a new company in the field of UV LED technology, and it plans to launch a new UV-

based sanitizing product to the market. The following is the description and features of the 

product. Please read it carefully and answer the following questions. 

 

Description  

The SaniClean UV Sanitizer emits UV-C light, which is used by hospitals to disinfect operating 

rooms, to kill germs on objects without additional use of any liquid/chemicals. The 4 mercury-

free UV-C lights design is positioned for optimal sanitizing and kills up to 99.9% of bacteria and 

viruses such as e. Coli, Salmonella, and Influenza (flu) in just 5 minutes. Clean your belongings 

with SaniClean UV Sanitizer and keep your family safe from germs! 

 

What is UV-C light & How it kills germs?  

UV-C light is a short-wavelength ultraviolet light that destroys nucleic acids in microorganisms 

and disrupts their DNA, leaving them unable to perform vital cellular functions. Most bacteria, 

viruses and mold exposed to UV-C light will be killed/inactivated, and UV-C may even neutralize 

“superbugs” that are antibiotics-resistant. 

 

Features 

• SaniClean UV Sanitizer Box kills up to 99.9% of bacteria and viruses with no chemicals or 

mercury. 

• Equipped with 4 premium and replaceable UV-C bulbs (with a Lifespan of 5000 hours) to 

help maximize LED coverage. 

• Sanitizes in just 5 minutes - 3x faster than other sanitizers on the market. 

• Designed to accommodate most phones including larger models like the iPhone 8+ and 

Google Pixel 3. Inner Dimension: 8 x 5 x 1.2 inch. 

• Suitable for sterilizing personal belongings, such as glasses, masks, keys, ear pods, 

makeup brushes, watches, wallets, money, jewelry, etc. 

• Auto Shuts-off Protection: UV lights inside the box will turn off automatically once you 

open the magnetic switch cover, protecting you from exposure to ultraviolet light.  
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Appendix B: Survey Instrument 

1. Brand Equity 

Adapted from Yoo & Donthu’s (2001). Developing and validating a multidimensional consumer-

based brand equity scale. Journal of Business Research, 52 (1), 1-14. 

“The likely quality of SaniClean UV Sanitizer Box is extremely high” 

“The likelihood that SaniClean UV Sanitizer Box would be functional is very high” 

“SaniClean’s UV Sanitizer Box would be my first choice” 

“I will not buy other brands if SaniClean is available at the store” 

“Some characteristics of SaniClean UV Sanitizer Box come to my mind quickly” 

“It makes sense to buy SaniClean instead of other brands, even if they are the same” 

“Even if another brand has the same features as SaniClean, I would prefer to buy SaniClean 

product” 

“If another brand is not different from SaniClean in any way, it seems smarter to purchase 

SaniClean” 

“If there is another brand as good as SaniClean, I prefer to buy SaniClean”  

 

2. Purchase Intention  

Adapted from Yoo & Donthu’s (2001). Developing and validating a multidimensional consumer-

based brand equity scale. Journal of Business Research, 52 (1), 1-14. 

“I would like to buy SaniClean UV Sanitizer Box” 

“I intend to purchase SaniClean UV Sanitizer Box” 

 

3. Trust of Brand:  

Adapted from Chaudhuri & Holbrook (2001). The chain of effects from brand trust and brand 

affect to brand performance: the role of brand loyalty. Journal of Marketing, 65(2), 81-93. 

“I trust this brand (SaniClean)” 

“I rely on this brand (SaniClean)” 

“This is an honest brand”  

“This brand is safe” 
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4. Knowledge  

Adapted from Smith & Park (1992). The Effects of Brand Extensions on Market Share and 

Advertising Efficiency. Journal of Marketing Research, 29(3), 296-313. 

“I feel very knowledgeable about this product (SaniClean UV Sanitizer Box)”  

“If a friend asked me about this product (SaniClean UV Sanitizer Box), I could give them advice 

about different brands” 

“If I had to purchase this product (SaniClean UV Sanitizer Box) today, I would need to gather 

very little information in order to make a wise decision” 

“I feel very confident about my ability to tell the difference in quality among different brands of 

UV Sanitizer Box” 

“ I think there are enough information for me to assess the product (SaniClean UV Sanitizer 

Box)” 
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Appendix C: Results 

1. Total Effect 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Effects of Uncertainty Avoidance on Trust 
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3. Indirect Effect 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4. Causal Mediation Analysis 
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5. Moderation Analysis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




