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Abstract 

It is known that culture can influence consumer behavior. While there have been numerous 
studies on the impact of culture on the marketing mix, few researchers have examined the 
influences of cultural values on customer’ brand loyalty. Being more specific, how consumers 
who identify more with certain cultural traits are likely to be more brand loyal. 
 
Using Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, this study examines Iranian cultural effects on consumer 
brand loyalty and finds that people who scored high on individualism, uncertainty avoidance, 
and masculinity were more loyal to the brands. 
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Introduction 

Past research into cultural issues has shown that “Culture can influence on customers’ thoughts 
and actions, affecting their decision-making styles and purchase behaviors” (Herbig, 1998; 
Trompenaars, 1994). For marketers such influences can have significant business implications. 
Cultural values typically affect decisions on product development, pricing, distribution and 
communications (Denis 1996). 
However, the more marketers examine the factors influencing brand loyalty, the more definite it 
becomes to direct the marketing towards securing that loyalty. Breaking down the elements of 
the loyalty can assists marketers in their marketing planning and implementation. Hence, this 
study wants to focus on this important effect. This paper is set out in the following manner; we 
first review brand-loyalty and cultural-studies literature. This literature aids us in hypotheses 
formulation. We then discuss our methodology, followed by the results of our findings. Finally, 
we raise the implications of this study and possibilities for future research. 
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Review on Brand Loyalty 

The first mention of brand loyalty was in the 1923 works of Copeland (c.f. Jacoby and 
Chestnut,1978).Traditionally, research into brand-loyalty has focused on behavioral measures 
that include purchase-sequence, proportion-of-purchase, and probability-of-purchase (Bass, 
1974; Uncles, Ehrenberg, and Hammond, 1995; Ehrenberg, 1996; Bhattacharya, 1997; East, 
1997; Morrison and Schmittlein, 2001). While these behavioral studies claimed success in 
estimating, and even in forecasting aggregated brand loyalty effects, no attempt was made to 
identify the true underlying reasons behind loyalty. This deficiency in caused other researchers to 
investigate the attitudinal element of brand loyalty (Day, 1969; Dick and Basu, 1994; Jarvis and 
Wilcox, 1997; Ha, 1998; Iwasaki and Havitz, 1998; Bennett and Bove, 2001). More recently, 
Baloglu (2002) found that truly loyal customers had more emotional commitment to a brand than 
any other group of customers. Others have supported this by indicating that emotive customers 
appear to be the most loyal (Oliver, 1994; Fournier and Yao, 1997; Coyles and Gokey, 2002). At 
present, many researchers agree that brand-loyalty is both complex and multi-dimensional.  

Review on Culture and the Research Hypotheses 

Culture can influence consumer thoughts and actions (Herbig, 1998; Trompenaars, 1994), 
thereby affecting decision-making styles and purchase behaviors. Culture is a complex and 
widely researched subject (Inkeles and Levinson, 1969; Hofstede, 1980; Trompenaars, 
1994;Triandis, 1995) that can be defined as “the collective programming of the mind, which 
distinguishes the members of one human group from another” (Hosfstede, 1980). Through an 
extensive study of people from 53 countries that has become one of the most cited works in this 
area, Hofstede (1980; 1994) identified four basic dimensions of differences between national 
cultures. Although there has been some criticism about Hofstede’s research, especially on issues 
about generalizability of the dimensions (Yeh, 1988), many researchers still utilize this 
framework when studying cross-cultural influences on attitudes and behaviors (Fam and 
Merrilees, 1998; Liu, Sudharshan and Hamer, 2000; Mortenson, 2002). Hofstede’s cultural 
dimensions prove insightful and are often employed as the basis for cultural differentiation 
(Liu,Sudharshan and Hamer, 2000). In 1991, Hofstede proposed that the same dimensions that 
differentiated between national cultures could also be applied to a within-culture context 
(i.e.subcultures). In our paper, following five Hofstede’s dimensions will be used to examine 
individual-level or within-culture differences on brand loyalty: 

1. Individualism and Collectivism 

2. Uncertainty Avoidance 

3. Masculinity and Femininity 

4. Power Distance 

5. Long-Term and Short-Term Orientation  

 Individualism, Hofstede’s first dimension, is the extent to which the welfare of the individual 
versus that of the group is valued1

                                            
 

. Cultures differ in their emphasis on individualism versus 



collectivism. In collectivist cultures, people subordinate their personal goals to those of a stable 
in-group. In contrast, consumers in individualist cultures attach more importance to personal 
goals, and people are more likely to change memberships when the demands of the group 
become costly. Whereas a collectivist society will stress values such as self-discipline and 
accepting one’s position in life, people in individualist cultures emphasize personal enjoyment, 
excitement, equality, and freedom (Triandis, Harry C., Robert Bontempo, Marcelo J. Villareal, 
Masaaki Asai, and Nydia Lucca, 1988). People who scored high in individualism are more likely 
to do things that benefit themselves. These individuals may be less prone to influence from group 
norms and marketing media. As such, they are more likely to purchase brands that they deemed 
suitable for themselves. Thus, people who are high in individualism may exhibit greater 
tendency to be brand loyal. So the following hypothesis can be implied: 
  
H1: Individuals who scored high in individualism are more loyal to the brand than those who 
scored low. 
 
Uncertainty Avoidance is the degree to which people feel threatened by ambiguous situations 
and have beliefs and institutions that help them to avoid this uncertainty. Members of society 
who are high in uncertainty avoidance don’t accept changes voluntarily. They feel uncomfortable 
in unstructured situations such as novel, unknown, surprising, or unusual situations. 
Individuals with high uncertainty avoidance don’t accept changes and they don’t want to change 
the product which is comfortable for them and that they have adopted. Thus, one would expect 
individuals who scored high in uncertainty avoidance to have higher proneness to brand loyalty 
than those who scored low in this dimension as implied by the following hypothesis: 

H2: Individuals who scored high in uncertainty avoidance are more brand loyal than those who 
scored low. 
 
Masculinity/ Femininity is the degree to which sex roles are clearly defined. Traditional 
societies are more likely to posses very explicit rules about the acceptable behaviours of men and 
women, such as who is responsible for certain tasks within the family unit. Masculinity stands 
for assertiveness, reaching, and material success. On the other hand Femininity is preference for 
relationship and modesty ( Hofstede 1980). 

Individuals with high score on masculinity may be less influenced by marketing mix decisions, 
and social norms. These individuals stick to brands they like, hence, showing more brand loyalty 
(Hypothesis 3). 

H3: Individuals who scored high in masculinity are more loyal to the brand than those who 
scored low. 

Power Distance is the extent to which people in a country perceive and accept how power in 
society or organizations is distributed. This index proposes that both followers and leaders 
consider this inequality. As Hofstede mentions2

                                            
 

, power and inequality are fundamental factors of 
any society and any culture but the extent and degree of this index is different. In different 
words, Power Distance is the way in which interpersonal relationships form when differences in 



power are perceived. Some cultures emphasize strict and vertical relationships such as Japan, 
where as others, such as the United States stress a greater degree of equality (Hofstede1980). 
In an environment of low power distance, individuals buy what they desire without worrying 
how others feel or think about them. On the other hand, influences from those within a higher 
power distance society may affect the brands individual buy. Thus, individuals in a higher power 
distance culture constantly balance their purchases to suit those in their power groups. As such, 
these individuals are more prone to switching brands depending on what makes the others tick 
(Hypothesis 4). 

H4: Individuals who scored high in power distance are less loyal to the brand than those who 
scored low. 

Long term Orientation is the fifth dimension was derived from a study among students in 23 
countries. Values related to Long Term Orientation are frugality and determination; values 
associated with Long Term Orientation are admiration for tradition, fulfilling social 
responsibilities, and protecting one's 'face'. These values were part of the core principles taught 
by Confucius, a famous Chinese philosopher (www.geert-hofstede.com, 2009). 

Individuals who scored high on long-term orientation think more about benefits of products in 
future and having relationship with brand as hypothesis 5 implied: 

H5: Individuals who scored high in long-term orientation are more loyal to the brand than those 
who scored low. 

Based on the analysis of a survey consisting of the first four cultural dimensions conducted by 
Hofstede in 1972, the scores of the Iranian cultural dimensions were reported as follows: 
“Iran, as with other Muslim countries, has high Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI) and Power 
Distance (PDI) cultural dimensions. However, it should be noted that both these dimension 
rankings are lower than for many other Muslim countries. Iran's highest dimension ranking was 
Uncertainty Avoidance at 59, and the second highest ranking was Power Distance (PDI) at 58. 
Iran's lowest ranking was Individuality (IDV) at 41. The lower ranking on this dimension 
indicates that Iran is a more collectivist rather than individualist society (Hofstede 2003). 

 
Research Methodology and Outcomes 

This study began with exploratory research to provide insights into, and a better understanding of 
the problem confronting marketers. To define the problem more precisely, 12 interviews with 
FMCG industry experts and decision makers were conducted and secondary data was reviewed. 
Focus groups and depth interviews as qualitative research methods were conducted to identify 
relevant variables to help formulate hypothesis and develop a survey questionnaire. 

After defining the problem and formulating the survey, the research study consisted of 
interviewing a sample of customers asking them to fill the survey as a single cross-sectional 
descriptive research. 
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Sample and Measures 

Data was collected using a sample of 291 households were living in the 22 different areas of 
Tehran. 
Considering that our population of interest are the final consumers of soap in the household (and 
not the wholesalers or retailers), the target population of this research is defined as all residents 
in Tehran (Male or female head) within the age of 18 to 60 years old.  
In the population of interest, the number of households differs in each area. This number is 
calculated based on the population weight published by the Iran’s Institute of statistics. 
Furthermore, to select the specific households in each area, a two-stage sampling procedure is 
used. The first stage consists of dividing each area into blocks following a block size defined by 
Iran’s institution of statistics. The selection of specific blocks is then done with a software 
program using the cluster method through a defined probability variable. 
The second stage proceeds with the selection of specific households within each block. To do so 
a systematic sampling method has been used. This method uses the total number of households 
(N) in each block and the sample size (n) required in each block. Next, by dividing N by n, the 
length of the skipping step k was obtained. Then for every K number in each block one 
household will be chosen. 

K =
N
n  

Then, within each selected household the person responsible for purchasing soap were 
interviewed face to face in their homes be and ask to answer the questionnaire. 

Each respondent answered a questionnaire on issues regarding their personal cultural values and 
loyalty. Question items were measured using a five-point Likert scale.  
Information on age, gender, educational level, and occupational status was also collected from 
respondents.  
The questionnaire was translated from English to Farsi by one translator and independently back-
translated from Farsi to English by a second one to ensure a lexical equivalence between the two 
languages. 
Cultural value measures were adapted from Dorfman and Howell (1988); these were based on 
Hofstede’s (1966) five main cultural dimensions (originally 5 items each) and were used by 
Robertson and Hoffman (2000) and lam (2007). 
For brand loyalty part, taking into consideration the conceptual definition proposed by Jacoby 
and Kyner (1973) and the argument of Dick and Basu (1994) for the importance of relative 
attitude, the present research attempted to address the measurement issue by developing a scale 
which encompassed the three components of attitude (cognitive, affective and conative). Most of 
the items in this scale, with the exception of item 12, were adapted from pre-existing scales 
separately measuring each attitudinal component as well as from other relevant measures. Based 
on the argument of relative attitude, the items in the questionnaire were designed and worded in 
a manner to ask the respondents to keep brand comparisons in mind. Item 12 was developed 
based on the sixth condition of Jacoby and Kyner (1973), conceptual definition, which states that 
brand loyalty is a function of psychological processes. The final scale was made up of four items 
for the cognitive component, five items for the conative component and seven items for the 
affective component. 



To check the reliability of the scales, 25 questionnaires were distributed randomly in areas of 
statistical community cluster. Items with rotated factor loading less than 0.4 were discarded. For 
further analysis of the factor structure, the data were subjected to confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA) with AMOS 5.0. The final Cronbach’s alphas were between 0.567 and 0.743 (see table 1). 
According to Nunnally(1967), reliabilities in the range of 0.5 to 0.6 are satisfactory in the early 
stages of research. Hence, the obtained coefficients were deemed sufficient given the exploratory 
nature of this study. 
 

Description Cronbach’s Alpha 

Brand loyalty 0.818 

Individualism 0.689 

Uncertainty avoidance 0.654 

Masculinity 0.595 

Power distance 0.567 

Long-term orientation 0.631 

N = 291  

Table 1: Reliability results of the scales 

To understand the relationship among the cultural dimensions, these were correlated. Table 2 
shows these correlations. 

  



Hofstede’s Cultural 
Dimension 

Uncertainty 
Avoidance 

Power 
Distance 

Masculinity Long-term 
Orientation 

Individualism - 0.162* +0.059 +0.027 -0.037 

Uncertainty Avoidance  -0.367* -0.172* +0.231* 

Power Distance   +0. 654* -0.062 

Masculinity    -0.134* 

P =0.05  N= 291 

Table 2: Correlations between Hofstede’s Cultural Dimension 

Results 

The influence of cultural dimensions on brand loyalty was tested using multiple regressions. All 
five coefficients were loaded in the same direction as hypothesized. 

To rule out the possibilities that it was demographics that influenced brand loyalty, another 
multiple regression including three demographic variables was computed. Actually two models 
were tested (see table 3), Model 1 states the influence of cultural dimensions as independent 
variables on brand loyalty and in Model 2 age, level of academic credentials, and occupational 
status of respondents were added as independent variables.  

A ratio of Chi-square to degree-of-freedom (CMN/DF) of less than 2.00 has been suggested by a 
number of researchers (Hoelter, 1983; Brooke, Russell and Price,1988), to indicate an excellent 
model fit. For the comparative fit index (CFI), Bentler (1990) recommends 0.90 as a minimum 
value that suggests a good model fit, and Brown and Cudeck (1993) suggest that root mean 
square error of approximation (RMSEA) value at or below 0.05 indicates a close fit of the model.  
As table 3 shows referring to Model 1, individualism and uncertainty avoidance were found to 
have positive influence on brand loyalty and the dependent variable’s R2 was 0.216. Results 
from Model 2 showed that despite accounting for demographics, the cultural predictors still load 
significantly on the dependent variable (brand loyalty). In fact, the dependent variable’s R2 had 
not improved significantly and the goodness-of-fit indicators remained relatively stable. 
In addition, the brand loyalty scores were compared between gender groups using t-test. Results 
showed mean for Male group at 37.087 and mean for Female group at 35.795. No significant 
difference in brand loyalty between male and female (t = -1.059, df = 287) was found. The final 
results showed that the influence of the cultural dimensions on brand loyalty could not be 
explained by these independent variables. 

  



Predictor Dependent Variable: Brand Loyalty 

Model 1 
Standardized Regression 

Weight 

Model 2 
Standardized Regression 

Weight 

Individualism 0.256* 0.255* 

Uncertainty Avoidance 0.415* 0.409* 

Power Distance -0.113 -0.113 

Masculinity 0.241* 0.252* 

Long-term orientation 0.179 0.183 

Age Not included 0.087 

Occupational Status Not included 0.029 

Academic Credential Not included -0.054 

Model R2, CMIN/DF 0.216, 1.476 0.221, 1.683 

CFI, RMSEA, Hoelter 0.962, 0.035, 291 0.948, 0.045, 279 

*P = 0.05  N = 291 

Table 3: Multiple regression used to test the influence of cultural values on brand loyalty 

Conclusion and Implications 

The results of this exploratory study suggest that individual’s brand loyalty may be influenced by 
their cultural values. More specially, the findings of this study supported H1 in which 
respondents who scored high in individualism were more loyal to brands. Generally, individuals 
who scored low in this dimension are more likely to follow group norms. Their brand loyalty 
behaviour may follow those of their in-group members and change accordingly.  As such, these 
individuals are more likely to switch brands frequently. However, individuals who scored high in 
individualism pursue their individual goals and make their own purchases. These individuals are 
more likely to stick to their adopted brands regardless of outside influence. 
This study also found that people who scored high in uncertainty avoidance had greater brand 
loyalty. This finding provided firm support for H2. High uncertainty avoidance means less risk-
taking appetite and, consequently, less willingness to switch brands that are previously adopted. 



People who scored high in this dimension avoid uncertainty by staying with brands they are 
comfortable with.  
The findings of this study also support H3 in which people with high masculinity show more 
loyalty to the brands. These individuals tend to assert more control over their own decision-
making processes. They may be less influenced by marketing mix decisions, and by social and 
group norms. As such, they buy what they like and stick to brands they like.  
Individuals with low power distance focus on purchasing brands they like and are less influenced 
by high power group. As such, they are more likely to stick to brands they have earlier adopted. 
On the other hand, those with high power distance are more likely to switch their brands 
constantly to suit their power groups. Although this study found the relationship between power 
distance and brand loyalty in the same direction as hypothesized, it was not statistically 
significant. Hence, H4 cannot be supported in this study. 
This study also found the relationship between Long-term orientation and brand loyalty but it too 
was not statistically significant. Hence, H5 cannot be supported.  
With Increasing global economic uncertainty and intense competition in the global marketplace, 
companies have to improve their business models to not only to attract and satisfy consumers but 
also to form sustainable relationships with them.  
The results from this research study have important implications for both Iranian and Western 
companies trying to attract more Iranian loyal customers by knowing more about them. 
As part of companies’ efforts to convince customers to purchase their products, marketers should 
use cultural representations, especially in promotional appeals. Considering the Iranian cultural 
values when setting the marketing mix decisions and strategies can play an effective role in 
differentiating companies.      

 Successful international marketers in companies selling not just across national cultures but also 
within any geographical boundaries should always seek to understand the cultural values of the 
target market country. This should be an important element of its marketing strategies. 
Although in traditional marketing such general knowledge about the specific cultural 
characteristics could help international managers to achieve potential benefits in cross-cultural 
interactions, ability to breakdown and identify cultural factors that can affect (or not affect) 
consumers’ proneness to be brand loyal will certainly aid in improving marketing and business 
strategies. 

Limitations and Direction for Future Research 

It is important to note that any extrapolation of the results must be made cautiously given that the 
current exploratory study was conducted in Iran as a single country and was only represented by 
a sample of resident’s population of Tehran city. Future research should include a more 
comprehensive coverage of cities and countries for better comparison and generalization. 
Clearly, the results of this study are limited by the nature of the product characteristics included 
in this study. Further study could be replicate with several product categories.  
Also, studies to find out the effect of country-of-origin on brand loyalty in relation to other 
product categories suggested for further research. 
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APPENDIX 1: Brand Loyalty measure 
 
The table below segregates the items that intend to measure the three components of an attitude. 
The Cognitive Component: Four Items 

Item no. Statement 

3 I put in quite a great deal of effort when I made a decision about which brand of 
……….. to buy among these brands. 

6 I always thought of this particular brand of……… over the other brands when I 
considered buying a pair/one.  

9 I considered brand to be very important in choosing a ……. 

11 I paid a lot of attention to this particular brand of …….. over the other brands. 

The Affective Component: Six Items 

Item no. Statement 

2 Over the last few months/years, I have always bought the same brand of ……… 
because I really liked the brand. 

5 I would be upset if I had to buy another brand of ……. If this particular brand 
was not available 

7 I would continue to buy the same brand of …….. because I like the brand very 
much. 

10 I felt good to this particular brand of …….. over the other brand(s) 



12 I felt very attached to this particular brand of …….. over the other brand(s) 

14 I was interested in this particular brand of ……. Over the other brand(s) 

The Conative/Behavioural Component: Five Items 

Item no. Statement 

1 It was very important for me to buy this particular brand of …… over (an)other 
brand(s) 

4 Although another brand was on sale, I still bought this particular brand of …… 

8 I always found myself consistently buying this particular brand of ……… over 
the other brand(s) 

13 Once I have decided on a particular brand of …….. over other brands, I will stick 
by it 

15 If this particular brand of ……… was not available at the store, I would rather not 
buy at all if I have to choose another brand 

 
APPENDIX 2: Hofstede’s Cultural Dimension measure 
 
Individualism/Collectivism 
1. Group welfare is more important than individual rewards. 
2. Group success is more important than individual success. 
3. Individuals may be expected to give up their goals to benefit group success.  
4. Being accepted by the members of your assignment group is very important.  
5. Team managers should encourage group loyalty even if individual goals suffer.  
 
Uncertainty Avoidance 
6. Rules and regulations are important because they inform those who are working what the 
organization expects of them. 
7. Standard operating procedures are helpful to those on the job. 
8. Instructions for operations are important for those on the job. 
9. Team managers expect their members to closely follow instructions and procedures. 
10. It is important to have task requirements and instructions spelled out in detail so that those 
who are working on the tasks always know what they are expected to do.  
 



Masculinity 
11. Meetings are usually run more effectively when they are chaired by a man. 
12. Solving difficult problems usually requires an active forcible approach which is typical of 
men. 
13. It is more important for men to have a professional career than it is for women. 
14. It is preferable to have a man in a high-level position rather than a woman. 
15. Men solve problems with logical analysis; women solve problems with intuition.  
 
Power Distance 
16. Those in charge should make most decisions without consulting those who are not. 
17. Those in charge should not delegate important tasks to those who are not. 
18. Those not in charge should not disagree with the decisions of those in charge. 
19. Those in charge should seldom ask for the opinions of those who are not in charge. 
20. It is frequently necessary for those in charge to use authority and power when dealing with 
those who are not.  
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